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STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDAR 

APPLICATION NUMBER: A-5-PDR-00-077/ 5-99-329 

APPLICANT: Catellus Residential Group 

AGENT: Latham & Watkins 

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

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Resubdivision and merger of 12 lots into 6 lots within 
and partially within the Coastal Zone and construction of a proposed 70-foot wide 
entrance road off Lincoln Boulevard, partially within the coastal zone; 
construction of a 6-foot wide public trail along the bluff within a 1 0-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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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: 

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

.. 
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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 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 
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: I 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 alternative that would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts of the development on the 
environment. 

Ill. STANDARD CONDITIONS: 

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

• 

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

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

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

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

IV. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. 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 grading, 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 shalroccur 
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. 

4. 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 effect the interest being conveyed. 

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

5. 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 
3061 0 (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 3061 O(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. 



. { ·' 

• 

6. 

• 

7. 

• 

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

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 1 21 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 conten~ 
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 80% total coverage of native plants species. The annual monitoring report 
shall be submitted to the Executive Director. 

C. Five years from the date of the receipt of the Certificate of Occupancy for 
the residences the applicant shall submit for the review and approval of the 
Executive Director, a Habitat Restoration Plan monitoring report, prepared by a 
licensed Landscape Architect or qualified Resource Specialist, that 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. 

8. Grading 

A. All cut and fill slopes shall be stabilized with planting at the completion of 

.r • 
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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 Bluffs. 

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

Submittal of Final Grading plans 

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

10. Staging Area 

11. 

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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12. Archaeological Resources 

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

A. Curation Facility. 

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

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

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

(b) evidence of the facility's willingness to accept the collection. 

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

B. Native American Monitor. 

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

C. Review of Treatment Plan. 

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

.. 
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1 3. 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. 

1 5. City Conditions 

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

• authority other than the Coastal Act. 

• 

16. Permit Compliance 

All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set forth in 
the application for permit, subject to any special conditions set forth 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 
partialfy 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 1 0-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 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 (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 Lincoln Boulevard. 

The Tentative Tract Map proposes to subdivide the Coastal Zone, or bluff face area, into 
six open space lots, some of which partially extend outside of the coastal zone. The 
Tract Map will dedicate public right-of-way in the Coastal Zone for Lincoln Boulevard 
widening and for proposed Street "A". The Map will also dedicate public use easements 
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 dedicated 
with Tract 9167 (see Exhibits No. 4 and 5). 

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

• 

• 

The property within the Commission's jurisdiction consists of 11.95 acres 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 subparallels 
Berger Avenue in the western portion of the site has a width that varies from 50 to 250 • 
feet with vertical wall heights on the order of 30 feet. The ravine extends approximately 
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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 1 35 to 1 70 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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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. 

J • 

• 

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 80th 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 I 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 
Coastat 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 bluff through the undeveloped project site to 
Lincoln Boulevard. 

C. Standard of Review 

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

D. Public Comments 

The South Coast District office has received a number of letters from residents, 
neighborhood groups, and environmental groups in opposition to the project. Concerns 
raised include excessive grading and landform alternation, visual impacts, impacts to 
biological resources, including wetlands, landscaping, and traffic generation. Some of 
the concerns raised are issues outside of the Coastal Zone and not within the 
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/and forms, to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in 
visually degraded areas. 



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

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states in part: 

New development shall: 

(I) 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 natura/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 1 20 to 1 70 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 leading up the bluff 
face to a former radar/radio antenna site is visible.. The former antenna site has 
deteriorated paving and a chain-link fence partially surrounding the site. 

The bluffs to the east and west of the project site are developed. To the east, across • 
from Lincoln, and outside of the Coastal Zone, the bluff tops are developed with single-
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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 1 OA-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 II 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 1 0 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 11 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 Lincoln 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 1 0 to 1 7 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 II 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 11A", 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 11 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 1 5 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 1 6 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 side 
(downslope) of Cabora Drive. 

The applicant argues that by offering to retire these 1 5 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 1 5 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 1 5 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 1 50 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 approximate.ly 143 to 1 50 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 1 50 feet. 
Grading will lower the existing elevation by approximately 5 to 12 feet. 

• 

• 

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



• 

• 

• 

A-5-PDR-00-077 and 5-99-329 (Catellus) 
Page 21 

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 19% of 
the site and is limiting the amount being removed from the edge to the minimum 
necessary to comply with the City's Building and Safety requirements. Furthermore, 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 1 0 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 1 0-foot wide public access easement. 
Approximately 530 lineal feet of the total 2,1 00 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 bluff 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 II 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 will 
be minimized, the applicant has submitted a landscaping plan using coastal sage scrub 
and other native plants. All graded areas, including the ungraded areas of the bluff face 
will be landscaped. To ensure that the landscaping is completed consistent with the 
submitted plan, a special condition is necessary to require that landscaping is carried out 
consistent with the plan and that the landscaping be monitored to ensure adequate 
coverage and success. 

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 3021 0 
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: 

I 

• 

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 1 0-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 A venue 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 2,1 00 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 2,1 00 foot long public trail will provide public access along the bluff over 
property that is currently private. The trail will offer unobstructed views to the general 
public of the Ballona Wetlands, Santa Monica Bay, and the Santa Monica Mountains. 
The public trail, as located, will enhance public access. 

In addition to the proposed bluff trail the applicant is proposing a . 32 acre view park. • 
The view park will be located on the north side of the proposed Street "A". The park will 
be entirely within the Coastal Zone. The park area would have approximately 300 feet of 
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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 83rd 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 83rd 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 Lincoln Boulevard and 
83rd 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'd 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 orB (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. LOSE 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 83rd Street and Lincoln Boulevard. This intersection operates at LOS 
of F during peak periods. Eighty-third Street is the only street providing direct access to 
Lincoln Boulevard from this neighborhood. 

Furthermore, there are six routes (Rayford Drive, Park Hill Drive, Hastings Avenue, 
Redlands Street, Guiana Avenue and 83'd 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 83rd 
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 3021 0, 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 tha( protect 
riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

• Section 30233 states in part: 
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(a) 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 3041/, 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. 

(5) 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 r 

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 grassland 
and disturbed vegetation. The project site contains less than five acres of intact coastal 
sage scrub on the bluff face, with the remainder of the bluff faces disturbed and 
supporting non-native grassland. According to the EIR the bluff face is characterized by 
native coastal (Diegan) sage scrub, non-native grassland and ruderal vegetation where 
native vegetation has been displaced (see Exhibit No. 7). Coastal sage scrub covers less 
than five acres in isolated patches along the bluff face. The vegetative cover of this 
community is generally sparse, ranging between 20 and 30 percent. The Commission's 
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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 1 2 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 bluff face, 
within the Coastal Zone, will be left ungraded and continue to serve as a buffer 
between the Ballona Wetlands and the residential areas to the south. 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, the 
bluff face, and gullies or ravines. 

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

2) The bluff face, consisting of approximately 11 .95 acres, supports degraded Diegan 
sage scrub {coastal bluff scrub). The vegetation on the property, though degraded is 
denser and healthier appearing than on adjacent parcels that have been subject to fire 
clearance. The applicant proposes to restore the bluff face vegetation with native 
species compatible with Diegan coastal sage scrub species that will not have to be 
extensively cleared to protect the homes from fire . 

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 301 21 . Section 301 21 states that: 

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

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

While Hastings Canyon does contain approximately .04 acres of wetlands, recognized by 
CDFG, in one isolated location, the wetland area is located outside the Coastal Zone. 
The applicant's biologist, representatives of the Department of Fish and Game, and the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers {Corps) and the Commission's staff biologist have 
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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 
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 

r 
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control grading, and to revegetate, the project conforms with Sections 30230, 30231, • 
30233 and 30240(a) of the Coastal Act. 
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The proposed project will redirect storm runoff from Hastings Canyon and existing 
surface runoff away from the bluff into an on-site stormdrain system (the West Bluffs 
Storm Drain). The on-site storm drain system will extend into Lincoln Boulevard and 
continue north along Lincoln Boulevard approximately 400 feet and connect with the 
approved box culvert that the Playa Vista project proposes to build under Lincoln 
Boulevard (see Exhibits No. 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 bluff face into the new drainage 
system, runoff over the bluff face will be reduced by approximately 41 .3 cubic feet per 
second of total flows. Moreover, sediment loads would decrease due to decreased 
erosion along the bluff face and Hastings Canyon. 

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 II A"; 
however, because of the grading and visual impacts from Street II A", this coastal 
development permit is being conditioned to eliminate Street II 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 El R many prehistoric sites have been found in the Bailon a 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 legislature 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 87-1 00 
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. 

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 1 5 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 1 5 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 1 5 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 1 5 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 1 5 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 11 A II. 

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 'I.A" is 
not consistent with these requirements. Therefore, denial of Street II 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 
uA". 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 21 080. 5(d)(2)(A) of CEOA 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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December 8, 1997 

Ms. Leslie MacNair 
"BtologtST 

RECEIVED 

FEB 2 6 1998 

FISH & GAME 
LONG BEACH, CA 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
330 Go!den Shore Drive, Suite 50 
Long Beach, California 90802 

. . . 

EXHIBrt NO- . 17. · 

PLANNING CONS 

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 ConsuHants Research and Catellus 
Residential Group, on Wednesday, October 15, 1997 at the project area referenced above. This letter is to 
confirm our field determinations from that meeting, and to review our preliminary verbal agreement regarding 
the extent of project impacts and acceptable mitigation measures. As presented in FJQure 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, 8<1' 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 International 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 

Vegetation on-site consists of Diegan sage scrub on the bluft 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 litUe vegetative cover. 
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Ms. Leslie MacNair 
california Department of Fish and Game 
Oec:ember 8, 1997 

Drainage 

PLANNING CONSULTANTS RESEARCH 
ENv•ROUHNIAt PlAIIfloNG. Pouc• & RtHHCH 

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 Hastings Canyon. The ravine receives some 
surface runoff from the top of the bluff, Which is only a small portion of the entire undeveloped site. 
Additionally, some street drainage is conveyed overland via corrugated pipe direcHy into the bottom of Hastings 
Canyon. Daily nuisance runoff has resulted in the development of a small under-developed weUand 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 bluff face, toward Hastings Avenue and ~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 an three drainages {Stream Segments 2, 3, and 4) is extremely 
narrow, varying between one and two feet. These features do not appear to be jurisdictional "waters· as 
regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, but are considered •streambeds· by the California Department 
of Fish and Game (CDFG). 

METHODOLOGIES 

U.S.G.S. topographic mapping (Venice Quadrangle, 1964} was initiaUy 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 1811 

and 19111
, 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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Ms. leslie MacNair 
California Department of Fish and Game 
December 8, 1997 

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS 

PLANNING CONSULTANTS RESEARCH 

Five stream segments across the property were found to contain evidence of concentrated drainage. 
Segments 1 and 1A are contained within the ravine known as Hastings Canyon. These two stream segments 
faU under the regulatory authority of both ACOE and COFG. 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 chain.iink fence 
enclosure. Due to its very narrow width, Upland vegetative profile, and lack of surface runoff contribution, this 
area was deemed to fall under regulatory authority or 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 faD under CDFG jurisdiction but not ACOE jurisdiction. 

The results of the fteld investigation are summarized below in Table 1 • Preliminary Summary of 
Delineated Areas. · 

TABLE 1 
PRELIMINARY SUMMARY OF DELINEATED AREAS 

Stream Segment LengthiWidth (feet) "watm• Streambed Wetland 
(acres) (acres) (acres) 

Segment 1 940/varies between 3' and 8' 0.068 0.106 0.040 

Segment1A 275x 1 0.006 0.006 nla . 

Segment2 275x2 Not "waters• 0.013 nla 

Segment3 270x 1 Not "waters" 0.006 nla 

Segment4 220x2 Not•waters· 0.010 n/a 

TOTAL ACREAGE 0.074 0.141 0.040 

3 
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Ms. leslie MacNair 
California Department of Fish and Game 
December 8, 1997 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES, 

PLANNING CONSULTANTS RESEARCH 
EHVUQIUI£111At PtA-IIIIIG, POlicY & h\(AI(H 

Implementation of the ect 1s expected to impact ~ere of jurisdictional streambeds and 
approximately 0.04 acre of under-developed weUand 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 atively low resource value of jurisdictional areas on-site, in conjunction with the 
configuration of the proposed project, has resulted in the detennination that replacement of the 0.04 acre 
willow scrub area is not feasible or"'ecessary. Outside of the willow scrub area, stream sooments are 
contained entirely within upland vegetative communities (0~ . 

Therefore, the project developer shall be responsible for habitat enhancement to existing Diegan sage 
scrub habitat and removal of exotic vegetation on the bluff face. The mitigation area shall be comprised of no . 
less than 0.90 acre, which is a mitigation ratio of 5:1. The location of the mitigation area and precise 
restoration requirements shall be coordinated between responsible and trustee agencies following certification 
of the environmental document. 

If you agree with the infonnation 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. 

RespectfuUy, 

PLANNING CONSULTANTS RESEARCH 

~ 
sarnueiRee(j\ 
Project Manager/Ecologist 

leslie S. MacNair, Environmental Specialist Ill 
Environmental Services, Region 5 
California Department of Fish and Game 

Date: 

c: Mr. Steve Nelson, Planning Consultants Research 
Ms. laura Kaufman. Planning Consultants Research 
Mr. Peter lauener. Catellus Residential Group 
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FROM 87-27-98 !2:33PM TO !H5625985994 11398 P.2/3 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
Fl'IANCEi; T liJI'NiiR.flilo: CALIFORNIA bi!:P"ARTM&N"t Oft 

TRA.N&IPORTATION GtNIIII...__. 

May 18.2000 

Mr. AI Padilla 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate. Suite 1000 
Lon& Beach, CA 90802 

Dear :Mr. Padilla: 

• 

U I N FIGUtllo.\ STill iT, SUITl !JiOO 
La!S ANOI!I..EB, CAL IIKXII2 

11!131 5110-1177 

/9 MAY 2 2 ZOOil 

CAUFO!?"-J!A 
COASTAL CO/v\N',i~S..-.---:...~,~~~---1 

This letter is to clarify LADOT's position regarding the proposed Street .. A .. access for the West 
Bluffs residential project. After review of the analy~~>e& performed for the subject project, LAOOT 
has determined that tlle proposed Street .. A .. location opposite Hughes Terrace at Lincoln Boulevard 
is the preferred access for the site. Other access alternatives were examined, including relocation 
ofSt:reet "'A" northerly or southerly ofits propo~d location and the eliinination of direct-to-Lincaln 
Boulav2l'd 2cceu sltogethcr. Esch of the sltcmativei wa detennined to be either physically 
infeasible, or would result in imJH~ctS to both local iind coQbtl acce$$1l)utes . 

One important conclusion by the Department is that the relocation of Street ''A" to any point along 
the project"s Lincoln Boulevard frontage other than the proposed intersection at Hulbes Temee 
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 OthC!f Lincoln BouJeva«l access would result in all projeet-relak!d 
traffic acces5ing the site via the existing ro~ay system south of the projecL Analysis of this 
condition determined that a ~ignificant, unmitigatable impact would result at the intersection of 
Lincoln Boulevard and 83111 Streee. Additionally. such an access scenario would add increased ttaffic 
to the (:n)$$ stre~lS along Manche;tor A venue, affeeting traffic flow along thit Coastal aoce&fl 
conidor. These impacts were not acceptable to the DcpartmenL 

LADOT has detennined that the proposed West Bluffs plan of providing access to the "interior" 85 
homes of the project via Street" A.,. intersecting Lincoln Boulevard opposite Hughes Terrace, is the 
preferred aca:S$ scenario. The existing roadway system south of the ~ite exhibits sufficient capacity 
to accommodate the trips resultini fi'om the 29 proposed homes fronting so• Street without 
producing a significant impact However1 these existing roadways and sUfTOUilding intersections 
c.annot acwnunodate the addition of traffic from the entire it4-unit development, and significant 
lJDDlitig~table impacts would result. 
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FROM 
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Mr. AI Padilla 
May 18,2000 
Page2 

87-27-88 !2:33PM TO 915625985884 •3!18 P.3/3 

If you have qucslions regarding our conclusion. please can me (213) 580-1195 or Tim Conger (213) 
485-2260 of our staff to discuss these finding5. 

Si~~ 
ALLYNRI~ 
Principal Transportation Engineer 

St-A-A£ccs!l 



"' l 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

PROHIBITED INVASIVE ORNAMENTAL PLANTS 

SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Acacia sp. (all species) 
Acacia cyclopis 
Acacia dealbata 
Acacia decurrens 
Acacia longifolia 
Acacia melanoxylon 
Acacia redo/ens 
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) 
Cortaderia jubata [C. Atacamensis] 
Cortaderia dioica [C. sellowana] 
Cotoneaster sp. (all species) 
Cynodon dactylon 
Cytisus sp. (all species) 
Delosperma 'Alba' 
Dimorphotheca sp. (all species} 

Drosanthemum floribundum 
Drosart;emum hispidum 
Eucalyptus (all species} 

· Eupatorium coelestinum {Ageratina sp.] 
Foenicufum vulgare 
Gazania sp. (all species & hybrids) 
Genista sp. (all species) 
Hedera canariensis 
Hedera helix 

COMMON NAME 

Acacia 
Acacia 
Acacia 
Green Wattle 
Sidney Golden Wattle 
Blackwood Acacia 
a.k.a. A. Ongerup 
Common Yarrow 
Century plant 
Tree of Heaven 
Red Apple 
Cape Weed 
African daisy 
Giant Reed or Arundo Grass 
As ph odie 
White Saltbush 
Australian Saltbush 
Ice Plant 
Hottentot Fig 
Red Valerian 
Pigweed, Lamb's Quarters 
Annual chrysanthemum 
Rockrose 
Atacama Pampas Grass 
Selloa Pampas Grass 
Cotoneaster 
Bermuda Grass 
Broom 
White Trailing Ice Plant 
African daisy, Cape marigold, 
Freeway daisy 
Rosea Ice Plant 
Purple Ice Plant 
Eucalyptus EXHIBIT NO. 20 
Mist Flower 
Sweet Fennel 
Gazania 
Broom 
Algerian Ivy 
English Ivy 

AnPLI~~TION ~9 . f ~ ~-- '/. R. oc . ' r ~ ..... 
c-99-·!2f 

['I.ViHJv~ t'h,,fL,;f 

~ . California Coutal Comm•ss•on 
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Ipomoea acuminata 

Lampranthus spectabilis 
Lantana camara 
Umonium perezii 
Linaria bipartita 
Lobularia maritima 
Lonicera japonica 'Halliana' 
Lotus comiculatus 
Lupinus sp. (all non-native species) 
Lupinus arboreus 
Lupinus texanus 
Malephora CI'OC8a 

Malephora luteola 
Mesembryanthemum crystallinum 
Mesembryanthemum nodiflorom 
Myoporom laetum 
Nicotiana g/auca 
Oenothera berlandieri 
Olea europea 
Opuntia ficus-indica 
Osteospemwm sp. (all species) 

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

• Plumbago auriculata 
Ricinus communis 
Rubus proceros 
Schinus molle 
Schinus terebinthifolius 
Senecio mikanioides 
Spartium junceum 
T amarix chinensis 
Trifolium tragiferom 
Tropaelolum majus 
Ulex europaeus 
Vinca major 

Blue dawn flower, 
Mexican morning glory 
Trailing Ice Plant 
Common garden lantana 
Sea lavender 
Toadflax 
Sweet Alyssum 
Hall's Honeysuckle 
Birdsfoot trefoil 
lupine 
Yellow bush lupine 
Texas blue bonnets 
Ice Plant 
Ice Plant 
Crystal lee Plant 
Little Ice Plant 
Myoporum 
Tree Tobacco 
Mexican Evening Primrose 
Olive tree 
Indian fig 
Trailing African daisy, African daisy, 
Cape marigold, Freeway daisy 
Bermuda Buttercup 
Kikuyu Grass 
Fountain Grass 
Canary Island date palm 
Date palm 
Cape leadwort 
Castorbean 
Himalayan blackberry 
California Pepper Tree 
Florida Pepper Tree 
German Ivy 
Spanish Broom 
Tamarisk 
Strawberry clover 
Nasturtium 
Prickley Broom 
Periwinkle 

• 
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04/18/2800 16:01 3104505961 

Spiri-t o~"th.e &a~Je Council 
DefencRng and CanHI'Ying Native Plants, Wildlife, l!coayaterM and Sacred Lands 

April18,2000 

Sara Wan, Chair & Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Ocean Gate Ava. #1 000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

DeE!r M$. Wan & Commissionlf'l: 

Permit No. A-5-PDR-00-077 

PAGE 01 

Spirit of the Sage Council was an appellant in the hec1ring you held last Thursday on April13, 
2000. We are glad you found substantial issue on our appeal. we are writing this letter to you to 
request that the hearing for the Coastal Development Permit for the West Bluff of the Ballona 
Wetlands be held locally in LoB Angeles. The reason is that there are almost oo major ~~ 
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 resources. 

In addition, this last natural bluff top of Ballona contains wh;;~t i$ probably the very lalt vemat pool 
left in Los Angeles, as wall as a 9,000 year old Shoshone Gabriellno village site. These an,! 
extremely precious resources, and deserve a full hearing where kx;al citizen& can attend. 

we a81< that the hearing be held IOCCJIIy in Los Angelel as it was last time so that local citizen• 
can attend. The next hearing In LA is in Novembel'. If that is absolutely impotlibla, then ltWIUk 
as a compromise that the hearing be held in August in Huntington Seach. That is about a 35 
mile trip each way, but it at least is better than the 100 mile trip each way to Santa Barbara where 
the Commission meets in June . 

We hope you will grant our request 

Sincerely, 

~kntt K12,f1Js~ 
Leeona Kllppstetn, Director 

30 North R8ymond Avenue • PuacMrw • c.ftf1H11111. 11103 • U.8.A. 
Tela: (828) 744-8932 • Fa: (828) 744-8931 • www--.geeounclt.com 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Ocean gate, Suite I 000 
Long Beach, Ca 90802-4302 

Dear Commissioner and Alternates, 

April 6, 2000 

,(J rs ~ n\,J! ~ 1\in\1 n 
\0 :b u JJ !_s !JV 

APR 13 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

! have been notified that the Catellus Residential Group has filled for yet another 
pennit 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 waH-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. 

~ot everything is about money and concrete. 

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

Joan and Robert McClellan 
7911 Berger Avenue 
Playa Del Rey, Ca 90293 

·7 
. / 

(_/~~tkJ ~ ... ;t(kb. ··-
;1oan McClellan 

I 
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April4, 2000 

Cl·c. ·c IC .. CA'··:t""\f.ll'-l1D a 11ornta oasta ornrntsston 1 !_':'' : ~·stON 
P.O:Box 1450 COASTAL ~v.v\Ml~ 
200 Oceangate, I Oth floor 
LongBeach, CA 90802 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Item#TH4b 
Permit # A-5-PDR-00-077 
Cindy Curphey 

I am writing as a concerned neighbor of the proposed development located at 7501 80th 
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 horne 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 Playa Vista 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, 
, c /:_ t!v ·~ ~ 

Cindy Curphey )' 
7851 W. 80th St 
Playa Del Rey, CA 90293 
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April 4, 2000 ~ \~ Jl,PR O S 2.00\J 

California Coastal Commission A\.\rORN\A N 
P.O. Box 1450 co~..S~AL coMM\SS\0 
200 Ocean gate, I Oth floor ,... 
LongBeach, CA 90802 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Item# TH 4 b 
Permit # A-5-PDR-00-077 
Cindy Curphey 

I am writing as a concerned neighbor of the proposed development located at 7501 80th 
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 Playa Vista has on the wetlands by forcing these birds up to the bluff and onto 
rooftops looking for food. If you give Cat ell us 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, 

'- '- / ~~-' ._ '. -- /" J,i'-:>' 
Cindy Curphey / 
7851 W. 80th St 
Playa Del Rey, CA 90293 
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santa monica mountains 
task force/sierra club 

• 
angeles chapter --------
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May 23,2000 

Sara Wan, Chair, California Coastal Commission 
C/0 Long Beach Office 
200 Oceangate, 1 o* Floor 
Long Beach. CA 90802 

Re: Ballona West Bluff 

Dear Ms. Wan: 

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

This ilJ-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 
conidors will be broken up. Linking wildlife oonidors are vital for the health and 
preservation of wildlife. 

The pJaoned road will destroy the scenic value of this an:a, 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. 

n;;; ~ 0J/:A 
Mary Ann Webster, Chair, SMMTF 

(310) 559-3126 

r'. l 

I ' -
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• TELEPHONE 

t619l 702-7892 

Ms. Deborah Lee 

CRAIG A. SHERMAN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

1901 FIRST AVENUE. SUITE 335 

SAN DIEGO. CA 92101-2322 

July 20, 1999 

~~~~~~~·~ 
u'IJ FEB 2 9 2000 

CALIFORNIA FACSIMILE 

COASTAL COMMISISI®tlb2-9291 

____ ·-"--'"--.;...,._S.Q~_th".Co~~ _:QisjJj~ Pit~!OI .. .-: . ..:.:..."""~-"-~=-";..::~.~-'~-:.:--~, ~: .. :.:.-."-'·'oc ;· •• .::. .. ___ _,_, -. ,,,:...-.:, --"''~""'··~'"'"'·.;.:.c;..'--:.; .. ;:;,;;~.,-~~~·-"'· ~ ·'~"".:"·~~'"'-'-"··'--'>-.;:..~..:...:.-
California Coastal Conunission 
200 Oceangate; Suite 1000 · · 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

--- -·---------·-"-~ F:.e:· -~A-:s:PDR:'99-:n rx·~coiiimTsszonA.pjieafJroiitz&--·-·---"--~-·- ---·---~ -- ·-~----~----. · -·-·--· · --~ ·-
. City of Los Angeles grant of Coastal Development Pennit No. CDP-93-013 

- ·- Dear Ms. Lee: 

These comments are provided on behalf of my client Spirit ofthe 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 

.... ,. .. _4.;> .. _.BaJ.!_~na ar~ .. . "' ,. ·- ..-a=r ... ~ -.......-.. ...... ""*'---k-· ·~..-..~.-~-.... - ..... -o; ... ~..N.; ................ .._. _____ ~·" ...... .-..---.. ............... ~.-:,., ............... _ ... _~.-.IZII.----

• 

------.... ----~-----------~------......--~----------

The below comments are provided in support of the appeals by the Sage Council, the Coastal 
Conunission, 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 80th 
Street (collectively hereinafter referred to as "Project"). 

These comments seek to cla.ri.fY and reconfinn 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 ofthe Californian Coastal Act and applicable 
general and specific plans ofthe 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 ::;:;?J;,...::tnt, as 
au.horized by the City, is just refusing to scale back its Project away frum the bluff faces and is 
insisting that it be allowed to destroy and fully grade and fill a historic coastal canyon as part of 
its large scale private development. 
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Ms. Deborah Lee, California Coastal Corrunission 
Commission Appeal A-5-PDR-99-1 30 

, '4·--------
The Proiect Site is an Integral Biological Adjunct to the Coastal Wetlands Located 
Below and an Integral Part of the Scenic, Biological and Sensitive Resources of the 
Coastal Zone 

Although the Project's envirorunental impact report does everything possible to minimize and 
e~iminate WV' possible biological value of t~e coastal b~uffs, it is clearly indicated that the
coastal bluffs support many coastal zone and coastal wetlands related species. Local scientists 
and environmental groups have documented the value of Project site. (See Attachments B & 
C indicating biological resources and defects with the developer's environmental findings 

··relative-to ·this-appeal.)-·~ .. , .... -- -·- ·.··-· ·· · ·-·-~-~·-··~-~-~.-----~~·---~-·-··-~~,~····~---T-----·w---- ·.····~-

~ :'~1::Ifr!!:~&:~ilei9&8;th,e-;:Cityof I::;os-Angeles recognized. the relation" and.:value of the· coastal.bhrlf:·:·~-~-"'~~.~ :'7::~~-~_)"' 
·faces and bluff tops of the Project are (referred to as the "Marina Bluffs~') were an·- · 
environmentally sensitive adjunct to the below existing Ballona Wetlands ecosystem. 
(Attachment D) The purpose of the 1988 request was to ensure that the permit and planning 
processes considered the impacts to the immediate and below coastal resources by including 

• the entirety of the Marina Bluffs in the Coastal Zone. This is exactly the protection required to 

. . .. -~--.Pt?.--a!fu!.cl~J2Jhis P_roj_~~!.a.s i~~~-a._t~)~. ~Jltl¥!~rEej~£!~£n o(~~e P!~jt?~~-!>V:.!h~_ Cit}:_it_se!~-~-~··----~ ..... 
.... _ ... .,.." .... recognizing .. thesensitive coastal zone qualities of the Ballona bluffs .. (Attachment E)#-· v ·-·--·-- ........ -.- ---· --

• 

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 I. Kane's August 
28, 1998 letter to Allysin Hitt of Coastal Commission) 1 

Significant Grading Within the Coastal Zone and the Proposal to Amend the Coastal 
Zone Boundary 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 least 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). 

1 I 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 "'ill pro\ ide a submittal on its findings at a later time . 
Notwithstanding, approximately 25% of this Project indisputably lies "'ithin 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 

• • 

• 

.• " c'·"· ":'"-:.-=".=:~~9.9i~tLqn:J\:hi~.l!~ . .b;~c~J1~1LI;9J!!r91~.d. .. ~~sp9_~b~~-(~.!-£out .I~J;i~Ji~n).J>f~1L9£~~-,=, ,,:~~"~,:.., .. ""·;.~..:~-~,~= 
spaces on the Project site. See, TT.M 51122 Engineering Condition No. 13. · 

Most importantly, the applicant does little to avoid significant grading of27% of the entire 
Project site which lies within the current Coastal Zone (direct impact to 3.26 acres not 
accounting for edge effects). _.......,. __ .... 

The Project's applicant provides a self-ful:filling prophecy that its actions are benefiting the rare 
co• t?Imf features .o~ the Coastal Z~:me,. "~The appli~ claims that construction of four ·: · ·. ... , · · · ·· · ·-:·c ·~ 
retaining walls in the Coastal Zone: 

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

Applicant letter to Planning Commission. p. 5 (D. Neal- 1/12/99) · 
••·· ~·"'·-_. ~~,._,.,."""'..?----'--" .. _. ----....~.lt""""'-'"'...__... ,._,_,..,_.,._,_~ .. --·--"--·••M-_-11;:..,;. .. .-.,;_"" -~·~--·-«.--; "''""'·.; .. _..,._._._•••··~··· ···-•• .,. . ., ·---· ~> ,. _ _.._,, •• ,., .,., 

. .... ·- ...... "' .. * •.• 

However, the truth and reality is that such grading and filling is only 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 Findin2s for Coastal Development Permit 93-013 are Conclusorv. Incorrect, 
Misapplv 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 througl-t the administrative 
processes ofthe City ofLos 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 

• 

• 
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the December 9, 1998 Advisory Agency decision, as detailed below, are not supported by the 
substantial eviden~~!.£PE_clusoiT; misap2ly the <;oastal A'?_t an'!_oth~Eplicable_guidelines_~-·----
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 }!.,B:n-~l?.f.9Re~-~.PE.!i£!ttig~Il.~g_~te!Er~.a.!~2,~9il_~~~:!ti~lJJ'~}£~1'!1Y~%,==~,,~--=-"'=-~ 
ignores, 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 oflaw. 

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."2 

-~-- -----wrure ..... aceess" mayoe-6fie "objecnve,.·ofChaptet J of the Coastat'..tcr;·ir·Hfnot th~primar--y-----------~ 
objective of the Coastal Act as it applies to this Project. 

In misapplying and narrowly construing the Coastal Act, the CDP Findings are devoid in 
analysis on important "primary'' Coastal Act purposes including the filling of wetlands(§ 
30233), protecting environmentally sensitive habitat areas(§ 30240(b)), maintaining coastal 
features and preserving views 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: -.. -... _ ... ____ _...-.... -..-~---~ ----- ..,_,- -;,<------·- .. _ ..... ..._ ... ,_.__....,.,. ... ,. . -.... ·~ ------·-~- ..... .-- --"'··--·-----------· --

• 

. ------ ·····------·----------··· ----- ----- --~------ ---------------
The diking. filing, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries 
and lakes shall be pennitted 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 ..,.;th "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 specmcally ..,.;th Land Resources (Article 5) and De\·elopment 
(Article 6). Public Res. Code §§30240 et se-q. and §§ 30250 et seq. 
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---~- -7\s-establi;hed-th.rougho~tthl~p~reviously submitted comments, the gnl:ding of3~26 acres 
of coastal bluffs (approximately 25% of the entire area within the Coastal Zone) for this 
Project is not an action which is in confonnance with the more relevant and "primary" sections 

• 
________ of C'h""ter. 3_ of the Coastal Act .cited above. _The determination of CDP Finding NQ.l is . 

'•" , .. ,,. .--.~:;,; • .:,·"'·•:·.·&~ .. ,.~.-._ .......... ~ ~~•.'"•• •·'• "'''w •' •"'' •• • ·' ....... ~ .. ~ .. ·--~"-''-•y.,•-.•·,"'*-~-"":',.;,.::•.t,--"':':""-:".~--.~-"~~~..:O•:;::::;,;~~·~..o:;.:.r~t-~._';'~ -"~.;.-,.!~·~;.·~-..;~::~ . . ---.~-.,.:;;....,.; ... :,;,:;.. ": 

legally deficient in its application 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 guidelines [January 1, 1982 Interpretive 
-·--·· · ----... -GUiaeliires-·on.ne- Coastal Con:mrlssioh] haveoeen· met,- irnot ·sup potted byth·e-substantiar---------~~---- -· ~-

. evidence. The CDP Finding No. 3 not only fails to bridge any analytical gap in connecting the 
lX:£1B:.!;J~!l~~~~-:findin&-~butatso is_~ Yag!le a..s ~ -~ ~~ ~fillding ~ry!ngless.;7"!.':"~':' :·. ·~--~~: __ , __ 

-· Specifically; CDP Finding No.3 amounts to vague "double-speak" such that no. reasonabie · · · ·- - · · 
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 confonn to them." • .. -~-· :.~- ~- .Fir"S£"ihe:staiement iliai."ilf&W<ielffies flave · 6·eenmefby.tne'proJecfprima facre~·-proYt-:Ges.the-·-·- ---:- :~ -

reader no other understanding other than every single guideline has been met. This finding is 
hereby challenged. The term "appropriate" suggests discretion which the City decision-making 
agency may have or may not have required as conditions of certain aspects of the Project to 
confonn to the guidelines. 

If the Project does not confonn 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 ofCDP 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," "spacio;.;,:; as well as clean," and "well-balanced a<> well a:; carefully planned." 
Bennan v. Parker, (1954) 348 U.S.26. • 
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-. . ----·--The CoastafActiiqi.iires-avoidanceof weilan(fs-and that the -ieasf(farnagmg.enwonmenTatly--·--- '·----· ·-- -·· .. 

superior 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 

_ asfoundjn pages 5 thn;mgh 8_ofthe Dec~mber 9,_199~ _finQ.ings for the grat:~t_ o((:9astal __ . . . . _ . . . . _ .... _ . _ 
.u ... ar-.-.f--:-_;z;~--=-~-_ :::-,~.~::;:-;:;... ~-;~;:...... ~·::"":..:- ·-~--.. ·------~~-- -~··4 ~-- •... ~~- .;.... :-.· -- .:,•. -- ·c.;_• · .. -- .. ·----· - -- c::...;c.":"'""'""'"7..,;;._•.;.;:;;.~.--:._-::;.-r:---'=·'-·--...:.;.:.. .- ..;;. ·.,."'!;. ... -:;1:'.-:::;r -:;·_.r:.•.~:-· ·;. :-:.:=-· -~.::~--'·-'" ·~. -~- .·~ .~: ~-" -~- •. :-:;,_.:.....;- -~ ..... --

Development Permit No. 93-013 adopted by the Advisory Agency. · - · - ·-- ·· 

CDP Finding No. 6 provides: 

There are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures ... available 
~-····--~--~~-·-.,for imposition by-this·authorityunder the· power granted to it-:--:'"": that would"·--~"----------·.,·-···-·~·-·-··-

substantially lessen any significant adverse impact that the development . . .may 

,. :: ·:-.::"?...:""ci"·;-:~~1~r:=-~--~Y~~·m_ tJ'le..~~O..Il!!le~L ::·,_,. :···~. ·:. ::: .:;.:.::.~~::r=e~~3?.'"'"':"'·::"'2-=::..-'''F:-:·:-...,.,;'::~:~ 

With 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. Furthennore, the 

•. 

finding of"infeasibility" in CDP Finding No.6, made in the context of the Coastal Act 
_ findings, serves to violate and fiustrate many of the provisions of the Coastal Act. 

·---- ~ ·- -- ~ .. ~ ... ~--.-~~~-·-·""·~· _ ... ·--·---·.-:~- ~ .. -. -- - ·-- ""-----··-·------·---·-··-------------

• 

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 ofLCP 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 ofCEQA 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. 
Furthennore, the concept and requirement of "avoidance" with respect to wetlands and 
significant coastal land fonns 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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• avoidance of wetlands and riparian habitat as required by the trustee resource 

-· . 

• 
~ .----.~:-.-- __ -·'· :-.""'-·· -- :.,. .. ".-~g~~~!~_S,J:IJ_d},~~jr, '!!~~~1~s:. ~~~-~L~J?~_si,_~~-~~~~-s.~e~lpr__:_~~£l~,~ __ , ~7:~~~,·--:.~~ ·,:; •,::.,. ~:-' _ 

SFEIR., p.III-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. 

~ R-.-.. 1"""' • .,.. _____ ._...._,......_~- .,.._.._ .... ,.,..,,r.·--~-.... ~--...... -,..·-~·----~--~·· .. --... - ........... ...-... ---· .. - _, ... ,,_'_'_ --.....·-----. --.. -·-~.;·.--.. ~,..-----·-'0;1""' ... 

• selecting an alternative Project subdivision footprint/layout would preserve and 
. : ..... -·=-·:.!t·~:·_-,._,._ protect unique scenic' and environmental values ofthe coastal bluffs;.· could_~,·-,:.-: .... _:··~"~:!~:.~~::a~~-"'-' -· 

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 by 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 ofluxury residential homes by 
Catellus Corporation. 

The City ofLos 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 ofbuilding 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 CEQ A, not merely a 

• 

• 
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pr~~~d~;~ ~~~~- . ~gs Co~nt)i F~ Bu~~~~-~-·-·crt)i ofHanth'rci:·-( 19'96f 22~fca[App~3 d -692, 
711, 730-731; Public Resources Code§§ 21002, 21081; CEQA Guidelines§§ 15002(a)(3), 
15021(a)(2), and 15091(a). 

Project Impacts ofWetlands and Coastal Zone Resources 

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

-·- · ····~--courses· anO!or tneit··cnanneliia.tioil or conversion·tersuhrurface-drains:-The Sage Council and --~- _,_ · · ·· · -
DFG maintain that all wetlands and water courses are to be retained and provided with 

·' '· "'':'.:· -·~,,substa%JtiaY:Setbaclcswhich preserv~ the rip~ and aqu~c habitat values and maintain ~eir 
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 ofFish and 
Game in accordance with Section 1601 ofFish and Game Code. Applicant Letter to U.S . 
Army Corps of Engineers, p. 3 (PCR- 4/23/98). 

While much ofthe coastal blufffeatures ofHastings 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 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 Statem~"nt of Overritiing 
.:::or~siderations. Public Res. Code§ 21102.l(a); CEQA Guideline§ :5093. However, 

• notwithstanding the mandatory finding of significance that the proposed project will "reduce 
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.th~- ~~~b~i ~~ ~estrict the rang~ of a-~~e o~ endangered plant or aiumat;• the :Project provides . 
no mitigation for the loss of foraging habitat for birds of prey which are known to utilize the 
site. 

. . 

• 
--- --~ - "ihe.fucf~g-of •{nr~~ibility·~-~t:h~ur~if~ring-iniiiiaiio'n ·ror:·ta~1-.ilai>i1a:!:·e~~i'eC'icillyiii 1Igi1Cot~~- ;-~~ ~,~~-, --·-'· 

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 Homed Lark, 

·-_, ___ Loggerhead· Shrike; Black;.Shouldered Kite; Cooper's Hawk,· and Northern Harrier) which all···-
use ruderal grasslands as foraging areas. (See Attachments B & C) Several of these species 

.'. ··. cwill 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 bluffface." 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.bluffJaces,_and_a:~~---- ~- · 
requirement of off-site mitigation. The City's police powers allows for the imposition of these 
conditions for Project approval, but the City has failed to require them in contravention of the 
purposes and requirements ofCEQA and the Coastal Act. 

Final Remarks 

In light ofthe above, the Coastal Commission should uphold the appeals made by the Sage 
Council, the Coastal Commission and others, by and reject the approval ofthe Project, thereby 
rejecting the City's grant ofCDP 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. 

Sir?s 
c~~~~ 

• 

• 
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cc: Mr. Rusty Areias, Chair, California Coastal Commission 
___ . . ..· -·· _ Mf.._}l~~er_ D_ougl_~.-~~~~tiye. Di[~or"' ~~for;t}}_an._ <:o~~--Commissio~:t ___ --

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

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

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

C. Howard Towner, Ph.D.'s previous opposition to CDP 93-13 and CEQA 
- ·· - · · -· · deficiencies, dated July~ f99s·:_·_·· · ·· · ·.. - · · .. ·.. · · ..... · .. " · .. ·· · · 

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 
H.itt) dated August 28, 1998 . 
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Re: City Council Meeting, Febroary 24, 1999 
Comments on Discretionary Decisions Relating to Appeal of the . 
West Bluffs Project.- State Clearinghouse No. 9 7111005 · coasrai Deveioj)ment Permit No.'-ci5P~93-7i.i3-- -·- --· ---·-·-- ···-- ···- - - -· ·-- ··=- - · 

e Dear Mayor R.iordin and Members of the City Council: 

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

The below comments are provided in response to the certification of the Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report ("SFElR''), the approval of Coastal Development Permit No. 
93-013, approval of Tentative Tract Map No. 51122 ("TIM: 51122"), and other discretionary 
decisions related to development approvals for the West Bluffs Project located at 7501 West 
80th 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 Conunittee 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. 

Si2:nificant Gradin2: 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 '"~thin the Coastal Zone) vvill come at the expense of grading at least 3.26 acres \l.-ithin the 
existing Coastal Zone and by filling a natural coastal canyon vvith lOO,OOO's of cubic feet 

EXIDBIT A 

• 

• 
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• 

of dirt filL 1 Further in derogation of the purposes of the Coastal Act, the additional Coastal 
... Zone acfeage createdc will b_e p_r~gg~¥J:tly_ !Q~at~q !mrne4iat~;ly behind the backyard fences of . -- ~- · · .... ·. 
·-the Project homeoV,rneis; subject to brush clearing, fire management and the whims of the 

Homeovmers 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~entiiecoastal featUre; . •.• .... -·· • .......... . 

"a majority of the bluff face [is] to be left ungraded" and that "a dramatic 
shift from the 'conventional' grading nonnally 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 of27% 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 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 • 1/12199) ·· 

However, the trut.lt and reality is that such grading is onlv n~~ss~y_i.I1 • .r~s~~~JR.de;veloRir)g, .7' -~-. 7 ••• _ 

.c~_-.-=· -.-the sitlmitscurrerii'eoilfiguration With"amax.unurri number' of homes- and· drrect '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. 

1 I One condition of approval for the Project, Grading CAndition Ko. 19 as found in the Dec. 9, 1998 decision 
of the Ad\.i.sory Agency for Tentative Tract Map 51122, pro> ides for an open-enaed grading authorization to 
"further stabilize" the natural coastal bluffs. CAndition No. 19 reads"' Existing erosional features along the 
bluff would be removed and replaced with a manufacrured slope. This manufactured slope would be 
constructed at the natural gradient and would be reinforced ~ith the aid of geofabrics." 
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Adopted Findings for Coastal Development Pennit 93-013 are Not Supported bv the 
Substantial Evidence. are Condusorv. Misapplv the Law. and Fail to Bridge the 

- Anal\''tital Gao- -. - .-- -·' - '· -~'··~.-··· .. · -- __ ,,.;;_,,:·r .. cc~---~->;.:~=:..:::::;:-=-.·=~.;,:;-·: 

A requirement in the adoption of findings is to bridge the analytical gap between the raw _data 
and the-ultimate decision. Topanea A.ss'n for a Scenic Commurutv v. Countv of Los Aneeles, 
(1074) 11 Cal.3d 506, 514-517. Such findings serve specific purposes to (1) provide a 

__ .... ~fr~~~~~!.kJor_ p,Jin_sipJ_ed ~~i~i~~s,_~~~~ing_!h~.in_t_egrity~Qfth~ ~di!)inist.r9:tiy~ 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 confinned 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 aecision, as detailed below~ are not sUpported by the. 

substantial evidence, are conc1usory, misapply the Coastal Act and other applicable guidelines 
and local ordinances related thereto, and fail to bridge the analytical gap between the findings 

· · - --·-~---and factual bases supporting such finding~~---.... ~ - ,._.,, _ _,_N~" '·-"' -·~- ·-- -

CDP Findine No. 1 is an improper application and interpretation oflaw which circumvents, 
ignores, a.ri.d rrrisapplies essential purposes ofthe.Califorilla Coastal Act of 1976 which results 
in a finding which is cannot be supported by the evidence due to its flawed application oflaw. 
Ch 3 fth C astal A . el hap ed .th" " hi-1.. • ---~..,-.• -~,,l,_--.,.;:~ .. _ apter _ o - e . o _ct 1S not Iller y.a c tey _concern ~, ---.caccess, . .,.!w u.1:1s -~~~"':':"!':-~~"'·''!!~- .,,"_;:-.--

narrowly interpreted and analyzed in CDP Finding No. 1 onlv in the context of"parking."2 

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 rrrisapplying 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 

.-,.- ~~-..,z.·-_, .... ,:::-~J~~~~--~~-~~J~l9.~ ... 19..~)). J!:~~!~f.¥.ng .SCI.~!a1l~~!Hf~~ ... ~.9. PJ~~~~gy;,~~_s. . ._?.I!d,==-·~-~_.~ . .,.,,..~~ -,.v-:-·: .· 

2
/ Only si.x numbered sections of Chapter 3 which deal ~ith "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 releYant to this Project than ''access," deal specifically ~ith Land Resources (Article 5) and Development 
(Article 6). Public Res. Code §§30240 et seq. and§§ 30250 et seq. 

• 
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aesthetics. (§ 30251) As succinctly stated in the Coastal Act, a few relevant additional 
"primary" purposes of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act which were wantonly ignored in CDP 
Finding No. 1 are: 

The dikiflg, filing, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries 
and lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable pro\~Sio!ls 
of this division, where there is no feasible less environrnentallv dama~ng 
alternative. Coastal Act, Chapter 3, § 30233. (emphasis added) 

-· Dev.elopmenr 1n.areas? ·aCiTacent · io ·en~ronn;entall~ --~ri-~iti~~ · h~bit~t · ~~e~;- · · · · ·- ··· 
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) 

_--~---As esta.blished ,throughout this.and previousJy-st~bmitted-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 
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 

_ -.---:- ~ "-= ._,.E~~E;BJ~N~~~~~.:-J2J.e;r,4;.::.;9.li~~ ~2.~1~ :"\~,~~, ~;::.~·· :~~ ::·~:::-="";"~·"'·=~·":":·~..:. -=·~.::: .:-::::--'-==,~~-~-· · 

• 

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 "double-speak" such that no reasonable . 

·=="'!·person canascenauiTrfn1'earung-:-·'·t:oPFirtdliig"'No~3:inrefeva11P"B.rt;O'~-~w ... ,....,.....-..:-.=-~--~.f'--<"o'':'·-

"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 
~gency may_have or ~ay no~ haverequir~4 ~~ CO,!_ld~~9~ _ c;>f_c~rt~ aspects _ofthe 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 ofCDP Finding No.3 and the facts of the Project as applied to 
the guidelines. 

Lastlv. CDP Finding No. 6 misinterprets and misapplies the law which provides police powers 
of the decision-making agency which reasonably and feasibly could be employed to reduce the 
impacts of the Project in the Coastal Zone. The powers of the City to protect the "health, 
safety and welfare'' is a fundamental authority for the planning and regulation of development 
and includes broad powers to protect "public welfare" which encompass concepts of the 
spiritual as well as physical and aesthetic as well as monetary. Additionally, it is within the 
authority of the City's police power to determine that the community should be ... tiful as 
well as healthy," "spacious as well as clean," and "well-balanced as well as carefully planned." 
Berman v. Parker. (1954) 348 U.S.26. 

_ ... Notwithstanding the obvious power and authority under .CEQA and. many other-laws to -
require conditions for approval which better protect and preserve the Coastal Zone and 
"general welfare," the Coastal Act requires avoidance ofwetlands and that the least damaging 

• 
____ emdf.o.mof.P.tall~upmot..altemati~e..select.ed,in.D.rder..t.o...avpid .wetlands , Ptlhlic,.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. 

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. 

-"'!;"""'~~~~ith·reference"topreviousiy·provided-eornmems=a:rid'tlther eomments'fifitde~nerem'which'af~~~ ...... ,.-,p:-.;.,: 

herein incorporated by reference, the City's finding of "infeasibilit;" of mitigation measures 
and other Project alternatives is not supported by the e-vidence in the record. Furthermore, the 

f finding of"infeasibitity" in CDP Finding No.6, made in the context of the CoastaJ ~t • 
findings, serves to violate and frustrate provisions many of the provisions of the CoastaJ Act. 
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Findings of "Infeasibilitv" of Alternatives and Mitigation Measures is Not Supported bv 
the Evidence 

- .. -·-·- --- - ___________ .:.. __ :--:- -:.·- --- . --.:···--· --~~;;. ':"".··. ·:.···-:--- :.~-- -. -·- ·-····· -- -· 

No envir~~-~~t~lly-~~perior 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 City 
Council may not legally not approve the certification of the SFEIR and approve the grant of 
LCP 93-013. 

· · --- -- -· --" The'"decisi6n6ftne City Violates tlie essential -ptirpos·e·or CEQArequiririg tne ·selection-·of a1i ... 
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: 

• avoidance of wetlands and riparian habitat as required by the trustee resource 
---------agencies and their mandates.-(USFWS, CDFG and ACOE) See. for example,--.--

SFElR, p.ill-17. 

-----·--gra.ding-ruts.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. 

• selecti.ng an alternative Project subdivision footprint/layout would preserve and 

..... _ .... .....,= ::~:;.~--~:::.::'"=· =· =-==:_:=-f. P!<lt_efJ.~IJ:i_q~t:_ s~~I1i~-~~--~-~P-Pm~~~~-o-~~~~s of the -~astal bluffs, -~~ld .. -.~-~~·"·~ .. -___ _ _ _ _ 
eliminate the extensive grading of the bluffs arid the-bluff top .edges-ill!he coaitaf . . . . . . . 

• 

Zone being done for the contrived purpose of protecting the public and below 
wetlands from "slope instability." 

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 
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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·developmerif of luxury residential homes by 
Catellus Corporation. 

The City ofLos 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 

. f~.~!1JJ~_h!i~.be~nid~n.tified 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 ofthe 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 man4a:tory_requirement, not .. _____ ... _ 

.. merely' a procedural one. Kings CountY Faim Bureau v: Citv ofHanford. (1990) 222 . 
Cal.App.3d 692, 711, 730-731; Public Resources Code§§ 21002, 21081; CEQA Guidelines 
§§ 15002(a)(3), 15021(a)(2), and_1_5091(a). In li~!_of~e ~:;.._t)}7 qtr~m!.l!t?P!Iold the 

---- ·-""""'Sage·comiCil's~appearanareJecfTheapprovalOfffie ProjeCt, certification of the SFEIRa nd 
grant of CDP 93-013, because there are reasonable and feasible alternatives which which can 
substantially lessen the environmental effects. Sierra Club v. Gilrov Citv Council, (1990) 222 
Cal.App.3d 30, 41. 

Project Impacts of Wetlands and Coastal Zone Resources 

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

• 

"'"''~~-=RE'.Q-:JJ2~=t,~J?J.ha1-.~-lL~·_st!apc!s~B.f.l4 <W~ .~urses are -to be, retained-and- provided,.with-s.::.w.-::~~U,'!AI'--=:;o t.':t!:.!.<~~·.-,,.--.. ,.,' 
- substantial setbacks which preserve the riparian and aquatic habi:at values and maintain their 

value to on-site and off-site wildlife populations. • • 
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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 ofFish and 
Game in accordance 'With Section 1601 ofFish and Game Code. Applicant Letter to U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, p. 3 (PCR- 4/23/98). 

'While much of the coastal bluff features ofHastings 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 

. _ . Wa~er 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 v.ithin 
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 . 

SFEm Fails To Provide Adequate Mitigation For Significant Impacts to Rare. 
_ . _______ Threatened and Enda_nger~~-~P_~cies_: __ O~-~~d-~_f!-sit~ 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 

----conslaera.tions. PuollCR:es. Code pn·0"2TW;CEQTGUideline"§TTb'93.""H'Wever_--~~"'"-""'._._ 
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. 

The finding of"infeasibility" 'Without offering mitigation for lost habitat - especially in light of 
Section 30240(b) of the Coastal Act as a Project site directly adjacent to an important 
en-vironmentally 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, 

~,,,,~~~..,.kQgg~r.Q~,:;S~.s."!3J?..C~~hp.J.!!9~J!Q~~.,.Coo~~Hawk,-.and Northem-Ha.rriez}~hich.all~~'*~._., .... .._....,. __ . 
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 dirnirushed habitat The only mitigation ofbiological 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. I. 
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PO SIDON STA.TE1\1El\1: VfEST BLUFFS PROJECT 

Friends of Ballo.r..a \Vetia..11d.s has been working since 1978 to pro~~t a:1d restc're 
th~ 3a.!lon.a Wetla."lds in Playa del Rey. Th: pr~pased 119-hc-me prcject i"l and arc'!.l.nd 
H~&.gs Cllnyon a..~join.s the Ballona W~tlan~. ar.d poses a sevete threat to the 
fres'hwa.ter marsh th&t !iet: belo;o.• this prop<>~d d~velo:pmcnt Tne Friend3 r..a\.·e a str ~ng 
!.m:rest in how this project »-ili imp~ct tr.ose w;tla.."'lds f1JJ,hem;o!·e, we ~lso hJYe :;,. 
~tror.g. irlt~re~t in ~:y remaining o~-:n spa:.::: i-"1 ~1e ~.\' estcl:es:~:--Pb.ya dd Rey re8 i.' .. m1 
lli th.-: m~11'.S!C h~b1tat \'a!ues oftlus sp~ce. 

T!"'le site of th.! proposed. 119· h~,m~ ce•.'-;!~:pmen: b Hasti..-1gs Canycr. 'hu int::f .. n.sic 
env:ronn\e:ltal valt.:.e in r..,_-e coastal sag-e scrr..lb ccm.r.r..m.i.ty l:iv:irr..g along !..'1-te top cft.,_e 
blll!T. It c~uld h.;.v~ even higher vo:Uu.: if the tcp oftl\:o: bluff•fl:•as :estt-red to it's <.'ri::....J..nal 
cc.nci:iti•:m. Fu.'1her, b.:~ru.e cft.1e sb:' s prc-xi,."Tl!:y to the B4ll~na \Vetla!".CS and 34-acr~ 
t~:;hwat:::r marsh, d:velvprnent the-re has an L--:!i.rn:i~'!! re!ati(>nship to the e·:d:•gy of that 
tes~wate: marsh anc tnt C!}:is\irl.g si.t r..zrs.h. 

We oppos~ the project in Jts proposed forrn. Tb.e Friends' m·:'lst de:;~ble 
elterr:atiw is to restwte t.c.th t.i.e bluff and the tvp of t.~e bl~ff t~1c;; !o a s:.tte 
~ppc~i.-·n.:.ti."),g their c-rigLT'\.3.i condition r.nd h!::·-i.~'1g :hem as naruril cpen spac::. 

This pc-sitio:1 st<:t:ment outl:..'1~5 the f::-llc-'.vii;g· 1) Li-te envi:·:>n.:!1:z~t:.:>.: i.171pacrs t..'1~ 
proj;;:ct .VJ1 uz~don~t~dly cause, 2) t..lie :rebti.OI'l..$hip cfti;e proj-ect tc se~ons of the 
Cc-astcl Bbffs S?ecifi.c ?lln, th~ Coasul Act of 19"6, a..•d th~ Big E:;use Or:.l::a:~ce of 
1995, 3) t.il~ 1..--npact.s a,-;d viC'lari<ms imposed by th::: prop<'sec Co2.s:al Bcu.r.dary Line 
Adjustr.:lent, 4) various recommend.Gtit:ru to C~:~!lt:..s teo rr.inirniz~ t.~ese impacts, aJ1d 5) 
c.~ .. ments pursu::mt to the completed Envirc-n:·n~n:al Impact RapO':'t (EIR). TIJ.is p<J:.:.tion 
st;!':Z:nent is<! C'..ll:nim~.ticm ofp:::-licy r:scarch a:,d s:ve:cl meetirtg~ t.i.e F:iends ha·ve ha::! 
'i'Y.i:l": Pet:r Liluen:er, Vic: Pr-;::$ident of Catcllus, M:k:= Rus::.e~l. th~ Vi:e P::::.id'!'~t c:f 

!-:c-·;,•a:rd H'.:ghe; CN".tJO:-a..tojN·;, and :r.,?r::::C::::s ;::.!t:le 'Nzst Bluffs Stec .. ng Corn:rittc:!. 

EXHIBIT B 

• 

• 
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Th-;: foCovvi.'"lg su..rnrn~f of project imp~cts is based en discussior.:; with Catellns, 
t.'l.e W~::s: Bluffs Stc:ring Committee. arid the field ob;ervaticns of Dr HO'-'ard To'i-vnet .. 
~'1d oth:er qualin:d b1ologisti. 

1. Tner: ·~.:1; b: a JX'ITC!!..'1..:nt rna~ or neg-<L'ivc impact on t.1: bl'.tff top i~s.et~ 
th-:. ~;:ri:..-,~.ry sit; t.J b: u.til.iz~d £x t.i.c construction of homes &nd 5uppcrting 
i.-"tt<:..~tr'Jcture. Thi area i.3 curr::nt1)' 2..T1a.!:-a.-,.doned fie]d.,·:rupportir.g·:ud:nl veget..'\ti.Ol"'.,. 
and a fau.'1a of ~tive enimols 

a) One matter ofs:riou.s cr.ncem is wt the sit~ has se!\·ed as a f.:•rag:i.r'.g 
gro·md tor a 1.~id: vari.;ty ofraptors, so;n:: :Jfw-bich ar.: .. listed .. and some of';epec!a! 
concern:• Th.ese mptc-rs include the sped-~-s :J~t:ed b~l·:>W7 ~ll of v.t..ich Dr. To,.,'!ler has 
obser.-::d pe::-son:illy on t:.~e prc~ie:t site. Tr,e f.:-.ra!f.:11g c.rca fer t.i.e~e sp.;;ci!s w=Jl, in 
rssence, Cisapp::a.: if th~ project is :rtlplemented as proposed. 

Birds observed: 

Prairie F::.lcon 
Peregrine Falc.;rn 
Arn::ricin Kestrel 
Blac~·shouldereC. Kite 
R!d-tciled Ha~k 
Ncrth.:rn Harrie:: 
Tu;key Y~tur: 

T..'le fo!lo;vi.ng pr~d.l:orf birds occur reg~ly :o infrequently i:1 LiJ.e \\' e::tchester 
::egi0n, but a:e very li.\;:ely to ~,.:se the site: 

Gr::a~-h·='~;d Owl 
Ba..-n av..·1 
Bwro>>'ing O•vl 
Cooper's HaYI:k 
Sha.-p-shin.'1:::d Ha'.vk 
Red-should:r"!d Hawk 

The pr-::ject site is 6~ ve:y· las! l~c;:J. upbz-,d f<:·:agit;g a:e:1 ·,vi!h ili:t :errair:.. For Ll:.e 
speci.::s ab~1 ·:e, k·ss CJf t~3 h::.~:~ilt car.r.-:-: be mitigated. E;rviror:-:Jentiliy, r.he best 



• • ,... 
;r • a!temat~•;::! for tb.~ sp~~ .,.,.?:Ud ~ to ~ow it to ~etu.m to a :crnmunity of mtiv: 

_. ·"·'-·,, ·;;:. "'•:·-' .,,. '· -~·" ... V:a£~t.l~<Jrt. .. C't ::.O"l..'l3J'I.C:e l.t V.'ltn t.~ ~.l.aallng.-of MU.\'~-""-..-.._,.-_:::=::t·•,," ... --.-·· · ---·· -~""-""'""- ··~.:=-...-....:·.:.:c··~:-;:;.,,.;:.;t.·,· .. 

( 
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b) .A.. ::mmb.:r ofl~cal l:ird.s ut:J.'ii,"!e flat. open spaces :md will be e:<t:i.'?ated if 
t.l:..: prcj:ct !S i.."'11pl!m.:nted as propos~d. T."lese sp::ci.es Viill not suz-.,iv~ L, t..i-J: r~stc•red 
t.lufff~ce h~bit:at, b!c~us! once hou.5es are built on t.i.e top of the bluf'l;. tl."l:: b!ntifa.::::e will 
'be st-eep and brJ.s!ly. These specie~ r-=quir~ gras.;y ar~as. Such species ~,dud:!: 

We~t~m Mea.do .... ·!:uk 
s~y· s ?hoe be 
Homed La:!< 
Lark Spa.-row 

----- .. ~·----·- .. - .. -·--- .. -·-·--···---·---.. ·· 
C) "· V"'~' c-fterr.:strL"'l. ver:ebrate spe.:ie; v.ill be a:ive..'>ely am~cted by the 

dev:loprnent. Th! potential local rang~fof6ese·sp;!C:ie5~:w.i.lfperman~nt1~:be .. sh.ru.~~----
The:>e species are in danger oflccal extirpation. n,~se vert~bra.tes are not o:uy of 
i.nti:i:"'lSic valut ~'"ld intere:;t:, t.~y alsc) constitut::! tb.:xt for the rs.ptor.:; previously 
me:ttion~d. List;;d below are terrestJ.'icl. v~rtebrate$ 't'i'hich Dr. To·;c.ner obssved on thf' 
bluf!S, or w·hic!l are lik:ly tc- occur or. tie site: 

.A..mphi~ians observed· 

Pac4'ic Tre: Frog (Pscudacris n;gillc:) 
West:rr. To~d (Bufo boreru) 
Black-bellied Sa.L1mmder (.BaJrachonp.;; nig,.iv~tUris) 

Repcl:s obs:!:rved: 

California Leg!:ss Lizard ~.m;!dla pulchra) 
\V::st:m Fertc~ Lizard (Scelaporus occidmUilis) 
Sid;~blvtched Li.:zd (!.:ra .siansb:.uiam:) 
S·::·u.tl'l.am .~gat0t Li:z:J.rd (Elgc:ia .•r::;lt£cc:r:nc.la) 
Wesiem Ski.nk (Eumec:es s.!:il1cni::.nus} 
Calif:mia King Sn.:L"e (La.7mprop<!ltis g~tub.~) 
Gc,ph~ Snake {-0£r:.lopl:is inel:::.n";l'!':.!~~z.t .. ~) 

\'irgi.\'1ia Opossum (Dideiplr.Js virginanu.j·) 
?ock::t Gopher (Thomo."'!!ys bottac) 
Califc:n.ia Grotmd Squirrel (.)perm=·phifus hee.::hey~.1 

B~~:.c:.-~t~i\ed Jt\ck!"atbit (l.t!pe~.: ct:!;forr.icu$) 
• .:..:,:1··':Jcn's Cotr:cmtd :Sy!vi!ag:!.> m,dubor!i; 

• 

• 



Stl"!.p-!d S~:'l.!...''lk (.~!ephWs mephitis) 
!t:d Fe:{ IJ'i.tlpes l"lt/pts) (U"lr•>:iuced}- ------------------
De:!r ~:!ouse (Pzro1r.:Jsr::u; mcr<ic:-ulati.s) 

2. T.1c bJ!.Lfftop repre::ems the l4S~ local open spac~ of irs type b this r!gi0n. 
.-,·.- ,;.:;:..,...:.:-~-----... .,.;:..:.;n-~-.k .hz.:i: e..~.t ~otcnt:i.al fo:-_us: ~a pu.b!i~..spac_~{J...e,..}:ar.l\;..cr,.other,.,t~cr~_a~wn ;ueal..-~=-:;..:.: ·;.....· .,.,....;;,;,. __ --~---~-· 

se::i~:> of d:1.:eloptrents e.:as: cfLinccb Bou!e·,":J..d h~ c-cp.s~-ned. all oth:.:r r-::r:mar:ts c-f 

• 

• 

this typ~ cfl.a:'\dscape. Th; small :l..:.ilOU.nt of ope..1. space (less fu:!-1'"1 2 acr::s) prop-:-sed by 
' . .: ... ·-- - ,,·--·-------·tll~··&,:dc,~;!~ IS'n,)t edaquafi·:--rf::he Ie-vel,)pnl:nfis-pmr.itt'ed~ ifshoi.ilt be a&sofu.tel:; .. ---·----- .. 

rnmdatary that rn~ d.~dicat::d <:>pen spac~ b~ .:.d&d t-:- tl.e pr•Jje..:t. 111c Fr1ends strongly 
support the West Bluffs S!eer.r.g Cvr::·:.rmtt~ as ~.-en as th~ res~ of the c.::n:nmu.'l.ity-at-larg~----- ·· 

~- \Vhll.: th~ prc-pos~d r:sto:ation of the bluft' face (i.e restor-c.tion. of 6:: 
__ . _ coastal sege brush community), v;i.1 e.nhan.ce the exi::i''ti..ig ha~i~ the $trucrur; of the_ .... 

bluff v:.-ill b; char1ged so much ir. the pro...~ss ofbUil·.ii:lg the project. fr..at it \;."ill have li:tl~ 
or no poJ~itiv~ imp:.:.ct <m the n~tiv~ sp..:-:ies of plants: v..rrt!brates ar,d U:werteb:-ates 
curr~ntl.y r.:sidi.ng thtre. 111.: pre>pcs.:d ~lan includes tht fillit~g ii:. of Has-::ings C3r.yon,. 
der:r: ..... "111:!ntal to t'ie nat'J.tal siope cfthe e:·isting bluff \lie cxp~ct that t.t...ese ~pe·~i-as ,,;_u b~ 
e:-:th-pated, at lea:>t te:uporarily, due tv the hig...l-t distu.'"bance of the blu.ffwr..ile 
rl!struct;u;.i.TJ.g it t•J accornrroC.at.:: th:: n;;:·w hc•rnas. \\ 'b.ile the bluff v.ill have mi.ni.-nal 
terracing. 18· 20 f-:::t c-f the t'-'P of the btuff "iill be eut do~n and 6llad, a.'"ld in cenin 
are;.?.s~ t.1e bluff-will be push::d out 40..(,0 feet ft.:.rt.b.:r over Linooln Boul:vard. The:.: fore, 
it is reaSNlable to asswn~ th.:~ the encir: bluff vviil be cEstu:b~d. reshaped ~d filled to 
bt.:ilc tr1c 119 horr:e~ proposed i."l the proj.:ct. 

4. The inclusio:l Jf :11fuect a~cess roa~ (Street A) to Lincc-L'1 Bcule.,.~d .,...,ill 
d~s~·'Y the n::t::u:::l aspect of that pan cft.r~a bh.!ff face. It >•-ill also is.:l!ate: swall a.:eJ. to 
th:: svut.1. ofth.;: street :frvm the r.an:.ral areas on t..1..; rest of&.: bluff face. Th:: Friends 
strongly oppc.s:: 6~ c~nstruc~•m of ilii$ ~tre-e~. becac.s~ it r~ot cmly C1!t:S right th!c·ug:..'l-t t.'i.e 
bluff face a.""t.i pr~e-r~ts ;:r. consid:::rable problem for \vildli!:;:: tr1i-,g to tr::m:rs: the st::e::!t to 
forag.: c·n the oh.:fl: bur it also a.f.t:~cts the crucial fr<!shwat::r rnar::h b:J.ow. (S?e additioncl 
ir:fc:;:nation i!nci. r::commendativ!'.S f~r the proposed ~treet (A) in tit~ "Dra:naze o.~d 
Ru.."!o!:I"' section oft.rus document). -

V.·1t:m comparing t1e propo:>ed pla.'1 of 1991 to that of 1998, it is cvidi!I~t th~t 
Sc:-eet .4. he.s been relocated f.a;.-ther no:-..h >t.-ithir. the ~itz. Catell•-15 has rnvved Str.::et A 
because pr:!7 of the str~et lies 'i'rit.hi:r. the CoastM Zen.:. The Coa5tal Zone Bound.ary, as 
cl:Jrncd by th~ dl!velopc:-, w~ fcm:l!riy des~ateci as op~ space and no'rv is oc::upi::d 
by ~tre.:: A. Ti'l$ cl!o·,•:s <q::p:·x·±nai.:~ly 6 more ho::1es t::: be b;.rilt o:.lt:>ide of the coElstal 
z~~:-1.e. ~~::'t -:rt:::v· Co tl:e F:-:.e:1ds ~?PC~s:; the corJ....~tru~tion cf Str~;: .A.! bt:! ;.,"/; ?Jso qu:sri;:-n 
t} ... ·"'~'"'"". C'"'··t~l z.·,n:- , . .., .. ,.,.;-""\, ~" c'ef:.l"'' .,.,db·· •:....,.,; --·-1· \l' _,__ ..... 1 

........... -.. ... a. ""'"·· ..._ ... u"-"""'"'"'-c .... ~~ .. ..,.~ .... <J.L. .... ; ~......~.~~\.:..--:.""·p~" '\C~'\0!H . ..:.•:>ngJ.y.r 
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area (see ''1998 E!R Ccmrn.er.ts .. sectk·n o:t:.\is document). 

5. A major concern ~i.th a.1y d;velopment proposed for the bluffs is its 
poter:.:ial impact on the Bal:!.ona W:t:l.e..""lds, wr~ch occupy th~ land belov;: th:: b!u!f. 

. . ' 

• 
Sp~,:Ulc co:1.:~ inch:.de stre:t runofr:, pollutant:. in that ru:~cff, noi.s!, lig..ilti.'1g and 

;::;=-·~==-;;~.;;-=~";;;;..-;-..;:.~-:-~~:-rt:5ned pets {-d.~~ -a."!C -eats} \'i-t'ich.rn'!:y·d!sn!!b' or'pr::y upc;n !~tn'!'~de!'.~.,;-~-t;;,.-:::..;,."7~m-~""-~·;::·.~.,,, .. """ 

.• . :.c-=-~- .... .;..:,_, .•. :.,., ..... ..;· .. -· .. =.,,~···""- .~.Th::..issuc of water n.l.I"'Iff se'!lm.s to have b~m dealt.'n-itb. faitl"~.C saiisfactorilv .in the 
developer's pr~pcsal t.., dir:ct it away frc:n the bluff f~c..: and t:r~:lt hat th~ ent:an'cs: to . ---· 
th; t~shwat-er marsh area ofth; wetlm.:h. 'A-'bil-: ih~ indus ion of i~ p-arallel pipeli.'1e v:,ill 
reduce u'1e pc·tential for bluff erosicn cornp:1r~ to present co~ditio:i!.S a.'1d repr:s:nts . .a ___ . 

...... ·---, ... "'· 

.... .. _,...., .. __.. • .............-.pS:iiuve iffipac.=toftlE'FfoJe·c!; ifnffil:orycroeen a~~df~scranow·th~· proposed"'pto~~------·--·----~---·--

( 

l 

i"iill. prevent wa.tc:r from erodi.""lg the bluff ti.rough p:rcolation. The i'1C!easad use of 
ncn-por.:•us materi..als such as concrete tv fill i.., Hasti."tSs Can:·on \vi!l incr:as! b!uff 
ercsicn; recau.s.e t.ltere ~ill be .m.!.rima! absorption of 9:ater rJnr•i"lg d.:>\v11 the b!uff facc-
(see additional information and recO!fu'11:ndatioru- for rt!IK•ff in th~ "Dr~i.lge and 
Runoff' secti·on ofti'..is doeur:1ent). 

Ccnce!:'!ing the pollutants Lrt n'.!loff emiU'l.ating fr·~m pec:p!-e ·~homes, yar,tis and 
stre~t; (pesticici-:s, fertilizers, automobile oil, et~.). it should be rna.r'!datcry that t!le rn,\)St 

~d·lanced technology available be used (i.e. BMP Catch Bl:>"i.r.s tt' filter these pollutants). 
Perpetual monitoring of the qu:ilitr oftb.is rurK"ff should be a requi:ernent for Lqe 
development pennits. 

To mirJ..'Tiize disrurba.'1<:t of wetland~ and 't'l.i11life, lighting and noi~·! mitigati<m 
should be .;nfvrced in perpetu.i~. 

The n~tive eff~cts. ·;:.f dotn-!$tic aJ'l.imals on th:: ~:!tland-:. are probablv 
• # 

unn:titl::c:able. P..:.rtrictions e-n pet O\"t.'Ilership c:.r~ Ol!t:rous and u.&<enforceablc D0g:s c::t., be 
cc-ntrolled wi~'1. ±enc:s but cats are mor:: lli;ely t,:~ rv<'..rtt fre.~ Th•.lS, t:.1-tere v;:ill be a 
C.etini'"~ r.egati.ve imp~c~ from tl'.is source. In ;,.dditi.:.•n, it he.s 1:-.:en il1dic=.ted that Ca:elh.:.s 
plans to provide v~I!t'.i!l control if1 a."lc ..rou.nd 6e sik, tl:m~ug...1.out the .;;:-nst:r.Jcticn 
process. Ver:ni.'1 c<.•at:rot req'..lin!$ the use c.f p:sti.cid¢s, det.ti.mmtal to tl-.e biologjcal 
comrnu.rutie:s oft.~:: a=ea. Th:: us.: of pe5ticid~ shc·uld be s::ric-tly av0i:ied wheneve:
possible~ to mi:n.imiz·~ r.he d.<i.stic impacts 0:1 th.~ st:.rroundi.:1g wetla.'1.ds. 

To s•.lr..m~"iz; the:>e impacts, 6.: proposed project ~-:n. have a drastically n-o..gative 
i..-npact on the ~cJl::-gical health of the ~ite p::ope: an-::1 t.he su."'!oundlng regiom. Of 
particu.l:iir cone em to t.~c: Friends is corut-,lcti~n of Street.!>..., th~ cutting and filling of the 
en~e c~;1j\m ~.nd the log:stics d6: proj:!ct itsdfi.ncbdi'1g setback, size ofw.'i.;; lot:;, 
cpen s;:cce, l•)$$ ofh~'citat, ard g·:n~ d.:st:n.:.~-::icn ufth; l!l.St open bl:.tff i..n Los .o..ngc1-e;; 
Cou:nry. 

• 

• 
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HOUSE ORDIN".A.~CE OF 1995 

----·--------------··--------··· 
Tne CC'tit<!l Bluffs Specific Pla."'l. (Sub·21ea 2) enacted in 1994, str:.tes in part tr..at 

:t:: goal i.-': to " ... lmplemcnt !he pclid.es ar:d obje.:ti~·u ofrhe Scenic Htgln~·ays Plan r.nd 
th~ Cpl"l Spcce ?Ian" The Specific P!a.."'i wed;;: " ... to prorect, maintain. Enhance a11d 

:-.- .. ,.,_ .:;.-;; •. ;-r.·: '"''':,·'=·'·-c .. ;--: -:E?§g_~)!1:t# C?."i~_';_qfl._q!fal::yo.[:J::~ 6.~~SJ~!!!:.J.~~J.!!E.!~C!J.d.JP.r!;;_!l:;!.e.,,,ci,JldfJ,'ttJs:?J'l!JJL .. ----.,.,~-;;.4-.·.77-":- ~- ~"'·'·-: 
£,:order t<:.• providf for the protccrion ar.d Cl':h::.:m:ement of ''iews of .SCi!!1ic feat:_.Jres _ . _ 
visible from scenic corridors and scenic htg}rwa\!J and lo as.r~ro thaz dtt·eloomen.t is . . . 

· · • --·=· .. ... · - • -· .:.;..-••. -c .. om};i:!'ib!~ iifcF.araCier -K•ith thi .. i!iisti'rfg cO'rr:ii:un:ty To preserlicaiLd pt'·(;flirt;fil---· .. 

distinctive lt:.ndform..s withir. tha .rpsc~-4:! plan area ... " 

.. -~-~- .... ,.-~., .. --.:. -~-~ , .. ,~--~-:.~.c~~~i:.\a ~i.i9i6-stat;s .iii pa.i:tkt.:.::..: ifd.scei:w: ar.d.Y&.icl..judi!Je"s.' a.r:::.:_--_ =·-·..: ~- ---.' 

•• 

• 

coa:;:c! crtc:; shall be con.sldttred end protected as a re.s0'..1rce of p.;h!i c importa,..a. 
P~nr:itred developmem shell b:.1 citec .:.r.d designed r.;, protecr tdews to and dong the 
o=ean. and scenic coasu:l ar~as. to n;in.imize the alteration of natural lend .forms, to bE 

.. -- .. ~:;....~."::!Jy CO!~patible ·with the clia~acte,: 0.fiuiToii1uling'"area~;--.zna where fcasi!;,le,·l;> . 
resrore and enhar.c-~ vir...~.al qualily i..'l ... ·lsuall_y i!egrt:tl.;td area..<:. New de·:lelopmmt in 
highb: .rce .. :ic a:-::as such as those d~sign.a:zi! by the Dept. ofParks end Rzc. ar.d b.v 
local govzmment shall be s-.ibordinate to the chc:ract!Jr of its u!ling ... " 

These se<:tions of en,·tronmenul regulation sbould be adhered to in this 
er.\·tror.mentally sensittre area. The Fri:nds. al.ong with n:uch of the SU!t'OtL""l.c.ing 

c·::-m.~unity strongly supp-ort th~ goals ofthes.: r~gulations. We fed fue pr0pc-sed 
projec~ among Jnil!lY other issues, takes into consideration neither the res?omibility ''to 
protect maintain, enh:mce and rejrore the overr::U qua!izy of the coc..~tal6m:ironmen.r", 
nor does it "minimize the alt~ra!io'7 ofnawml la:n.d forrr..s, :o be •·i~.-.uallv com:::oatih!!1 . - " -
wf!h the character ofs:srrour.ding areas." 

The c"Gt-cin'l a.1d raisinz of the e:--ic::ti.-1z mde ot't..1e bluff a.;.d. the filli,-,o- i.n c-f 
- - -- C' ... 

Ha.:-tir:g:; Ca.ly·::n are nvt !n. conformmce ·.;;.ith eit.i;.er th~ Coa:stal Bbffs SDecific P'hn or 
t.~c Coast~ Act, in th.lt rn:1ch of the bluff .-.-ill b~ altered. disturt·ed and d;g:raced 
throughout the cc-rutructi..m of the pr0jcct. The :S:Itiall e;sernent :::n:.i.ted b~ restor .... "lg the 
bluff fe'.ce does not pro?=rlY r:nt:!.g:ate the e:\1ent of the alteration of ~.'<isti.'1~ nat"..t.ralle..11d 
forms at tr..e site. -

ln e.ddition. the Big He-u.s: Ordinance, :;~acted i::. 1995, wu creat-ed to regulat.: the 
h~~g.b.ts a:1d sidt: yards C'fnewly cons~u.cted. homes. This ordinance we.-:d.etes a 7-foot 
r..i.-6-rr.Jm side y:u-d, with a 33 feet limi.t on hci.ght, dep~diig on the size oft.~e lot. 
C<!tdh.:s 2.rgc.:s t.l-t3t the~r should i:.: ex=rr.pt from the Big House Ordina.ice. ~nd fall 
ur:dt-r t.1e Cc--25tcl Blum Specific Plan orJy. Til.!:; is w:.acceptabl:; for t-'-·o ;easons. First, 
b::c?.;:s;: L1;:y m.:y be exem;;::t,. Cc.tellu.s i.s orJy rcqmred to have 5 f::ot sicie -,-~..:s ir,stea~ 
of7 f.:r.cng ~12 .. 11y other c-bvio~..:.sly r.~gr,.t:iv;: i.t·npacts. these mi.;mscu!-e sd~ 
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and the surrouJld.iltg \'\'tcl::nd.s, u"i ultLt.-natelj' rui.'l :he aestl,.eti.es of the entir~ pr(lject . 
. .. -- ........ -----\V'nile Catel.lus has agr~d to b:.illd Lh.e homes at hei~hr limits.of30. feet. this dQe5lit"t.k w ___ . ---- -· -

mi02ate u.i.e den.sit)· created by th-ese small side yuds. Incidentally. o6:r 
en.,"iron.menrillly-ja_-rnagir.g d.!velc-pm:n~ ~t ofLmcoln Boulevard, such a:; u'1e 
K.entt=••.:.od e.rd. Dl.mba:."ton Housbg Projects ha,·e much bigg:r sid~ yards (up tv 25 fe::rj 

.. , . '.:. .. -~: -·.;;:.::. __ ,, "J~"'T11lrO:P9.Scsi,m._*e·,y;_¢~tJ3~p.gs .Pl~J~9~~:~ts.r~~£~':11:i~.~ ~~ .. ~o;.A.~it¥.. ~~S-:.~--- , ---. -'-'-...:--~ .. -;r. .. . -
!.i:nit-~d \ie"'-in; corrido:-s i."''. &.ese a!'!&~. . . · · · · - -- •·· - ··· · ... 

· -- -~T __ ..... -- L. ·1rc ~&5tio~ in a r.tcenr.:·staff rc;:ort subrrit:ed by th.e~city ter..rding 'ennits' and·-··~~ 
va.-ia."''.·.:es fer L1is project, •• ... u:nd~:: Yard Vu.ria:r.ce (%-05-77 y".·) ai1 appEcao.or. w::..s filed 
t~ reeuce front -:,.-ard setba:b from reqci.ring 20 f.:~t., to yards f(j."'lging from 16-20 fe:er." 

:. --~..:.:--~"-·""·-~~---~: .• ~:fr..i.s applicatio.il is l.lll2Cceptable, ~eth.i.iv.a.cie.nce. ob,io'..lSJ.;: ~d.::is eren mor..::?-~-------·--.. ,~
unnec~sa.")' defi.Sity to th; projec; ;vhich not OJ"'_ly negativdy affec>..s its ae5thetics, but 

( 

also decrease-s cpen space and vi..aY~·1ng corridors. 

The Frier.ds supp{'rt t.~~ surrounding commUnitY iTt demmdi.~g confb'iriiitY .Vt.-it.K 
t.~.e Big House Ord:i.t1anc::e on t.ru£; pr~<ect, and updating t.1-te Ccnstal Bluffs Sp:d.fic Pbn 
so that it is cc::siste.nt 'h·ith ilie SUl!O'-lT'.di.ng c<.'rnrnuzury. 

COASTAL BOU:\1']).-\RY LI:\"E .4-DJUSThfEI\'T REQl:JEST 

According to the 19Y3 ""Subs~quer.t ElR," CateUus b~s requested pi'rmls~ion 
from the Coastal C'.olnntission to adjust thE existing Coaital Bound:ary line th3t 
narunlly runs !!cross the 1tr,) of tbf: bluff, In order 1o accommodate tlu~ building of 
more bomes C•n th~ bluff top. Furth~r. bo::cau.se vf past cc.'1'lfusion surroUI~ding the ~xact 
location of this line. the Coastal Contrnission has tdopt-ed Catellus's approri.'71ation as 
6: "official map'' ou'di'1i.'1g the ar:a as a whole. \':nat dc-cu.uenta'ion is th~r~ for 
C:~r;llus' s bou:ncb.ry &.e? 

Ca.te:J.us is hC'ping t~ g&. ~?.1:-"''Oval !Jo::n tll; Coastal Com.missior. t.:· adiusr th: 
Coas:::tl Z.::ne Bot:.ndary to exch:.d: all of l1eir bluff-£.lee and blufftc-p prc-p~r.te~s. This 
request mea.-:s that additioncl horn~ em be atd::d. to the project,. becaus; th~ area ·;o,--ill b'! 
ex:rr:pr frc•rn Co~tci Zone reguh:ions. 'This 'ti•:-bta-s th: Cc:1st:il A·:t ;:;f 1 ~76, as well as 
the Coastal Bluff::; Sp!cific Fl:m of 1994 (p.l78, "Subseqt.;ent EIR ). 

RECOl'vfMEl'"DATIONS 

As h~s bi'i'n m~ntioned throughout this document, the Friends' most 
de:5ir-:tb!e :llterl:l31iYe for the "'e;t Bluffs is to S('C the hluffrop and face r~stored and 
left as Yaluabie open sp<l.ce. H:::v:~·l::r, th~ fc-!.k:·;v'i.:-:g ilh:::;~~t:.tes so::tt r-:(omm.:r..::!:n:i0m 

• 

• 
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,.~ •• ~..'6.~'--~~~-ed-d...··v·:k.•prrk.'"r'!.t~~~y.will~~-minimi:oc-sotn:..clt.M ··· w .. - . ...... · z r=- s· -.-~,. 
~:1.\iro.n.r:.~:-.tal impacts, \\itl"l. resp&t tc- t..1.~ folloV~-i.n,g issues: 

..... ____ l)J~rra2ing'gr~Qb.~ •. 2).d;'~g-~-~.dnmoft~3) s.::tba~ ofhcrnes frcm t~e_:_dg::_ of_u\e -----·--··-·---·-
bluff top and 4) open. space. 

Terr-ac:ing!Gr-.1ding: 

.-.:. .. :.;;. ' .::.:: .. ~.: .. :;:;~ •. ,.;;; • ...::~-"-sin~~&~-'"~tt-ai;fir~{rrt"3~4cr'a;~~.:;;.SfoP;,iit.s:-i.ec:;:s5ii:.Iia'Sfal5iiiZe'ffir'"':"""=:~~...,:,.:r-.-.. -:· ·' · 
· area fe-r erosion o..ri.:i liability r::as~.s. Ori.gir.all)', Catcllus had prcpcsed to te:ra..::e th~ 

· ···' -·--· ... :.:.. . ...--'-'· ···-···bf'J.rrin order to stabilize the slope.- H~ever; there is no need for such u.-·ma::u.-ra! ·-- ··· · 
gradi'"lg. TI1; ::;m:ill fmna of ihe area Viould bt! greatl;-: disturbe~ if not wiped out, '.vit.1 
t:rrac?ng._ 

• 

• 

.------·"''•···-.. - .. -·~_.,._,•·-·~-.... _ .. _,. ....... ..,.._,_""· .... __..;,-.L~-~··-"'·"··~w.._,.·~·-···~-,......--- ... v· AOi!l -···--.....:.---1'""--,'·--·"-z-,~---_,-;..--~_.....,,,.,~-~·· 

Although tht> most recent development plan only includes minJmal ttr.:acing 
and CateUus has agrted to restore the bluff face, most of ou.r recommenc:brtons on 
this issue ''"11 be moot, beause most of the bluff will be changed dramalic.:ally to 

. - accoiumod.~t~ the bull ding of bonies:. Hasti.~s Canyordn lti entuetY \\i.ifbt ±illed ir., 
fl..!d the height of the bluffv.ill be char.g;d as much as 20 fe~ in s~m= u~::.s. The bluff 
""ill be: cut, fi!.kd. r.:structured and ::.lt.!red so much th.::.t there ..,;n ~ little, if any :nat..ll'al 
lan:i fc:nn left . 

The Friends recommend that Hasti."'l.gs Canyon net be filleti. e.xcept where it is 
necessary to correct ravines for e.rosio11 control. Furt..;,tr. 'rVe recom..rnend full r<:storation 
of th: bluff face, vihich includes plan~t.g a C.iverse may of nativ-e plants in a.'ld a.:.-nong 
existing veg.:tati.on, and not scraping dea,, the ~....-.isting bluff fo: the pr3cti.ces of cutting 
and filling. 

Cat:!llus has- inform~d us !hat the;: ar-e employing Doug Campbell to la11.d:.seape 
the blufffr!ce. W'lule his e.\-pertise Is sati~factor:y, the Friends strongly rtcommend 
th.:l.t c~~mpbellllandle this project differently than the Ktntwood Project, \¥ilf're- thi!
bluff was scrapt>d clean in order tl) put coastal sage Yegetation in, extirp:ating the 
sm. all fauna. Rest.:>ration of th~ bh.tff was nenr completed. 

r Drainage/Runoff: 

Ca~ellr..s has proposd a pip~e to be built u..1.d.:r Street A that would r..m p~a11~1 
t.;- LinccL"'l Boulevard, for the p;.rrpos; Clf craini..-1.g storm runoff. Tnis suppos~d]y '.vould. 
k~ep rr.or.: nmoff away from w;tlar.d a:~:is. For a vne-year storm event. tie ~ea w~ 
sho,,m to J_,..a.ve 69 CFS-· wi~h the ne·,.- project, th~ water enrerin2' the fresh\-\.'Jt~r marsh 
-.vo·ulc Licreas:! ~y 20% to 85 CFS. \\-r.ile th.i:; Ls not a significan.t ir.crease, 6e~e figur~s 
are c;::mr .. ng-:mt upon all water first bei:~g diverted in thi~ pl".r-c:.ll.el pipeli.''U!. PJld. as was 
mc:ti;':lned t·~fvre, Hasti.'1.gs Canyon "'ill be 512::d ·.vith conw-ete,;;. non·poro\15 sub::ta.~c-e. 
:\ny w:Her enft-rin~ this can;:on '1"111 run rlghr down the bluff into the fre-shwater 
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marsh, and \v1U increase erosion. bt:'Cluse concrete cannot absorb V>'3Ur. Ths i$ y;t 
-·· ___________________ <=,.'1.9.t.\~u-~~.QD- .~£ly_~ Fri:nds ~l?~e fillin:z..J!:~f_!l:_e ca::yo_:::_ ____ _ 

The Friends support the piptline because it v.ill help dUut~ pollutants from 
runoff before the,· enter tbe frt''h'W:lt~r marsh. HC>wev~::-, w: recommend the .filteri."lg 
ofw:tt:r twice, end t.l-tat the catch ba$in.s at t.l-te b~s~ cft.'l-te pip-eline be er.a:1ged evt:r; si.'X 

·u.-.. ~:-:···--r~;:...;: . ..:;.-·~'" • .:.: .. -:.:~ .. ; .. ;:_...rnOfidt~iitll~i"hi.cfiT{~"ruf01ing'~::::;;:;,..;a:.~~.:-~-- .. ..:.~:,.~.r.;-~~.,.-... '1,.;.;:.-::~-:::-~.r.-=.,.;;:w...;-~ .. -- 'j"jz•~~~---:t;.v:::~_:..-~~~~....,._~:: ...... ~~~: .. :..:.::---.::;.j;:.:;.-; 

. ~- .. .. ··-

· · The most reeent development plan snd th.! EIR ignores another importar:.t ... 
re·:or.ur:e!!.dation, tlult is extremely ir.1pcrtant t~ t1~ ecosystem •:>fth:: blu±Iface. The 
fact that the Frlends oppose Street A. could be slightly mitigated. if a cuk·ert wer• to 

_ ~-----~;:~·-.·:~··-···-.----:-b.c_by,ijJ.~d~t..t.h.t.l:tJ:ttt.tl;l!tl'.2,~JA~~!Y!.!'!.~P~""P.:!_~!·.£-t&!>~~t~,~4..@9.!~."vi~~f~--~
foragh:.g·on the bluff to paS> under without t.~-e threat of vehicles. Second, it would allow··---···· · -~----~ 

( 

a clear path for the construction of the pipeline, without having t • ., i."lterfere too much 
~it..i. the elcisting -ecosystem. The culvert would be apprcximatcly 4-6 feet v,i.de, l foot 
blgh. Siil.ce t:fi~ proposed Street A has a 40-60 fovt right-<'f-way, the culvert wculd be 
suffi~ent width-~lise teo suppo.:-rt pas:>ing animals, as wan as the pipeli.n!. 

The Setback: 
) 

According to law, t.l-tere must be a.t least a 15 feet soetback from the edge of the 
bluff. Catcllus has propcsed building fcme:s behind tile homes as well as a retaining ..,'all 
surroundi."lg the project. The total proposed acreage for th.e project is apprcoxi.rnately 44 

ac.r.;s~ including yards and pad,.wa)'"S. 

Wr..ile the Friends !:-:ad recom...-n~ded at l~-~t a 100 foot setback from the ed2:e of 
tho: blu.ff: Cnt:l.lus has proposed \·a:yi.-1g 1~ for the s.etb~k, to 3ccount for -
ct:"'fere!'lC~ in lot size. Evidently, th: setback V<ill range ;oug..ily frc-m 65--110 feet v.'ith 
yards, a.."'ld 30-85 fe~ V~ti!hout yards. Tris !Wit:d :>o::b<.~ck ~-ill n-?t orJy sacrJice th~ 
a~sthetics ofth~ project, but •;vill also th.re;:t:n the r.ative !l~Ia on the bluff face. We 
mcintain th:!.t a larger setback is needed to h'!lp mitigai.!! at least some of til! 
em-i:oPm~r,ti.l damage t.h.is proj.:l·;t v:.i:E undoubte:Jy caus.::. 

Open Space: 

Perhaps the most in1portant issue cor1cernLttg 1his denlopment is open 
space. 111~ Friends, the West Bl'Jff.s St~cring Co:nruittee, and the surrounding 
community generilly agree that th: project do-"..s not hav·~ m:Yly enough u.seable open 
sp:1ce. In this 44-ac:re project, 2.1 acres are required to be d~slgn:~,ted as park and 
recreational space. Currently~ there are only 1.9 acres deslgn31ed for open sp:1ce. 
-tr:i::; i.s absolu~ely in;:,_dequate. Catellu.s clair:-:5 th~: o•;er 40% of the project is open ::.pa:e. 
Eov.:e\·-=rr .. i: <:>.ppeurs tllat the vast 111a.k:rity cf this Ot-'~n space is t.~e bluff face, Vt:h.ich do=s 

J 

• 

• 
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The Frit-ods $tr'Ongly recorrt..t11end that n1ort op~n space (at leas15 acres) be 
designated mthln the proposed development. tl1.3t is y•isble park and recrf.'at1onal 
space. This open space should be contig-.lC'US: and not piecemded tog~the: in small 

- ~- -.~;-~~:~"~-~~~.,.,;~~{~~t~7H~a~i~~~{\!t~5t~~--:~:~1~2-~~f~~~~~;o~~=~~ -· __ .. ::-·:---~~-~~~--- .,. . . . 

• 

• 

ocly th.: ecology oftlili last :.m&velopd bhlff'!n I..c;s .A .. :1geles Co'.lnty, bu: ilir.- the 
· qualit-;r of life th.roughout the comr::nrity. · ·· -· ··· ·-- -----

CO:\'L\riENTS 0~ THE 1998 EIR 

L'i r~f:rence to th~ 1998 Draft EIR ("Subsequent EIR'') (EIR ce.5e 
-;;9j -0615-SUB(CDP)(PP)(ZBA), t have rnt~.de a series cf com.rn::nts. Zv!y p:~n.p'!cb.ve on. 
th.e propc;:;.ed pioject comes from. three soutces: I am a field biologist '9<ith N'er 15 years 
of e~.Perie;lc~ an.:i bread. c"XPertise with t&.; loed flora a:1d. fauna cf the -region; i arn a -
Board ~·!ember of t.~e Friends of Ball.:-r..a Wetlands. and hav~ b~en a.., area re:::ident for 
over 25 year:> . 

The Subsequer:.t E!R is based on !::'.·er--.U field surve)'5 :l.!1d repr.:rt.s wi'ich are 
included in the appendices to the main report. T.'1e pr.irnilll· individual reports at! the 
following: 

1) Con:l, Cheryl, e1 al. Nov~ber, 19S9. ·~n-..e Field Survey ar,d Background 
R::port for Hasti.r~ Canyon and Adjac:r,t A:rca. '' Er.viron.ment<ll.\1anagem.:nt Service. 

3) Hovore, Fra:"l...\ and .A..ssc-ci:a~~$ June !990 (rev ~fuy, 1993) ... H3:Sri.."lgs 
Canyon Sio!;,. Survey: Ser.sitive Sp~ci!-5 Inv::r:to:y. ·• 

4) Land.)', Rc-ss. Nov.a!!).oer, 1989, and June, 1990. ··Two Bunowi.."Lg O.vl 
su... .... ·e~ c-f the L:l Bal!.ona Bluffs ... 

5) Pl.w.ning CC'nsulta:ms Research. July, 1990. "Biotic S•..trvey R.-ep0rt for the 
Hastit:gs Ca.1yon S:-udy .t:..rea (this :!.ppca:$ to be .a summary ofth~ previcus fi-eld 
su..-..·::ys). 

1) Th~ fleld studies \Vere incomplete. 
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•. - ..... ·~;:a~.;..&;.r.F:?.;..~~~;.,.;.~t-..wn.-r~-.~;c-::-.~:;~~;~-~ ··=:w; 7 =· .... ~ • F ·e.:::ti:..:..L::stc::!AS~;;3!·: srs·- -- ··--

The prC'jec~ stte was sampled u1 the spnng (Apnl and May 1990) and tall 
(September, October and Novem~r. 1989), but not In the ~inter and summer. Tnis 

----· - -·- -· · - ···-··red to \·~' inc 6rnp1t:te data: or.." species occun::nce:rcn the ~~·,·-·-·------------------·-··-··-

The d:fb ln the reports are based upon a ruere 8-month period, \\ith gaps for 
December, January. February and :\larch. For assessing the signifi~&nc~ of this 

• i 

• 
..• ;,;..-;~·;~.;:;;.-;:;,~;:..>;=;.;;;::~;··· ······~-· .• t . "l...: •. ..a- d m':'\1..:1... -· •• ..- b• ..:r •• .-. .. d. th .... . ~- . reg:r.on 10r 'W'!r. enn0 wu:::~ en ~ .. rls:s!'.A21"~: st.!:l'V~·::~- n:....... .... ronu.w..Lo:; m. ~. '''~lL'l~:..;;~.,~- .;.;;,.,, .;;.;;".=··.~.~.:'-

- months. 1·hese mcnths are the p~ p~od for wi:n::ering raptors in the P::aya del 
ReyJ\\' estch~er ar:a. 

Io genera~ se-veral years of data must b#. evaluated to obtain an accurate 

picture of the long-term habitat nlues of any site. 
- -··- •• -~ _,. J'~ • • •-• ._..._~""'--;:--· ... --~ ;,. ',J ,._ :_1<A.'··"""'••·~~--.-..;;-,o;:-,r,..~·--~.~ ·---""'· ...,;-;_·,_.. .. _, ~~":-'l'o."'~-·..:.~;·,.;;,....,:::_-•·o;;~-~_....,_,.._ .. ~.._,.:-:---• ... _.,.,n"''T•~~::..-=·· :-::-..=-=:::::: .::..-:..:.:.:::.. ~ -· -~ .-...,....·.·.·•.•,••• 

( 

Wintcrin: raptors frequently-use tl~ bluff tops for foraging. Sp..:cies 
<:'bserved in u"'le past but that were not t:len.ticned in this report include: pert-grlne falcon, 

· prairie fal~on and turkey wlture (K. Dial :~nd H. ToV\'ner. perso~ ~bservations). Tna 
EIR reports did verify the presence. in small numbm, ofnorthemlucier; 
bte.ck-shouldered kite, red-tailed }'l.,a;vk, Cooper's }Ut,.•;k and Sh:U1-Hhil'l.P.ed r.<!\Vk. ln 
s,:.me yenrs, whm rodent populations are high. the rapt-Jr5 ere actually very coznwon on 
the site. The site supports the last ram~ flat, ru.de!""c!l habitat in our loc-al regic>fti!ld is 
irnpetr...ant for the foragi."'lg acti,.ities ofthesa bircLs .• A...."loth:r error wzs the nention c!fthe 
sharp-sbin."l~ ha~.'k as only a migrant. That speci~.i also winters i..L the Westch:ster area 
in small nu.-nb~r~. 

Small ma.--nmiU trapping was carri.~d cut by Hov~e on only two nights in April. 
t990. Much mere thoroug:h sampling should ha ... ·e been perfonned becaus~ of the 
prox:i.rr'.tiry of til! site to loctilities for local ende:nio sred.;:; (see :.licrotus ca.lifbmicus 
st-::ph:nsi below). 

The project area \\"35 only partially samplf'd. V-!ry lit"Je t::me was. giv;;n tC' 
swvejing the enti:~ are:.:-~ Most oft.1~ effort 1.~::; spent on t±:e 9 acres compris~11g 
Hast:ir>.gs Ci1."1ycn. However: the project as a whol: encom?;.~se$ 4:. acres. 

l could .tiid no r:nen-:ion 9f any attempt to identify ,·ernal pool habitat on the 
s•t::. This rare habitat moilt likely e:rlrted on the bluff top before disktng became 
frequent n .. e:.·e is a de:m=~~ion on the site wrj:::h could pctentielly h.eve had that ple.r .. t 
association ir'. th: p·a.st &nd which co>Jld be resto-:~d. 

F<:. the a'::-ov<: r~cr,s, the indhidual report~ and the Subsc-qucnt ElR 
consls:tently undervalue the signlfic:aoc-e of the bluff1op. 

2) 1 he iteld studies wer-e conducted in :t. non-representath·o time. 

) 

• 

• 
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ra!..i.fall vear !?89-1990 (July 1-Jcly 30) \\'~~only 7.35!', 49% of the average for the L.A. 
Cn·ic C~nt~ (L(:'S Angele~ Times, 7-.S-98)! Morem.·er, t~:Jt follc-'\ved thre~ 

---------·--·-----~---~-----·--···---· -·-~ .. --------·-~-· 

c-.:r'3ecutis;: yee:rs of sub-average pr:ci;itation. For thos: four yem. tbf average 
l'31nf:alla.t the Ci ... ,;c Ct.nter ~-as 8.9~", 59% of norm2L 

._ ·"""·:~~: ..... :. .• :,:....:-=:;f'"!'"!-"-~v.::!"·-.:;..~.;:""'·;;_~~:.:....::;.::..:_;:,.;.:...;F·..;;::;.;.:~~~-.~;~-=r~~~~·:--.-;. . .:.#:;""_:..-:= •. ~'-~-..Ki..:-..;:;;;;,,="";::,.: ... ~~~..:.:~~.::;.r':;'...,;,.:=!!lo~:..:;;--..,:;;..·~.;._.., . .;;_:.r._ .. ~-~-.:.,:;..;.i---.;;:-:·, .. 

Fu.rth~r. :frc-m 'NO}-~ records, th: rainfall e.t Los A"'lgele:> lr.t~mational.Airp,:-rt 
(LA.X), approximately two miles from th; study site, was e\·en lov1er than a1 the Civi~ 
Cem;r. Po: the four years ending in the rainfall year 1989-1990, at LA.X the aYerage for 
those ..,·ears was ootv 6.9", 51% of normaL .. ' ... ····- ., ·--···-- . ~ _. ~ ·- ·- .. ··-·- - ···~·-·------

- IF!f'W5!'-> 

· ·-- · ~-- ·-~ -··~--·-·~~~--n;~~;;;;;dTtio~~nrlffiltiaMdr.ouifii.- un::ie-rrucilcirr-um5r.ance~-s!Wit:tetr.i .,.--. ·-·---~··- --· 

• 

• 

fi.eid SU."V~}'S v;.ill be xn.iskading, since p!.~.nt a.r1d ani.-na.!. f-::-pulati.ons will be much Io·,1.r~r 
than normal. 

3) The reports az-e biased. 

The repur"LS rn.inh"!lize the habitat values on the site, and ther:!fore zrunimize the 
potential negative impacs .:)fthe proposed project For example, Hovore's rerx~rt 
re:::ognized Coop-:::r's hawk, black-shouldo:red lite and northern harrier es f.;:.ragi.1g over 
!h.: proj~ct area, but a.ssert:!d that .. thdr u.s: of the site would be transitm.y, as r.o 
po?ula.tion-suppor:i_ng r~sources exist." (p.9) 1hes: ar.d other r3ptoral. birds utilize the 
site year after year tbr wint::.rtime foraging. Thls h not transitory! Tne ass:.s~ment also 
:a:ssur:u:,s ·cha;: fr..e bluff tops will contin.ue t\) be frcqurntly disk:::d, allo~-bg no 
c-pporru.n.ity for v-eg.atation to re-occupy tie site. Plenty of rodent food w~i.ll.d be 
aYclable year·round if lie: area were to be left alone. 

li1 al>ot.'ler ehl:4-npl;; 0f minimizi.1; potenti:ll imp:!r.:ts, Ho\·ore abc co!P .... uents on 
th~ California homf'd lark, a federal Ca~egory 2 sub-species which frequents 
grasslands, which was obs~rved on tb: site: 
"Ovarall, h~bitat lc.-.sses for th.is subsp:ci::s would ccm..stit'..U:-:! an incr~:nental, k~.::illy 
!znpor'"l.3!!t but regionally LtSign.ificant impact.·· (p .9) This JJnpact would :lctu:lll:y 
eliminate thr. bird from the region ~inc-t the bJufftops on the project site are the Ia~t 
fr:~ gment of this habitat in the area. .o.nother ~ssl.and s-oecies \\'hich mi.:::ht be 
e!irni.:1ated is the w~stern n1eadowJark, 2. sped;s .-... rich h:~~ axp-;rien·~ed m-aj<x local 
habitat reduction. 

MO\'Ore also obser\"ed loggerhead shrikes, a Category 2 s:nsitive speci::s, and a 
silvery l~g:.ess: liz.a:rd, a L0s .A.."lge!es C~."~u..Tl!J' list;d sped::s. He va:;tlv mini-niz~ the :ff:ci 
of the pmp-:)sed projec: o:t t..1es:e species. • 
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b..:orrectly tliat the peregri.'le fal:on roosts i."l tall tre::s. Tnis endmg::red bird ~~!.illy 
... ___________ n;s.ts..on..cw a..'1d_buildings.lt has. been observad onthe.proj~t..site.and 3.djo.ce:n.Uc.it in ___ ·-·--·- ____ _ 

tt.e Bi!l,)t~.J. W~tlands. N~sting has c-ccurred i:n the Marina del Rey a:ea, a.id indhi.dtu!s 

( 

forag-: f-=·r srr:all bi:ds i."1 open ar-:as C'n t.:.'-1~ bluff tops e..!'ld in the wetland~. 

- · · · · · ~-~- ~'- ,. ·.· -~ :~'- ~--~""':.:N~~a~~~~t~'ih:r~~--if~~~~~~·t"t~h~t ~~~::~~-siderrtbiot~;:.JC.cici- t;trlili~- ~;,.~,""~,:.:-=~~-~ .-:,~;: 

regular \VH:d control dJsking 'Y>ere tenninattd, and t.~t c.r::.a a1J.c-u;·;-d t·) remain 
ur:.di:Sr.urbed: Und~ those citcu.-nstances, the fauna! diversi~-' a.."".d d.e.rt.sity ";~;ould :increase 
dramatically. 

1n th.~ Conel Report(# 1 ). the errors in spellir.g and gra..."Tlmu ru:e ama.zi.."lg for 
iupposedly profession&! ~·riting. EX!!i:Ipl::s an~ .. stripptd'' s!-.1.t!".k Cs .7} ai1d ''sens.:.tiv~ ·• 

- .. species (p.s appe:r.dix. p. 6), ··one these bi.olcgic::J.l>· sound alttmative$ .. (p. 13). 11t1:3 . 
l;v-el of C2!el~sness m.-lt::<tS the ·mtir:: report stBpt:t. Ifth~ :;.uthors failed to spend 
ad~quat: th-r.e proofing their rc:port, ho:YI.· could ti-tey h.eve sp:nt adequ2.re ti.:ne doing th.:ir 
field sampling? ) 

4) The organlz3tion of the reports in the EIR Is confu$lng. 

TI1e titles vary dependin.g on where they an: cited !t a)so eppear~ that son:.e of 
the pages beca.'!le mixed u:p in th-:: EIR.. 

5) Some specfes ''1llch lta,·e b~n observed in thP. region were not seen or 
cited in the surveys. 

Exa..'Tiples: 

n.e wesr~rn sk:i.nk (Etur.eces ski!lor:ianus), slender ;a!~anders (_Batrach;x~ps 
sp.) and ·..-·este::r. t:.)ad (Bufv boreas) have been cbs-:rveC. (H. Towner, pe:som.l 
observation) em th~ bluff fac: Ctt tlt! east side cfLincoL11 K•.:d., in habi~ muc:'P. th.;; same 
as on th: proje·.:t site. 

No men:ion is m2-de b any ofth::: rep('!""..s as t~~ the li.~Ji."<lood of o·:cu:.--rence of the 
Stephen's nw.ado-..•· "'ole ~l.ficrct-.ls cal{forr.icus .steph(!.r:s!). This subspecies is a 
narrO"\..- endemic once fol.!nd cnly ±n. a nf.r"!:ow ~trip n:a.r the <:vh"t from Su.'i.Set Beach to 
Pt. M::gu. It still occu..-s at th>! b-a.S:! of the bluffs ne.u Lincc·ln BlvC.. (H. Tc>;11er a.T'Jd B. 
Le~thennf:.n, dir:e.ct observation, 61'98; "Biota oftl,c Ballona Reg;,c-n," Los .-\ngeles 
Co·.mt;· Natr.:.ral History ):!useum Association, 1981). Thi~ :od~t c:1..t.--r.:ndy lz.cb l~gal 

• 

• 
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----- ·-···- ·--- e 5 nie 199v PCR R~port doci·not dte tiie Loii; Angefes Count)· N ati.tr:lr 
Hirtory Mu.seum study of 1981. 

This is a s~ricus o:-r.i.ssior., since tb.at st:..!dy shocld h:1ve been cor:sub:d f'r 

-,-,.,. .: 

· · -. .-.-:.:.:;:,.-::..·,:;.:;;;,,~ '"""= .;••tr..!""'&S:T.iticir.~on ~:ecies occtu:!::ni in' the-~ -om:: S y~"'S"pr~i.ous ·to t.he fu${ c-f 6~- \\' ~''-"""'"-.. '"··'~~,.,.-.. ·.-

• 

• 

Blum. st'..lcf:s 

T..:.: Subs-!quznt EIR !.3 based or~ the '~bc•v; !e?Or"..:> ru;.j contim:.es their bias. 
Th~re are se,·eral criticisms of the repot1ltself. ____ .. __ . -··· _ _ _ 

.._w.._--... -·""""r-·1'~'l>o<..f'•,.....,...~-~-c.-""•--!"> ... -,. .... ,.,.,~~--.--.,.,_..._....~or:!";~~-::~·-- ...... •-.. --.,;.Ji"":'•:;,_:~.:..:;:-•.~,..::;:--:*:;:---:-::;~-·,.·.=·.~ . .._~_.~ . .,. . ...,. 

1) The" Alterr..ath·es Analysis" In the Subsequent EIR is flaY>·td. 

Tc stat~ first that j:J.;: ·'No Pre jed .-\ltermti.ve .. is the ~nvironme:ttilly superior 
alternative:. eE..rrrinat~ that altern.:l.riv-:, th~rl stat= that the "Reduced DeP..sitr _-\lternaT.i\'c- is 
t.'1e t:nviro;unentally sup;:rior altemetive is highly n:.islt2.ding (p.'i). The 
en~irGnnumtally superi~Jr altern-.J.tivc is dE-arly "no project."' 

l"nf;munatcl.yt som:! potent:i81.y !e!iS damaging 2lt:m1at:ives wh.i;;h could. be 
comoared were not c::msidered. For exa;npk t.h.e ~·Reduced Density .~Jternative" does 
n·:ot preserv·; !T!l"r!e open space, but instead, m-:rc!y has :tJ.g_l-tcr avemge lN sizes. A mor: 
d:si..-able alternative womd o~ to red!.lCe the dz>:doped area withi.T"l t.he ptoje~t site and 
hav.; a 1 :l or ot.i.et ratio of development to preserved bhlfftop. The den.:;i.ty \l.ithin the 
d:n'!loped po-rti.vn cou!d be adjust::d as needed to proVld.e t.~e arr.ount ofhc-U:.-i:Lg 
desired. 

:) !\!ore acreag~ should be rc.itored to mitigate the ~g::1tive effects ofth.e 
proposed project. 

Th:!' Subs:qu(;nt Em. st;j,tes that rnitig1ton cf C•.9 ~.ere:> (5: 1 raric) is raqtlll-::d on 
t.~= bluff f~ce (F?. 152-153). !-.f:.;ch more t."-.a.., th.a~ should be restc·r~ t;:: mitig::.te :he 
negative efie~ts of the propos::d deYeiopme:1t This shccld be enfC'r'd t5 a ieg:-1 
condition. 

2) The propo.-;ed Street A providiog traffic acc-ess to Lincoln Blvd. represents 
a negative impact on the blufff.'lce !ublt2t. 

This is ~spe\.iilly t'U: ifilie dcveJ.;,pe: fail.; to pre-vide th: under-street culv~rr for 
;.;ild.li.fe p:::viously ::1::n.:io.'1:d m this d.ocum;:nt. 'fh; p•:>rtcn oft.h~ b~ufft0 !.h~ sot!.th of 
St.:'~:t A v.'ill. be i'5olared fr.:m the r::.rr:aind~1 cfth:: habitat 01: the bl--.!fff::~.. ffthe a:U:r;,'!J 
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-" ____ ..............,""'*...,... ____ fr&..stre~l.~e:uld:.'b~.pla~at.~ ,iQ.~,;,th~~gJ:~o~'lL..~~_p.I_o.p~nd rlizt.~io?~t~ ... --==..-..- .,..., . 
6~ r.pproxi.iJe.t~ly 6lats that wer:: added aft~r t.lj,c mcr.,.ing ofSC'eet A to the ncrth aft..or 

-- -· --- ·--- _t!2~ }_~_!J~l~~· .. ------ ·-·-·· 
4) The~ is no provision for .. in perpettl.ity" monitoring of the restored 

~bit:J.t of the propo$ed project. 

:xpert. First, r:~e "~~ordi:a~:n·' of the Fri!rl.d.s cfBallo!"l.a \\'etlmds exists o!'IJ~,- to 
monitor th~ I~.Storiti.On proces-s, a"l.d er..siire the he:illi."ofthe-si.in'oll.l'fdii"l¥ wetl.!nds: :t...s··-- ·-- - · 

· ····-~----- -------\~;aa!e gener2lif~meproi:iC.s.ed· prore2~ xrinnrsTeaamgl'C-assffirti'm-e·rnexias ~~~~, ______ ,_J··---~ ----
'-:rorki."lg in cooperation ';l;.ii:l:"! the ~velop;:r. Second, th~e is n~ provision for .,in 
perpetuity'' rnon:itori.Ttg oft.':is habi!:l.t in th.e EIR. only a short-t:::rnl roonitori-:g plan f~r 

• 

a l-: 

• 

· th.: time in".mediately after rest.oraticn. A long-tmn plan should b~ included in the EIR 
and leg-illy required ift.i,c project is built. TI1: Diegan coastal sagt s~.lb fonn~tion is 
threatened in southern Californi:L, and every stc::? should 'be tak:n to ensure its 
e:n.hanc:.:nent a...r1.d preserve.ti\.'n. This h~biu.t v.ill require contim.!al monitC"lir.g and f perhaps thi.i1.ning, since it is f'.!)ri:u•.lly mai:1.teined by fre in its nrt.turil st<.te. ) • 

5) The c:uz:nul:lth'e impact of the project Is misleading. 

Ho'W"...rd Hughes Corporation, its ~ffili~tes, its l:and purchasers a."'ld Loyola 
Me..')'I!'IOtmt Univ~ity have in recent years destroyed ill other sites v.ith simil:u- upland 
habitat. E~ca1.!.3e tbe project site contc-rins t.;,e h..c;t remaining bluff top habitat i'1 th.e 
r:2ior: th..: cu."tlclative i..rnpe.ct of the proposed project v1ould be d:t::i-nenr-d. for some - ., 
local species ofv.i!dlife. 

Ov:rill. the Subsequ:nt EIR s~a\.es that the project i:npkmentativn would result 
i.:'1 ""less tha.t1 si£1J£cant" impects on biobgical resources. Fur"..hs, it a!.so s:ates that no 
mitiz:!tion me:asure:s are r=quired to rc:iuoe project irnpacts en biological reso'..!Ices. I 
&p~1te tb·::se cla!m$ and ess~:t that 1:!1e ElR needs to take into accoun~ historical 
coruiitior.s, potential f...abitet v-alues if the site wer~ left undisturbed., anci moie eltc:rr..ative~ 
to project as prcpC*ed. Tn':'! likely impect!- of the propos.ed pr.:;ject are ve..-y negative 
a-""td :ri_gh1y significar.t. 

T!'.-! Friends realize t."-lat the prvposed dev:lopm::nt involves many cthcr issu..-s, 
n.a:.""t;e1y, noise pollution .• safety, ew. Bu-r ~ince wear: e..-rt e:m-i:ron..·-:H::ntal 
o:-~::1:-:.:Z.a:ion, tl1.i5 position statem¢1lt ha$ e\·eJ.u.at!rl the proj~t in terms of its 
en~..:..r:::n."ll:n~ ::..1.d eco1ogi::al irnpact.S C'n the top of the bluffs, t."\e bluff' face, and the 
~en: W <:~::::.::. i."l. rel3:ti-~n to the th: Co~'ta! .t...ct, the Co2s:al Bluff::, Specific Ph>""-~ ~:..'1d 
t:.:e Big :-1:::-'.:.S.:! Ordir\anc::. The Friend~ ask 0..:;.t you c:arefulJy revie·.v fr..is doC1:.;'11:!n~ • 
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'"'~.a-~~~~-A-'~QW~-C>Uf?20,yeE:.r> of~~-ttis.e.Y.-~"'lg to pro~~imte· -~-=~·~ .·""··~--~"··------~ 
t.."le bst r::maini.;.g wetland ir1 Los .AJ1.geles Col!Ilty-- a wetbnd that adjoins the proposed 
Cat.:llus site, and would be profoundly affected by it 

- ·-··- ~ --- .. . -· -· ---- . . .... ------.- --- ----- ----------- ---------------- ----- . --- -4-····-. -- -------- -----

Thank you for your ti.1ne and ccn.;id::.raticn. The Fri:nds vtould also like to tharu: 
;.•~ .:-.:.'-'-~''~-"'-~-c.:- ':~-,~·~·ffi~'Vi,..ls(B1llm S~~ring Comri'littr!:--a.;.d the su..-Tound!ngconl.."ri~·forth:±support-:·"''·~---':.-'...;::..,~,.-. ·· · c 

~--

' 

md help with thi~ righly sensitive issue. 

~--~--- ·::::..=:...:.~-~:.-. ~~- : .. ~-----~· -·-··· .. --. 
Profes:)Or of Biology. LC'yol2 M:uyrnount University 
Treasurer. Board ofDire:tors, Friends of Ballona \\' etlands 

cc: Counci!person Ruth G2.1~"1.i:e: 
P:t=r Douglas, Director. Ca.E.fomia Coast::l Corrurission 
Pam Emerson, California Co~tal Comrnissi·:m 

QUALIFICATIONS 

• Dr. Howard To..,11e: is a biology profe~c-r at Loyola Marymount Univ~t)l. 
B;, aualifi.cations irdude a. Ph.D irt biology .from Ste.nford University .,.,i"JJ. a special:cy in 
eco!~gy and evolution, and 25 ye:!.fs of ::xp:ricnc.e ~vi.l"'1 the proposed project site. A 
resid.:nt ofWestchest~r. Dr. To?\'J'le'r has exter;.Si,·e knov;.·ledge ofth.e btum and th:ir 
biota. He has sarr.pled and examined t.r.(;! bluffpla:1ts a.;.d v:::.rtcbra~es mmy times. :t-i'e _ 
currently serves as Trcasl.!jcr f0rthe Frie:1d.s ofBall.on.a \Vetlands Bvard ofDirectors. 

r 



...:..----:ATTN: DAVID WASHIMA- RE: '\..'EST BLUFF DEVELOPMENT TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 51111 
'13Y DEVELOPER, C'.J.. TELL US CORP. 

Sub]: Westbh.t.f 
Date: 9&-09-13 15:55:08 EDT 
~m: 732n.S73@compuserve.com (Howard Towner) 

. ~de:: 732n.S73@compuserve.com (Howard Towner) 
1 o: four'r:anes@aol.com (Steve Kane) 

Tne EIR comments f:Jlow this introduction. I couldn't get LMU's e-mail to 
work, otherwise they w01Jid haw been in Word 2.0 format- -------·· 

My major points in the comments are that the developers did an incomplete 
j:;)b on the tiotic part of !he EIR, basically ignoring the bluff top, and 

• 

.. ~ 

• 
~hat the Sl:-!_r.veys were done indrpught years ~en an}_mat.P.:;g _l'!a!.ll- ..• , ..... " . .,-.;... ··r'"" _, ~ ,,,·;;.:.:-.·.:=._:;..; _, .;;;;.:::"'--:-:..:=,;,-:-.-,.-"""=--"-""_,.. __ "'"-*"""""·"·""'"·-z:·~.c:".'"'·:,,_;:... ~"-- .: .. 
pcpulations\youiCI he\.e t:>een wi:iy doWn~ · · · ·· · · ·· · -·-- ·-- -- ·· ·· - · ·- · . - · · · · 

HoY.-ard 

8114 Westlawn Awnue 
Los Angeles, CA·SI~S 
5 July, 1998 

. ·~dar Plafi<in or Latyeef Sholebo, Project Coorainator 
Department of Ci:y Planning 
221 N. Figueroa Street, Room 1500 
Lcs Angeles, CA 900t2 

Dear sirs: 

1 am writing in referen::e to the draft EIR (ElR case 
#91-0675-SUS(CD?)(?P)(ZSA)) which Y.'aS prepared for the proposed West Sluffs 
project (reference #971 1 1 05). Tnis was titled by its authors as the 
·sul::sequent ElRM. a;:>parently because an earlier EIR was completed several 
years ago. 

My P"'JS;:>ectiw on the proposed project comes from tlyee sources: I am a 
resident of the are:: of the proposed projec~; I am a ielci biologist with 
owr 25 years of experience and broad expertise .....;th the 1\ora and fauna of 
the local region; and I am a Board Member of the Friends of Bellona 
Wetlands, a nonproit organization dedicated to the preservation and 
restoration of the Ballona Wetlands. Tne site of the p-oposed project is 
adjacent to those wetlanc:ls and its development could have profound effects 
upon them. 

lne Subsequent EiR. is based on several f.elc surveys and reports which are 
!n:::luded in the ap;:>e.'"ldices to the mai:. report. Tne primary indiV.dual 
~po:-:s are the blio'h~n;: 

(1) Cone!. Che:yl e: 2\. Novem~r. i989. "The rield Su~y and 

S.~oo~n.CI•., S..nf_._., ll \IM:Mt ..,_....__,. ,...._, ...... e..-yr?'.an-

EXHIBIT C. 

) • 

• 



Ba::kground Report for r'.astings Canyon and Adjacert Area·. En~ronmental 

• •Management Se~ce. 

• 
Planning Consultants Resea~h. July, 1990 .• BicXic Su~y Report • 

the Hastings Canyon Study Area·. 

(3};:"::-.HCMJrer frank: and Ass'Ociates.:"'- .June:;-·1990 · (rf!/11 May~ 993}·~.-.< ~:;:;;;:.:!-~·=-·~--..... --~-·-~~~--.-.-~-.·--·;..'a"'~-=' ,,, ... < • ~-~·..:=::-..c-~-.--~,·=~ 

"Hastings Canyon Biota Su~y: Sensiti~ Species Inventory". 

· (4) - t.andry; Rcss. November, 198S and June; 1990. Two burroWing ov-l·- ·· 
surveys of the La Ballona Bluffs. 

(5) Planning Consut:ants Researt;h. July, 1990. Biotic Survey Report 

br_tJ.l.e~~s~~~~p~nyoP::~-~~~y-~e-~_.PJ"':J?I}ing __ qons~.:~t;~~-~~~!!..:..: _("'l¥~,.:;.;:,_,;.;".._....-..,,_,...;c.=.~---+- ---.,.;;;.:.,::,;,.~·~~=-'="•·,;~-.:.·.-:::: .... ······~ 
appears to be a summary ofthe pre..!ous ield surveys.) · 

1 ha...e several criti::isrns of these reports, some of which are major. 

(1) The field studies were incomplete. 

The project site was·sam-precr in the .. s·pnn·g (Apnrand MaY. 199orana rarr----- ~-· ~-----~-·--·---~-~------·-· 

{September, October and Nowmber, 1989), 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 amphitians, surveys must be conducted 
in those winter months. These months are the peak period for wintering 

-ors in the Playa del Rey/Westchester area. 

~general, sewral years of data must be evaluated to obtain an accurnte 
picture of the long..;,erm habitat wlues of any site. 

Wintering raptors frequently use the bluff tops for foraging. Species 
observed on the site in the pest, but 'Nhich were not mentioned in the 
report, include: peregrine falcon, prairie falcon and turkey vulture (K. 
Dal and H. Towner, personal observations). The EIR reports did verilY the 
presence. in small numbers, of northern harrier, black--shouldered kite, 
red-tailed hawK., Coopers ha'NI< and sharp-shinned hawK. In some years, ....men 
rodent populations are high, the ra;::tors are actually very common on the 
site. Tne site supports the last remaining nat ruder-a! habitat in our 
local region and is important for the foraging acti..!ties of these birds. 
A rrinor error ......as the mention of the sharp-shinned hao,yl< as onty a migrant. 
That species also winters in the Westchester area in small numbers. 

Small mammal trapping was carried out by Ho....ore on onty 2 nights in April, 
1990. Much more thorough sampling should have been performed because of 
the pro:dmity of the site to localities for local endemic species (see 
Mi:rotus califomicus s\ep.'1er.si below). 

Tne project area ¥>-as only partialiy sampled. Very little time 'N'E!s given to 
sui'>'2ying the entire area. Mos: of the ef.ort was spent on the 9 acres 
co:n;:xising Hastings Canyor;. Howeve;, the project as a '~'.'hole encompasses 4-4 
""Cf'e:S . 

• ould lind no men:.io:'l of any at:emp: to identify vema: pool habit a: on 



-------------------------------------------------, 

I 
~it e. This rare hal:::itat could ha'v"e existed on the bluff top before 

.:king became frequent. There is a depression on the site 'Nhich could 
-~entially have had that plant association in the past and Yr'hich could be 
~ored. . 

(2) The field studies were conducted in a non-representative time. The .. 
sampling was done in 1989 and 1990, Yr'hen the total precipitation for the 
rainfall year 1989-90 (July 1-June 30) was only 7 .3s·, 49°-k of the a'v"erage 
for the LA. Ci..;c Center (los Angeles T1mes, 7/S/98)! Moreo'v"er, that year 
followed three consecutive years of sub-a'v"erage precipitation. For those 
bur yea~ the average rainfall at the Ci\k Centei-"wa~: 8.9"; 590-"- .:.....;.~..::~::...-.c:~"-"',."""'~'.:..:.:,_~.;..,;.;,,_,.~ 

normal. 

Further, from NOAA records, the rainfall at Los Angeles International 
Aiport (t.AX), approximately 2 miles from the study site, was e'v"en lower 
than at the Ci\4c Center. For the four years ending in the rainfall year 

i 

.. ~ 

• 

1989-90, at.LAX..the.a'!P-rage. for those years was only 6.9"l 57%-of normal,. J--··-·-----·----~-------··-~----·-M---~----~ 

Tnese conditions constitute a drought. Under such circumstances, 
short-term iield suMys are going to be misleading, since plant and animal 
populations vvill be much lower than normal. 

(3) The reports are biased to'N2rd minimizing the habitat values on the 
site, and therefore minimize the potential negative impacts of the proposed 
project. For example, Hov:>re's report recognized Cooper's hawk, 

• 
ck-shouldered kite and northem harrier as foraging over the project 

ea. but .asserted "that their use of the site would be transitory, as no 
population-supporting resources exist: (p. 9). These and other raptorial 
birds utilize the site year after year for wintertime foraging. This is 
not transitory! The assessment also assumes that the bluff tops will 
continue to be frequently dis ked. allowing no opportunity for vegetation to 
re-occupy the site. Plenty of rodent food would be available year-round if 
the area were to be le17. alone. 

In another example of minimizing potential impacts, Ho-.ore also comments on 
the California homed larX., a federal C2te-;;Jory 2 subspecies 'Which frequents 
grasslands, 'Nhich was observ.!:d on the site: "Overall, haotat losses for 
this subspecies would constitute an incremental, locally important but 
regionally insignificant impact: (p. 9). T.'1is impact would actually 
eli !ill nate the bird from the local region since the bluff tp;::s on the 
project site are the las~ fragment of this habita~ in the area. Another 
grassland species 'Which might be eliminated is the western meadowlark, a 
speci2S 'Nhich hcs experienced major local hai:Xtat reduction. 

Hov.:>re also o:Served loggerhead shrikes, a Category 2 se:isiti\1: species, 
anc a silve:y legless lizard, a Los Angeles Ccunty listed species. He 
rninimzes the e~ct of the pro;:x::sed project on these species. 

inc St.::Seouent EIR summary ofimcac:s on ser.siti.....: s_::>ecies in table 16 

• • 

zsser:e-:J incor.e:::tly the p-ere-g:i;-;e !dr:::.or. roos:s i:'\ tall trees. Tnis • 
ancangered bird generaliy nests on clins and buildings. li has bee!"! 
WI:Sei'."ed 0:1 the pr:>ject site and a::ijacen: to i: i;-; the Sallona Wetlands. 

Nesting has occur.ed in the lv'.arina del Rey area, and indr....;cua!s forage tor 



• 

t;;!Os in open areas on the bluff tops and in the wetlands. 

account in the reports is gi-..en as to what the resident oota mght be 
regular weed control dis king were terminated and the area allowed to 

in undisturbed. Under those circumstances, the faunal di-..ersity and 

"""d7n~ity -~ld.!~cre_~s_e 2~mat~':!~-~:.:::=;...-..- =----~.............,.·--=~-=~::.-o:::·,.,· cr:··= .. ·~====r~=::· =-·::;,.-;.::; .. •=-=··::z:·,.;...:::- ... -----··-·"--·..;;:.;.;,..,-·· "~"=---.:.:----=..,·-=""··.--- _ 

(3) The indi~dual reports vary in quality. In the Cone! report (::-1), 
the errors of spelling and giammar are amazing for supposedly professional_ 
writing. Examples are ~stripped" skunk (p. T) and ~sensative" species (p. 
8' appendix. p. 6), "one these biologically sound alternatives· (p. ~ 3). 
This lew! of carelessness makes the entire report suspect. If the authors 
tailed to spend adequate time proofing their report, could they have spent 

=:-adeqiiate-fune'--d~the#4e4d-'Samp1ing~ .... --- --

(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 
bf the pages became mixed up in the EIR . 

... - _____________ _. __ _ 
==-==-------=---:.-~--:=---...,... 

•. . (5) __ $.Q[l)LSP.~;j-~..:Mli;hil?~J)~~Q..Q_b:cs_e~j_n.Jb.~J~Lco._w_eJe.-Qc;"s.~~.n.._---~~~,~-r·-·~~~---~--~--~-~~
or cited in the sur-..eys. 

Examples: 
-----------------'7""---- --------- ------------:------·: ---------- -- -----·-----------····-·-----------·-- ------------------ -

The western skink (::umeces skiltonianus), slender salamanders (8atrachoseps 
sp.) and western toad (8ufo boreas) have been observed (H. Towner, P=rsonal 
observation) on the bluff fa~e on the east side of Uncoln Blv::l. in habitat 
much the same as on the project site . 

• mention is made in arr;. of the reports as to the likelihood of occurrence 
of the Stephen's meadow \Ole Qv\i~rotl!s califomi~us stephensi). Tnis 
subspecies is a narrow endemic onc;;e found only in a narrow strip near the 
coast from Sunset Beach to Pt. Mugu. It still occurs at the base of the 
blufis near Uncoln Blv::l. (H. Towner and B. Leatherman, direct obsel'\la'tion 
6/98; ·Biota of the Ballona Region·, Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum Association, ~98~). Tnis rodent currently lacks legal protection, 
but because of its narrow and highly reduced range, it should be considered 
as a candidate for listing. 

(5) Tne 1990 PCR report does net cite the Los Angeles County Natural 
Hstory Museum study of ~98~. Tnis is a serious omission, since that study 
should have been consulted for information on species occurring in the area 
onry 8 years pre\ious to the ;.rst of the West Bluns stu¢ies. 

The Subsequent EIR is based.on the abow reports and continues their bias. 
I ha".e se-...sral criticisms of the overall report itself. 

(1) Tn<i! alter...atives analysis in the Subsequent EIR is 1\awed. To 
stZ:e irst thC: the "No Project Ahe!'7'.ativ:" is the enl.ironmentally 
superior at:emati\'e, eliminate tha: ar.emativ: and then s:crte tha: the 
"Reduced Density Attemative" is the en'vironmentally su;::-erior alternativ: 
is highty misleading (:l. T). Tne enV:ronmen:ally sup-erior atte:nativ: is 
clea:iy ·no p.-ojec-t" . 

• 
nbr.una-tely. SOi'Tie ;:::-otentially less damaging attemati~P-S which could be 

compzred were no~ co01sioeree. 'For exampie, the "Reduced Density 



. ---~.71"'t],L::..:~.;!;:§.,~;;;.:._ ____ .. ~b1?1f ;..~ 
-...,- ~~ .~""- ~.--- ·--~¥,...,. ______ -------~--·""~- ... --- ' -~---·· ---------···~ ·-·-·- ... _.... _____ ,.,._ ·-· ·····----·---·-···-·--· 

,;· ~ 11emative" does not preserve more OJ::len space, bt.t. instead merely has 
_f ,igher awrage lot sizes. A more desira!:le altema1iw "WOuld be to reduce 

.Jildeveloped area 'Within the project site and haw a 1:1 or other ratio of 
• lopment to presef'l.le'd bluff top. The density within the de-..aloped 
portion could be adjusted as needed to prol.ide the amount of housing 
desired. 

{2) The Subsequent EIR states that mitigation of 0.9 acres (5:1 ratio) 
is required on the bluff face (pp. 1 52-3). Much more than that should be 
restored to-mitigate the negati-..a -effects-ofthe-proposed· projecr.-t· ---
beliew that the dewloper has stated that more acreage 'Nil! be restored, 
but this must be enforced as a legal condition. 

• • 
··· ~~ore?S~tl~~~~~fri:t~tc?~Ti!~r~~~~;/;i~~ihff~~~~~~i!iy-~=::~-~--~~~=-~~~~~-~~~~~,""'·=;=~~·~;--~~-·="~;-~~~.,~ 

true if the developer fails to pro~de an under-street access way for ·· · ·· · 
. Yllildlife...., Tne portion of the bluff to the south of_,_~ street-#- wHI- be~"--'-'.;:....;: . .;.:;...;.~-'-"';..;.-"-·'---'-'-.....:'-'-'-··--' --" -~ .. ~--- .:. '"'·· -=-·--··'"·''-._;;. :: 

isolated from the remainder of the habitat on the bluff face. If the · 
animal access way cannot be constructed and if "Street A" cannot be 
eliminated from the plans, the stree~ should be placed at the southernmost 

···boundary of the property where it win notfragmentthe- bMftace·nabilar.---~~~- --~.,·--~--··--·........,..,~--··-·--·-c~--·-·-·-

(4) The EIR states that the bluff face will be restored in coordination 
W.th the Friends of 6allona Wetlands and under the superY.sion of a . 
qualified landscape restoration expert. I could iind no provision for in 
perpetuity monitoring ofthis habitat in the EIR, only a short-term 
monitoring plan for the time immediately after restoration. A long term 
plan should be included in the EIR and legally required if the project is 

• 
lt. The Oiegan coastal sage scr.J!l formation is threatened in southern 
lifomia and every step should be taken to ensure its enhancemen~ and 

preservation. Tnis habitat will require continual monitoring and perhaps 
thinning, since it is normally maintained by fire in its natural state. 

(5) The cumulatiw impact of the project on biotic resources is 
asserted tc be minimal. Howard Hughes Corporation, its affiliates, its 
land purchasers and Loyola Marymount Uniwrsity haw in recent years 
destroyed all other sites with similar upland habitat. Because the project 
site contains the last remaining bluff top habitat in the region, the 
cumulatiw impact of the proposed project could be ci!sastrous for some 
local species of'Nildiife. · 

OY:rall, the Sutsequent E:IR states that the project implementation would 
result in "less than significant" impacts to biological r~ources. 
F..:;rthei, it also sta:es tha~ no mitigation measures are required to reduce 
p..-oject impacts on biological resources. I cf:sptt.e those ctaims and assert 
tha-t the ElR needs to tal<e into account historical conditions, potential 
hatr.at values if the site were left undisturbed, and more alternatives to 
the project as proposed. The likely impacts of the proposed project are 
negative and highly sigr.iScanL 

Sincerely . 

• Ho.,.,-a.'ti F. !owner, ?h D. 

• 

• 



• 

• ,. ressor of Biology, Loyola Marymount Uni-..ersity 
~ard Member and Treasurer, Friends of Ballona 

.... Wetlands 

cc: Councii'Homan Ruth Galanter 

~~· - _ Ruth ~~~jd_AAJ..J:§ew_s..QLe_~IQ.!Js._W~tland~-&s. =--::!:::-...,---=·=---==-o::!;......,;;e:e;:: .. ·i:=!·!!oO-=!:i--C!-~=========•!!::::=o:::-=--~!!:!!.E!:-===--==--=-· "=---==--==:;;,;,----=======~~ 

------Headers----------
__ , ____________ _ 

ReturrH' ath: <732n .573@compuse!"F-.com> 
Received: from relay26.mx:.aol.com (relay26.mail.aol.com [172.31.109.25]) ~ air{)9.mail.aol.com (\149.1) with SMT?; Sun, 13 
Sep 1998 15:55:08 -0400 
Received: from art-img-6.coinpuserve.com (art-img-6.compuserve.com [149.174.217.136)) 

"--~-'~:By~r~lay20:hif.aof:c=o-n:{(8'.o:8!8'.13-.sTAot~·.o.o)""""·;..;.:"'"~~-=--,--.. :~-·~'~--.:,.,.:~.".-'-·_.:_.o~""---:....'---:- .• -~------ ... ~""-··'-~~;~""'--'~----~..;,.-~,.._-'-=;;__ 

with ESMT? id PAA06314 for <fouri<anes@aol.com>; 
_ .. Sun~ 13 Sep_1998 .. 15:55:04 .. -0400 (E.D1)_______ _ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ _ __ _ _ __ . ___ _ __ . ____ _______ ____ __ _ _____________ . 

Received: (from root@localhost) 
~ ar1-img-6.compuserve.com (8.8.6/8.8.6/2. 14) id PAA 18255 
for fourl<anes@aol.com; Sun, 13 Sep 1998 15:55:03 -0400 (EDT) 

- -Date-: Sun,. 13- Sep--1998--15:48;31· ..{)400..-··--~--·-··---·-· -- ·~ -------~ .. ---.. -----· -~~-.. · .-.... "'-·--~·-·· ·----. --.. ,_,_ ~---~- -- ---·~ -.-~~~-------~·-- ------ ~ --- ----- ~ ------ --.. -· 
From: Howard Towner <732n.S73@compuserve.com> 
Subject: Westbluff 
Sender: Howard Towner <73277.573@compuserve.com> 
To: Ste-.e Kane <fourlcanes@aol.com> 
Message-ID: <199809131554_MC2-5950-8AOS@compuserve.com> 
MIME-Version: 1.0 
Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit 

~ntent-Type.: text/plain; charset=t.:s-ascii 
.,tent-Disposition: inline 

• 
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_Requ_~.s~ed by: City Counci 1 

SUBJECT: REQUEST TO THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION TO 
ADJUST THE COASTAL ZONE BOUNDARY TO INCLUDE ALL 
BLUFF-FACE -PROPERTIES AND BLUFFTOP PROPERTIES ON 
EITHER SIDE OF THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY "NEA.ST THE 
EDGE OF THE BLUFFTOP IN THE AREA KNO'.V~S THE 
MARINA BLUFFS AS SHOWN ON EXHIBIT 11 A 11 

• 
EXHIBIT. D 

• 

• 



,__ _____ ::. _____ I? age- 2:~-~!:._~ 
~. . -~- -~ ...... _._ 

. . 
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

• The City Council has requested that the City Planning Department, in 
ccooeration with the City Attorney, prepare a written request to the California 

~-~asw'fic:.t;;mi?S.ion. toZi acfu.t.aE- tbe~oa.~J.<tl }Q.!}e ~<?~r;E;r.Y -~-:.. ... ;i,~E<:ri~~~,,J.:'.,Title 
14, Subchapter 8, Artt'8e 1 Of"ti,"eCoasWAc~ - - vzm;,m s =wr--·"e· 

·······--·'Fhe-subje<::-t-.::r·ea.-is.-general1y._bounde.d_b)Lth~~PbiJILt;rl:t.J?oundary_2_L~.!!~_Play!! ___ _ 
Vista Annexation area, Yeragua Drive and Berger Avenue between Lincoln ----

• 

Boulevard and Falmouth Avenue. 

Status 

The subjec: -request is exempt from the prov1s1ons of tr.e California 
Envlronme:-.tal Quality Act pursuant to Article I I I 2 ( Q) of the City's CEQA 
Guide! ines·_------ ·------ ··-··· ---- --·- ·-·--------- ·· -·----.. -- ~----·-----······ -- ---·--- .... ____ ........ _______ _ 

Action rec-ommendecf.by- the--staff:._ That. the .. Commission:-~-._ 

. 1. The subject expansion will simplify and clarify the permit and planning 
processes by including the entirety of the Marina Bluffs in the Coastal 

2. 

Zone. 

The Marina Bluffs are an environmentally sensitive adjunct to the Ballona 
Wetla~ds, a ccastal wetlands restoration project, and an integra! part of 
the total ecosystem of the area. 

3. The Marina Bluffs is the site of a variety of plant life and plays host to a 
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 
Westchester - Playa del Rey District Plan. 

5. The subject request is exempt from the provtstons of the California 
Environmental Quality Act pursuant to Article Ill 2(Q) of the City's SEQA 
Guidelines. 

Approve 2nd Recommend: That the City Council request the California Coastal 
Coiiimissicn to adjust the Coastal Zone Boundary to include all bluff-face and 
blufftop properties located in whole or in part in that portion of the 
Westchester - Playa del Rey District Plan area bounded by the southerly 
boundary of the Playa Vista Annexation area (formerly the County boundary 
I in e) and 80th and 83 rd streets, be:ween Lincoln Boulevard and Pershing 
Drive. 

KENNETH C. TOPP! NG 
Director of Planning 

- l ~ • '~ 
. '------7~-// /:/, .(; -!/-/ a~-,'-~'· ... 

• lv'.elanie S. Fallon 
Deputy Director 

- N'! ' !/. . :/. 
,.,__.," I I 

G. David Lessley ~ 
Principal City Pia~: 



STAFF REPORT • Request 

,;;:~;m;;·r .The Citys- c~~"~'r1ia~..o'~:..ag·r~cr""'lh~=f?fe'""~1::1fa-rtmngs'€-6mmissi~-·:...oc;ons1d~cr- --·-·;;,;;,e.··-·---

motion to request the California Coastal Commission extend the coastal zone 
- ---------bou-ndar-'f-to._in.cJ~_c;l_~_aiL_bl_y_ff:-_fa_c;e and bl~:~_f_f_!~P __ _e_roperties located in whole or 

in part in that portion of the Westchester - Playa (fer Rey-District--P1an···ar-e·a----------
generally bounded by southerly boundary of the Playa Vista Annexation area, 
Veragua Drive and Berger Avenue between Lincoln Boulevard and Falmouth 

Avenue. 

l ne -subfect request is 
Environmental Quality Act 
Guidelines. 

exempt·- from the· provisions- of-· the California 
pursuar.: to Article Ill 2(Q) of the City's CEQA 

. . . . . . - .. ··-· ·-· ··-- ···-··-··· ...... - ... ·-- . . ·~,. -------··-· ' • • .a. ••• • •-' '• "'-•· •• - • 
B ac kg rou~d-----~--~·~=~---···· · --~---···--~-·~~--~~--- ~-~-----~----···----~--.--~-- --·~-~----

On January 29, 1988, the City Council adopted a motion instructing the 
--Department-- of- City- Planning •. in. cooperatio.n .. w_it_h __ t~e __ <;ity_ . Attorney to 

prepare a written request to the California Coastal Commission to adfust- the 
coastal 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. • Discusslon 

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

Expanding the coastal boundary will provide additional 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 
the buildable, most environmentally se;,sitive 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 
a ,\\ajor High-.vay and Falmouth Aver;ue as a Secondary Highway. 

La:-,d Use and Zoning 

The bluffs are largely 
resider.tial development. 

undeveloped, planned and zoned fo r.ow density 
Medium density residential land use is ,.,anned along 

• 

• 



• 
portions of Lincoln Bou!e:-ard. Neighborhood and office commercia! land uses 
are designated along port1ons of Lincoln Boulevard north of 83rd . 

Other Plans 
~·:SC 35ft'PrT" 7 :nzsma:r·- 5 . --za Z'~ z--,-· :!77 '-rz-- ·rcsm·- 7 a· rz ·-·rft?¥f1?ur7?'- !S&"E!lf~··f"' .. ·a;:wr,-.. ,.,.,..~ ·riG·¥.::··- "'·e':.'iiSZCIU--·a·r-tiMbf'"X 

The area is currently subject to Ordinance No. 163,687 wh1ch regulates the 
issuance of building permits and the erection and construction of new 

------··-·-s'"ttvc·tures-in-·the- subject- area-~--+ his-_ or<:lina-nce- expires .. on.....Septembec... 5 ,._198 8 ·----------
A proposed ordinance replacing Ordinance No. 163,687 was approved by the 
Planning Coi.imission on July 1 4, 1988. 

Conclusion 
·-'":::~.,.;;;;.---:-:~ ·· .~~~~",: _...,.:,:-:;~~~~--~~-=--= .. !'-;~~...::..:..~4..:..;.;:.-_-..:.:.__=:~~~_:..-,.::..,.;.,.--e-:.,.··::z..::::.;:.:,;,;,;,~~~ ... .=..;;::,..;;.. .. ~ ~.e-...:_·c;; __ ·-~~:..· 

Exter.sion of the Coastal Zone Boundary to the south, will provide additional
protections and regulations for the subject area,_ consistent with the area to 
the north. 

·· --··· -Therefore, ·staff· recom~~~-ds that . th-~·:.commis'sion ·_·:approve- the · request -:-to- the-=--=~-~ 
- ---- ~'-~ -CaH fornia--Coast~,.C-ommissi-on.-. to -extend. the.~ CoastaLBcu.nda.=-y ·-~--·,--~--···~,~-·---·,~~~-

• 

\ 

• 

Reviewed by:· 

.¥!J/~ ;< ~ 
( (j t;tl?i) :\ 'l71.£t'f'l!( 

I i/ .'0 '7/f:/\/ 
Albert Landini ~ 
Senior City Planner 
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• 

RE: Tract No. 43416 
.... Council District:· 6 --·- ·· 

Existing Zone: R1-l 
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 
disapproval 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 
IDountainous areas in order to minimize grading, preserve the natural 
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 a 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 6 

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY- AFI"lRMATIVE ACTION E'V!PLCYER 



. ·_-... ~ ,! _:·::.:12. 
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• 
b. The site is located in an area which is part o a propos or nance 

that will expand the area regulated by Ordinance 162,444 adopted on 
·--- ------------Jiirie-s·;-198T oy-the- CHy- Coundl-.--- This- propos a l--ini ti a ted--bY- a-CitY----------

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 requjre: 

··~':::.:.o:-.-~<~;-.:::.. .... ..;.:':".T.r.,..;;;r'"~.;..\': • ..:: ... ~~~~:~.;r;~; .... ::.~~~~=~~.::·:....:-~· .... :_;._.;.,.:.,~.:,;. ·. - ... -·- .. 
o t~aximum retention of naturaT-topograpnlc~featittes·~anct'·quaHtt~~·""="'-~-.. .,...,;.;, 

0 

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 life and native plant communities of a viable 

·-·----·M------··-·------····~coas·r~rl·wetlan·ds--ecosY'SteTTt;·~~--·~------ ~-~-·-M-,·~~----~--·----··--·-----.~---·~·····-·-~· 

0 Preservation of the bluffs as a scenic resource which are 
........ · ____ ...... ~-- .. visible from Culver ·aoulevard, a designated scenic highway . 

. - .. "'-"': .... -·~··---: ;···~ ··~-:. ..... ~:~.- ~ .. -:··· ... , - ....... -·--- ... ---·-:·-----·"'---- -· ... ---~ .. 

o Additional planning and· zoning regulations which establish 
appropriate and adequate design standards ·and development 
controls that are necessary to avoid an irreplaceable loss of 
scenic resources for the Westchester-Playa Del Rey bluffs . 

Q That projects be developed in such a way that the buildings do 
not dominate the natural environment, i.e., the height does not 
ob1 iterate existing views from adjacent public rights-of-way 

e the existing public view area and that impacts on Vistas 
from Culver Boulevard and the Ballona Wetlands are adequately 
mitigated 

subdivision, as proposed, does not adequately address these 

2. THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISiON OR THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS ARE LIKELY 
10 CAUSE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE OR SUBSTANTIALLY AND AVOlDABLY 
INJURE WILDLIFE OR THEIR 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. 

• 

• 
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The Advisory Agency has not been presented with sufficient reasonab 1 e 
alternatives nor have such been adequately considered in the Environmental 

· -·-·-·Impact· Report· to· be ·satisfied that-effective mi ti gat ion 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 

~~-. "'""'_,_.;...-;:.;=-'-~-'!~..,,_!!~ -Pe~n- .5 e~s~..,;._~....:"~ .. .;...:..;,..~ .. -... _:...;;. .. ...;.~~~~='~-.~\...""'--...;=~;;,_,;,.~.;;...;.:;_~..::;.,.~"'·~"'='-' ... ~,....,~~;.;..~-=-=~-~-;:. • . .,:....;....., 

• 

• 

3. THE SITE IS NOT PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT. 

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 consequentia1 permane:nt ~nvironmental damage. 

4. THE SITE IS NOT PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE DENSITY OF DEVELOPMENT. 

Further geologic-seismic information had been requested by the Department 
~---()f Bui'rding and Safety,.Gradirig Oivision~·;n·a letter·dated .. April 3,:1987.~-·c 

.. The additional information ·needed related mainly to geologic-seismic 
exploration of the Charnock fault, slope stability analysis, the "dune 
sand", ground water and the trilllTling 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 complete conditions addressing these issues. 

Furthei, 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 lot sizes of this established neighborhood. No alternative plans 
showing a reduced density were presented to the Advisory Agency. 

Agency 

GAM:AFC:sgs-y 

NOTE: 1f you wish to file an appeal, it must be filed within 10 calendar 
days 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 
ccmrlete by the Department cf City Planning, Room 655, Citv Hall, Los 
Angeles and appeal fees paid in Room 460-S, City Ha1 1 orior-to 
the above 10-da~.time limit. Such appeal must be submitted in 
triplicate on Form CP-6500. 
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August 28, 1998 

• Ms. Allyson Hln 
-=""~""''""'""' .. ..,. ==-7 €afifomia-€-.oastat·€ommission · .,;,;· ... .,......,..,~..,""""'PE::E!:· ... -...... ~,..,..._O!!:z!:·.,;;·-=-=l!!:!li!!!-!!!iO. ,.... -==·-:!:!!-....,.. ·";e!!"o.!!!"i!!:!."'""""""O!I<" h'"'-. 'O!! • .,. • ..., .• ...,._.:a: ......... !!!os.i!""!l!!:r·=·.-"""" 

45 Fremont Street, Suite 1940 
.. _________ ·-San Francisco, Ca. 94105 ..... _ ....... __ --·--···-- ____ _ 

Phone # 415-904-5467 

Dear :Ms. Hln: 

As a community leader, member ofthe West Bluffs Steering Committee and a 

public servant (over 23 years) like yourself, I am v.-Titing to you in reference to 

a very sensitive development in our conununity.-This letter v.i.11 hope to clear up -·- -- .... -· - -
••,• . ."""""1•-.:--•.------~--.~~ .. -.--•.":"'".;v-,. .. ~...,_-.~--·-.:.: --~--~--~ ..... -.._,....:r--... '?f'II\J'"#II-'-~-..-~,_~.-.. --..;.~ ... .,.~":""-._-. .•• -.......-. .,, ___ ._,_,_....,._, ___ .,._~~ ..... -~::-:-c:..:·r 

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: · · - ·-- ··· 

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 a.rn sworn to uphold the laws of the State and local governments. My professional 

licenses fall under the control of the State's Department ofReal Estate and the 

the State's Board ofEqualization. 

Li an effort to clear up the matter of the Coastal Commission's boundary, jurisdiction 

and extent of control of the development in our community (\Vest Bluffs) I submit 

to you the follov.ring. 

Page 179 of the developer's EIR states that: "only that portion ofthe project site that 

encompasses the bluff face is located within the California Coastal Zone." 

• 
EXHIBIT F 



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

project site . 
. ~-~·su.,_T!VW''C'ff" e-:?Y:=•ar,~nra M'Y .!' • a ~:;tl:i!!!!e"P.., ,, '7""-PtT~~::::i::d!$ ""!eiji:r!*M ... "i'e!' ....... ~····=-..:Jo:&re· . .,.. ... ~__.......,.,=· '5"~- I'. nz· . -! 

On January 7, 1993 the Los Angeles City Planning Commission approved the Coastal 

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

,._ ~, .. ,..;-=-=---::-;flf~aru>P'teCfo~dilla.n~e~tlig ti:>lnmlssr6ff·aenn~d''ille billffro-ps·ana bluff raceS'~=-;.·~,~~-=--:···~~""'=-=--~ 

• 

• 

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

represents the boundary Hoe for the Coastal Zone. the area under your ___ _ 

jurisdiction. Ibis )joe js dearly defined and readily identifiable both on the 

- . mapc: and by vi•mal inspection. There are no doubts. speculations etc. 

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 pro .. i.des coastal access. 

Since much of the \Vest Bluffs development falls within your jurisdiction, the West 

Bluffs Steering Committee has studied the Coastal Act in that it is very relevant in 

reference to this development. 

Glven 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 plan.r.ing, conservation, development 
............ should include the widest opportunity for public participation. 

Section 30007.5 The Legislature further finds and recognizes that conflicts may occur 
betvteen 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 mar.ner which 
on balance is the most protective of significant co:~stal resources 



Ses:tion 30001.5 .(.tl_Maximize public access to and along the coast and .m.amn.l 
public recreational opportunities in the coastal zone .............. . 

. , ·<··' SJ~'!eii!II!SIIIf"~ w ~ ·- .. n= ···r-··· ··· · ··r -·arr,,:=ree··zrz·es·-n · : 

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 

! • 

• 
_ -···· -·-· -... ·.s1'ted and.des1"rrned to protect- views to and alonG the ocean .and scenic coastaL .-~- .. ··-,o· '"=--·- ==-··- --- -------,-==·--- -- -.... =~ .. -... ~.:,;:t-.::~~~-._ ~ ·- ------ --- e --- ---- . =--=-=c.-=- -----~oc:::::;-.-. ... 'IC.C •• -...z.:_._:;"T .. 

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

Section 30252 The locatioq and amount_ o_f new 4evelopment should maintain and 
· --~------~'Ce"Pu6lic .. access!o.ilie-coas"t bY.~~:~pro~TduignonaiitomoiiileC'rr:C"Ufiition~ithiil-== .... _=<'--= =~=-~~----~ 

the development. 

Se"ction 30253 New devefopm-ent ·shall: ....... Assure -stability: ... ~.~:.~.: :.:or fri. anyw-ay 
require the constnJctjon of protective devices that would sub'\tantially alter natural 
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. 

1'1 closing, there are other thoughts, concerns and questions that I and the cornrnuPity 

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. 

c=77·-n·-·= 

and phone for your reference: ---- - - - -- ---

Thank you for your time and concern. 

Sincerely, 

-.........----..-----~-----~*J.:M-j-~---

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

• 

• 

Stephen J. Kane 
7452 W. 80th. Street 

·--wesiche5ter;-ca: 9·oo-45-

(310) 645-4633 

-------- - --- ---- ------ -· --- ~-- --
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ANGELES CHAPTER • SIERRA CLUB 
3435 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD. SUITE 320. LOS ANGELES· CALIFORNIA 90010-1904 • (213) 387-4287 • FAX (2131 387-5383 

January 11, 2000 

Los Angeles City Board of Zoning Appeals 
Room 1540, 221 No. Figueroa St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

~ P R P n nn 
:uJ~UvtbuW 
! I) I 
u U FEB 2 9 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
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 
COP does not meet requirements of Sec. 30240. 

This COP violates Section 30250 that states residential development should be located 
where it will not destroy coastal resources. The very last natural bluff ofBallona 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 (Lincoln Blvd.) and it has a prehistoric village site, estimated to be 
9.000 years old. that is the very last larg~~sUe left for the Shoshone Gabrielino Nation to 
preserve. This Nation has lost their other village sites to previous developers, including 
this applicant. 



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

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

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

7) Development of this very last natural bluff ofBallona is opposed by ALL 
environmental groups that have studied it, including the Ballona Ecosystem Education 
Project. Friends ofBallona 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. 

Unfortunately. due to our information for your 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. 

Sincerelv. 

n;~~ 0 r1?ic-
Kathy Knight. Ctmservation Chair 
Airport \larina Group 
(310) -+50-5961 
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Dove Lupine in bloom on the Westbluffs in the Spring. Photo by Rex Franke!t 1998 

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 It 1 hy 

Robert Kinslow; #'s 2 and 3 by Rex Frankel) 

Photos of Hastings Canyon: #1 by Kathy Knight; #'s 2 and 3 by Rex Frankel. Cateilus 

Corporation seeks to fill in the canyon and build million dollar homes here . 

http://www.omidpage.com/hastings%20canyon.htm 01125/1999 
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United States Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

Hadar Plafkin 
Project Coordinator 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles 

Ecological Services 
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office 

2730 Loker Avenue West 
Carlsbad, California 92008 

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

MAR 2 41999 

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 .I 
Subsequent Draft Environmental Impact Report (SDEIR) for this project on July 6, 1998. At that 
time, we were unaware of the possible presence of a vernal pool wetland on the project site . 

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

Several species of plants and animals which are dependent upon vernal pool habitat are listed as 
threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act). In Los 
Angeles County, these include the federally endangered Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus 
woottoni), threatened spreading navarretia (Navarretiafossalis) 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 
IO(a)(l)(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 1 0 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, 

Jim A. Bartel 
Assistant Field Supervisor 

1-6-99-SP-13 

Attachment 
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• 
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PREPONDERA.'lCE OF SCIENTIFIC COMMU:'.IITY/CULTURAL EXPERTS 

SUPPORT SAVING THE LAST :'.IATURAL BLUFF 

OF THE BALLONA ECOSYSTEM 

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

1. Travis Longcore (Co-Author of "The Vanishing Prairie Community") 
2. Catherine Rich (Past President of Los Angeles Audubon Society) 
3. Dr. Rudi Manoni. UCLA Geography Dept. (Co-Author of ·'The Vanishing Prairie 

Community·· showing historic vernal pool on West Bluff) 
4. Dr. Howard Towner, Professor of Biology at Loyola Marymount University 

(refuted many arguments ofCatellus· consultants and EIR conclusions) 
5. Dr. Shawn Smallwood, biologist consultant for Spirit of the Sage Council 
6. Dr. Joy Zedler. one of top wetlands restoration specialists in the country, 

supervised restoration of 2400 acre Tiajuana Estuary in San Diego 
7. Consultant biologists with Sierra Club 
8. California Native Plant Society 
9. Friends of Ballona Wetland's biologist 
10. United States Fish & Wildlife Service -changed their minds after seeing 

documentation not provided by developer - now wants studies regarding potential 
impacts to biota associated with vernal pools (see following letter). 

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

1:2. ChiefYa'Anna Vera Rocha ofthe Shoshone Gabrielino Nation wrote a letter 
(attached) asking that their last sacred village site of the Ballona Bluffs be preserved. 

13. Archaeologist for City of Malibu wrote Se\·eral 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 :.Jovember 17. 1999 does not state who these other biologists are. but 
we \\'Otlld guess that at least some of them haYe vested interests in this issue. e.g .. are paid 
consultants for the developer. 
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I n~ans Hope to Save Hefttage in Ballona Wetlltds · 
By JOHN L. MITCHELL, Times Staff Writer 

The Ballona Wetlands, in a strange way, 
remind Vera Horha of the strengths and 
we<:~knesses of her Indian ancestors. 

"Th<' ludi<:~ns hPii<'ved that land was all 
part of mother earth 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 gue!'s 
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 e}'tended for miles, 
but now its size Is estimated at only about 
200acres. 

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

Years ago, long before Europeans set fool 
lwre, the llallona Wetlands and much of the 
land that is now considered the Westside of 
Los Angeles were ruled by Rocha's people, 
the Gnbrieleno Indians. 

Tv the Gabrielenos the Ballona Wetlands 
an· sacrt'd. They made their homes near the 
wetlands. They ate the fish hatched in the 
Psluari"s and hunted its wild rabbits. They 
u::cd thl' rare picklcweed and other wild 
pla•1t;: tv make medicine. They buried thetr 
tkad there. 

lluricd somewhere on Swnma's property, 
the Rochas contend, lie the ruins of several 
Gabrielcno villages. The Indians would like 
to have these sites preserved as a cultural 
re~ource. The Rocha s 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. 

Summa's archeological study found no 
significant resources 011 the property ex
cept for the ruins of a village underneath 
Culver Boulevard, Summa spokeswoman 

·nc Henry said. 
planners agreed. They acknowl

edged the existence of the Culver Boule
vard site but also noted that two additional 
sites are located on the bluffs overlooking 
the Ballona Wetlands. 

. During heavy rains, the low-lying 

l.OU MACK I Lvs Angeles Times 

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

J-o> ltAh:e.::e;; 7f,vh'~-> 
I 

I ·1 r ··1 
f :)C..:) 

areas were not J>opular for permanent 
resu.knces," tt e plan slates. "Instead, as 
the recorded-1:ite locations demonstrate, 
they were built up along the bluffs over
looking the mar:>h area." 

Other reports indicate that t~J'{' are 
many archeological sites in the area. Near 
the llallona 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 stale'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 

Please see BALLONA, Page 13 
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(Relevant UClA EIR.mJicated in parentheses) . • 
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. ' Prvteeting and Conservin9 Biolo9ical Diversity, Native Plants, Native Animals and Native Land$ 

• V~::ra Rocha, Co-Founder 
~hos.hc>ne-Gab~-idino Nation 
Cl.llh~rai Aff,lir~ Dtn:ctor 

~eona Klippstein, Co-Founder 
Conservatio11 Programs Director 

Douglas Doepke, Treasur-er 
Polio/ Programs Coot·din•~tor 

Steven rishcr, r:.colog;sl 
Science Programs Cc>ordinator 

Daniel Patterson, Ecolog1st 
Desert Prognuns Coot·dinator 

• Petrick Mitchell, Naturalist 
Peninsular Rangu Coordinator 

• 

Kathy Knight, Public Affairs 
Coastal WOt?tiJnds Coordinator 

Elizabeth Frands, Public: Affairs 
Arr-oyo S~co (oot·dinator 

AI Kelly, 'Mldlife Eltologist 
San Bernardino Vall-ey Coordmator 

Udo Wald, Public F.:ducalion 
lnlt:Matth Outnach Coordil,atol" 

August 14, 1997 

Councihvoman Ruth Galant~r 
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 Co\Ulcil) is a non-profit 50l(c)3 project 
and coalition of over 30 grassmots 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, imperiHed ecosystems and sacred lands. 

We believe that it is important for the Councilwoman and Committee to be 
aware of our successes in having spearheaded campaigns that ted to pubhc 
acquisition of "private" land holdings. In San Bemardino County, a 763 
acre reserve at North Etiwanda \WS 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 wtth a bid of $8 million -· that came out of 
Federal Highway and Caltrans funding to mitigate for a road expansion 
project in San Bemardino. 

On the heels of the North Etiwanda acquisition. an adjacent 800 acres 
inholding '" the National Forest at Day Canyon was acquired for 
conservation purposes. Again, the Sage Council worked cooperatively wtth 
the Forest Service, the private land holder and U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Servtce. 

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. lbr 77021·102 • PtuacMnQ • 0\. • 91101 • T.le; 909-422·16.37 • MX: 562~946--9-UJ • U~. 
A nc>n· prof/'& pr(Jj~t ~ .,; SC'ci11l 111'1d 1!1'1vlronm6nt.lll Entupr#lt4111"!!1 (SEE,Jne.), M;~~ld-u, CA. 

Recycled Paper 
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Councilwoman Ruth Gal<mter and Advisory Commlt1ee 
' . RF.. Propu:sed Howard Hughs development, EIR No. 91-0675-SUB 

Page Two • and proposed regulatory chang~s. See Sm.n.LQf.f.h~Sage CQ.unc&l. ~al. v. Babbitt, Sccret:;t.~_Q.(fh.Y_lQg~ri_Q.L 
et ~i successfully forcmg the fed~ral government to prov1de full public disclosure and comment on the ''No 
Surpnses" policy. 

The Sage Council reque:,ts that you ass1st us, including the Shoshone-Gabrielino Natton, in protecting the 
"West Bluff' top of the Ballona Wetlands for our cultural and natural heritage. We believe that you can do 
so by rec.ommending that the proposed 121 residential development and project proponents provide a 
"preferred altemat1ve'' that would include a "Resource Management Plan" for conservation and public 
acqu•sition. Therefore you would also need to support a "No Project Alternative,'' or explai11 concisely why 
the No ProJect Alternative or Preferred Alterna.tiw was not feasible. 

The "West Bluff' top and all of Ballona is a significanr Shoshone-Gabrielino viJJage site, ceremonial 
grounds and sacred sHe. So much of the ancestral village site and sacred wetlands have already been takon 
and destroyed w1thout the consent of the indigenous people that it is vitally important to protect all that 
remams The "West Bluff" area is e"tremely significant culturally and biologicaUy because the area has beeo 
left relat1vely mract and undisturbed. Unfortunately, the majority of our village sites, burials and sacred 
lands have b.aen bulldozt>d and paved over. Grave diggers and archaeologists have robbed many artifacts 
from the Shoshone-Gabnelino and sold them to private collectors or placed them behind glass in museums 
(cultural zoos) We need this site to remain intact. 

f• • 
We ask you to work cooperatively with the Sage Council and Shoshone-Gabrielino Nation in protecting this 
little piece of unpaved sacred tand and help us to enhance its ecological value. Together we can ha~·e 
anotha success for Mother Earth If you have any questions please call Kathy Knight @ 310/450-5961 

For our wild and sacredlelattons, 
. ,. ' ) 1' 1/ 

:'fW-j~~~r.t;rlw. __ , ?:.ttL-/#1~-

chief Ya'Anna,Vera Rocha 
Shoshone-Gabnelmo Nation 
Spirit of the Sage Councti 

kHt~ t::y;ce--
Kathy Knight 
Coastal Wetlands Coordinator 
Sptrit of the Sage Council 

Anached: October 6, 1996 letter to Mayor Richard Riordan 
Maps tdcnt1fying docurn~nred archeologtcal sites of Ballona 

cc. Jim Cohen, Executive Director 
California Indian Legal Services 

Senator Tom Hayden 

Los Angeles C1ty Council Members 
• • 
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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
lanJs ecosystem in the westside of 
Los Angeles, the last natural bluff 
top overlooking the Ballona wet
lands. 

This 44-acrc site, south of the 
B.tllona WetlanJs area and west of 
Lincoln 13oulevard, is half coastal 
inair ic ecosystem and h;Jf hillside. It 
i~ slated to become a II '.I-home 
development built by Catcllus 
Dt vel lpmem Corp. The bluff cun
taius one of the last known uncov
cn·d village sites left in Los Augcles 
of the indigenous Shoshone 
l..;abrielino lndiam, according to 
Chcsr cr King, archeologist fur the 
city ,Jf Malibu. Previous bluff-top 
villa! c 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. 
It was once covered with native flow
ers such as poppies, lupine, 
phacclias, larkspur and native grass
es, and has a vernal pool evident 
after spring rains. It provides home 
and foraging habitat for many 
species of animals dtat arc native to 
the local area. Animals that call this 
bluff home in dude the legless lizard; 
great-homed, barn and burrowing 
owls; great blue herons; peregrine 
falcons; red-tailed hawks; turkey vul
tures; Pacific tree frog; western toads; 
California king snake and more. 

The final environmental impact 

report has been completed and the 

proposed development is in the pub

lic hearing process. 

ROBERT KINSLOW 

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

lfyoll rvo!lld lik~ to lulp sav~ th~ 
w~st Dlriff amz, call Kathy Knight. 
via chair of tlu Coasttzl Protution 

Committu, at JJU-581-UU/5 or 
chuk Ollt tl}( \\(b pag~ at: saV(IUJt 
blriffi.org. 

• 
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Citizens lAnitec:t to Save All of (Jatlona is a coalition of orgc:~nizations who support the 
goal to protect. acquire. restore &maintain the' entire J:Jallona wetlancts eco-system 
aru;t ~urrounc:ting u.nc:teve/ooect open spa~ in a natural anr;t self-sustaining state. 
3ollowing is the most current list f?f organizations who have agreed to 
support this goal 

tic tic:-; l<.esource Center (flr?C) 
ti!liar::z for a Paving jV[oratorium 
til/icr; ·::e for Survival- [.A. 
Ar1:.r::;n Watch 
Art . .:: ·!can C:etacean Society/[.A. Chapter 
tim2ricans for Democratic Action- (So. CA ADA) 
Ani, ;r 'AI L.eqisfative tiction Network 
firk 1>ust. 9nc. 
fim,~!l.l/ Protection 9nstitute 
Ass:c./ited Students ofScmta Monica C:ollege (26.000 students) 
Ass.:~. :?tion Pour [a Protection Des finimaux Sauvaqes 
J:Jai.':.:v -1 Ecosystem Ectucation Project 
J:Ja If:.:,~.::~ Vaile!::J Preservation [eague 
J:Jalf.:;; · :1 Wetlancts [anc:t ~rust 
J:Jols~: -:hica [and ~rust 
C:A[ ·'-:7f<.(j (C:alifornia Public 9nterest r<.esearch (jroup) 
C?alif:r :ia Earth C?orps 
Cali.:;·· ::'a Native Plant Society/Santa Monica Chapter 
Chr::: .• 1ns C?cwing for Creation 
Chri: -:.:;n Environmental Association 
Citiz.: ;: Environmentc:~lists Against Selling-out the Earth (C:EASE) 
Cou.r · ~/!:f Connections 
Ear:.;: ..::r.!ert 
Ear:>: ?0nnections 
Ear>: ::,st!- [.A. 
Earr~1 - :;;irit of figc:~pe 
Eart~: ·-:_, .. ust ]ounc:tarion 
Eco!o.:.:::.' Center of So. Cc:~ltfornia 
Eauca -:. 0n fiction for Anime~/s 
Enctcrnge:ea Species Coe~!irion 
](JW! 
]coct Not (3ombs 
jcresr: Ac::ion ;\jer:wcr:<..IC.C. 
]cssil ]uE!s Pciiod r?ctfcn (]nsrit:A::e 
7r:encts of AnimCIIs 

• ' 

• 
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The ]una for flmmals 
yreat Whales jounaation 
green Corps of Santa Monica College 
green peace 
grey Panthers 
9ntl. Society for the Preservation of the Tropical Rainforest 
The 'John Muir Project 
L.A. County green Party 
L.A. Eco Village- Cooperative R.esouces & Services 
[.A. Urban Alficmce 
[ast Chance for Animals 
[ong (Jeach greens 
Los Angeles National f.awyers guilcl 
Loyola J'vtarymount ([JvtU) Sierra Club Stuc:tent group 
JVtid-eitl::f Neighbors 
'Lhe Nation Discussion (jrcv1p 
Native ]a rest Council 
New Eden 1oundation 
PAX Christi 
Peninsular Ranges !Jioctiversity Project 
Pt-(A (People for the Ethical 'Lreatment of Animals) 
teaint7ow Club of DVtfA (Loyola Mary mount University) 
teainforest Action Network 
teeverence for LJfe R.ealizect 
f<iver Valley Preservation Project 
Safe Air Coalition 
San 1ernancto Valley greens 
Santa J'vtonicaiAnitarian Church Social Action Committee 
Save Ahmanson Ranch/SEE 
Save Our Coast 
Sierra Club 
SJV1.C Vegetarian Club 
Social & Environmental Entrepreneurs (SEE) 
Society for the Preservation of t)ircts of Prey 
South !:Jay greens 
Southwest Center for tJiological Diversity 
Southwestern Herpetologists Society 
Spirit Awakening .· . 
Scuclent Action jor the Environment at IASC 
Surfrider 'Jounctation 
Theatre 'Jiux 
'Lheoaore Payne ;ounctation 
'Tri-Scar 9nvestigations 
UCf../! environmental Coalition 
Vegetarian Society. 9nc. 
Wet!cmcts Actior1 Network 
Wilalife (.Jrotect:oi1 League 
WCiYien's -:Jncerv:anona/ [eagtAt:: tor (.J:cace & ]reeaom 91~198 ..... 81 grow:'JS 
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Joanne M. Maguire 
7005 Kentwood Court 

Los Angeles, California 90045 
(310) 338-1483 

May 15,2000 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
Attn: Debra Lee 
200 Oceangate, Suite l 000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Coastal Commissioners: 

\D)~~~~~~ \IT'! 
lfQ JUL ~ 0 2000 ° 

CALIFORNIA . 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

A-5-PDR-00-77 
CDP 5 99 32 9 

The Playa del Rey bluff slope eco-system will not survive without an intervention plan to 
stop runoff and soil erosion. Catellus Residential Group has agreed to mitigation 
measures that will allow this eco-system to rejuvenate. The choice to me is support a 
plan that addresses the needs that exist today or do nothing until it is too late. 1 prefer to 
be proactive in saving this area. 

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

Yours truly, 

Joanne M. Maguire 

cc: R. Galanter 
P. Lauener 
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May 15,2000 

Dr. Mary Jane Rotheram-Borus 
255 E. Redlands Street 

Playa Del Rey, California 90293 
( 310) 823-8541 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 

A-5-PDR-00-77 
CDP 5 99 32 9 

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

EAUFO•~t"''/\ 
CQASTAk ~c::,;,.,,.,tuSIC:''-

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 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, 

Dr. Mary Jane 

cc: R. Galanter 
P. Lauener 
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Joyce D. Rotheram 
7005 Kentwood Court 

Los Angeles, California 90045 
(31 0) 338-1483 

May 15,2000 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
Attn: Debra Lee 
200 Oceangate, Suite l 000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Coastal Commissioners: 

A-5-PDR-00-77 
CDP 5 99 32 9 

The Playa del Rey blutl slope eco-system will not survive without an intervention plan to 
stop runoff and soil erosion. Cate11us 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. I 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, 

cc: R. Galanter 
P. Lauener 
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May 23,2000 

Ed Herrera 
7340 W 82nd Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90045 
310-649-0597 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
Attn: Debra Lee 

Re: CDP 5 99 329 
A-5-PDR 00 77 

Dear Commissioners: 

riD~~~~~~~ 
lnJ JUL 2 0 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

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 

CC: Councilwoman R. Galanter 
P. Lauener 
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David Hoisch 
2419B Clark Ln. 
Redondo Beach, CA 90278 

May 30,2000 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
Attn: Debra Lee 

Re: CDP 5 99 329 
A-5- PDR 00 77 

Dear Commissioners: 

\D)~~~~~~ ~-:,1 
lJU JUL 2 0 2000 ~..::J 

CALIFORNIA . 
COASTAL COMMISSIOf'-' 

I 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, I 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. 

I 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. 

I support the proposed West Bluffs development because I support the public's right to 
have access to coastal areas. I 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. 

~ctfully s~bm~/. 
ev~u/Y~~! 
David Hoisch 

Cc: Sixth District Councilwoman R. Galanter 
P. Lauener 
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Richard A. Schoenfeld 
7778 W. 79th Street 

Playa del Rey, CA 90293-7902 
(310) 827-4408 Home (323) 268-4830 Work 

California Coastal Commission, South Coast Area 
Attn: Debra Lee 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-3402 

Re: COP 5 99 329 
A 5 PDR 00 77 

Esteemed Coastal Commissioners: 

May 17, 2000 

CALIFORNIA . 
COASTAL COMMISS\Of': 

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 1t 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 ~reate a plan 
with which I can live. I invested my time because I 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. I feel Catellus has demonstrated a commitment tc our neighborhood and I would like to 
see them develop the property with the quality product for which they are known. 

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

s1i1;a~ . / 
Richard A Schoenf~ 
cc: R Galanter 

P. Lauener 
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THE HUNTER 6ROUP 
GeneraUEiectricai/A. V. Contractors 
License t 484489 

May 16,2000 

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

Dear California Coastal Commission Members, 

7117 Manchester Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90045 

Tel. (310)645-7226 Fax. (310)645-7004 

lo) ~mn ml 
lrO JUL 2 0 2000 i ~-.) 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIOI'.' 

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 ooncern for the impact to the 
environment, and no provisions to protect it. The developers were not concerned with ooastal 
access, runoff, increased traffic flow, or refurbishment of the natural habitat disrupted by the 
necessities of oonstruction • 

In oontrast, 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 ooastal sage that has been damaged as a 
result of prior unchecked and unplanned development. How many people in today's society offer 
to not only prevent a mess from their own work, but also to dean up the existing mess left by 
others? Why is there resistance to this project? 

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

Sincerely,c:;:::2 l . / / -;!::::· 
--~~fl~ 

Steve Hunter 
Local resident & business owner 
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Meczka Marketing/Research/Consulting, Inc. 
Lobby Level I 5757 West Century Blvd. I Los Angeles, California 90045 

(310) 670-4824 I Fax (310) 410-0780 

• 

• 

May 22, 2000 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
Attn: Debra Lee 

Re: CDP 5.99.329 
A.5.PDR.00.77 

Honorable Commissioners, 

riD~~~~~~~ uu JUL 2 0 2000 '--j 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

As a more than 20 year resident of the Westchester area, I 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 will be pa1d 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, 

·n./ I /II~' Ji/ ?j 
/ //{ (/:{1 , _ () / l)i (_' ~r>/ 
Michael A. Meczka -
President 
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23 May 2000 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
200 Ocean gate, Suite 1 000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
Attn: Debra Lee 

Dear Coastal Commissioners: 

®~~~~~~IJ 
liD JUL 2 0 2000 -

CALIFORNIA . '" , 
MISS\t..X--' 

cOASiALCOM 

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, I 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, 

CC: R. Galanter 
P. Lauener 

·:_ ~/J;~ ~ '//J,~ ;:J£/A~LV . ' ~ 
/.. James and Nga Belisle 

7415 McConnell Ave. 
Los Angeles, California 90045 

v 
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May 15,2000 

Erin Rotheram-Fuller 
8500 Falmouth Avenue #3112 

Playa Del Rey, Calitornia 90293 
(31 0) 306-4346 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
Attn: Debra Lee 
200 Oceangate, Suite l 000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Coastal Commissioners: 

loJ ~ ~ ~ ~ rw ~ li,-l 
U1J 1

' j 
JUL 2 0 2000 ~~ 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMlSSIOt--. 

A-5-PDR-00-77 
CDP 5 99 32 9 

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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Cecere Trust 

May 15,2000 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
Attention: Debra Lee 

~' 1 q ~. n ~-1~88462 fE G ·~ • \ \' i ~'ps 1nge es, CA. 90009-8462 
LS ~ :1 u \.J <100>\ 4t• 23os 

(310)1 649 3294 24 Hr. FAX 

JUL 2 0 2000 

CAUFORN\A 
COASTAL coMMISSION 

COP 5 99 329 A-5-PDR-00-77 

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 I 00' from the 
Catellus project just off Park Hill at 7417 W. 81 st 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 not my neighbors. These so-called 
ecologists supported by Sierra Club monies all seem to belong to each other's organizations and 
have political aspirations. Some have already worked their way into Mayor Rirordan's newly 
formed Community Committees. They want publicity and will be after Councilwomen's 
Galanters position at the end of her term. Their pretence is for the ecology but they have their 
own selfish reasons. 

We care for our community and being a native-born Angelino and former Eagle Scout I practice 
ecology and an avid outdoorsmen. My wife and I 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, 

rust, 
Salvatore C. Cecere and Roberta A. Cecere 

CC: Councilwoman Ruth Galanter; Peter Lauener, Catellus 
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John Alfano 
7818 vvest 79th St. 
Playa del Rey Ca. 90293 

May 17tn, 2000 

California Costal Commission 
South Coast Area 
Attn. Debra Lee 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1 000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Commissioner: 

IBJ ~~~~w~ 
lfO JUL 2 0 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISS!Ot,~ 

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

Please support this project . 
. , 

Sir:lterely.,y' ours, 
/I 'I I 

/ ! .// 
. I . ,/ ": ./ 

;i~~Alrano (ft .. ;~-<~ 
// I :; / 

/ / 
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Re: COP 5 99 329 
A-5- PDR 00 77 

Craig & Kateri Wiseman 
7714 West 81 st Street 
Playa del Rey, CA 90293 ~~~~~~i 1 

' I 

May 23,2000 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
Attn: Debra Lee 

Dear Commissioners; 

JUL 2 0 2000 1-----

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIO!',~ 

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, . 

D-tt;J l i(.tfncl{7..JJ "'•h---

CC: Councilwoman Galanter 
P. Lauener 
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Tom and Carrie McClune 
5471 West 76th Street 
Westchester, CA 90045-3207 

May 22,2000 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
Attn: Debra Lee 

Dear Commissioners: 

~ ~~~~w 
JUL 2 0 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIOI"·.i 

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, 

~.r{;JY~-Ic 
Tom and Carrie Mcclune 

cc: R. Galanter 
P. Lauener 
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John Kohut & Eva Cwynar-Kohut, MD 
4612 Glencoe Avenue #3 
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292 

May23, 2000 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
Attn: Debra Lee 

Dear Sirs: 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ W ~ 1

1-;J 

JUL 2 0 2000 L) 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMi"tlt.;;CIOt, ~ 

CDP 5 99 329 
A-5-RDR-00 77 

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

Major changes have been made to the proposed project within the Coastal Zone boundaries It appears, 
however, there will never be mitigation that will be acceptable to the small, but vocal group, who oppose 
West Bluffs. They live in homes on the bluff top or down the face of the bluff slope. Horres that could not 
be built today were it not for 11 grandfather clauses 11 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, 

P. Lauener 
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California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1 000 
long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
Attn: Debra lee 

Dear Commissioners: 

15) ~~~~~~il 
lfO JUL 2 0 2000 ..__.~ 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSICi'-' 

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 . 
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~ . ALFRED T. BAUM, D.D.S., M.S.D., F.A.C.D. 
~ BRADLEY J. BAUM, B.S., D.D.S. 
't 

• - GARY M. BAUM, D.D.S., M.S . ORTHODONTISTS 

• IPLOMATES, AMERICAN BOARD OF ORTHODONTICS 

roJ ~~~~ 
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California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
Attn: Debra Lee 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Commissioners: 

sir[po 
JUL 2 0 2000 

CAUFORf·,liA 
COASTAL COMMlSS:~~-:·: 

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

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

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

Increased coastal access. 
The removal of retaining walls within the Coastal Zone. 
The elimination of grading and filling of Hastings Canyon within the Coastal Zone. 
Increased open space within the Coastal Zone. 

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

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

WESTWOOD MEDICAL PLAZA, 10921 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 804, LOS ANGELES, CA 90024 (310) 208-5678 

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