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PROJECT LOCATION: 2656 No. Fabuco Road, Topanga, Los Angeles County 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construct a two story 13 ft. to 33 ft. high, split level, 4,591 
sq. ·ft. single family residence, attached two car 867 sq. ft. garage/workshop, pool & 
jacuzzi with non-chemical filtration system and pool cover for evaporation and energy 
conservation, after the fact development of a water well, a 5,150 gallon domestic water 
tank, rainwater harvesting system with buried 8,500 gallon storage tank, 120 ft. paved 
driveway with fire department turnaround constructed with turf block and planted with 
native needle grass, driveway restoration w/turf block & native needle grass for existing 
northern access driveway, restore existing dirt driveway on southeast portion of property 
with needle grass and sandstone cobble, pave 260 ft. length of No. Fabuco, grade 
2,300 cu/yds of cut, 200 cu/yds of fill, export 2,100 cu/yds of material to disposal site 
located outside the coastal zone or a location with a coastal permit for disposal, drought 
resistant native landscaping, temporary living trailer, onsite drainage with catch basin 
and filter, entry gates, fencing, and septic system. 

Lot Area: 
Building Coverage: 
Driveway Coverage: 
Landscape Coverage: 
Parking Spaces: 
Ht Above Finish Grade: 
Plan Designation: 
Zoning: 
Project Density: 

2.5 acres 
2,853 sq/ft 
2,400 sq/ft 
23,400 sq/ft 
4 
33ft. 
Mountain Land 
one du/20 acres 
one du/2.5 acres 
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
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Staff recommends that the Commission determine that the proposed project with twelve 
(12) Special Conditions addressing removal of excavated material, landscaping and 
erosion control plans, road maintenance agreement, dra~nage and polluted runoff 
control plan, pool drainage and maintenance, removal of temporary construction trailer, 
future improvements restriction, plans conforming to geologic recommendation, wildfire 
waiver of liability, structural appearance restriction, condition compliance, and water use 
restrictions, is consistent with the requirements of the California Coastal Act. The 
project site is located within the Tuna Canyon Significant Watershed, but not adjacent to 
any environmentally sensitive habitat area. The site is accessed from Tuna Canyon 
Road by private paved roadways existing nearby to the intersection of Betton Drive and 
North Fabuco Road (Commission approved Coastal Permit No. 4-96-025, Jason for 
these road improvements). Additional road improvements, about 260 feet long, are 
proposed to access this site along North Fabuco Road. 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Approval in Concept: Los Angeles County Regional 
Planning Department dated 6/15/2000; Los Angeles County Department of Health 
Services, dated 8/3/2000; Coastal Commission Approval, Los Angeles County Fire 
Department, dated 5/3012001; Final Fuel Modification Plan, County of Los Angeles, Fire 
Department dated May 15, 2000; Approved Renovation for Water Well Permit, Los 
Angeles County Department of Health Services, dated 3/1/2000. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Hydrogeologic Analysis of Proposed Water Supply 
for Weeger Residence, dated July 17, 2001, by Cleath and Associates; Hydrogeologic 
Evaluation, dated November 2, 2000, by Bing Yen and Associates; Responses to 
Comments by California Coastal Commission, dated November 8, 2000, by PCR 
Services, Inc.; Report of a Preliminary Engineering Geologic Investigation, dated. 
October 7, 1999, Limited Engineering Geologic Report, dated April 22, 2000, by Pacific 
Geology Consultants, Inc.; Soils Engineering Investigation, dated October 19, 1999, by 
Subsurface Designs Inc.; Report of Curr~nt Findings on APN # 4448-007-086, dated 
February 25, 2000, by PCR Services Corporation; A Phase One Cultural Survey, dated 
February 25, 2000, by Environmental Research Archaelogists; Land 
Capability/Suitability Study, Los Angeles County General Plan Revision Program, 
Significant Ecological Areas Report, dated 1976, by England and Nelson Environmental 
Consultants; Tuna Canyon Significant Ecological Area: An Assessment of the 
Cumulative Impacts of the Potential Maximum Development, prepared for Tuna Mesa 
Property Owners Association, by Phillips Brandt Reddick, Inc. dated January 9, 1978; 
Coastal Development Permit No. 4-00-162, Sayles; Coastal Development Permit No.4-
96-172, 4-96-172-E-1 and 4-99-164, Olson; Coastal Development Permit No. 4-96-025. 
496-025-A-1, 4-96-025-A-2, 4-96-025-A-3, and Revocation Request R-4-96-025-A-3, 
Jason. · 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
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MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development 
Permit No. 4..00-143 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. 

I. Resolution for Approval with Conditions 

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

II. Standard Conditions 

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

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

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. 
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Ill. Special Conditions 

1. REMOVAL OF EXCAVATED MATERIAL 
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The applicant is authorized to remove excess excavated or cut material consisting of 
2,1 00 cubic yards of material and this material shall be transported to an appropriate 
disposal site located outside of the Coastal Zone, or an approved site located in the 
Coastal Zone with a valid coastal development permit for disposal of fill material. 

2. LANDSCAPING AND EROSION CONTROL PLANS 

Prior to Issuance of a coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit revised 
landscaping and erosion control plans. prepared by a licensed landscape architect or a 
qualified resource specialist. for review and approval by the Executive Director. The 
revised landscaping and erosion control plan shall reflect the revised approved project 
description. The revised landscape and erosion control plans shall be reviewed and 
approved by the consulting engineering geologist and engineer to ensure that the plans 
are in conformance with the consultants' recommendations. The plans shall incorporate 
the following criteria: 

A) Landscaping Plan 

• 

1) All graded & disturbed areas ·on the subject site and along North Fabuco • 
Road easements graded or disturbed by construction shall be planted and 
maintained for erosion control purposes within (60) days of the applicant's 
receipt of the certificate of occupancy for the residence. The fire department 
turnaround along the southern access driveway shall be constructed with turf 
block and planted with native needle grass, the northern dirt access driveway 
shall be restored with turf block & native needle grass, and the dirt driveway 
on the southeast portion of property shall be restored with native needle grass 
and sandstone cobble.· The area where the temporary living trailer will be 
located shall be replanted within thirty days of its removal. To minimize the 
need for irrigation all landscaping shall consist primarily of native/drought 
resistant plants as listed by the California Native Plant Society. Santa Monica 
Mountains Chapter, in their document entitled Recommended List of Plants 
for Landscaojng in the Santa Monica Mountains, dated February 5, 1996. 
Invasive, non-indigenous plan species which tend to supplant native species 
shall not be used. 

2) All cut and fill slopes shall be stabilized with planting at the completion of final 
grading. Planting should be of native plant species indigenous to the Santa 
Monica Mountains using accepted planting procedures, consistent with fire 
safety requirements. The plan shall include vertical elements. such as trees 
and shrubs, which partially screens the · appearance of the proposed 
residence, garage/workshop, and water storage tank from Saddle Peak Road • 
to the north and from Tuna Canyon Road to the north and west. Such 
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B) 

planting shall be adequate to provide 90 percent coverage within two (2) 
years, and this requirement shall apply to all disturbed soils; 

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

4) The Permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the final 
approved plan. Any proposed changes to the approved final plan shall be 
reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plan 
shall occur without a Coastal Commission - approved amendment to the 
coastal development permit, unless the Executive Director determines that no 
amendment is required. 

5) Vegetation within twenty (20) feet of the proposed house may be removed to 
mineral earth, vegetation within a 200 foot radius of the main structure may 
be selectively thinned in order to reduce fire hazard. However, such thinning 
shall only occur in accordance with an approved revised long-term fuel 
modification plan submitted pursuant to this special condition. The revised 
final fuel modification plan shall include details regarding the types, sizes and 
location of plant material.s to be removed, and how often thinning is to occur. 
In addition, the applicant shall submit evidence that the final revised fuel 
modification plan has been reviewed and approved by the Forestry 

· Department of Los Angeles County. Within the twenty (20) foot radius of the 
proposed house and garage native plants shall be selected from drought 
tolerant species or subspecies, or varieties suited to the Mediterranean 
climate of the Santa Monica Mountains together with limited areas may be 
planted with ornamental shrubs and trees and other landscaping that is non 
invasive and drought tolerant. 

Interim Erosion Control Plan 

1) The plan shall delineate the areas to be disturbed by grading or construction 
activities and shall include any temporary access roads, temporary living 
trailer site, staging areas and stockpile areas. The natural areas on the site 
shall be clear1y delineated on the project site with fencing or survey flags. 

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

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

C) Monitoring. 

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

If the landscape monitoring report indicates the landscaping is not in 
conformance with or has failed to meet the performance standards specified 
in the landscaping plan approved pursuant to this permit, the applicant, or 
successors in interest, shall submit a revised or supplemental landscape plan 
for the review and approval of the Executive Director. The revised 
landscaping plan must be prepared by a licensed Landscape Architect or a 
qualified Resource Specialist and shall specify measures to remediate those 
portions of the original plan that have failed or are not in conformance with the 
original approved plan. 

3. ROAD MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT 

By acceptance of this Coastal Development Permit, the applicant agrees that should the 
proposed improvements to Fabuco Road or the proposed drainage structures fail or 
result in erosion, the applicant/landowner or successor interests shall be solely 
responsible for any necessary repairs and restoration of the road improvements . 
conducted pursuant to this Permit and the drainage structures authorized or required by 
this Permit. 

• 
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4 . DRAINAGE AND POLLUTED RUNOFF CONTROL PLAN 

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

5. 

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

(b) Runoff shall be conveyed off site in a non-erosive manner. 
(c) Energy dissipating measures shall be installed at the terminus of outflow drains. 
(d) The plan shall include provisions for maintaining the drainage system, including 

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

POOL DRAINAGE AND MAINTENANCE 

Prior to the issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit, 
for review and approval of the Executive Director, a written pool/spa maintenance 
agreement to install and use the proposed non-chemical water purification system and a 
program to maintain proper pH, calcium and alkalinity balance in a manner that any 
runoff or drainage from the pool/spa will not include excessive amounts of chemicals 
that may adversely affect the designated Significant Watersheds or Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas. The Permittee shall undertake development and maintenance 
in complianc~ with this pool/spa maintenance agreement and program approved by the 
Executive Director. No changes shall be made to the agreement and program unless 
they are approved by the Executive Director . 
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With the acceptance of this coastal permit, the applicants agree that the temporary 
construction trailer on the site shall be removed within two years o~ the issuance of this 
Coastal Permit Amendment or within thirty (30) days of the applicant's receipt of the 
Certificate of Occupancy for the proposed residence from the County of Los Angeles, 
whichever is less, to a site located outside the Coastal Zone or a site with a valid 
coastal development permit for the installation of a temporary construction trailer. 

7. FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS RESTRICTION 

A. This permit is only for the development described and approved in Coastal 
Development Permit No 4-00-143. Pursuant to Title 14 California Code of Regulations 
Section 13250(b )(6), the exemptions otherwise provided in Public Resources Code 
section 30610(a) shall not apply to the entire property. Accordingly, any future 
improvements to the entire property including the permitted single family residence, 
garage/workshop, pooVspa, water tanks, and the clearing of vegetation or grading other 
than as provided for in the approved fuel modification landscape and erosion control 
plan prepared pursuant to Special Condition Number Two or future developments, shall 
require an amendment to Permit No. 4-00-143 from the Commission or shall require an 
additional coastal development permit from the Commission or from the applicable 
certified local government. 

• 

B. Prior to the issuance of a coastal development permit, 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 deed restriction and 
shall include legal descriptions of the applicant's entire parcel. The deed restriction 
shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of 
prior liens and any other encumbrances which the Executive Director determine_s may 
affect the enforceability of the restriction. However, fuel modification consistent with the 
requirements of the Los Angeles County Fire Department's fuel modification standards 
is permitted. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a 
Commission am~ndment to this coastal development permit. 

8. PLANS CONFORMING TO GEOLOGIC RECOMMENDATION 

All recommendations contained in the Report of a Preliminary Engineering Geologic 
Investigation dated October 7, 1999 and Limited Engineering Geologic Report, dated 
April 22, 2000, by Pacific Geology Consultants, Inc. and in the Soils Engineering 
Investigation, dated October. 19, 1999, by Subsurface Designs, Inc., shall be 
incorporated into all final design and construction plans including geologic stability, 
surficial stability, seismic considerations, foundation support, swimming pool, retaining 
walls, excavation characteristics, site drainage, on-site effluent disposal, grading •. 
temporary excavations, erosion control, drainage and maintenance. foundations, floor 
slabs, excavation erosion control, inspection and plan review. All plans must be 
reviewed and approved by the consultants. Prior to the issuance of the coastal • 
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development permit, the applicant shall submit, for review and approval by the 
Executive Director, evidence of the consultants' review and approval of all project plans. 

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

9. WILDFIRE WAIVER OF LIABILITY 

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

10. STRUCTURAL APPEARANCE RESTRICTION 

A. The color of the structures, roofs. and above ground water tank permitted hereby 
shall be restricted to a color compatible with the surrounding environment (white 
and galvanized metal tones shall not be acceptable). All windows shall be 
comprised of non-glare glass. Night lighting, if any, shall be directed downward, 
be of low intensity, at low height and shielded; security lighting, if any, shall be 
controlled by motion detector. 

B. Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall 
execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the 
Executive Director, which reflects the restrictions stated above on the proposed 
development. The document shall run with the land for the life of the structures 
approved in this permit, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be 
recbrded free of prior liens and any other encumbrances that the Executive 
Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed 
restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Commission amendment to 
this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no 
amendment is required. 

11. CONDITION COMPLIANCE 

Within ninety (90) days of Commission action on this Coastal Development Permit 
application, or within such additional time as the Executive Director may grant for good 
cause, the applicant shall satisfy all requirements specified in the conditions hereto that 
the applicant is required to satisfy prior to issuance of this permit. Failure to comply with 
this requirement may result in the institution of enforcement action under the provisions 
of Chapter 9 of the Coastal Act. 
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The applicant agrees to prohibit the future construction of equestrian stables, corrals, or 
bams on the subject property in the future and agrees to install and use restricted water 
flow plumbing fixtures as proposed and detailed in the application Section I submitted 
July 13, 2001 (Exhibit 19) to minimize the need for water extracted from the proposed 
on-site water well. 

IV. Findings and Declarations 

A. Prolect Description 

The project site is located within a partially developed 16-lot subdivision created in the 
1960's prior to the effective date of the Coastal Act in 1977. The site is located about 
two miles inland, northwest of Tuna Canyon, and southwest of Femwood area in an 
unincorporated area of Los Angeles County known as Topanga. The parcel is 
accessed about one quarter of a mile to the south of Tuna Canyon Road, along 
Skyhawk Lane, Chard Avenue (also known as Hawks Nest Trail), West Betton Drive, 
and lastly North Fabuco Road (Exhibits 1 - 4 ). 

Road access to the subject property starts from Tuna Canyon Road, a public road to 

• 

private roads along Skyhawk Lane, Chard Avenue (Hawk's Nest Trail), Betton Drive and • 
North Fabuco Road. These access roads along Skyhawk Lane, Chard Avenue and 
Betton Drive to the subject property are presently improved and paved to Los Angeles 
County Fire Department standards as a result of the Commission approved Coastal 
Permit No. 4-96-025 issued to Mark Jason for the construction of a residence at 20556 
Betton Drive. Chard Avenue and Betton Drive are paved about 20 feet wide to a 
location just beyond and west of the intersection of Betton Drive and North Fabuco 
Road (Exhibit 4 ). The applicant proposes to construct road improvements including 
paving and widening (from 13 feet to 20 feet wide pursuant to Los Angeles County Fire 

· Department requirements) a long a 260 foot length of North Fabuco Road from its 
intersection with Betton Drive to the applicant's access driveway .. A 120 foot long 
driveway is proposed (20 feet wide) to access the proposed garage, including a fire 
truck turnaround area (Exhibits 4 - 6). 

The applicant initially proposed to construct a two story 15 ft. to 26 ft. high, 3,990 sqlft. 
split level single family residence with an attached two car 750 sq/ft. garage excavated 
into the building site at a lower level and a 740 sq. ft. bam aii"Approved in Concept" by 
the Los Angeles County Regional Planning Department (l:xhibit 20). ·The applicant 
submitted revised plans on June 29, 2001 indicating that the bam was deleted and the 
residence and garage enlarged in size. The revised project now consists of a two story, 
13 foot to 33 foot high, split level, 4,591 sq. ft., single family residence and an attached 
two car 867 sq. ft. garage/workshop, and two water tanks, one above ground (Exhibits 7 
- 11 ). The applicant is requesting approval of this revised project totaling 5,458 sq. ft. in • 
size. 
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The majority of the proposed grading is a result of excavating beneath the residence 
and garage into the building pad. Constructing the residence and garage/workshop will 
require grading consisting of about 1 ,820 cubic yards of cut and 1 0 cubic yards of fill 
(Exhibit 12}. Grading for the driveway, fire truck turnaround, and pooVspa consists of 
360 cubic yards of cut and 70 cubic yards of fill. Road improvements along North 
Fabuco Road require a cut of 120 cubic yards and 120 cubic yards of fill. A total of 
2,100 cubic yards of excess cut material will be exported to a disposal site located 
outside the coastal zone or a location with a coastal permit for disposal. A septic 
system, two entry gates, and fencing are also proposed on the property. Two existing 
dirt access driveways access the building pad from North Fabuco Road. The existing 
northern driveway is proposed to be restored and replanted with native needle grass 
(Exhibit 6}. The existing dirt driveway on the southeastern portion of the property will be 
restored with native needle grass and local sandstone cobble for erosion control. The 
proposed southern access driveway will be paved and the fire truck turnaround area will 
be constructed of turf block and also planted with native needle grass. A temporary 
living trailer will be located on the site of the proposed pool during construction. 

The 2.5 acre project site is located along a southerly trending ridge flanked on the east 
and west by northerly trending drainages. Slopes on the site range from 3:1 to 1.5:1. 
The property includes two graded flat pads, one on a small knob hill located on the 
northern portion of the· property, the other pad is located on the western central area of 
the site adjacent to the proposed fire truck turnaround. An existing drainage area is 
located on the eastern portion of the property leading.to the southern portion, where an 
existing culvert beneath Betton Drive is located. The proposed driveway follows a 
portion of an existing dirt driveway; the initial 50 feet will be realigned from North 
Fabuco Road. The building site for the residence and garage will be located on top of 
and cut into the small knob hill located on the northern portion of the parcel. The 
proposed pool/spa surrounded by a native grass area will be located on top of the small 

. pad located on the western central area of the site (Exhibit 5). 

The applicant also proposes to construct a swimming pool and jacuzzi with a non­
chemical filtration system and a solar plastic cover to reduce evaporation and conserve 
energy. The proposed non-chemical filtration system is known as the "Hydro-Max Oxi­
ion Pool Water Treatment System" (Exhibit 18}. This system creates ionized ·water or 
ozone in low quantities to oxidize algae, micro-organisms, and other particles as pool 
water passes through the pool plumbing. The ionized water returns to the pool as 
sterilized water and oxygen, according to information provided by the applicant. The 
oxidizing system uses silver and copper electrodes to create the ionized water in a 
process similar to the one developed by NASA in the late 1960's to sterilize drinking 
water for astronauts traveling to the moon in Apollo spacecraft. As a result with the use 
of this filtration system, chlorine is not needed to sanitize the pool. 

The applicant proposes to use two sources of water to provide domestic, landscape. 
and fire suppression water supplies for the proposed residential development. Water is 
proposed to be pumped from an existing water well on-site. The water well is an after 
the fact development proposed as a component of this application; it was approved by 
Los Angeles County Health Department for rehabilitation. ·Water is proposed to be 
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stored for domestic use in a 5,150 gallon tank, approximately nine feet in diameter and • 
ten feet tall, located at the 1, 720 foot elevation level immediately north of the proposed 
residence and its surrounding area landscaped with native trees and shrubs (Exhibit 
11 ). The applicant also proposes to construct a rainwater harvesting system. This 
system collects runoff from the residence roof gutter system and channels it into a 
buried 8,500 gallon tank for low flow irrigation and fire protection in conjunction with well 
water. This underground tank will be located in the same courtyard area on the north 
side of the residence near the proposed above ground tank (Exhibit 6). 

The applicant also proposes an on-site drainage system with three catch basins all 
interconnected by gravity fed piping (Exhibit 12). To address the potential pollutants 
and sediment from storm water runoff, a Drain Pac Filter insert will be installed in 
southern most catch basin to filter the runoff. 

The applicant has received an •Approval in Concepr from the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning on June 15, 2000 for the initially proposed residence, 
garage, pool/spa, road and driveway improvements (Exhibit 20). The subject lot was 
granted a Certificate of Compliance (CC 2323 recorded as document number 79-
1344439) and determined by the County to be exempt from the provisions of the 
SubdMsion Map Act in 1979. The project was reviewed by the County Environmental 
Review Board (ERB) on March 20, 2000, although it was recommended for denial to the 
County decision makers who approved a revised project conditioned to address fuel 
modifiCation, earth tone colors for house exterior, low intensity night lighting and security 
lighting with motion detectors, and native plant landscaping (Exhibit 20). The applicant. • 
has deleted a formerly proposed bam from this application as recommended by the 
ERB. The proposed project also received a Final Fuel Modification Plan Approval dated 
6-8-2000, by the Los Angeles County Fire Department (Exhibit 13). 

Although the subject parcel is located within Tuna Canyon Significant Watershed, the 
project site is located about one thousand (1,000) feet from one tributary of Tuna 
Canyon Creek to the east and about 1 ,500 feet to the south of the second tributary of 
Tuna Canyon Creek (Exhibit 14). As the project site drains to the south into a small 
drainage ravine, the project site is as close as about 1,000 feet from the designated 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) located along this tributary of Tuna 
Canyon Creek to the east and the same distance from the tributary of Tuna Canyon 
Creek to the south (Exhibit 14). Although the ESHA is nearby downstream of the 
proposed project, the project and its . proposed water well use will not have a direct 
impact on this ESHA. 

The improvements proposed by the applicant to the existing North Fabuco Road 
discussed above, cross one parcel to the south and one to the west of the applicant's 
parcel enroute to the applicanfs southern access driveway (Exhibits 4 and 5). 
However. the applicants have provided evidence of the ingress and egress access 
easement for the road over this parcel. Regarding the property owners, across whose 
property the proposed road improvement for North Fabuco Road is located, these 
individuals have been notified of this development pursuant to section 30601.5 of the • 
Coastal Act. Section 30601.5 states as follows: "All holders or owners of any interests 
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of record in the affected property shall be notified in writing of the permit application and 
invited to join as co-applicant." These property owners were notified of the pending 
permit action under Section 30601.5 (Exhibit 27). As of the date of this report, no 
response was received. If any response to this letter is received by staff prior to the 
Commission's August 7-10,2001 meeting, it will be reported to the Commission at the 
public hearing. 

B. Environmentally Sensitive Resource Areas 

Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act provides that new development be located within or 
near existing developed areas able t6 accommodate it, or in other areas with adequate 
public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually 
or cumulatively, on coastal resources: 

New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise 
provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close 
proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate It or, where such 
areas are not able to accommodate It, In other areas with adequate public 
services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either 
Individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. 

Section 30105.5 of the Coastal Act defines the term "cumulatively," as it is used in 
Section 30250(a). to mean that: 

the incremental effects of an individual project shall be reviewed in 
conjunction with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects. 

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

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

In addition, Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states that environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas must be protected against disruption of habitat values: 
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(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against 
any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on • 
such resources shall be allowed within such areas. 

(b) Development In areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent 
impacts which would significantly degrade such areas. and shall be 
compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas. 

The project site is located within the los Angeles County Land Use Plan designated 
Tuna Canyon Significant Watershed (Exhibit 14}. The Tuna Canyon Significant 
Watershed · Area includes about 1 ,524 acres of land in the coastal Santa Monica 
MouAtains within the watersheds of Tuna and Pena Canyons. The terrain is extremely 
steep, generally greater than 30% slope, and rugged in this canyon. The majority of the 
. subject site and the s~rrounding 16-lot subdivision includes flat and sloping land with 
gentle to moderate slopes. The site elevation extends about 90 feet ranging from about 
1,630 to 1, 720 feet above sea level. The proposed building site is located at the top 
and the base of the small knob hill between the 1,692 to 1,713 foot elevation levels. 
The North Fabuco Road improvement extends about 260 feet further north from the 
intersection with Betton Drive. · 

Tuna Creek, a designated Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA), is located 
about one thousand (1,000) feet to the east of the subject parcel and about 1,000 feet to 
the south of the parcel. The subject parcel drains into a drainage ravine on the subject • 
site south to the southern tributary of Tuna Creek (Exhibit 14). Due to the distance, the 
proposed residential and road improvements will not directty affect this ESHA.. Tuna 
Canyon is designated a significant watershed because of the relatively undisturbed 
nature and the presence of wildlife. It is important to note that the England and Nelson 
Report prepared for Los Angeles County, titled, Land Caoabilitv/Suitability Study Los 
Angeles County Genera1 Plan Revision Program (1976) identified all of the Tuna 
Canyon watershed as a significant ecological area. However, the Los Angeles County 
Land Use Plan (LUP) certified by the Commission in 1986 changed the terminology to 
the Tuna Canyon Significant Watershed for both Tuna and Pena Canyon watershed 
while narrowing the ESHA designation for the Tuna Canyon Significant Ecological Area 
to generally the riparian vegetation along the two creeks, Tuna Canyon and Pena 
Creeks. A Significant Watershed is not considered an ESHA under the Coastal Act 
deflnitton of ESHA's, requiring more stringent protection, as an example for riparian 
vegetation, because they are dominated by vegetation and wildlife common throughout 
the Santa Monica Mountains. However, the certified LUP did establish specific policies 
and development standards to protect the sensitive resources of these relatively 
undisturbed watersheds, providing guidance to the Commission for the review of 
development applications. 

The habitat values contained in the Tuna Canyon Significant Watershed have been well 
documented. The 1976 England and Nelson Report designates the Tuna Canyon 
Significant Watershed as a Significant Ecological Area (SEA). The report describes the • 
concept of a SEA as follows: 
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The 62 significant ecological areas selected were chosen in an effort to 
identify areas in Los Angeles County that possess uncommon, unique or rare 
biological resources, and areas that are prime examples of the more common 
habitats and communities. 

Thus, the goal of the project was to establish a set of areas that would 
illustrate the full range of biological diversity in Los Angeles County, and remain an 
undisturbed relic of what was once found throughout the region. However, to fulfill 
this function, all 62 significant ecological areas must be preserved in as near a 
pristine condition as possible ... 

If the biotic resources of significant ecological areas are to be protected and 
preserved in a pristine state, they must be left undisturbed. Thus, the number of 
potential compatible uses is limited. Residential, agricultural, industrial, and 
commercial developments necessitate the removal of large areas of natural 
vegetation and are clearly incompatible uses. 

The England and Nelson Report further states: 

Tuna and Pena Canyons are the last drainages in the central and eastem 
Santa Monica Mountains that have not sustained development either in the 
watershed or between the canyon mouth and the coast. A year-round stream is 
present in Tuna Canyon. This resource is in itself limited in distribution in the Santa 
Monica Mountains, and most of Southern California. Due to this feature and its 
coastal exposure, the riparian woodland in the canyon bottom is in excellent health 
and supports healthy wildlife populations. Animals utilize the stream as a water 

·source and forage in the chaparral and coastal sage scrub on adjacent hillsides. 

The combined qualities of healthy vegetation, riparian woodland, surface 
moisture, no development, and an unobstructed opening to the coast are unique in 
the westem Santa Monica Mountains and have caused the canyon to become an 
important area to migratory bird species. In addition to migratory songbirds, 
waterfowl have been seen in the canyon during migration. 

A report titled "Tuna Canyon Significant Ecological Area: An Assessment of the 
Cumulative Impacts of the Potential Maximum Development," was prepared for the 
Tuna Canyon Property Owners Association by Steven Nelson, Director of Biological 
Science, Phillips Brandt Reddick, dated January 9, 1978. The purpose of the report 
was to provide a detailed resource inventory and analysis of the Tuna Canyon 
Significant Watershed to be used by decision makers as advanced and additional 
environmental input to their planning process. The report is an analysis and 
assessment of cumulative impacts resulting. from the potential buildout of the area. 
Measures to partially or completely mitigate impacts were suggested. The subject site 
is mapped by the report as a chaparral biotic community typically with broad-leaf 
schlerophyllous vegetation with considerable diversity in species composition. 
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Although, the subject site and surrounding area burned in the 1993 Malibu Fire; growth • 
of the chaparral and coastal sage vegetation is reoccurring in this area. 

The applicant submitted an update report of the current resource conditions within the 
Tuna Canyon Significant Ecological Area dated February 25, 2000. This update report 
was completed by PCR Services Corporation by Steve Nelson PCR's director of 
Biological Services who also co-authored the original 1976 SEA study noted above. 
This update report concludes: 

that the site and resource conditions have not changed appreciably since the 1976 
and 1978 assessments were made and the findings of those studies remain valid 
today .... 

The principal reason the Tuna Canyon watershed was originally designated as an 
SEA in 1976 was the presence of a year-round stream and well-developed riparian 
woodland in the canyon bottom. In order to preserve and protect these resources, 
any development must be sensitive to and compatible with the function of the 
watershed. It is our opinion that design features which have been incorporated into 
this project will be compatible with the function of the watershed. These features 
are: 

1. Erosion Control: Typically, best management practices to control erosion are 
made conditions of a grading permit. The house, pool, and barn (staff note: 
bam is now not part of project description) will be constructed on existing flat • 
pads to minimize grading quantities and land form alteration. The driveway to 
the house will utilize the existing dirt road that ranges from 12-15 feet in width to 
minimize the amount of grading required. 

2. Siltation Control and Wastewater Treatment: All sheet flow runoff from the 
·property, including porous and non-porous surfaces, will be channeled to catch 
basins outfitted with Drain Pac Filters prior to flowing into natural drainage 
courses. Velocity reducers will be incorporated into the drainage system at all 
exit points. These filters will prevent sediments, oils, chemicals and other 
contaminants from reaching natural drainages. The swimming pool will be 
treated with a non-chemical electronic filtration system and any discharge 
generated by the pool will have no impact on natural drainage courses. A fire 
department turnaround will be constructed of pre-engineered turf block to 
reduce the amount of surface runoff. 

3. Landscaping Design: Native species will be utilized for landscaping per the 
recommended list of native plants published by the California Native Plant 
Society. Fire department fuel modification requirements will be integrated into 
the landscaping plan. Low cover native. plant species such as foothill 
needlegrass (Stipa pulchra), purple needlegrass (Stipa lepida), blue-eyed grass 
(Sisyrinchium bellum), and purple nightshade (Solanum xanti) characteristic of 
local chaparral communities that will actually benefit from the brush thinning will 
be planted and encouraged to grow. 

4. Aesthetics: Earth tone colors of the local area will be incorporated in the home • 
design. 
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5. Wildlife: To reduce potential disturbances to wildlife, all exterior lighting will be 
directed downward and of low intensity and electronic timers will be used to 
minimize the duration times of usage. Fencing will only be used around the 
pool and bam areas, thus allowing the movement of wildlife through the 
property. 

Given these features, the fact that the area to be developed is only 1 0% of the 2.5-
acre lot and only 0.016% of the entire 1524-acre Tuna Canyon watershed (see 
attachment D). and the site's location well away from the stream and riparian 
woodland, it is our belief that the project will have no significant or adverse 
cumulative impact on the integrity of the Tuna Canyon SEA. 

The Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan policies addressing protection of 
ESHAs and Significant Watersheds are among the strictest and most comprehensive in 
addressing new development. In its findings regarding the Land Use Plan, the 
Commission emphasized the importance placed by the Coastal Act on protecting 
sensitive environmental resources. The Commission found in its action certifying the 
Land Use Plan in December 1986 that 

... coastal canyons in the Santa Monica Mountains require protection against 
significant distribution of habitat values, including not only the riparian corridors 
located in the bottoms of the canyons, but also the chaparral and coastal sage 
biotic communities found on the canyon slopes . 

The Land Use Plan (LUP) includes several policies designed to protect the Watersheds, 
and ESHA's contained within, from both the individual and cumulative impacts of 
development. Many of these policies, particular1y those in Table 1 were developed as a 
result of the information presented in the two above noted reports on Tuna Canyon 
Significant Watershed and Ecological Area. These policies may be used by the 
Commission as guidance during the review of applications for coastal development 
permits; however, these policies are not the standard of review for coastal development 
permits, as the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act are the standard of review. 

1. Protection of Environmental Resources 

The certified LUP contains policy P63 that states: 

Uses shall be permitted in ESHAs, DSRs, Significant Watersheds, and 
Significant Oak Woodlands, and Wildlife Corridors in accordance with Table 1 and 
all other policies of the LCP. 

Table 1 states that for "existing parcels smaller than 20 acres in proximity to existing 
development and/or services, and/or on the periphery of the significant watershed", 
residential uses are permitted: "at existing parcel cuts (build-out of parcels of legal 
record) in accordance with specified standards and policies .... " The Table 1 policies 
applicable to Significant Watersheds are as follows: 
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Allowable structures shall be located in proximity to existing roadways, 
services and other development to minimize the impacts on the habitat. • 

Structures shall be located as close to the periphery of the designated 
watershed as feasible, or in any other location for which it can be demonstrated 
that the effects of development will be less environmentally damaging. 

Streambeds in designated ESHAs shall not be altered except where 
consistent with Section 30236 of the Coastal Act. 

Grading and vegetation ·removal shall be limited to that necessary to 
accommodate the residential unit, g~rage, and one other structure, one access 
road and brush clearance required by the Los Angeles County Fire Department. 
The standard for a graded building pad shall be a maximum of 10,000 sq. ft. 

New on-site access roads shall be limited to a maximum length of 300 feet or 
one third of the parcel depth, whichever is smaller. Greater lengths may be allowed 
through conditional use, provided that the Environmental Review Board and County 
Engineer detennine that there is no acceptable alternative. 

Site grading shall be aceomplished in accordance with the stream protection 
and erosion control policies. 

Designated environmentally sensitive streambeds shall not be filled. Any • 
crossings shall be accomplished by a bridge. . 

Other applicable Land Use Plan policies include: 

P67 Any project or use which cannot mitigate significant adverse impacts as 
defined in the California Environmental Quality Act on sensitive environmental 
resources (as depicted on Figure 6) shall be denied. 

P68 Environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs) shall be protected 
against significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such 
resources shall be allowed within such areas. Residential use shall not be 
considered a resources dependent use. 

P7 4 New development shall be located as close as feasible to existing 
roadways, services, and existing development to minimize the effects on sensitive 
environmental resources. 

2. Stream Protection and Erosion Control 

Applicable Land Use Plan policies addressing stream protection. and erosion control 
include the following policies: 

• 
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P81 To control runoff into coastal waters, wetlands and riparian areas, as 
required by Section 30231 of the Coastal Act, the maximum rate of storm water 
runoff into such areas from new development should not exceed the peak level that 
existed prior to development. 

P82 Grading shall be minimized for all new development to ensure the 
potential negative effects of runoff and erosion on these resources are minimized. 

P84 In disturbed areas, landscaping plans shall balance long-term stability 
and minimization of fuel load. For instance, a combination of taller, deep-rooted 
plants and low-growing covers to reduce heat output may be used. Within ESHAs 
and Significant Watersheds, native plant species shall be used, consistent with fire 
safety requirements. 

P86 A drainage control system, including on-site retention or detention where 
appropriate, shall be incorporated into the site design of new developments to 
minimize the effects of runoff and erosion. Runoff control systems shall be 
designed to prevent any increase in site' runoff over pre-existing peak flows. 
Impacts on downstream sensitive riparian habitats must be mitigated. 

P88 In ESHAs and Significant Watersheds and other areas of high potential 
erosion hazard, require site design to minimize grading activities and reduce 
vegetation removal based on the following guidelines: 

Structures should be clustered. 

Grading for access roads and driveways should be minimized; the 
standard new on-site access roads shall be a maximum of 300 
feet or one-third the parcel depth, which ever is less. Longer 
roads may be allowed on approval of the County Engineer and 
Environmental Review Board and the determination that adverse 
environmental impacts will not be incurred. Such approval shall 
constitute a conditional use. 

P91 All new development shall be designed to minimize impacts and 
alterations of physical features, such as ravines and hillsides, and processes of the 
site (i.e., geological, soils, hydrologic, water percolation and runoff) to the maximum 
extent feasible. 

P96 Degradation of the water quality of groundwater basins, nearby streams, 
or wetlands shall not result from development of the site. Pollutants, such as 
chemicals, fuels, lubricants, raw sewage, and other harmful waste shall not be 
discharged into or alongside coastal streams or wetlands. 

Past permit actions taken by the Commission generally reflect the goals contained in 
the certified LUP policies towards development in ESHAs and Significant Watersheds. 
Where the Commission has found that single-family development, including accessory 
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structures, would not cumulatively or individually create adverse impacts on habitat or • 
other coastal resources, or that adequate mitigation could be provided, it has been 
permitted 

The applicant proposes to construct a two story 13 ft. to 33 ft. high, split level, 4,591 
sq/ft. single family residence, attached two car 867 sqlft. garage/workshop, pool & 
jacuzzi with non-chemical filtration system and solar pool cover for evaporation and 

· energy conservation, after the fact development of a water well, a 5,150 gallon domestic 
water tank, rainwater harvesting system with buried 8,500 gallon storage tank, 120 ft. 
paved driveway with fire department turnaround constructed with turf block and planted 
with native needle grass, driveway restoration w/turf block & native needle grass for 
existing northern access driveway, restore existing dirt driveway on southeast portion of 
property with needle grass and sandstone cobble, pave 260 ft. length of No. Fabuco, 
grade 2,300 cu/yds of cut, 200 cu/yds of fill, export 2,100 cu/yds of material to disposal 
site located outside the coastal zone or a location with a coastal permit for disposal, 
drought resistant native landscaping, temporary living trailer, onsite drainage with catch 
basin and filter, entry gates, fencing, and septic system (Exhibits 1 - 12). 

The project site is a 2.5 acre parcel loceted within the designated Tuna Canyon 
Significant Watershed. The building site for the residence and garage is located on the 
northern portion of the parcel on a small knob hill while the proposed pool/spa and fire 
truck turnaround is located on a small hill located on the western central area of the 
property 

There is ·an existing paved private roadway leading from Tuna Canyon to the project 
parcel. These roads are Skyhawk Lane, Chard Avenue (also known as Hawk's Nest 
Trail), and West Betton Drive. ·the applicant proposes to pave and improve a 260 foot 
long portion of North Fabuco Road from its intersection with Betton Drive. This section 
of North Fabuco Road currently is a 13 to 15 foot wide dirt road. The applicant 
proposes to widen North Fabuco Road to 20 feet from it's intersection with West Betton 
Drive to the southern driveway leading to the applicant's garage. The roadway 
improvements for North Fabuco Road, providing a maximum twenty foot wide roadway 
to the project site, will require about 240 cubic yards of total grading ( 120 cubic yards of 
cut and 120 cubic yards of fill) along the length of the road to provide additional width 
and for slope stability improvements. The Los Angeles County Fire Department 
requires a twenty foot wide paved roadway to the subjeCt residence including the 
driveway which is proposed to be 120 feet in length to the proposed garage .. The 
proposed driveway will require 240 cubic yards of grading (210 cubic yards of cut and 
30 cubic yards of fill) (Exhibit 12). 

3. Cumulative and Individual Impacts of Development 

.The 1978 report by Nelson provided an analysis and assessment of cumulative impacts 
resulting from the potential buildout of the area. The report concluded that continuing 
development in this area to the potential maximum density of parcels would result in 

• 

about a 50 o/o increase in the number of residences. The report. admitted that this • 
buildout inay be an overestimate of the ultimate conditions of development, 



• 
Application No. 4-00-143 
Weeger 

Page21 

representing a worst case condition. A number of biological impacts were identified as 
a result of maximum development, however, due to the extremely low density of 
potential development in the area, some of these impacts are not expected to be 
significant. The Report states: 

If the appropriate mitigation measures suggested in Section 6.0 (actually 7.0) 
are implemented, these impacts, and most others, can be effectively mitigated to 
levels that would not result in significant adverse impacts on a local or cumulative 
basis. 

The report indicated that unavoidable adverse impacts are primarily related to the loss 
and degradation of habitat wildlife resources, and the destruction of valuable riparian 
habitat by severe erosion and siltation processes. Those areas where both of these 
effects are most likely to be minimized are the more level, generally disturbed areas in 
the watershed. The subject site is located in the upper watershed area where the 
canyon is relatively level and disturbed with existing dirt roads. The report concluded by 
stating: 

If development is geographically restricted in this manner, and all 
development complies with all of the mitigation measures suggested, unavoidable 
adverse impacts should not be expected to have significant cumulative effects on 
valuable downstream resources. 

• The Nelson report was used by the County as the basis to develop the Table 1 policies 
as discussed below. These policies reflect the development constraints and mitigation 
measures identified in the Nelson report. . The Table 1 policies were certified by the 
Commission as consistent with the Coastal Act. 

• 

The applicant submitted an update report of the current resource conditions within the 
Tuna Canyon Significant Ecological Area dated February 25, 2000. This update report 
was completed by PCR Services Corporation by Steve Nelson PCR's director of 
Biological Services who also co-authored the original 1976 SEA study noted ·above. 
This update report concludes that the site and resource conditions have not changed 
appreciably since the 1976 and 1978 assessments were made and the findings of those 
studies remain valid today. This update report also concludes that specific design 
features have been incorporated into this project will be compatible with the function of 
the watershed. These features are listed above. This update report further concluded 
that given these features, the fact that the area to be developed is only 10% of the 2.5-
acre lot and only 0.016% of the entire 1524-acre Tuna Canyon watershed, and the site's 
location well away from the stream and riparian woodland, it is this consultant's belief 
that the project will have no significant or adverse cumulative impact on the integrity of 
the Tuna Canyon SEA. 

Further, relative to cumulative impacts of development, the Commission's RECAP study 
adopted June 1999 reviewed potential cumulative impacts of build out in the Santa 
Monica Mountains. Specifically within the Tuna Canyon Watershed, there are about 98 
total lots, about 12 lots are developed with residential development, and the remaining 
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86 lots are undeveloped. Of these about 86 undeveloped lots, the subject 16-lot 
subdivision is included in this calculation. The Commission has approved construction • 
of a residence on three of these 16 lots in the subdivision. On one of these three lots, 
development has commenced for a residence and consists of the completed grading for 
the road improvements and paving from Tuna Canyon Road to the existing paved 
western end of Betton Drive beyond the driveway to the applicanfs building site. In 
addition, a driveway to this graded building pad with retaining walls, and construction of 
a retaining wall for the driveway appears to be completed; the proposed residence has 
not been constructed at this time (Jason, Coastal Permit No. 4-96-025). This applicant. 
Mr. Jason has an application for an amendment (No. 4-96-025-A-4) to Coastal Permit 
No. 4-96-025 to revise the size and design of the approved residence now pending . 
before the Commission. On a second lot, development was approved by Coastal 

· Permit No. 4-00-162, Sayles,. Development has commenced consisting of partially 
completed road improvements continuing west along Betton Drive (this section is 
approved to be paved but has not been paved to date) and grading for the driveway 
from Betton Drive to the building site and grading for the building site. The applicant for 
the third lot with an approved Coastal Permit, Coastal Permit No. 4-00-188, Olson, has 
not commenced construction. 

The applicant proposes to construct an "as built" water well to provide a domestic water 
supply to the subject property. It is expected that a portion of these vacant lots will be 
served by imported water from the Los Angeles County Water District No. 29. Another 
portion of these vacant lots may be served by existing or future on-site water wells, the 
specific numbers of wells verses District water service for future residential development • 
is unknown at this time and too speculative to determine. At this time, two applicants 
(Sayles and Olson) with Coastal Permits propose to extend a water line to provide water 
from District 29 and one applicant (Jason) has a Coastal Permit (No. 4-96-025-A-3) 
approved water well to provide water service. This issue is discussed further below. 

To further address individual and cumulative impacts and appropriate mitigation 
measures in analyzing the proposed project for conformance with the resource 
protection policies of the Coastal Act, the Land Use Plan and with Table 1 policies will 
be addressed. For instance, Table 1 specifies that grading and vegetation removal 
shall be limited and that the standard for a graded building pad shall be· a maximum of 
10,000 sq. ft. In this case, the proposed building pad is proposed to be about 2,853 sq. 
ft. as identified on the applicanfs site plan for a split level residence and garage located 
on top of and cut into a small hill. A discussion of alternatives including a reduction of 
the footprint for residential development (reduced scale alternative) is provided below. 

Furthermore, the applicant has submitted landscape and fuel modification plans for the 
proposed development (Exhibit 13). These plans illustrate how the areas disturbed by 
development activities on site will be revegetated with native plants to provide erosion 
control and how native plants associated with this site will be "thinned" rather than 
"cleared" in order to retain the erosion control properties of this vegetation. The 
removal of this vegetation is required, as per the Los Angeles County Fire Departmenfs 
Fuel Modification Standards, and the applicant has submitted a final fuel modification • 
plan which indicates that only vegetation specially designated as "high fire hazard" will 
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be completely removed within a 50 foot radius of the structures as a part of this project . 
Additionally, only that vegetation which is located within a 200' radius of the residential 
structure will be subject to the County Fire Department's fuel modification requirements. 
Special Condition Number Two requires a Final Revised Fuel Modification plan to reflect 
the revised project which now does not include a bam and includes restoration of the 
northern access driveway with turf block and needle grass, and restoration of the 
driveway on the south east portion of the property with native needle grass and 
sandstone cobble. Therefore, the project is in conformance with the Table 1 policies of 
the LUP as they pertain to the minimizing grading, vegetation removal, and the 
maximum allowable area of building pads. 

Furthermore, Table 1 policies require that development be located as close as possible 
to existing roads and services, and that on-site access roads be limited to no more than 
300 feet in length so that impacts to habitat are minimized. Additionally, LUP policies 
(P78, P82, P88, & P91) specify that grading activities be minimized and that 
development be designed to minimize landform alteration, and that said development is 
placed as close to existing services as possible. In the case of the proposed residence, 
no more than 2,500 cubic yards of grading is proposed, including the grading for the 
road improvements along North Fabuco Road. The building site is located on· the flat 
portion of a small hill and along the downslope portion of this hill as the split level 
residence and garage is cut into the hillside. Cutting the residence and garage into the 
hillside with grading consisting of 1 ,820 cubic yards of cut and 10 cubic yards of fill, thus 
minimizes the need for grading to expand the flat building pad. Additionally, the 
proposed residence and garage structures are to be located within a minimum of 120 
feet to a maximum of 200 feet of the road improvements proposed for North Fabuco 
Road (the pool will be located as far as about 90 feet from North Fabuco Road), an 
existing dirt road and the legal easement owned by the applicant. The on-site driveway 
will be about 120 feet in length from North Fabuco Road to the proposed garage. 
Approximately 240 cubic yards of grading is proposed along the North Fabuco Road 
easement for the road improvements. The roadway width will be no wider than 20 feet 
with a maximum of 40 feet of disturbed area with the slope improvements in one 
location along this road; in other locations only a few feet of additional width is needed 
for slope improvements (Exhibit 12). The total area of additional disturbed area for the 
road improvements beyond the former existing approximate 13 foot wide roadway is 
approximately 2,600 sq. ft or 0.06 acres. This additional grading to widen the road and 
install slope improvements as a disturbed area is judged to be the minimum necessary 
in order for the applicant to comply with the requirements of the Los Angeles County 
Fire Department and the Building and Safety/Land Development Division of the Public 
Works Department. 

The project site includes a drainage swale that is located along the eastern portion of 
the property draining water from the land to the north and east beyond the subject site 
and from the subject site (Exhibit 12). This drainage swale leads to an existing culvert 
carrying flows beneath Betton Drive and continuing south towards a tributary of Tuna 
Canyon Creek located about 1,500 feet from the property. · The applicant proposes a 
drainage system with two catch basins, one located within the courtyard on the north 
side of the residence, the other within the fire truck turnaround south of the residence 
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and garage and north of the pool. These two catch basins are connected by piping to a • 
third catch basin located on the southern portion of the property north of the intersection · 
of North Fabuco Road and Betton Drive. · The third catch basin also collects water 
drainage from North Fabuco Road and the driveway. The applicant proposes to install 
a filter system in this third catch basin to collect sediments and contaminants; this catch 
basin drains to the drainage swale near the culvert leading beneath Betton Drive. 
Special Condition Number Four implements this drainage system with improvements 
such as an energy dissipater at its terminus and a maintenance requirement among 
other issues it addresses as discussed below in Section IV B. 5 on Water Quality. 

This additional grading to widen North Fabuco Road and provide for slope stability and 
drainage will disturb and remove coastal chaparral plant communities. These plants 
includes species such as California Sagebrush, Black Sage, California Buckwheat, 
Laurel Sumac and Toyon. In addition, non-native annual grasses and forbs such as 
mustards, brome grasses and filaree will also be removed. Its important to note that 
this area of Tuna Canyon burned in the 1993 Malibu fire and the plant communities are 
in the process of a natural recovery. It is important to note that although this vegetation 
is located in a Significant Watershed, it is not considered ESHA. 

The subject road improvements are located in the vicinity of the uppermost tributaries of 
Tuna Canyon Creek, a blue line stream (Exhibit 14). However, the tributaries in the 
vicinity of North Fabuco Road and Betton Drive are not considered a riparian corridor as 
they do not include riparian vegetation. These tributaries to th~ east and to the south • 
are located at minimum about 1 ,000 feet to 1 ,500 feet from the project site. Further, the 
surrounding vegetation will not be significantly affected as the proposed grading for the 
North Fabuco Road widening and the slope improvements will be located along or near 
the road. 

As required by Special Condition Number Two, the cut and fill slopes along North 
Fabuco Road will be landscaped and a drainage system installed for erosion control 
purposes to minimize potential erosion and sedimentation impacts to the drainages 
leading to Tuna Canyon Creek to the maximum extent feasible. In addition, as required 
by Special Condition Number One, .the applicants are required to remove all excess 
material consisting of 2,100 cubic yards, except for material proposed to be used for fill 
on site, to an appropriate disposal site located outside in the Coastal Zone or a site 
located in the Coastal Zone approved for disposal with a valid Coastal Development 
Permit. The Commission also requires that the applicants to maintain the proposed 
road improvements and drainage structures and be responsible for any necessary 
repairs and restoration as provided in Special Condition Number Three. 

The grading for improvements to North Fabuco Road are proposed along an existing 
dirt access road and the new impacts that will occur to habitat adjacent to the project 
area are the minimum necessary to comply with Fire Department safety requirements. 
This road widening and slope improvements will remove a small amount of vegetation 
that is considered habitat. This amount of habitat is only 0.06 acres. The slope along 
the road as required by Special Condition No. Two, will be replanted with native • 
vegetation to replace this habitat. It is important to note that this habitat is not 
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considered ESHA, a wetland or habitat for rare and endangered species. Therefore, 
the project is found to be in conformance with the guidance provided in LUP Table 1 
policies that pertain to the proximity of new development to existing services and the 
minimization of landform alteration. These Table 1 policies are used as guidance by the 
Commission in the review of this application. 

Table 1 policies also specify that development be located as close to the periphery of 
the designated watershed as feasible, and that streambeds, and ESHAs not be altered 
and that they are protected to the greatest extent possible. Additionally, LUP policy P96 
specifies that water quality be protected from degradation resulting from development. 
The proposed project site is located on a parcel that is about 1,000 feet from the 
boundary of the designated Tuna Canyon Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area and 
about 1 ,000 feet from Tuna Canyon Creek located to the east of the project site. This 
area includes other single family residences, and in the past, the Commission has 
granted permits for development in this portion of the watershed; specifically, Sayles 
{Coastal Permit No. 4-00-162), Olson {Coastal Permit No. 4-00-188), Jason, {Coastal 
Permit No. 4-96-025), Anderson {Coastal Permit No. 4-96-021 ), Lesavoy {Coastal 
Permit No. 4-95-031), Geer {Coastal Permit No. 4-94-124) and Andrews {Coastal 
Permit No. 4-92-122). 

The applicant has submitted a final landscape and fuel modification plan, approved in 
concept by the Los Angeles County Fire Department 6/8/00 which identifies planting 
zones and a maintenance program {Exhibit 13). The plan needs to be revised to 
include the revised project which now includes a 5,458 sq. ft. residence, the proposed 
5,150 gallon domestic water tank, rainwater harvesting system with a buried 8,500 
gallon storage tank, fire department turnaround constructed with turf block and planted 
with native needle grass, driveway restoration w/turf block & native needle grass for 
existing northern access driveway, restoration of the existing dirt driveway on southeast 
portion of property with needle grass and sandstone cobble, onsite drainage with catch 
basin and filter, and fencing. The revised final landscaping plan and fuel modification 
plan is required to be landscaped and maintained for erosion control purposes within 60 
days of the applicant's receipt of the certificate of occupancy for the residence. In 
addition, the plans need to identify that the planting shall be adequate to provide 90 
percent coverage within two years and shall be repeated, if necessary, to provide such 
coverage on all disturbed areas. Lastly, the plans need to identify that should grading 
take place during the rainy season {November 1 - March 31 ), sediment basins 
{including debris basins, desilting basins, or silt traps) shall be required on the project 
site prior to or concurrent with the initial grading operations and maintained through the 
development process to minimize sediment from runoff waters during construction and 
retain sediment on site. An interim erosion control plan and monitoring program are 
also required by Special Condition Number Two. 

The applicant has submitted a grading plan that illustrates where the cut and fill areas 
are located on the building pads and along North Fabuco Road {Exhibit 12). These 
plans illustrate how runoff is to be conveyed from the building pad of the proposed 
residence and where drainage will be conveyed following improvements to this existing 
access road. The drainage plan also needs to illustrate that the above referenced 
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drainage devices will reduce the flow of runoff generated by the proposed • 
improvements and convey the flows into existing drainage swale in a non-erosive 
manner. Lastly, these plans need to identify how erosion will be minimized during 
construction. Therefore, the Commission finds.it necessary to require the applicant to 
submit a revised final landscape and erosion control plan providing for replanting of all 
disturbed areas with 90 percent coverage within two years, and include provisions for 
sediment basins if grading is to occur during the rainy season. In addition, the 
Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to submit a revised drainage plan 
that illustrates how runoff will be conveyed from the project site and roadway in a non-
erosive manner, as required by Special Condition Numbers Two and Four. 

In addition, to ensure the access road and drainage improvements are maintained in the 
future, the Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to be solely 
responsible for any necessary repairs and restoration resulting from this failure along 
the entire section of the access road proposed to be developed as a part of this permit. 
Further, this condition is necessary to ensure the road improvements and drainage 
structures function properly in the future to prevent erosion and sedimentation of nearby 
streams, as required by Special Condition Number Three. Therefore, significant 
unavoidable impacts are not expected. 

4. Potential Water Well Withdrawal Impacts on ESHA 

The specific location of the proposed 'as built' or after the fact water well is within the • 
drainage swale on the eastem portion of the subject property. The proposed water 
storage tanks are located in the courtyard area north of the residence, one tank wiU be 
above ground for domestic water service, the other will be buried for the use as fire 
suppression and landscape irrigation (Exhibits 5 and 11 ). Groundwater in this area is 
not part of an aquifer used for public water supplies or for agriculture. 

Two upper tributaries to Tuna Canyon Creek, a Commission--designated 
environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA), are located on either side of the 
proposed development (Exhibit 14 ). These tributaries are the 'blue line' designated 
stream portions of Tuna Canyon Creek. The proposed well site is about 900 feet to the 
east and about 1 ,000 feet north of the ESHA habitat. The designated ESHA surrounds 
the upper tributaries of Tuna Canyon Creek. · Tuna Canyon Creek and its tributaries are 
intermittent watercourses that flow during the rainy season. The well site is located 
about 950 feet from the tributary to the east and 1 ,500 feet from the tributary to the 
south. Due to the proximity of the well site and the tributaries of Tuna Canyon Creek, 
·staff requested in September 2000 that the applicant submit a hydrogeological report to 
evaluate the potential individual and cumulative impacts of the onsite domestic water 
well on the ground water basin in relation to Tuna Canyon Creek and its nearby 
tributaries. Staff also requested information on the potential individual and cumulative 
biological impacts of water withdrawal on the tributaries and ESHA. The applicant 
submitted hydrogeologic information on water extraction in relation to a similar project 
proposed by Mark Jason in approved Coastal Permit No. 4-96-025-A-3 in two reports 
dated September 21, 2000 and May 31, 2000. An additional report was submitted by • 
the applicant dated November 2, 2000. All these report were completed by Bing Yen & 
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Associates and submitted on January 24, 2001. The applicant also submitted a 
biological report titled "Responses to Comments by California Coastal Commission", 
dated November 8, 2000, by Steven Nelson, PCR Services Corporation (Exhibit 22). 
This report concluded that: 

For the reasons discussed above, I would accept the BYA analysis and 
responses to Coastal Commission Staff comments as conclusive that the effects 
of your project, on both an incremental basis and cumulative basis, are not 
potentially significant in regards to downstream riparian habitats. 

Therefore, the applicants submitted reports from Bing Yen & Associates and PCR 
Services Corporation conclude that construction of a residence on the Weeger property 
will not pose a significant adverse individual or cumulative impact to the hydrological 
conditions in the vicinity of the Weeger property and the downstream riparian habitats. 

Staff reviewed these reports and requested additional information from the applicant in 
a memo dated 6 April 2001 from Mark Johnsson, Senior Geologist (Exhibit 23). In 
response, the applicant submitted a report dated titled, Hydrogeologic Analysis of 
Proposed Water Supply for Weeger Residence at 2656 Fabuco Road, dated July 17, 
2001 by Cleath & Associates (Exhibit 24 ). 

The Commission Staff's Geologist reviewed this report, prepared a memo dated 23 July 
2001 (Exhibit 25) and found that: 

. ~. the applicant had demonstrated that the proposed permitting of the existing 
water well, to serve the development as proposed, would have no significant 
impact, taken singularly or cumulatively. In order to ensure that in this case, I 
recommend that the permit be conditioned to require landscaping by native 
plants, the prohibition of stables on the property, the use of restricted flow 
plumbing fixtures, and the use of an on-site wastewater disposal system. 

Special Condition No. Two requires the use of native plants, Special Condition No. 
Twelve requires the prohibition of stables on the property and use of restricted flow 
plumbing fixtures to minimize the use of well water from this groundwater basin. 
Special Condition No. Seven requires the applicant to submit an application for an 
amendment to this coastal permit or an application for a new coastal permit for any new 
development, which may include a stable as an example. No Special Condition is 
necessary for requiring the use of on-site wastewater disposal systems, as the applicant 
proposes to construct one to treat waste water onsite. There are no public or private 
sewage disposal systems or plants in the vicinity of the project site to adequately treat 
sewage generated from the proposed development and no such systems or plants are 
proposed in the foreseeable future. 

In conclusion, the ground water information provided by the applicant demonstrates that 
there will be no individual or cumulative adverse impacts to hydrology of the creeks and 
the designated ESHA located nearby in the tributaries to the Tuna Canyon Creek. 
Thus, the Commission finds that the proposed project and water well as conditioned is 
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consistent with Sections 30231 and 30240 of the Coastal Act& Further. the Commission • 
finds that the proposed new residential development is locateQ in dQse proximity to an 
existing developed area able to aca>mmodate it. The CommisaiOR finds that because 
groundwater is available to serve the residence without adversely impacting the 
environmental resources, the area rs able to accommodate the residential development. 
This is consistent with the Commission's prior approval of numerous other residences in 
the Santa Monica Mountains that will use private groundwater wells to supply water for 
the residence. (Coastal Permit Number 4-98-004, Bolanowski and Coastal Permit 
Number 4-00-064, Mastoras). Thus, the Commission also finds that the proposed 
development, as conditioned, is conaislent wi&lia.Se~ 302iQQi,taaQQastal Act. 

Thus, as conditioned, the project is found to be in conformance with the guidance 
provided· in the LUP Table 1 policies that pertain to development within designated 
watersheds and close to the peripR8ry of designated ESHAs ~se it will protect 
streams and ESHAs from alteration and disturbance to the greatest extent possible. In 
addition, for these reasons, the project is consistent with Sections 30231 and 30240 of 
the Coastal Act. 

5. Water Quality 

The Commission recognizes that new development in the Santa Monica Mountains has 
the potential to adversely impact coastal water quality through the removal of native 
vegetation, increase of impervious surfaces, increase of runoff, erosion, and 
sedimentation, introduction of pollutants such as petroleum, cleaning products, • 
pesticides, and other pollutant SOUI"CI8S, as well as effluent from septic systems. Section 
30231 of the Coastal Act states that: 

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 heaHh 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 wasta water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas 
that protect riparian habHats, minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

As described above, the proposed development includes grading for a building pad for a 
residence and garage, and a pad for a pooVspa and fire truck tuma.round, realigned and 
widened driveway and to widen and improve North Fabuco Road with pavement and 
slope improvements. The project also proposes to construct a 5,458 sq. ft. residence 
and garage/workshop and other developments noted above in Section V. A. The 
building pad for the residence and garage, the driveway, the road with its enlarged 
width, and the drainage system will serve to convey drainage from the applieant's 
subject property, the private road and upstream areas into the watershed. The site is 
considered a "hillside" development, as the building sites are located on two small hills 
and the road and driveway improvements are located on sloping terrain all with soils • 
that are susceptible to erosion. 



• 

• 

• 

Application No. 4-00-143 
Weeger 

Page29 

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

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

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

Furthermore, interim erosion control measure implemented during construction and post 
construction landscaping will serve to minim~e the potential for adverse impacts to 
water quality resulting from drainage runoff during construction and in the post­
development stage. Therefore, the Commission finds that Special Condition Number 
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Four and Two are necessary to ensure the proposed development will not adversely • 
impact water quality or coastal resources. 

Finally, the proposed development includes the installation of an on-site septic system 
to serve the residence. The applicants' geologic consultants performed percolation tests 
and evaluated the proposed septic system. The report concludes that the site is suitable 
for the septic system and there would be no adverse impact to the site or surrounding 
areas from the use of a septic system. Further, the County of Los Angeles 
Environmental Health Department has given in-concept approval of the proposed septic 
system, determining that the system meets the requirements of the plumbing code. The 
Commission has found that conformance with the provisions of the plumbing code is 
protective of coastal resources. 

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

6. Pool Drainage and Maintenance 

The applicant proposes to construct a swimming pool and jacuzzi with a non-chemical 
filtration system and a solar plastic cover to reduce evaporation and conserve energy. 
The proposed non-chemical filtration system is known as the "Hydro-Max Oxi-ion Pool 
Water Treatment System". This system creates ionized water or ozone in low quantities 
to oxidize algae, micro-organisms, and other particles as pool water passes through the • 
pool plumbing. The ionized water returns to the pool as sterilized water and oxygen, 
according to information provided by the applicant. The oxidizing system uses silver 
and copper electrodes to create the ionized water in a process similar to the one 
developed by NASA in the late 1960's to sterilize drinking water for astronauts traveling 
to the moon in Apollo spacecraft. As a result, chlorine is not needed to sanitize the 
pool. Although the applicant is proposing to use an alternative water purification system 
(Exhibit 18) that will eliminate the need for chlorine as a water conditioner, there are 
other chemicals commonly added to pools and spas to maintain water clarity, quality, 
and pH levels. 

The Commission notes· that the proposed project is conditioned to incorporate the 
recommendations of the project's consulting geologists and geotechnical engineer 
related to the construction of the swimming pool and spa and to incorporate adequate 
site drainage, and erosion control. 

However, the Commission also notes that both leakage and periodic maintenance 
drainage of the proposed swimming pool and spa, if not monitored ancllor conducted in 
a controlled manner, may result in excess runoff and erosion potentially . causing 
instability of the site and adjacent properties and potential impacts from pool and spa 
chemicals (i.e. pool and spa water algaecides, chemical pH balancing, and other water 
conditioning chemicals) on the designated ESHA and Significant Watersheds. 
Therefore, the Commission imposes Special Condition Number Five on the subject • 
application which requires the applicant to submit a written pool/spa maintenance 
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agreement to use the proposed non-chemical water purification system and a program 
to maintain proper pH, calcium and alkalinity balance in a manner that any runoff or 
drainage from the pool/spa will not include excessive chemicals that may adversely 
affect the designated Significant Watershed or Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas, 
the later located to the south about 1,000 feet from the pool/spa. The Commission finds 
that, as conditioned to minimize potential impacts of the proposed pool and spa, the 
project is consistent with Sections 30231, 30240, and 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

7. Cumulative Analysis of Development and Vegetation Removal 

The Commission has repeatedly emphasized the need to address the cumulative 
impacts of new development in the significant watersheds of the Malibu/Santa Monica 
Mountains region through past permit actions. Specifically, the Commission notes 
concern about the potential for future impacts on coastal resources that may occur as a 
result of further development of the subject property. Specifically, the expansion of 
building site and developed area would require more vegetation removal as required for 
fuel modification by the Fire Department. Further, adding impervious surfaces to the 
site through future development or expansion could have adverse impacts on the 
existing drainage of the site, which in tum would have significant impacts on the Tuna 
Canyon watershed due to increased erosion and sedimentation. Therefore, the 
Commission finds it is necessary to require the applicant to reco~ a future 
improvements deed restriction to ensure that expanded development at this site that 
would otherwise be exempt from Commission permit requirements will be reviewed for 
consistency with the Coastal Act as required by Special Condition Number Seven. 

The following is a cumulative analysis of potential residential development for the 16 
lots, each about 2.5 acres in size in this subdivision. The 16- lot subdivision consists of 
about 39.2 acres. The total length of roadways including driveways to access each of 
the sixteen lots within the subject subdivision (accessed from the intersection of 
Skyhawk Lane and Tuna Canyon Road) is about 3600 feet. Assuming a similar sized 
residence and garage at about 5,000 sq. ft. and a similar amount of grading as 
proposed by this applicant is needed to widen these roads from approximately the 
existing 15 feet wide to a 20 foot width with an average additional width of up to five feet 
for slope stability and drainage improvements, a total of about 18,000 square feet of 
vegetated area will be removed. It's important to note that a condition of project 
approval will require that the area where vegetation is removed along these roads for 
the cut and fill slopes will be landscaped with native plants. Because this average 
additional width along the road will be re-landscaped, a total of about 18,000 square 
feet of vegetation will be removed to widen the existing 15 foot wide road to a 20 foot 
wide road. This area is equivalent to about 0.41 of an acre. All of these lots have 
existing driveways previously cleared of vegetation that are about 1 0 feet wide. These 
driveways will be widened to about fifteen feet wide with an average driveway length of 
about 100 feet to access the building site on each lot. To widen these driveways, ·a total 
of 8,000 sq. ft. of additional vegetated area will be removed. This area is equivalent to 
about 0.18 acre. Assuming a maximum of about 21,000 sq. ft. of vegetation removal 
including the building pad and the removal of the vegetation immediately surrounding 
the. structure over a 20 foot radius for fuel modification purposes, about 9,000 sq. ft. will 



Application No. 4-00·143 Page 32 
Weeger 

be for the building pad and surrounding hardscape and about a total of about 12,000 sq. • 
ft. will be for the fuel modification of the 20 foot radius immediately surrounding the 
structure, known as Zone A. (As noted below in the Alternative Section, the building 
pad including the structures and hardscape for a large home, larger than this subject 
project, is between 7,000 to 9,500 sq. ft., Exhibit 17) However, it is important to note 
that the 12,000 sq. ft. of area where native vegetation will be removed for Zone A, a 
twenty foot wide radius from the structure, will be replanted primarily with native 
vegetation that includes less flammable vegetation. (In this application, a 20 foot radius 
will be removed and replanted for zone A, three other Coastal Permits identified below, 
Jason, Sayles, and O.lson have either proposed, or a final approval for a 20, 50, and 30 
foot radius, respectively, for Zone A.) Based upon a staff discussion, February 1, 2001, 
with Kevin Johnson of the Los Angeles County Fire Department, Fire Preventioh 
Bureau, most of these Jots will have a 20 foot radius for zone A. Therefore, the habitat 
loss of native vegetation as an average is about 9,000 sq. ft. for the building pad and 
hardscape. As discussed above, in certifying the LUP, the Commission found that 
adverse impacts to the significant watershed would be minimized if residential building 
pads are limited to 10,000 square feet. It is expected that the building pads in this 
subdivision will only be on average 9,000 square feet, or less. 

Assuming 9,000 square feet building pads, on a cumulative basis, about 144,000 sq. ft. 
of vegetated area will be cleared for· the building pad development of this 16-lot 
subdivision. This is equivalent to about 3.3 acres. For comparison purposes, the 
applicant in this case is improving a 260 foot section of a roadway, while proposing a • 
120 foot long driveway and a building pad about 2,853 sq. ft. of area with a twenty foot 
area surrounding the residential structure where vegetation will be cleared and 
replanted within Zone A. A review of the other three Coastal Permits for approved 
residences in this subdivision indicates that the proposed fuel modification area 
immediately surrounding one of those structures, Zone A, is 20 feet (Coastal Permit No. 
4-96-025, Jason, the second Zone A is 50 feet (Coastal Permit No. 4-00-162, Sayles) 
and surrounding the remaining structure, Zone A, is 30 feet (Coastal Permit No. 4-00-
188, O.lson). The applicant has provided a revised Final Fuel Modification Plan 
approved by the County of Los Angeles Fire Department on 6/8/2000. This plan 
indicates that the Fire Department will require a 20 foot radius for Zone A immediately 
surrounding the residence and garage for the clearance and replanting of native · 
vegetation~ The majority if not all of this Zone A fuel modification area will be replanted 
with native plant species which will minimize the fire hazard while replacing the majority 
of the native vegetation. In this analysis, a total of 3.3 acres of vegetation will be 
removed out of the total of about 39.2 acres for the 16 lots. It is recognized that 
additional vegetated area will be thinned for fuel modification purposes surrounding the 
residential structure. However, mitigation measures will be required (similar to the 
conditions recommended for this project) to prevent any increase in erosion of sediment 
or pollutants from these developed lots, to protect water quality and downstream 
riparian habitat. This vegetation to be removed is not identified as habitat for any 
threatened or endangered species of plants or animals, or ESHA, or wetland. 
Accordingly, the Commission finds that on a cumulative basis, with the mitigation • 
measures imposed as conditions, the environmental impacts from the vegetation 
removal due to residential buildout of the 16 lots will be minimized. 



Application No. 4-00-143 
Weeger 

Page 33 

• It is important to note that if this land were not subdivided, the guidance provided by the 
LUP would be to allow Mountain designated land to be divided into two 20 acre lots. 
Two residences might be developed according to Table 1 policies with limited fuel 
modification and driveways for the two residences. However, since this subdivision was 
created prior to the effective date of the Coastal Act, it is expected that up to 16 
residences will be proposed over time each with a driveway from a road and each with a 
fuel modification area. ·These 16 lots are considered a legal non-conforming subdMsion 
according to the Los Angeles County Land Use Plan land use designation. Provided 
these 161ots are developed consistent with the Table 1 policies of the certified LUP, the 
cumulative impacts on ~astal resources will be minimized to the greatest extent 
feasible. 

• 

•• 

8. County of Los Angeles Environmental Review Board {ERB) 

Further, the County of Los Angeles Environmental Review Board (ERB) reviewed this 
project on March 20, 2000. The ERB meetings are working sessions where the 
appointed ERB members serve in an advisory capacity to the Regional Planning 
Commission (or the County decision makers) providing recommendations on whether or 
not the project conforms to the policies of the County LUP. LUP Policy P64 indicates 
that projects shall be approved for coastal permits-only upon a finding that the project is 
consistent with all policies of the LUP . 

The ERB evaluation and recommendation to the County decision makers (the Regional 
Planning staff in this case) concluded that the proposed project was inconsistent with 
the policies of the County LUP. The reasons for this recommendation are listed in the 
ERB minutes (Exhibit 20). These six reasons include the following: 1) that the project's 
habitat disruption cannot be fully mitigated as required by Table 1 (parcels less than 20 
acres & distant from services such as fire and sheriff protection); 2) proposed fuel 
modification plan is not likely to be approved by the County Fire Department (Zone A 
'Wet Zone" will most probably need to be greater than 20 feet); eliminate Zone B 
"Irrigated Zone" from plan and make vegetation thinning within Zone C specific to the 
existing vegetation; vegetation clearance will occur on soils having high erosion 
potential; implement an erosional control plan (including bunch grasses and mechanical 
features such as dry stack walls along contours); chip and keep all on-site vegetation 
removed from thinning; 3) relocate bam within the fuel modification area for the house 
or delete (too many structures per Table 1 standards); 4) use California Native Plant 
Society (CNPS) list for landscape plants; recommend that driveway/roads remain 
unpaved and planted with native bunch grass (Stipa); 5) night lighting to be directed 
downward, of low intensity, at low height, shielded and for security purposes only; use 
motion detector for security lighting; 6) use natural earth tone colors of local area for 
house exterior. The applicant has since obtained a final fuel modification plan approval 
from the County Fire Department with a 20 foot wide Zone A fuel clearance area as an 
example, deleted the formerly proposed bam, and modified the proposed project to 
include most of the other recommendations made by the ERB. In addition, many of the 
ERB recommendations are included as conditions of the County's Approval in Concept. 
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As explained above, the Commission disagrees with the ERB and finds that the project • 
is consistent with the Table 1 standards of the LUP as noted above. The ERB made a 
recommendation to the County decision makers that the project is inconsistent with 
Table 1, however, despite the ERB's recommendation, the County Department of 
Regional Planning granted Approval in Concept on 6/19/2000. Regarding consistency 
with Policy 65, the project is located on the two logical building sites, which are level 
graded pads on separate small hills connected by an existing dirt driveway and 
generally with limited vegetation thereby minimizes vegetation removal. Although 
widening and drainage improvements to 260 feet of North Fabuco Road, an existing 13 
foot wide dirt road, will result in removal of native vegetation, widening the road is 
necessary to comply with County Fire Department standards. If 260 feet of North 
Fabuco Road is not widened as required by the County Fire Department, this would 
foreclose any development on the applicant's property. The road will be widened the 
minimum width acceptable by the Fire Department and therefore will minimize removal 
of vegetation. Regarding Policy 74, the proposed residence is located between 50 feet 
and 170 feet of the existing roadway, North Fabuco Road, and therefore is near an 
existing road. Regarding Policy 150, the proposed project will not require the removal 
of vegetation on slopes greater than 2:1 as required by the fuel modification plan, in any 
event, the plan also requires that the slope be replanted with primarily with native, low 
growing, low fuel volume plants. Regarding Policy 62, which requires that a mechanism 
should be established to compensate property owners for the loss of any potential 
development rights; with the Count)ls approval of this project, there is no need to 
investigate implementing this policy. Furthermore, the County does not have any 
programs or ordinances to implement this policy. In this case, the County chose not to • 
condemn and purchase the property. The Coastal Commission has no authority to 
require the County to purchase private property, nor does the Commission have the 
authority or resources to do so itself. Therefore, this does not present a viable basis for 
denial of this project. 

Regarding Policy 271-2a which discourages development of "non--conforming" lots of 
less than 20 acres which are distant from existing services, the subject site is located 
near existing services which inclu_des North· Fabuco Road for road access. North 
Fabuco Road is connected to Tuna Canyon Road by private roads, Betton Drive, Chard 
Avenue and Skyhawk Lane, which are existing roads; all of this access route is now 
paved and improved. The County has previously recognized these rights of way as 
traveled ways through approved certificates of exception, records of surveys, 
certificates of compliance, etc.. As a result of the Commission's approval of a residence 
to the east of the subject site, the Jason property at 20556 Betton Drive (Coastal Permit 
Number 4-96-025), 1 ,900 feet of roadway has been improved to Fire Department 
standards along Betton Drive, Chard Road, Skyhawk Lane to Tuna· Canyon Road in 
order to access the future Jason residence. The length of the applicanfs driveway to 
the existing North Fabuco Road from the proposed residence is 120 feet- less than 
300 foot maximum allowed in Table 1 policies as noted above. The applicant is 
proposing to pave a 260 foot improved road extension from the end of the paved portion 
of Betton Drive to reach the applicant's driveway. Policy P271-2a prohibits approval of 
a project that has a significant adverse impact on the ESHA's or Significant Watersheds. • 
In this case, the ERB did not determine that a significant adverse impact on either 
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ESHA's or Significant Watersheds would occur. In fact, the ERB made a number of 
recommendations to the County decision makers to consider during the review process. 
Many of these recommendations were incorporated into the project design or conditions 
of the County's approval. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the above 
policies, as determined by the County Department of Regional Planning and the 
Commission, even though the County ERB recommended otherwise. 

The applicant's parcel is 2.5 acres in size. The applicant has submitted a final fuel 
modification plan dated 6/8/00 indicating that County Fire Department approval for the 
fuel modification will actually extend well beyond the applicanrs parcel boundaries to 
achieve a selective thinning of natural vegetation (Exhibit 13). The County's approval 
recognized that portions of the property included sloping land within a Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone. The County required approval of a County Fire Department fuel 
modification plan that balances safety policies of the Malibu LUP with other LUP policies 
to minimize significant impacts on the natural habitat. The County recognizes that 
enforcing the full fuel modification vegetation clearance and thinning requirement would 
result in modifying the entire subject property as well as offsite properties of others. It 
appears that the County approval also recognizes the non-conforming 2.5 acre size of 
the subject parcel. The certified Land Use Plan designates the subject site and 
surrounding area as Mountain Land, one dwelling unit per 20 acres. Because of the 
non-conforming size of the subject site, it is not feasible to ·meet the Land Use Plan 
Table 1 policy limiting land clearance to 10% of the lot area. Further, the 10% of the lot 
clearance limit was established when the County Fire Department only required a 1 00 
foot radius clearance zone. As a result of numerous Santa Monica Mountain wildfires 
since 1986, the Fire Department has increased the approved fuel modification zone 
radius for new development to a 200 foot radius with selective cleared areas; in this 
case the applicant will be required to maintain a County approved 200 foot radius Fuel 
Modification Zone. 

In conclusion, although the County ERB found the project inconsistent with the LUP. the 
ERB action was only a recommendation to the County decision makers. In this case, 
the County Department of Regional· Planning staff, as the decision makers found the 
proposed project as revised June 15, 2000 by the applicant to incorporate many of the · 
ERB recommendations consistent with the Los Angeles County Land Use Plan and 
approved it in concept with conditions. These conditions included recommendations by 
the ERB, such as, a landscape plan with native species consistent with current Fire 
Department standards. 

9. Temporary Living Trailer 

The applicant's proposed temporary living trailer will be located on the top of the small 
hill where a pool/spa will be constructed after its removal to allow the applicants to live 
on the property during the construction of this project. Water will be provided from the 
water well and sewage service for the trailer is self contained (Exhibit 5). The 
Commission finds it necessary to require the removal of this trailer to an appropriate 
disposal or relocation site within two years of the issuance of this Coastal Permit 
Amendment or within thirty (30) days of the applicant's receipt of the Certificate of 
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Occupancy for the proposed residence from Los Angeles County, whichever is less, as • 
required by Special Condition Number Six. The removal of this trailer is necessary to 
avoid the potential conversion to a second dwelling unit and potential cumulative 
impacts on public services such as road capacity, sewage disposal, water, electricity as 
well as erosion and sedimentation impacts to the downstream Tuna Canyon Creek 
environmentally sensitive habitats. As required by Special Condition Number Two, the 
temporary site for the construction trailer will be landscaped with native plants within 30 
days of occupancy of the residence and after the trailer is removed. 

10. Conclusion 

It is iroportant to note that the certified Los Angeles County Land Use Plan is only 
guidance for the Commission to consider. The Commission's standard of review for this 
project is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The Commission finds that the 
project is located near existing developed areas able to accommodate it. And further, 
the Commission finds that the project will not have significant adverse effects, either 
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. The Commission also finds that the 
biological productivity and quality of coastal· waters and riparian habitat, ESHA, will be 
protected as a result of the proposed project as conditioned. Thus, the Commission 
finds that the project, as conditioned, is consistent with and conforms with Sections 
30231, 30240 and 30250 of the Coastal Ad. 

C. Prolect Alternatives 

The applicant is proposing a single family residence on the property. The Commission 
must describe and evaluate alternatives to the proposed project. Alternative land uses 
of the property include agricultural use, commercial or industrial use, multi-family 
development or no development. An alternative to the size of the proposed project, is a 
reduced scale residential project. The Los Angeles County land use and zoning 
designations currently allow for single family residential use, and therefore, it appears 
that Los Angeles County would not allow any of these alternative uses, except no 
development and reduced scale residential development. However. assuming that the 
County could, if it 'chose, amend the land use plan and zoning ordinance to allow an 
alternative use, staff will briefly discuss the alternative uses below. 

1. Agriculture 

The property is too small (2.5 acres) to use for grazing livestock. Grazing livestock 
would generate animal wastes that would have a greater impact on water quality than · 
the proposed residence. The property has very varied terrain and slopes that make it 
infeasible for growing crops. Agri~ltural ·use of the property would also be likely to 
result in airborne and waterborne pollution from fertilizers and pesticides that are 
generally used in agriculture. The low rainfall· and unavailability of water for irrigation 
also make this option infeasible. Therefore, agricultural use is not a feasible or 

• 

environmentally preferable alternative. Furthermore, there is no indication that the • 
County would agree to change the zoning to agriculture, and therefore it appears that 
this option is not feasible. · 
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Commercial or industrial use of the property would likely require a structure that would 
not be visually compatible with the area and that would adversely impact public views 
from nearby hiking trails. In addition, commercial or industrial use of the property could 
result in more vehicles driving to the property and parking on the property. This would 
require a larger parking area and increase the amount of pollutants that are discharged 
on the property and nearby roads, increasing the amount of pollutants entering the 
watershed. Therefore, this option would have greater environmental impacts than the 
proposed residence. Furthermore, there is no indication that the County would agree to 
change the zoning to commercial or industrial, and therefore it appears that this option 
is not feasible. 

3. MultJ .. famlly Residential Development 

This option would also result in more vehicles driving to the property and parking on the 
property. This would require a larger parking area and increase the amount of 
pollutants that are discharged on the property and nearby roads, increasing the amount 
of pollutants entering the watershed. Therefore, this option would have greater 
environmental impacts than the proposed residence. Furthermore, there is no 
indication that the County would agree to change the zoning for the property to multi­
family, and therefore it appears that this option is not feasible . 

4. No Development 

Although environmental impacts would be reduced if the property remained as 
undeveloped, open space, the property is privately owned and the owner is proposing to 
build a residence on the property. The property has been zoned for residential use. 
Staff is not aware in writing of any public agency or land preservation group that is 
actively seeking to purchase the site to preserve it as open space. This possibility was 
raised several years ago, but although several years have passed, no purchase has 
occurred. The Commission does not have the authority or the resources to purchase 
private property itself. There are no hazards known that render the property unsafe for 
residential development, nor are there any wetlands or endangered species present on 
the property. In these circumstances, it is not feasible to prohibit development of a 
single family residence on an existing, lawfully subdivided, and privately owned 
residentially designated property. (Public Resources Code section 30010; Lucas v. 
South Carolina Coastal Council (1992) 505 U.S. 1003, 1016). 

5. Reduced Residential Scale 

Another alternative to the proposed project is a smaller single family residence. The 
applicant proposes a two-story, split level. 5,458 square foot residence including an 
attached two car garage and workshop cut into the base of a small knob hill near North 
Fabuco Road. The proposed building coverage is 2,853 sq. ft. for the subject project. 
The proposed structures will be visible to a limited degree from public viewpoints along 
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Tuna Canyon and Saddle Peak Roads and as conditioned to include design restrictions, • 
and landscaping will therefore not significantly impact public views of the coast or 
coastal mountain areas. The discussion below addresses whether reducing the 
footprint of the proposed structure, and future residences in the subdivision, would 
substantially lessen the environmental impacts on the resources in the signifiCant 
watershed. 

Staff requested in a prior application for a residence in this 16-lot subdivision (Sayles, 
Coastal Permit No. 4-00-162) that a previous applicant provide an analysis of the 
cumulative impacts of vegetation removal and/or thinning for development of the entire 
subdivision, if smaller residences were constructed. The analysis provided was based 
on residential development on 12 lots in the subject subdivision, including the subject 
site, for three hypothetical simple square residences of varying sizes. There does not 
appear to be any reason why the conclusions reached in the analysis of cumulative 
impacts of development on 12 lots would be any different if the analysis considered all 
161ots in the subdivision. 

The first residential size analysis that was provided is essentially a similar size 
residence to the subject proposed project (although smaller) at 5,000 sq. ft. Two 
reduced scale residential proposals (Exhibits 15 - 17) were also analyzed at 3,400 sq. ft. 
and 500 sq. ft. The fuel modification area was determined using a 200 foot radius from 
the residential foot print. ·No overlap of fuel modification areas were considered in this 
approach. In comparing the 5,000 sq. ft. house with a 2,500 sq. ft. footprint to the 3,400 
sq. ft. house with a 1,700 sq. ft. foot print (Exhibit 15) the house size was reduced by • 
30%, but the fuel modification area was only reduced by 5 %. In comparing the 5,000 
sq. ft. two story house to the 500 sq. ft. single story house (Exhibit 16), the house size 
was reduced by 90%, but the fuel modification was only reduced by 12 %. In this 
comparison, such a significant reduction in house size, provides a much more limited 
reduction in the fuel modification area. 

The second analysis provided involved the layout of two different size houses on 12 of 
the lots surrounding the Sayles project lot and area to east to show the effect of more 
practical house designs that frt the contour of the land, with a garage, driveway, patios, 
out buildings and architectural designs. Exhibit 15 illustrates the design layout of 5,000 
sq. fl. two story residences with a 600 sq. ft. garage. Due to the residence design 
layout, with its architectural design and hardscape coverage, the actual ground foot print 
for the layouts in Exhibit 17 are 7,000 to 9,500 sq. fl. The larger footprint is larger than 

. the residence proposed in this application, but was selected by the applicant to 
represent a large residence commonly proposed in the Santa Monica Mountains/Malibu 
area. Without considering overlap, the average fuel modification area on an individual 
basis for each residence is 302,400 sq. ft. within the 200 foot radius of the residential 
footprint. 

However, the fuel modification area in the alternatives discussed above cannot be 
considered in isolation because generally the fuel modification area on lots of this size 
extends to the border of the property, or beyond the border and onto the adjacent • 
parcels. A review of the fuel modification area on Exhibit 15 indicates that the 5,000 sq. 
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ft. residences with a 600 sq. ft. garage will have a fuel modification area that overlaps 
each of the adjoining fuel modification areas for adjoining residences. This fuel 
modification overlap occurs because the distance between the residences (150 - 250 
feet) is less than two times the radius of the fuel modification area (400 feet or more). 
The fuel modification area extends beyond the lot boundaries due to the modest size of 
these lots, each about 2.5 acres. The fuel modification for this 5,600 sq. ft. design 
alternative would be 302AOO sq. ft. (6.94 acres) of area as noted above, without 
accounting for this overlap. However, when you do take into account the overlap with 
the required fuel modification area for development on adjacent lots, the fuel 
modification required for development of a 5,600 sq. ft. residence on the 12 lots is only 
142,743 sq. ft. (3.28 acres) of area, as noted on Exhibit 17. The total area of these 12 
lots is about 30 acres or 1 ,306,800 sq. ft. 

This analysis also included one of a smaller residence. Exhibit 16 shows the layout of a 
1,000 sq. ft. two story residence with a 500 sq. ft. garage. (Staff modified this 
alternative to increase the size to 1,500 sq. ft. for the residence with a 500 sq. ft. two car 
garage as a two story residence could include habitable space on the second floor 
above the garage. Such a hypothetical residence in this staff analysis is considered a 
small residence with 1 ,500 sq. ft. of habitable space and a 500 sq. ft. garage to total a 
2,000 sq. ft. two story structure. 

This reduced scale 2,000 sq. ft. two story residence has a 1 ,000 sq. ft. footprint. As 
identified in Exhibits 16 and 17, the layout for a 2,000 sq. ft. residence with a 1 ,000 sq . 
ft. footprint will realistically result in structure and hardscape coverage of 1 ,300 to 2,400 
sq. ft. to account for the layout of the residence to fit the contour of the land, garage, 

. driveway, patios, out building and architectural design. This reduced size residence 
represents a 64% reduction in the square footage size of the residence as compared to 
the 5,600 sq. ft. residence. A review of the fuel modification area on Exhibit 16 
indicates that even with a reduced size of a residence at 2,000 sq .. ft. the fuel 
modification area overlaps each of the adjoining fuel modification areas for adjoining 
residences. This fuel modification overlap occurs whether or not the residences are 
large or small because the distance between the residences (150- 250 feet) is again 
less than two times the radius of the fuel modification area (400 feet or more). The fuel 
modification area extends beyond the lot boundaries due to the modest size of these 
lots. The fuel modification for this reduced size alternative would be 202,500 sq. ft. 
(4.65 acres) of area. However, the overlapping fuel modification area required for a 
2,000 sq. ft. residence is 125,338 sq. ft. (2.88 acres) of area in the cumulative analysis. 
Thus, the building pad and fuel modification area, even for this reduced scale alternative 
of 2,000 square feet, will generally extend over the entire lot (which is approximately 2.5 
acres) and will also extend onto adjacent lots. 

This analysis included Exhibits 15 - 17, showing the fuel modification area for the two 
alternatives on the 12 lots; a 5,600 sq. ft. two story house with the garage and a 2,000 
sq. ft. two story house with a garage. This analysis indicates that reducing the house 
size by 64% would result in only a very small reduction in the size of the overlapping 
fuel modification area from 142,743 square feet to 125,338 square feet. The reduction 
in this fuel modification area would only be 17,405 square feet (0.4 acres), out of the 
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total acreage of all 12 lots of about 1,306,800 sq. ft. (30 acres). The Commission finds • 
that this small reduction in the fuel modification area would not substantially lessen the 
impact on native habitat from residential development on these lots. 

The applicant's proposed 5,458 square foot residence and garage is considered a 
reasonable sized residence and garage for this area of the Santa Monica 
Mountains/Malibu area. The size of the proposed residence is generally consistent with 
the size of other residences, although slightly larger, than those recently approved by 
the Commission in the surrounding within and outside the Tuna Canyon Significant 
Watershed area, including Coastal Permit No. 4-96-025 (Jason), for a 4,800 sq. ft. 
residence and garage, Coastal Permit No. 4-96-210 (Smith), for a 4,658 sq. ft. 
residence and garage, Coastal Permit No. 4-96-162 (Jobbins), for a 4,850 sq. ft. 
residence and garage, and Coastal Permit No. 4-96-215 (Zanini) for a 3,569 sq. ft. 
residence and garage and a 750 sq. ft. guest house, totaling 4,319 sq. ft. of structures. 

For the reasons discussed above, the Commission finds that given the relatively small 
size of the existing legal lots in the subdivision, and the County's fuel modification 
requirements, reducing the size of the proposed residences will not substantially lessen 
the impacts to native habitat resulting from the residential development. The 
Commission also notes that the alternative of reducing the size of the two story 
residence would not significantly reduce the visual impacts of the building as the 
structure will most likely continue to be a two story structure due to the topography of 
the building site. Further, Special Condition Number Ten will ensure that the structure is • 
visually compatible with the surrounding environment relative to color and the use of 
non-glare glass windows. These reduced scale alternatives will not significantly reduce 
use of water for domestic and landscaping irrigation purposes. These alternatives will 
also not substantially increase water runoff, erosion, and pollution as addressed and 
required in Special Condition Numbers Two and Four. 

Furthermore, as discussed above, mitigation measures as conditions of approval will be 
required that will serve to minimize impacts of this development and future development 
in the subdivision on water quality and habitat. The vegetation that will be removed or 
thinned to meet County Fire Department requirements is not habitat for any threatened 
or endangered species. Conditions will be imposed to prevent an increase in runoff of 
sediments or pollutants from the site and to protect water quality and downstream 
riparian habitat. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the above project alternatives, agriculture, 
commercial and or industrial, and multifamily residential land uses are not feasible due 
to the surrounding single family residential development and the sensitive nature of the 
Significant Watershed within the Santa Monica Mountains. The Commission finds that 
reduced scale single family residential alternatives will not significantly reduce the 
individual or the cumulative environmental impacts of the project, with the mitigation 
measures required as conditions of project approval. 

• 
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Thus, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, will result in 
development that is consistent with and conforms with Sections 30231, 30240, and 
30250(a) of the Coastal Act. 

D. Geologic Stability 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states: 

New development shall: 

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

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

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

The Commission reviews the proposed project's risks to life and -property in areas where 
there are geologic, flood and fire hazards. Regarding the geologic hazard, the applicant 
submitted the following: Report of a Preliminary Engineering Geologic Investigation, 
dated October 7, 1999, Limited Engineering Geologic Report, dated April 22, 2000, by 
Pacific Geology Consultants, Inc.; Soils Engineering Investigation, dated October 19, 
1999, by Subsurface Designs Inc. The Subsurface Designs report dated October 19, 
1999 states: 

It is the finding of this firm, based upon the subsurface data, that the subject 
building site will not be affected by settlement, landsliding, or slippage. Further, 
based upon the proposed location, development will not have an adverse affect on 
off-site property. 

The Limited Engineering Geologic Report, dated April 22, 2000, by Pacific Geology 
Consultants states: 

It is the professional geologic opinion of the undersigned that construction of a 
residence, garage and swimming pool is feasible from a geologic standpoint. The 
locations of the proposed structures, as shown on the attached Geologic Map Plate 
A, are considered favorable from a geologic standpoint. All recommendations 
contained herein and those provided by the Geotechnical Engineer, Subsurface 
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Designs, Inc. shall be followed both during design and construction. Additionally, • 
all applicable elements of the County of Los Angles Building Code shall be 
followed. 

Section 111 

Providing the recommendations contained in this report, in addition to those of the 
Geotechnical Engineer are followed, the residence, garage and swimming pool will 
be safe from landslide hazard, settlement and slippage. In addition, the proposed · 
construction and grading will not adversely affect off-site properties from a geologic 
standpoint. All specific elements of the Los Angeles Building Code shall be 
followed in conjunction with design and future construction work. 

The recommendations in these reports address the following issues: geologic stability, 
surficial stability, seismic considerations, foundation support, swimming pool, retaining 
walls, excavation characteristics, site drainage, on-site effluent disposal, grading, 
temporary excavations, erosion control,. drainage and maintenance, foundations, floor 
slabs, excavation erosion control, inspection and plan review. Based on the findings 
and recommendations ofthe consulting engineering geologist, geologist, and engineer, 
the Commission finds th~t the development is consistent with Section 30253 of the 
Coastal Act so long as all recommendations regarding the proposed development are 
incorporated into the project plans. Therefore, the Commission finds it necessary to 
require the applicant to submit project plans that have been certified in writing by these • 
consultants as conforming to their recommendations, as noted in Special Condition 

. Number Eight for the final project design, grading, drainage, and landscape plans for 
the proposed project. 

Minimizing erosion of the site is important to reduce geological hazards on the site and 
minimize sediment deposition in the drainages leading to Tuna Canyon Creek. The 
applicant has submitted landscape and fuel modification plans for the proposed 
development. . These plans incorporate the use of native species and illustrate how 
these materials will be used to provide erosion control to those areas of the site 
disturbed by development activities. These plans also illustrate that vegetation will be 
"thinned" rather than "cleared" for fuel modification purposes, thus allowing for the 
continued use of existing native plant materials for on site erosion oontrol. The thinning, 
rather than complete removal, of native vegetation helps to retain the natural erosion 
control properties, such as extensive and deep root systems, provided by these 
species. These plans will be revised to include the revised project description as noted 
above as required by Special Condition No. Two. 

In order to ensure that drainage from the. residential building pad is conveyed from the 
site and into the watershed in a non-erosive manner and erosion is controlled and 
minimized during construction, the Commission finds it necessary to require the 
applicant to submit site drainage plans, as required by Special Condition Number Two 
and a polluted runoff control plan, as required by Special Condition Number Four. 
Furthermore, the Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant, should the • 
proposed improvements to the access road or the proposed drainage structures fail or 
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result in erosion, to be solely responsible for any necessary repairs and restoration 
resulting from this failure along the entire section of the access road subject to this 
permit. Special Condition Number Three provides for such maintenance of the access 
roadways and drainage structures. 

The Coastal Act also requires that new development minimize the risk to life and 
property in areas of high fire hazard. The Coastal Act also recognizes that new 
development may involve the taking of some risk. Coastal Act policies require the 
Commission to establish the appropriate degree of risk acceptable for the proposed 
development and to establish who should assume the risk. When development in areas 
of identified hazards is proposed, the Commission considers the hazard associated with 
the project site and the potential cost to the public, as well as the individual's right to use 
his property. · 

Vegetation in the coastal areas of the Santa Monica Mountains consists mostly of 
coastal sage scrub and chaparral. Many plant species common to these communities 
produce and store terpanes, which are highly flammable substances (Mooney in 
Barbour, Terrestrial Vegetation of California, 1988). Chaparral and sage scrub 
communities have evolved in concert with, and continue to produce the potential for 
frequent wild fires. The typical warm, dry summer conditions of the Mediterranean 
climate combine with the natural characteristics of the native vegetation to pose a risk of 
wild fire damage to development that cannot be completely avoided or mitigated. 

• Due to the fact that the proposed project is located in an area subject to an 
extraordinary potential for damage or destruction from wild fire, the Commission can 
only approve the project if the applicant assumes the liability from these associated 
risks. In fact, the property burned in the 1993 Malibu Fire. Through the waiver of 
liability, the applicant acknowledges and appreciates the nature of the fire hazard which 
exists on the· site and which may affect the safety of the proposed development, as 
incorporated by Special Condition Number Nine. 

• 

The Commission finds that only as conditioned is the proposed project consistent with 
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

E. Archaeological Resources 

Section 30244 of the Coastal Act states that: 

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

Policy 169 of the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan, which the 
Commission has relied on as guidance in past land use decisions in this area, states 
that: 
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Site surveys performed by qualified technical personnel should be required • 
for projects located in areas identified as archaeologically I paleontologically 
sensitive. Data derived from such surveys shall be used to formulate mitigating 
measures for the project. 

Archaeological resources are significant to an understanding of cultural, environmental, 
biological, and geological history. The Coastal Act requires the protection of such 
resources to reduce potential adverse impacts through the use of reasonable mitigation 
measures. Archaeological reSources can be degraded if a project is not proper1y 
monitored and managed during earth moving activities conducted during construction. 
Site preparation can disturb and/or obliterate archaeological materials to such an extent 
that the information that could have been derived would be lost. As so many 
archaeological sites have been destroyed or damaged as a result of development 
activity or natural processes, the remaining sites, even though they may be less rich in 
materials, have become increasingly valuable. Further, because archaeological sites, if 
studied collectively, may provide information on subsistence and settlement patterns, 
the loss of individual sites can reduce the scientific value of the sites that remain intact. 
The greater province of the Santa Monica Mountains is the locus of one of the most 
important concentrations of archaeological sites in Southern California. Although most 
of the area has not been systematically surveyed to compile an inventory, the. sites 
already recorded are sufficient in both number and diversity to predict the ultimate 
significance of these unique resources. 

The applicant submitted an archaeological report for the development site on the parcel. • 
The report dated February 25, 2000 was prepared by E. Gary Stickel, Environmental 
Research Archaeologists, for the proposed project. The project area is located in an 
area where 13 site surveys or excavations for cultural resources were done within a one 
mile radius. 

Based on ati evaluation of an intense site survey, no cultural resources were identified. 
Based on these · negative findings, the consultant determined that further cultural 
resources management measures would not be relevant. That recommendation would 
change, however, if any artifacts or bone material were to be discovered during the 
construction of the residence. In such an event, construction work should cease until a 
professional archaeologist could inspect the parcel and access the significance of any 
such finds. These are the appropriate Cultural Resources Management 
recommendations for the project in view of the findings of this research. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that no adverse impacts on archaeological resources 
will be occur as a result of the proposed development, and that the project, as 
proposed, is consistent with Section 30244 of the Coastal Act. 

• 
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F. Visual Resources . 

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

In addition, the certified LUP contains the following policies regarding landform 
alteration and the protection of visual resources that are applicable to the proposed 
development: 

P82 Grading shall be minimized for all new development to ensure the 
potential negative effects of runoff and erosion on these resources are minimized. 

P90 Grading plans in upland areas of the Santa Monica Mountains should 
minimize cut and fill operations in accordance with the requirements of the County 
Engineer. 

P91 All new development shall be designed to minimize impacts and 
alterations of physical features, such as ravines and hillsides, and processes of the 
site (i.e., geological, soils, hydrological, water percolation and runoff) to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

P125 New development shall be sited and designed to protect public views 
from LCP-designated scenic highways to and along the shoreline and to scenic 
coastal areas, including public parklands. Where physically and economically 
feasible, development on sloped terrain should be set below road grade. 

P130 In highly scenic areas and along scenic highways, new development 
(including buildings, fences, paved areas, signs, and landscaping) shall: 

be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and 
to and along other scenic features, as defined and identified in the 
Malibu LCP. 

minimize the alteration of natural landforms . 

be landscaped to conceal raw-cut slopes. 
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· P135 Ensure that any alteration of the natural landscape from • 
earthmoving activity blends with the existing terrain of the site and the 
surroundings. 

The applicant proposes to construct a two story 13 ft. to 33 ft. high, split level, 4,591 
sq/ft. single family residence, attached two car 867 sqlft. garage/workshop, pool & 
jacuzzi with non-chemical filtration system and pool cover for evaporation and energy 
conservation, after the fact development of a water well, a 5,150 gallon domestic water 
tank, rainwater harvesting system with buried 8,500 gallon storage tank, 120 ft. paved 
driveway with fire department turnaround constructed with turf block and planted with 
native needle grass, driveway restoration wlturf block & native needle grass for existing 
northern access driveway, restore existing dirt driveway on southeast portion of property 
with needle grass and sandstone cobble, pave 260 ft. length of No. Fabuco, grade 
2,300 cu/yds of cut, 200 cu/yds of fill, export 2,100 cu/yds of material to disposal site 
located outside the coastal zone or a location with a coastal permit for disposal, drought 
resistant native landscaping, temporary living trailer, onsite drainage with catch basin 
and filter, entry gates, fencing, and septic system. The proposed residence and 
garage/workshop is located on the top and cut into the southern base of a small knob 
hill, while the proposed pooVspa and fire truck turnaround area is located on the top of 
another small hill south of the residence and garage/workshop and along the route of 
the driveway to the garage. The building pad area for the residence and 
garage/workshop is 2,853 sq. ft. In· addition, the applicant proposes to install a 
temporary living trailer on the small knob where the pooVspa will be located after the • 
trailer is removed. 

In the review of this project, the Commission reviews the publicly accessible locations 
where the proposed development is visible to assess potential visual impacts to the 
public. The Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan protects visual resources in 
the Santa Monica Mountains. Tuna Canyon Road is recognized as a "second priority 
scenic area" which is given special treatment when evaluating potential impacts caused 
by new development. 

The Commission examines the building site, the proposed grading, and the size of the 
building pad and structures. The development of the residence, garage/workshop and 

. water tank raises two issues regarding the siting and design: one, whether or not public 
views from public roadways will be adversely impacted, or two, whether or not public 
views from public trails will be impacted. It is important to note that three single family 
residences on adjoining or nearby parcels have been approved by the Commission but 
have not been constructed. Assuming these residences will be constructed, the subject 
project will be visible to the public from public locations within the context of a partially 
developed subdivision. 

The siting, size and grading for the building pad will be visible from limited portions of 
Tuna Canyon Road to the west and north and· to the north from a portion of Saddle 
Peak Road. Tuna Canyon Road, a public roadway, encircles the vicinity of the project 
site to the south, west, and north. The site will not be visible from Tuna Canyon Road to • 
the south as the topography drops steeply from the plateau to a narrow and steep 
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canyon where Tuna Canyon Road and Creek are located. The site for the temporary 
living trailer will be limited in visibility from these public roads due to its location on the 
lower elevation portion of the subject property and will be on this location for only a 
temporary two year period or less. The proposed grading for the building site is modest 
as the building pad will be cut into the top of a hill and into the southern base of the hill. 

In regards to the proposed improvements to North Fabuco Road, these improvements 
will all occur along an existing dirt roadway, and the grading associated with this 
development will be spread out along a 260 foot section of road. This grading is judged 
to be the minimum amount necessary to meet the requirements of the Los Angeles 
County Fire Department. Furthermore, no significant cut or fill slopes will result from the 
above referenced grading, and no adverse or significant visual impacts are anticipated 
as a result of the paved extension of North Fabuco Road, now a dirt road, will be visible 
to a very limited degree from Tuna Canyon and Saddle Peak Roads. 

Regarding public trails, an existing equestrian and hiking trail, the Tuna Canyon trail, is 
located about one half of a mile to one mile south and west of the project site. Due to 
the distance and intervening topography 'and vegetation, public views of the project site 
will be very limited. 

Because the site will be visible to a limited degree from Tuna Canyon Road to the west 
and north, and Saddle Peak Road to the north, mitigation to address potential visual 
impacts is needed for the structures. The proposed two story split level residence, 
garage/workshop, and above ground water tank, will be less visually intrusive through 
the use of earth tones for the structures and roofs of the buildings, including the water 
tank, and non-glare glass which helps the structures blend in with the natural setting. 
The Commission finds it necessary to impose Special Condition Number Ten to restrict 
the color of the subject structures to those compatible with the surrounding environment 
and prohibit the use of white tones, while requiring the use of non-glare glass windows. 
In addition, to ensure that any future additions to the permitted structures, which would 
otherwise be exempt from coastal permit requirements, are reviewed for consistency 
with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act, the Commission finds, that it is necessary to 
require that all future additions or improvements to the permitted structures, or any 
future development on the subject parcel, will require a permit or permit amendment, as 
required by Special Condition Number Seven. 

Further, the Commission has found that the use of native plant materials in landscaping 
plans can soften the visual impact of construction in the Santa Monica Mountains. The 
use of native plant materials to revegetate graded or disturbed areas reduces the 
adverse affects of erosion, which can degrade visual resources in addition to causing 
siltation pollution in ESHAs, and soften the appearance of development within areas of 
high scenic quality. The applicant has submitted a landscape and fuel modification plan 
that uses numerous native species compatible with the vegetation associated with the 
project site for landscaping and erosion control purposes that will be as required to be 
revised to include the applicant's revise project description. Furthermore, the plan 
indicates that only those materials designated by the County Fire Department as being 
a "high fire hazard" are to be removed as a part of this project and that native materials 
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surrounding the residential structure are to "thinned" rather than "cleared" for wildland • 
fire protection. Special Condition Number Two requires that the landscape plan be 
completed within sixty days of residential occupancy and at the time the construction 
trailer is removed, replant that area within thirty days, and that planting coverage be 
adequate to provide ninety (90) percent coverage within two (2) years and shall be 
repeated, if necessary, to provide such coverage. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the project, as conditioned, minimizes impacts to 
public views to and along the coast and thus, is consistent with Section 30251 of the 
Coastal Ad. 

G. Violation 

Although development has taken place prior to the filing of this permit application, 
consideration of the application by the Commission has been based solely upon the 
Chaptet 3 policies of the Coastal Ad. Review of this permit does not constitute a waiver 
of any legal action with regard to any violation of the Coastal Act that may have 
occurred. 

The applicant purchased this property in 1998 with an existing water well. The applicant 
was unable to provide evidence that this well received a coastal permit from this 
Commission or a permit from the County of Los Angeles for it original construction. This 
water well requires a coastal permit in order to be in conformance with the Coastal Act. • 
The Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to fulfill all of the Special 
Conditions as a prerequisite to the issuance of this permit, as required by Special 
Condition Number Eleven within 90 day$ of Commission action. Only as conditioned, is 
the proposed development consistent with the Coastal Act. 

H. . Local Coastal Program 

Section 30604 of the Coastal Ad states that: 

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

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

I. California Environmental Quality Act 

The Coastal Commission's . permit process has been designated as the functional 
equivalent of CEQA. Section 13096(a) of the California Coastal Commission's Code of 
Regulations requires Commission approval of Coastal Development Permit applications 
to be supported by a finding showing the project, as conditioned by any conditions of 
approval, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of CEQA. Section 21080.5 
(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are 
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available that would substantially 
lessen any significant adverse effects that the activity may have on the environment. 

As explained in the findings set forth above in this Staff Report, and incorporated fully 
herein, all feasible mitigation measures have been adopted to avoid or reduce any 
significant adverse effects the project may have on the environment. In addition, the 
Commission finds that there are no other feasible alternatives available that would avoid 
or substantially reduce any significant adverse effects the project may have on the 
environment, considering the applicants right to use their property. The public has not, 
at this time, brought to the Commission's attention any potential adverse environmental 
effects of the project that are not discussed in the Staff Report. Therefore, the proposed 
project, as conditioned, is consistent with the applicable requirements of CEQA. 

J. Response to Written Comments/Document Received 

Staff received one document, Exhibit 26 on July 10, 2001 from one interested party, Kay 
Austen, to date raising issues about this application for Coastal Permit No. 4-00-143. 
The issues raised include what appears to be a proposal from the Santa Monica 
Mountains Resource Conservation District (RCDSMM) possibly from a report dated in 
the year 2000 and titled "Tuna Canyon Significant Ecological Area". The document 
identifies numerous plant and animal species, some which apparently are on state or 
federal sensitive, rare, threatened or endangered lists. No information was provided 
that the subject property includes any of these listed species or that the proposed 
project creates any significant adverse effects on these species. This issue of 
environmentally sensitive habitats is discussed adequately in detail above in Section IV. 
B. 
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Whei'a prodUct durability Is of VItal. Importance, even In Today's modern world of automated 
technology, Man still puts his trust In the work of his own two hands. There might be.faster and 
easter ways of making water tanks, bUt beCause B.H. TANK considers water be of Vital Importance, 
IDur corrugated water storage TankS are.hand assembled with proven methods that haVe 
provided Quality tanks for· over 100 years. 

I~ 
S.-f 

Whatever your storage requirements demand. •• 

FACTORY COATED 
All B.H. TANKS are galVanized and factory coated 
with a c;eramlc BitUminous Coating fOr additional 
protection. 

• Accepted by county Health Department for 
potable water storage. 

• Non-toxic Clay composition that permanentlY 
adheres to galvanized steel. 

• N.S.F. CNatlonal sanitation FOundation), E.P.A. and 
F.D.A. approved sealant 

• Industrial grade exterior coating systems. · 

CONSTRUCTION 

j . ::::;:::::a::::. supply. 

•liTigation water storage. 
• surface water collec;tlan. 

Emergency reserve and other applications, .•• we 
Will adVIse you of the most cost effective water 
storage SOlUtion. 
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THE EfFECI' OF A LARGE HOUSE VS. 'DYQ SMAI.I.JR RESIDENCES ON THE FUEL MODMCATION AREA 

HOUSE 
SIZE 

s.ooo 

GARAGE TOTAL TOTAL FOOTPRINT 
SIZE WITH STRUC11JRE 

AND HARDSCAPE 

600 5,600 7,000-9,500 

500 2,000 

AVG. FUEL MOD FUEL MOD AREA 
AREA/HOME SITE FOR 12 HOUSES 
(NO OVERLAP) 

302,400 1,712,912 

202,500 1,504,050 

FUEL MOD AREA 
PER HOUSE SITE 

142,743 

125,338 --

Conduslon: By reducing a house from 5,000 square feet to 2,000 square feet, the decrease of brush clearance 
Per house Is 33% but when considering the Ol:erlap of the adjacent houses, the decrease is only 12%. 

Note: Numbers in above table are in square feet 
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HYDRD-NIIX 
Electronic Pool Wafer Trea·tment 

The Ultimate Alternative Pool Water Treatment System 

M we tiJ'III'fJIICh the 1ltillenblm, High-lech ElBctronlc8 ore rapidly clulnging all fiiiJMd8 of 0111' llva. We nrly on El~ 
a to coal; 0111' food, control 0111' can fJ1Id ~ 77ae OXI-ION SYSTEM COIIIblna tlrtw /rigiH«:h ~ 
~ i1llo one qnerglnic 8J161e11J tltllt et111 Yl11rullly ,.lace 1M 1IMIIl for chaJcol 8WbluJUng pool ,.,.,_ 
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Ia BIR I'Utratloll &........._ 

Authorized Dealer 

!il.S. ~ 3.Ne. 
196 Topanga Dr. 
Bonita Springs FL 34134 

(941 )-992-4658 
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Tile llydro-Mn OD-Ion System. Ia the tint "Elee­
troDic Pool Water Treatlllent System" to offer the 
resideatialpool couumer a viable alternative to con­
vendonal "Chemical pool water disiDfection." Ion­
ization tedmology has been proven for muy yean 
but feU short as a stand alese produet. The addition 
of the Uberal Ozone production ud Hydro-Max OXI­
ION System as the leader iD • Alternative Pool Wa­
ter Treatlllent Technology." www.Oxi-lo! ..--------
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HYDRD-NIIX OXI-ION System 
The Intelligent Choice for Swimming Pool Sanitizing 

Proveo Techoolov 
Hydro-Max Technologies Inc., OXI-ION System combines three proven electronic technologies into 1 
synergistic system that will virtually replace the need for chemical sanitizing of your swimming pool. 

Copper I Silver Ionization <DisiDfeetion) . 
Electronic water disinfection utilizing Ionization was first developed by "NASA" for drinking water 
pwification aboard U.S. Spacecraft. An "Ion Chamber" containing specially formulated Copper/Silver 
alloy electrodes is installed in the pools recirculation system. A safe, low voltage is applied to the 
electrodes by the Oxi-Ion Controller, producing "Ions" (positively charged atoms of copper & silver) 
which enter the water stream, where they can attack and kill algae, bacteria, viruses, fungus, yeast and 
mold. The dead oiganisms are then removed by the pools filtration system. The metal Ions provide a 
long term, stable disinfection residual that is not affected by heat, sunlight or evaporation. 

Ozone- Oxidatioo 

.· 

Ozone is natures natural purifier and unlike many chemicals used in water treatment, Ozone is very · 
environmentally friendly. The Oxi-Ion System utilizes powerful Ultra-Violet lamps to generate tmprec­
edented levels of Ozone gas. The Ozone is drawn into the pools circulation system by the Oxi-lon 
treatment manifold which is plumbed into the system. Ozone provides an (ORP) Oxidation Reduction 
Potential that burns up organic wastes in the pool. This powerful oxidizing compound will help maintain 
crystal clear water without the need for regular shock trea1ments. Unlike Chlorine, when Ozone has 
finished oxidizing it returns back to Oxygen. 

EIR IEiectroaie Iodueed ResoJWiee) 
The third technology that Hydro-Max has added to the Oxi-Ion System is an advanced process that 
generates a complex modulating waveform. The waveform or signal is transmitted through the pools 
circulation system, altering the normal behavior of water molecules, suspended solids and dissolved 
minerals. Suspended solids are forced to coagulate, forming larger particles that are more easily re­
moved by the pools filter. Dissolved minerals are forced to remain suspended in the water. Scaling of 
pool tiles, electrodes and pool heater surfaces is stopped. Existing scale formations are gradually soft­
ened and removed. Free water molecules created by EIR give the pool water a silky feel. 

COMPARE OXI-ION WITH CONVENTIONAL POOL WATER SANITIZING 

PRQBLEM CHLORINE OXI-ION 
Harmful to the environment? YES . NO 
Negative effects on hair, skin, ear, nose & throat? YES NO 
Constant monitoring & handling? YES NO 
Releases toxic gases? YES NO 
Damage to pool equipment and clothing? . YES NO 
A1fected by sunlight, temperature &.evaporation? . YES NO 
Need to shock pool to oxidize contaminants? YES NO 
Suspected Carcinogen? YES NO 
Corrosi ? YES NO 

· .. : 
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WHERE DO I INSTALL MY OXI-ION SYSTEM ? 

Heater Fdter 

Filter Enhanc:er 

2. 

1 

Pump 
Tuner 

Pool 
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. 'Mr. ~licepr 
-- _ -447 San VJceme AJW,::tt 

Sall1a MoDica, Ca. 90402 

Dear Peter.. 

196 TOI"ANUA DIU V8 
BONJTA SPRINGS, Fl.OIUDA34l34 

· ~~thl-lon Pool Water Treatment S)Jstem is ~tally safe when used. accordiDg to directions. 
We usc ozone in low quanities that oxidize particals inside the pool p1umbinl and then retums to ~n as it 

_ _ eDters the IWbmaiD& pool We also use safe levels ot copper aud silwr ionbation. The recoaunended JeveJs are 
.20 PPM or copper. 'l1ds lewl it one fourth tbC B.P.A.: standatd. fbr drinklng water. Also copper is a basic eleme11t -
mquin:cl in our bodies. We U!C silver at safe le\leJs olappi'CQ"imatoly 10 to lS PPB. Tbo B.P.A. a1loM 100 PPB in 
,dritlkhw water. NASA bas used silver to disiafect water in the space progtam for many years(see attached). 

·OlJr,preiJIICI!Jias•..maalabets or har.mta1 cb.emicals aad when used. propcdy. wU1 not con1amiaate the 
. :cavirDnml:dl 

A •imnii•\(!IOCII • .. up orwatet which must be te~rmcec~. proper pH. cak:ium.and totat alkalimw m.111t be 
:aaaildaine4 11bese tueaS require adjuslmcmts in_ order to provide safe water to swim. · · 

. . 

~, :' .TIIJs ..,u.Mife wltu rud a«m~rding to directions. . -·--

.. ·- , 
··, . 

. .' .. ·, ; .. 

,_•. 
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NASA TECH BRIEF 

----------~----------------~~-NASA Teeh Briefs are i~~ to summarize specirtc: innovation~ derived from the U.S. space proaram, -
to enc:pu~e .their ~mmercial appli~tion. Copies are available to the public at IS. centa each, ....... , 
fr.omthe Clearin~9use ~o~:.Fcderal_~ientUlc and TcchDicallnformation, Spriftafield, !!f'linia lllSl. ·-' 

..ot ... • ... 
... 

'... . . -.. . . -" ·-"* • 
El-~olytic Silver lon Cell Sterilizes Water. Supply 

·41\n electrolytic water .krilizer hat--bccri' cJ~elopcd no heat. elaborate controls. or matef.ial replacement, 
for control of microbial eon'-mination ·in . manned the usc or silver ions in a apacecraf'l at.Uilizer hu many 

'\..; spacecr&Jts~ Individual sterilizer celis.are self..contained advant1aes over ocher posaiblo s&crilization methQds. ,.-
. ·. · . .,.;. "\. and require '"o external power or COQtrol. Tbe com· Many or the advantaaes of the new sterilizer, includiiia 

.. ,, . " paetnea.~d liabt~iat:-t. or the uniiS '(measuring 2.5 . theadvant.lae that the silver ions do ft~~ impart a'n ~n-
' ., ., · -\. inches; in di~tnt3~r X ~ incbcs !n-len~h~ and"Weiibtn&. pleasant t.lste lO the water. can be realjicd also in non- ·· 
: -~ ·: _·' ': ... ~.6 po~nd) a~d ~~~ Gf !'X~I!'f!'~hanisms make spac:capplications. This water steritiz;U should al~ be 
';"., '..x , 'it ~ble to lntca*ltl).lCh.J!,C!ll~r:s~~lth t~e potable of valbe to bloloaical laboratories. pharfi'I&CCfltpl ·C · ··•'- '. .;,. · · ··..; . ··· > wat~ supply or wastcrwater~SYJICf'!'"jn confined areas. . · companies, and underwater craft. : ·J c 
. .,..,. ., .. ,· "': ..,.·'» ,_ .... ,"(he stetiliztr··aenerates-:-silver·ions -in· ~ncentra- Note: · .. ~ : ~i 
~- ~~ '';.,. ·< tioM of SO ppb (pans per bi~lion) to 100 ppb in.,the Oesisndet.li1sandtesuesultsarecontainedin Report 
., ........... ": ... , ~_,at.er flow system, the desired conc:cntration beina . NASA·CR-6S738whichisavailablorrom: ·. 

~- \ ~~ ~:.:"'\. adjustcd as a ~unction of t~e aver:~gc .water flow. rate., Clcatioahouseror FederarScienlific. ~!\ 
\ . : '"'·. ~ ~:·. , After ins.taltataon or a umt. no ~aantenancc .a r~ "\ and Technical lnformauon l 
'j" .· ·... . .... ·\,/; 'q.uircd. Opea:ation ohhe Knit is adf-l,mitina. preclud- . . Sprinafield, Virsinia221Sfi . }" n. 
· · -r··· ~." "in& damage to the system if water ceases to now. A Pric:c$3.00 :.· • ; ;\ 
': ·: t~~J:.£;/' _. \..p~t is provided for .on~ff funaions a~!d monitoring Refcrenc:c: 868-lOSSS · : · l; , 
;:_. -• ·.:...... .. · . . of current now. Untt l1fe eJlpec:tancy IS 9000 hours ... , ' • 
\, .t£Jt'::':!<S} W\thouu change ofthc power s~?ply bat~ ·. · Patent status: > ·· .· · · < :· 
--~ , ..,. i ., , )..aboratory tests o( the ster11tzer under 11mulated This invention is owned by NASA;·.and a patent :ap.. 
'l . f )',., . . col_ldi_dons have demonstrated CSICfttially complete kill plication bas been filed. Royalty.f'(ee, nonexcluSiY,e _., 
l •th' &h cs ,., 1 dEs h ridz~ licenses for its commercial use wi~ be aranted. ~ 

·_: . h::!i12·(' ··. WI. ~~ o.urso '" !'~!"'"""us an · ~ • " NASA. Inquiries concerning liccnso.dghts should b.c 
•· :,~f"':'··'-~ -·~--~ol,i ~actena ~t 1n INUal concc~lfatt~s of ap- made to NASA, Code GP, Wash; ..... on. D.C.. 20_ S46. 
· ·' :· • f.:>.- · ~xhnatclySxlO organismspermillihter. .. · .. ,... 1 

· ' : ' · · /~Uyerionsinconcentrat,ionsofSOto tOOppb. which ·· Sour_cc:J.B.~illerm~~andC.F.A.Ibr'tlf 
\,;_ . -~ . ,_retiom:oxic when inacste~. have been rceoanizcd rot-- ofTheGarrcttCorporauon(AtR.CecarchMfa,Div;p 
,~1 .. ~' ma_ny years as an effective bac~!J.c.id.c-Since..-stenl1ia- _· ·- under~ntt,aa. to 
. --~:. ··'· .:·· :. ·· ·: ticm unit for cf\!l=Faft 'W8ter.tvttems must o-rate in· · Manned·Spacec:raftCcmter 
~ ::r-" ,. r- . . ·_· .. _\ (" .. SC· __ l_·.,t_a,·.21 ... ) ~· }~, ! .. · . _ ~o~ily::CO~u~littl~ electrical power ,and require ., "' 

~rf-L-> /, / (r>) .: · . ' ·· · .. ~ ~· : ;~;i\\ 
', l~~ ~·Jr.~~ .''' ·· 1 ' ;_ J' caJOI~ 
.c ... ,.-•t '•" l . ~ .... _... ! - "I ~ ' -.-., ..........._ .,.,. ;.1 •• / ,,~·: ) 

~itf-.:,< / > n · .. ·•. 0 ::· -"·_--.,:_.. 0 • • • / i ' :·. ! 0 

" . · ·";· -- . ~~;,. · :llais document wal pt'flp&I'Od udcr the ~P ~ .Natioftal · ::·. ~ ...umes ~ liabilhy ......., frGID ~~~e: '* c( U.S 
•. ._ . _.......t.,;. """' .,.,. ••· ""'A«vnat.ltiii"and Spa111 ~tion • .Nci&bor .tbc _Ua!ied Stater. " ia{OC1Dilicm contabaod in thia ~car~..._-'*~ 

. . . GoWIIIIDCftl .... aay plftJOII ac:tilli.Pft·llchalf ot ~ U!!~-·- ••me r ... .,nv..a, ....... ,....... . / . ' ... . . . ,-~~~-~= .. ~:L._ ..... ~~-;":--~~· ~.-~~-:·· . · .. :--',-·~·~.-... -~-"t_ ' .. -,.~_),.. I 
-- ..... ~·~· ~ 
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.. . ' final R.cport 

DEVELOPMENT OF 
AN ELECTROLYTIC SILVER·ION GENERATOR 

FOR WATER STERILIZATION 
IN APOLLO SPACECRAFT WATER SYSTEMS.-.· 

Apollo Applications Pr~qram 
. . . .: -~~-- . . .... , 

'-~-6i:2t5a·· , 
.. ~-

·--~~-~ ............ ··- ····· ~-~ -·---- ··June~·- &967 · . · . 
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. . · . Prepared by 

... ._qz.~l!!.flk~::!:!:== . ·---- .- .. ___ ,_ ----- ...... .--· .............. .. 
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Prepared (elf 

Manned Spacecraft Center 
National Acron:aurics and Space Administration •.. 

Houston. Texas 
·• 
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Weeger Residence 
2666 Fabuco Road 
Topanga, California 

Typical Dally Water Consumption For Weeger Residence Indoor Uses 

2Adults 
1 Child 
No Stables 

• 

Native Species Drought Resistant Landscaping 
One Pool With Cover For Evaporation and Energy Conservation 
Domeatlc Well Water Syatam 

House Fixtures 
Master Toilet 
~Guest Toilet 1 
• Guest Toilet 2 
iJack & JDI Toilet 
Master Shower 
Guest Shower 

· Jack & Jll Tub-S~ - ·-
Master Tub 
Kitchen Sink 
. Laundry Sink 
! Maatar Sinks 
Guest Sink 1 
GuestSink2 
. Jack & JIU Sinks 
lBarSink 
~Washing Machine 
'Dishwasher ==-- ...:=..:.:::::.:.. 

MinaiFiuaheal 
Gallons Unit Cycles GaiiDal Model 

! 
-,.-

9.6; American Standard #2264 1.6 ' gpf ! 6 -American Standard #2264 1.6 i gpf 0 i 01 
American Standard #2264 1.6 gpf 0 I o! 
American Standard #2264 1.6 gpf 3 ' 4.8 ~ ! 

---~ 

Grohe Relexa Plus #2817 2.5 gpm l 16 40 .. 
-·-···~-·-· .... 

Grohe Relexa Plus #2817 . 2.5 gpm ! 0 0 
--·-·~-- .. ... .. .. 

Grohe Relexa Plus #2817 2.5 gpm i 6 15 ; 
---~---. . .. 

Sinfonia 256711RO 2.2 gpm I 0 I 0 i 

Grohe Eurodisc t33330LO 
----~-----, 

2.2 gpm 3 i 6.6: 
Grohe Wall Mount #31404 2.2 gpm 1 I 2.2j 
Grohe Sinfonia 206551RO 2.2 gpm 2 ! 4.4~ 
Grohe Sinfonia 206551RO 2.2 . gpm 0 0' 

! 

. __ ....._ ________ 
Grohe Sinfonia 206551RO 2.2 gpm 1 __ 0 ___ . ___ ....... ___ 9.~ 
I Grohe Sinfonia 206551RO 2.2 j gpm ! 1 · 2.2: : 

' ···-,···----·----... - ...... ·-· ...... -.......... 
Grohe Classic #21299000 2.2 j ....QP!!1 . l 0 0' 
Bosch WFK2401UC 15 -r gpe·-·-r 1 

--,--·- -·---···: 
I 15! 

Bosch SHU6806UC. 3.8 · l ODC 1 1 I 3.6: •.. , •• - .... :t 

I ~OTAL FIXTURES • 191 Total Daily 
Indoor Usa e 103.4 

CONnNGENCY 
15% 118.9 

TOTAL INDOOR & OUTDOOR USAGE . 
W/CONnNGENCY@15% 

428.9 
490.9 

• 

• 

....-..-------! 
I 

J.!t:'!!C:....!~--1 ! 



--~ WeagerR.CI 
2658 Fabuco Road 
Topanga, Callfomla 

- - - - - -
Typical Dally Water Consumption For Weeger Residence Native Landscaping · 

- -·- - - -
IRRIGATION LEGEND 

8-lllr. Wfrdlr W...rlng 8chHIIII . . 
CONVERSION TOTAL 

SYMBOL TYPE PAni!RN P.&L GPH GPM ·HEADS .. -~-·-
LOW-FLOW SPRINKLERS FULL CIRCLE 10 15 0.25 10 

l~SPRINKLERS 112CIRCLE 10 9 0.15 10 

LOW.FLOW SPRINKLERS 114CIRCLE 10 5 0.08 10 
PRESSURE COMP. DRIPPER DRIP 15 O.S5 0.01 30 
PRESSURE COMP. DRIPPER DRIP 15 0.88 0.02 25 
PRESSURE COMP. DRIPPER DRIP 15 2.02 0.03 21 
MINI IN-LINE DRIPPERS DRIP 10 0.46 0.01. 25 
STREAM SPRAy 8U88l_I:!:R I BUBBLER 15 9 0.15 20 

I TOTAL HEADS 111 

· MI.NB 
A· ·-:a 

OAY DAY RAD 

15 5 10 

15 5 6 

11 5 8 
120 80 DRIP 
120 80 DRIP 
120' 80 DRIP 
120 80 DRIP 
15 5 1.2 

. 
MODEL## IIFGR. 

R183C RAINDRIP 

R186C RAINDRIP 

R110C RAINDRIP 

R108C RAINDRIP 
R110C RAINDRIP 
R112C RAINDRIP 
R116C RAINDRIP 
R157C - p 

RI!MARK8 
~"'!!Wf.'.l!l'" 

~"!!~"".'~-

~~-·~~· 

Low FilM 
Low FilM 
Low FilM 
Low FilM 
Low Flaw 

TOTAL DAILY 
OUTDOOR USAGE 

825Y-2" FEBCO REDUCED PRESSURE 
81500U RAINDRJP PLASTIC-200 PSI RATED 
13285 TORO PLASTlC 314• 
RS72C · RA1NDR1P IN-LINE MOUNTED -------···----r-···-· ···-·----

. ··-------···· .... . ......... ______ , ..... ----

R.G. W.C.S. INSTALl PER SPECS. 
R450C fWNDRIP PLASTIC & BRASS 
R1154D .... RAINDRIP PLASTIC ·-
R151D .. ~ ... ~NDRIP. PLASTIC···-·---

1 

.... ____ ·: ___ ~ .. :.·~-~--+·· _____ ·--~~.·1-~····:·.~~-~ ==~~-·-~----i 
..... -···-- .. . .. ····-.:....!-...:..-----··... .... ... - ···--· ···-·--·-·-

-
. 

GALS GALS. 
A-DAY 8-0AY 

37.50 12.50 

22.50 7.50 

12.50 4.17 

33.00 18.50 
49.00 24.50 

101.00 suo 
23.00 11.50 
45.00 15.00 

142.2 

172.0 183.1 
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PLOT PLAN 46571 
2656 Fabuc:o Drive, Malibu 
Tuna Canyon Significant Watershed 

Approval for new 3,990 square foot two-story single family residence, 740 square foot bam, 
swimming pool, and septic tank, subject to the following conditions: 

+ Fuel modification plans should be developed to the satisfaction of the Fire Department; 

+ Use natural earth tone colors of local area for house exterior; 

+ Night lighting, if any, shall. be directed downward, of low intensity, at low height. 
shielded, and for security purposes only; use motion detector for security lighting; and 

+ Use California Native Plant Society (CNPS) list for landscape plants. 

Approval for mobile home to be used as a residence of the owner and his family during the 
construction by such owner of a permanent residence, but only while a building permit for the 
construction of such residence is in full force and effect and provided: 

•• 

1) That the site plan submitted shall demonstrate a reasonable, practical and economically • 
feasible means·of removing the mobile home following completion of conStruction; and 

2) That such mobile home shall contain not more than one dwelling unit not to exceed 12 feet in 
width and with no structural attachments; and 

3) That such mobile home shall be removed from the site prior to the end of 12 months from the 
date of approval unless a conditional use permit has first been obtained 

., • t;· · Environmental Review Board minutes of March 20, 2000 are attached.. 

rs 1 of"' 
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· los Angeles County 
Oeparlmenl of Regional Planning 

Oiflrlor of PI11J11ing JIIII6S [. Hartl, AICP 

MINUTES OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW BOARD (ERB) 
MEETING OF MARCH 20, 2000 

(Approved May 15, 2000) 

PERSONS IN ATTENDANCE: 

EBB MEMBERS 

Noel Davis, PhD 
Suzanne Goode 
Travis Longcore, PhD 
Ron OndroZeck 
Martba.Wjtter, PhD · 

.. ,~~··:-.. 

Plot Plaa 457J5 Representatives 

Pete Durham 
Glory Fioram~ti 
Terry Valente 

Plot Plan 46571 Representatives 

Cary W, Gepner 
Steve Nelson 
Peter J. Weeger . 

Project 96-150 Representatives 

Mamy Randall 
Steve Yett 

AGENDA ITEMS 

MINUTES 
MAACH 20, 2000 

,'··"' 

. 
REGIQNAI. PI.ANNING STAlE· . 

Winnifted Wilson 
Daryl Koutnik, PhD 

(310) 455-3847 
. (31 0) 455-3847 
(31 0) 456-8990 

(818) 591.:7172 
(949) 753-7001 
(310) 260-9118 . 

(310) 395-2615 
(31 0) 456--3625 

EXHIBIT NO. '2 () 

1. Witter moved and Goode s~nded that the Minutes of the November IS, 1999 ERB 
meeting be approved as written. 

ERB recommend¢ that the "ERB Recommendations" fi"Om the Minutes be included as a 
cover page for each approved plot plan. 

~. '. I 
320 Wist Tempfe Slreet • Los Angeles, CA 10012 • 213 874-6111 Fax: 213 626-0131 • TOO: 211 .611-2282 



NEW BUSINESS 

2. Plot Plan 45735 - See Attachment ERB Item 2. 

3. Plot Plan 46571 - See Attachment ERB Item 3. 

4. Project 96-150 .: See Attachment Item 4. 

ERB- March %0,2-
PAGE20J'3 

****************************************************************************···~· 
NOTE: 
ERB MEETINGS ARE INFORMAL WORKING SESSIONS. MEMBERS ARE APPOINTED AS 
VOLUNTEERS TO SERVE IN AN ADVISORY CAPACITY. MINtJTES ARE PREPARED BY PLANNING 
STAFF PRIMARILY FROM NOTES. MEE'J"..NGS ARE ALSO RECORDED ON TAPE WHICH ARlt USED 
PRIMARILY AS A BACK-UPFORSTAJ'.Ii'. VISITORS ARE ADVISED TO TAKE PROPERNOT.I!:S AND/OR 
RECORD THE MEETING. NEW OR CLAlUFIED INJ'ORMATION PR'ISENTED IN BIOTA REVISIONS 
MAY RAISE NEW ISSUES AND REQUIRE FURTJIER ANALYSIS. MINUT1tS ARlt GENERALLY 
APPROVED AT THE FOLLOWING MEETING. DRAJ'T MINUT1tS MAY BE REQ~ BtJT AU 
stJB.1ECT TO REVISION. . 

.. .. 
"' 

• 

• 
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ERBJTEM3 

ENVffiONMENTAL REVIEW BOARD 

Case No. 

Location 

Applicant 

Request 

Resource Category 

ERB Meeting Date: 

ERB Evaluation: 

Recommendations: 

Plot Plan 46571 

2656 Fabuco Drive, Malibu 

Peter & Michelle Weeger 

Single family residence, swimming pool, bam & septic system 

Tuna Canyon Significant Watershed 

March 20, 2000 

_Consistent· __ Consistent _x_ Inconsistent 
after Modifications 

- Habitat disruption cannot be fb1ly mitigated as required by Table 1 

(parcels Jess than 20 acres & distant from services sricb as fire and sheriff 

protection) 

-Proposed fuel modification plan is not likely to be approved by the 

County Fire Department (Zone A "Wet Zone" will most probably need 
. . . 

to be greater than 20 feet); e)jmjnate Zone B "Irrigated Zone" from plan 

and make veption tbjnnina within Zone C specific to the existing 

. ycgetation; ve~etation clearana; wiJJ QCC1U' on soils haying hip erosion 

potential; implCment an erosional contml plan (including bnnch psses 

and mechanical features such as dry stack walls along contours); chip and 

keep on-site all vegetation removed ftmn thinning. 

- Relocate ham wjthjn the fuel modification area for the bonse or deJetc 

(too many muctures per Table 1 standards) 

-lise California Native Plant Society (CNPS) list for landSCBI?"plants; 

recommend that driveway/mads remain JlllPaved and planted witb natiye . 

bunch grass (Sfi;pa,J. 

-Night ligb~ng to be directed downward. ofJow intensit):. at low 

height, shielded and for security purposes only; use motion detector for 
. . 

security ·Jigbtin_g. 

-Use natural earth tone colors of1oca1 area for house exterior 

Staff Recommendation: .lL Consistent _ Consistent _Inconsistent 
after Modifications 

Suggested Modifications: 

-
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n 
November 2, 2000 

Pete and Michele Weeger 
447 San Vincente Blvd. Apt #1 
Santa Monica, California 90402 

BING YEN & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
Geotechnical & EnvitonmeniBI Constt'lata, Estllb6shed 1979 

BY A Project No. 49.92096.0006 

SUBJECT: Hydrogeologic Evaluation, 2656 N. Fabuco Road, Topanga Canyon Area, 
Los Angeles County, (!alifornia 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Weeger, 

In accordance with your request and authorization, Bing Yen & Associates. Inc. (BYA) evaluated 
the hydrogeologic conditions at the proposed homesite of Pete and Michelle Weeger at 2656 
North Fabuco Road, Topanga Canyon Area, Los Angeles County, California. Our work included 
review of published and unpublished geologic and hydrogeologic data, evaluation of the available 
data, and preparation of this letter. The purpose of the work was to evaluate the potential · 
hydrogeologic impacts on the site and surrounding environment of construction of a single-family 
home with associated domestic water well and septic disposal system. 

BY A previously evaluated the hydrogeologic conditions on the neighboring (Jason) property to · 
·the south (see Figure 1- attached). Based upon our review, the site geologic and hydrogeologic 
conditions, as well as anticipated well-water usage and groundwater recharge conditions at the 
Weeger property are anticipated to be essentially the same as described in the referenced reports 
for the adjoining Jason property. Furthermore, BY A's conclusions presented in the referenced 
reports regarding the potential hydrogeologic impacts of construction of the Jason home are 
equally applicable to the Weeger property. As described in the referenced Jason-property reports, 
conservative, worst-case hydrogeologic conditions were qualitatively modeled and found to pose 
no significant impact at the site or cumulative impacts to the area. The modeled conditions 
conservatively assume a .. closed water system" and therefore the model described in the 
referenced reports already accounts for cumulative impacts from development of all surrounding 
properties. · 

In summary, BY A finds that: 

• The findings and conclusions presented in the referenced Jason property reports are 
equally valid and ~pplicable as applied to the Weeger property; and 

• Constructi.on of the Pete and Michele W eeger home will not pose a significant adverse 
cumulative or site-specific impact to the hydrogeologic conditions in the vicinity of the 
Weeger property. 

2310 Ponderosa Drive, Suite 1, CamariDo, CA 93010 Tel. (805) 383-0064 Fax (805) 383-3( 
A aubaldlary of ATC Group Servlcea, Inc. 

• 
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November 2, 2000 49.92096.0006 

We appreciate the opportunity to assist you on this project. If you have any questions regarding 
this letter, please contact us at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

BING YEN & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

-2-
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APPENDIX A 

References 

Bing Yen & Associates, Inc.: Hydrogeologic Evaluation, 20556 Betton Drive, Topanga Canyon 
· Area, Los Angeles CQunty, Califomia, dated May 31, 2000 

__;___:Response to Verbcil Comments by California Coastal Commission, 20556 Betton Drive, 
Topanga Canyon Area, Los Angeles County, Califo.mia, dated August 3, 2000 

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

_: Response to Verbal Comments by California Coastal Commission, 20556 Betton Drive, 
Topanga Canyon Area, Los Angeles Collnty, California, dated September 21, 2000 
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SANTA MONICA 

November 8, 2000 

Mr. Pete Weeger 
447 San Vicente Blvd., Apt #1 

. Santa Monica, CA 90402 

los ANGELES IRVINE 

...... 

Rc: JlespoDHS to Comments by California Coastal Commission, Concerning Biologicalluues 
2656 Fahuco Road, Topanga Canyon Area. Los Angeles County, California (Coastal Permit 
Application No. 4-00-143, Wecpi) 

Dear Mr. Wecgcr: 

PCR Services Corporation (PCR) in particular I, PC~ s Director ofBiologicai Services, have 
reviewed comments by the California Coastal Commission, dated September 28, 2000, conc:eming 
potential biological issues aSsociated with a well installation on the subject property. The purpose 

. of this lett;er is to provide a response to those comments. 

. As indicated in their comments the California CQastal Commission requested that potential · 
impacts from the proposed onsite water well be addressed by the qualified geologist, regarding hydro­
geology issues, and a qualified biologist. As to input from a qualified geologist, I am in receipt of and · 
have renewed documentation prepared by Bing&: Yen,.,ociates, Inc. (BYA) for an adjoining parcel 
(owned by Mark Jason). Assuming that groundwater conditions beneath the two properties are 

· virtually identical (there is no reason not to since the wells would only be 200 to 500 feet apart), I 
have based my response on this documentation for purposes of addressing biological issues related 
to your property. The BYA documentation consists of: 

• Report of Hydrogeologic Evaluation (Bing Yen &: Associates, Inc., May 31, 2000); 

• Response to Verbal Comments by California Coastal Commission (Bing Yen &: 
Associates, Inc., August 3, 2000); 

• Second Response to Comments by California Coastal Commission (Bing Yen. &: 
Associates, Inc., August 25, 2000); and, 

• Additional Hydrogeologic Informacion (Bing Yen &: Associates, Inc., September 21, 
2000}. 

I One Venture, Suite lSO.Irvine, California 92618-3328 .~:u .. ~l www.pcrnet.com ~~~ 949.753.70· 

• 
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SANTA MONICA los ANGELES IRVINE 

Mr. Pete Wecgcr · 

November 8, 2000- Page 2 

First, let me clarify that I am not a hydrologist, geologist or hydrogeologist; I am a consulting 
biologist with over 26 years of practicing experience. Early in my career I co-authored the 1976 Los 
Angdes County Significant Ecological Areas (SEA) Study, at which time Tuna Canyon was 
designated as a SEA. Since that time I have been responsible for numerous biological assessments in 
the Santa Monica Mountains, inclu~ng the preparation of a cumulative impact analysis for the Tuna 
Mesa Property Owners Association in 1978 and, more recently, a cumulative impact assessment for 
your property in February 2000. In my present role as Director of Biological Services at PCR 
Services Corporation (PCR), my staff and I are engaged in preparing the Year 2000 Significant 
Ecological Areas Update Study for the County. I mention my background to advise you that my 
comments are based on my experience with ecosystems, and not technical expertise in groundwater 
transport systems and surface hydrology. 

Bing Yen &:Associates' (BYA) initial analysis (May 31, 2000) supportS their finding that your 
project's effect on hydrogeologic water-balance will be negligible, particularly considering the fact that 

. your project is a single family residence on a 2.5-acre lot within the 1,524-acre Tuna Canyon 
watershed. BYA' s determination did require certain assumptions for modeling purposes; however, 
the assumptions did not seem unreasonable given the project's extremdy limited scope of potential 
effect. In fact, I wondered whether the net groundwater withdrawal estimated by BYA 
(80gallons/day), leading to a theoretical draw down in the groundwater table of one to four feet over 
a 50-year period, would be overshadowed and rendered moot by natural cycles in rainfall and 
groundwater replenishment. 

Similarly, in its responses to comments by the California Coastal Commission (August 3, 
2000, August 25, 2000 and September 21, 2000), BYA continued to support its findings in a logical, 
consistent manner. BYA provided a list of its reference sources, locations of nearby wells and an 
estimated time-frame for groundwater recharge via the project's proposed septic system: Most 
rdevant to the issue, BYA' s analysis of cumulative impacts did not find effects to be significant. I 
found it interesting that BYA duded to the fact that the estimated 75-year, 15-foot cumulative 
groundwater draw down approximated the water-table line in the bottom ofT una Canyon, based on 
a cross-section drawn at a scale, 1" = 400'. Again, it occurred to me that attempts to measure such 
a small potential effect in the context of the entire Tuna Canyon watershed may not be the most 
meaningful to the project's review. Moreover, I have not seen nor know of any factual evidence to 
contradict BYA' s findings or to cause a non-hydrogeologist (such as myself) to question their veracity. 
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SANTA MONICA los ANGELES IRVINE 

Mr. Pete Weeger 

Ncwanbcr 8, 2000- Page 3 

With regard to the issue of groundwater balance in general, I have personally accumulated 
sc:veral basic understandings of the relationship between development, groundwater/surface water 
resources and riparian habitats. These understandings have come from anecdotal observations and 
working with trained experts in the fidd. Fint, it is my undentanding that problems with over 
drawing groundwater resulting in rll.e loss of riparian habitat in an area are typically associated with 
high demand uses particularly under arid ·conditions where evapotranspiration results in significant 
losses. As examples, desert golf courses require up to 2,000,000 gallons per day for irrigation in the 
summer; and the Tucson metropolitan area has seriously lowered its underlying groundwater table 
resulting in significant losses of mesquite bosques. Second, groundwater tables can be recharged and 
replenished, and even be caused to rise. I have heard this is the case in the Coachella Valley where 
imported water used for irrigation of agriculture and golf counes is causing the groundwater table to 
rise. Third, many historical intermittent streams in Southern California have become perennial as 
a result of development in their watersheds. This is due to added landscape irrigation and runoff 
&om hardscape areas (e.g. roofs, driveways, and streets) that occur year-round~ Fowth, and finally, 
except in areas of extremely limited groundwater, rural residential development alone is not associated 
with overdraft conditions and advene effects on riparian habitats the overwhdming majority of the 
time. 

Based on these understandings, I do not perceive that the subject project has the potential to 
present a problem. If you assume a typical house in the surrounding subdivision has a 2,500 square 
foot foundation, and the irrigated landscape area and Zone A fud modification extends 50 feet out, 
the total maximum irrigation needs encompasSes approximatdy 20,000 square feet. Subtract from 
this the area of driveway, patio, pool, and other non-irrigated landscape area (say 40 percent of the 
total yard area) and you are left with somewhere in the neighborhood of 12,000 square feet (about 
0.28 acre) of irrigated area. Add this to normal residential water use (toilets, bathing, washing, etc.), 
and intuitively, I would not foresee a problem given that the majority of the entire Tuna Canyon 
watershed is undeveloped. The same case would apply to 'the cumulative analysis. Even if alll5 lots 
in the subdivision we~e devdoped, and the total landscape area for these lots became approximatdy 
4.2 acres, I still would not foresee a problem. I have seen literally hundreds of examples of thriving 
riparian habitats including surface water flows downstream of far more dense development than is 
being proposed by you and in the surrounding subdivision. As you recall, this is the same conclusion 
I reached in my previous cumulative assessment for your project. 

• 
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For the reasons discussed above, I would accept the BYA analysis and responses to Coastal 
Commission Staff comments as conclusive that the effects of your project, on both an incremental 
and cumulative basis, arc not potentially significant in regards to downstream riparian habitats. 

I hope this input is helpful •. If you have any questions or comments, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 
PCR SERVICES CORPORATION 

~Co.{-uf~ .., 
Steven G. Nelson 
Director of Biological Services 



STATE OP CALIPORNIA-THB USOURCBS AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, GOVIIHOil ' 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 PREMONT, sum 2000 
SAN PltANCISCO, CA MillS· 2219 
'{OJCB AND TDD (415) 904• 5200 
PAX ( 415) 904· 5400 "· 

6April2001 

MEMORANDUM 

To: James Johnson, Coastal Program Analyst 
From: Mark Johnsson, Senior Geologist 
Re: Weeger water well 

In response to your request for a list of information that we will require to fully evaluate 
the Weeger water well permit application, I have prepared the following list. Please feel 
free to share this with the applicant and/ or his consultants: 

1) In general, the hydrogeologic report should adhere to the guidelines put forth by the 
Board of Registration for Geologists and Geophysicists, available at: 

http:/ /www.dca.ca.gov I geology /publications/report_guidelines/ groundwater_investigation.html 

and append~d to this memo. 

2) In addition there are a number of specific questions that I have that should be raised. 

a) I note that this is an application for an after-the-fact permit on an existing water 
well. Accordingly, I would like to see pumping tests on that well to measure: 

1) Well yield (72-hour pumping test) 
2) Type of aquifer (from shape of h0 - h versus t plot) 
3) Transmissivity of the aquifer 
4) Stoarativity of the aquifer 

b) lithologic and geophysical logs of the well. 

c) Locations of all wells in area bounded by Dix Canyon on the north and tributaries 
to Tuna Canyon to the west, south, and east. 

c) Owners of neighboring wells should be approached for the use of their wells to 
perform distance-drawdown tests to measure transmisivity and storativity on a 
larger scale 

• 
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d) Owners of neighboring wells should be approached for release of existing 
lithologic or geophysical logs 

e) Locations and estimates of discharge (dated), of all springs and seeps on or 
draining into the tributaries of Tuna Creek above their confluence at 
approximately 1280 feet elevation 

3) This information should be evaluated to reach a conclusion concerning the impacts 
that usage of the water well would have on discharge of ground water to ESHA in 
upper Tuna Canyon. In addition to whatever estimate of water usage is provided by 
the applicant, this analysis should also use an annually averaged usage of 1339 
gallons per day, which represents actual usage of neighbors, per opponents to Jason 
project. 

4) Finally, the applicant should comment on water quality issues: 

a) What water treatment may be necessary to make ground water meet 
household requirements, and what effect that would have on the usage 
estimates used above. 

b) Provide evidence that there will be no water quality impacts of the septic 
system (particularly nitrate loading) 

Given what we have learned about the Tuna Canyon watershed in the months since the 
Jason project was approved, this information should be considered a necessary filing 
requirement. The application should not be considered complete until this information 
is obtained. 

I hope that this request is useful, please do not hesitate to call with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

01111111t",/St~&7 
Mark Johnsson 
Senior Geologist 
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Clelldl&.~ 
Enakleed!JS~ 

C'ilallnd Wilier 
(105) 541-14i3 

13900.:.......Ddve 
s.n Lull Ollllpo • 

July 17,2001 &~~~!~!OJ r-:-1-:-T NO-. ---. 
Pele&Michale Weepr 
447 San v..-Bivd., Apt 11 
SaataMoaica, CA 90402 

Sabjed: 

DearSU: 

11is iawJsaiptim is in respouse to the COIIDfi'DS ofc..tal Commillion ~ pa- the JDIIIlOIBitiJum of 
Apd 6, 2001 8Dd the tbJiow..up Jetter cllted 1uDe 18, 2001 boch preperecl by Mark 1ota.o.o, Seaior 
GeoloPt The two quatioDs poaed by Mr. 1ohnaoa are: 1) What In the ground water CODbbltiolls 
to the i6entifled J3aviroomen1a11 Sauitive Habitat Area (BSHA) aiona the iDtemitteal tributlriel to 
1\ma ·Canyon west, south and east of the Weeger popaty ?; and 2) What 'WOUld be the inlpld to 
ground WitS' raurces of the resideDtial use oftbat existiua well? 

The iulbi1natma nquested by Mr. 1olnton iDdude 1) Results of a pmpiDg test iacllldiag well yield, 
type of aquifer, tr•tnillivity and storatMty; 2) Jitbolosic IDf1 pophyBicallop of the wei; 3) locatioDs 
of al weDs in area bounded by Dix Canyon on the DOith 8Dd tribubaies tO Tuaa Canyon to tbe west, 
lOUth ad east; 3) LocatioDs aad •i•'llel of dilcbarge (dated), of al1p1iogs IDd seeps on or draiaiag 
into the tril:aaries of Tuna Creak above their cxmfh...._ at appoxi11•tely 1280 feet elevation. Wllb 
tlis iDformation, Mr. 1obnsDl requeated an analysis of the impacts of the usaae of tbe wata" well on 
didqe of ground wrm to the ESHA in upper Tuna Canyon. Mr. Johosson also nquested 1hat the 
qualily"ofWifer fi'om the well be dilcusaed with respect to water tnea a•&41br houlehoJd requinmeats 
aad what effeot tbat -wou1d have c:m the usaae eslimates; IDf1 how the pa:aMiecl 'WIIIIIlMII:er quaJity 
cou1d eB:ect Giber users of the ground Wlfer, both ~11al and autblopogeaic (parliadady 

--loadiqi). 

In orda' to nspond appropriately to Mr . .Johnsson's ~ Ceath aad AsaociatN 1ms campled the 
avdabJe intbrmation requested, supervised a pumpma test of the existing weD. on the property. · 
perlbnned a field rectmDBissance of springs in the drainases adjacent to the p1opaty, nMewecl 
pub1ished seoJoaic maps of the area, noted nearby wells., aud iaterpleted quality cbal:act8istics of tbe 
watcrpocluced &om the suQiect well This ldtel' report IIUIDII8ias 1he fiodinss oftlis im,wtipam A 
deicaiplion of1he study..., geology 8Dd ~ 8Dd sp1iap is provided as tbuodation.to the respouse 
to the questions poaed by Mr.1olason 1blowiog theft:ak. The well log is iaciiJded in the Appeadix. 
The water quality of the well water is also induded in the appeodix. 
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stUDY ABU. 

1he study..,. iDdudes the upper watershed area oflima Canyon above an eleYation of 1350 feet A 
photostaph of the area is shown on Figure 1. Ftve small tributaries drain the nortbem part of this 
W~~taabed. Oftbese tbur tributaries, tho western tbur tributaries drain .-eas predoaimgmtJy uodedaiD 
by Sespe FODDBtion. The eastsn tributaJy drains a tributary watershed uodedain predomi••Jtly by 
Coat Canyon FOI'IIIItioa. The Woepr property is located at an elevation of about 1700 teet, less than 
200 filet below the watashed. divide of the eastern middle tributaly. The property cowrs an area of 
about 2.S acres aad slopes to the south. Tbe poperty is amenity cow:red by DDIHiparian lwsli 

· wgetatioa. 'I'.bele are no springs on the property. The location of the eliRiag water well serving this 
pan:eUs ahown on F,..-e 1. · 

While Mr. Jolnson bad identified the study area as including the area bounded by Dht Canyon aud tho 
tributaries to Tuna Canyon to the west, south and east, Cleath & Associates has sligbt1y modified this 
.lllldy area to indude the area within Tuna Canyon watersbed uodedain by the ·pologic fonoation 
which yields water to the Weeger well (FJgUR 2). This geolosic tbrmation is the Seepe Pmmaaion 
(masenta m color on the map). 

GEOLOGY 

Tbis area is appropriate fbr dis investigation because the existing well proposed for use by.· The 
Wtlef!IIS Family taps itactured sandstoDe aquifers within the Sespe Formation and the ground water 

. witJDD this ibn nation js distiDct rmd separate iom the ground water in the adjaceot geolosic units. This 
cbsenation is based on the cfiflinnce in the rock types (8f:radsraphy) and the existence of &nlting and 
fblctins (structure). A major &u1t 1bllows the southern and eastern boundaries of the Sespe Formation 
(the Zuma &ult). WJtbin the Sespe Formation beds, pologic SlrUCtules and intrusive ipao.Js dikes 
have disrupted bedding which tbrtherreduce the area extent of the aquifers tapped by the project well. 

Statiaa aplay 

The Sespe Formation is compdsed of ll01HDirioe saadstone and abate beds ranging in age ftom upper 
Eoceae to lower Mioceoe. The buff' colored sandstone beds are the more permeable uuits within the 
Sespe Formation. The shale beds witbin the Sespe Formation are Jess permeable but d yield 
adequate quantities of water' to wells fOr residential purposes. 

South and east of the Sespe Formation aud uoderlying the Sespe Formation is the Coal Canyon 
Fonnatio.o. The Sespe Formation is in &ult contact with, and ~ the Coal Canyon Formation. 

2 
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Figure 1 . 
Photographic Features 
Tuna Canyon Area 
Los Angeles County, California 

Cleath & Associates 
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Map Source: USGS Map 1-1148 
Geologic Map of East-central Santa Monica Mountains. 
Los Angeles County, California 

Map Scale: 1 inch : 1000 feet 

Figure 2 

Geologic Map· 
Tuna Canyon Area 
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Cleath & Associatesp•j• t.f · 
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463 pDons per day is less tban is proposed by The WeeiJas. Thetef.bn; the water use estimate tbr the 
Weepr property is reasouable. The wat« estimate reconnnended by :Mr. Johnsson is appropriate tbr 
developments with DOD-Dative 1audscapo irriptioD. 

This water would be supplied by the existing well on the Wtl:fi!IC poperty. The existing well has been 
iDspected aDd approved by the IA County Health Departm.eat. The wen has been tested at 47 p11ons 
pa- minde. The Weep- well would need to be pumped at a rate of 47 gallons per mirade tbr Jess than 
e1eveo. mimrtes per day to meet their daily ckmmd. 

IMPACI'S ON WELlS 

In order to assess the impacts of operating the Weeger well on ground water produdion and water 
levels in a4jaceot wells,. it is important to determine first if tbe 8l.ljacent wells produce water trom the 
same ground water R'ISCIVOir. This detemination involves a review of the geology when, the weDs are 
located and where ~ the wen lop. GmeraDy, wc1s tbat produce ftom diffeleot geologic 
fonnations or fi'om different rock tJpes are in ctiffera:lt ground water storage units and should be 
em1uded fiom this 8D81ysis. For wtls that produce fi'om the same tbrmation and rock type, the 
aBSeBSIDaJt should exclude those wells which are structura1ly separated ftom the lll.1iject well These 
structuraJly separated wells often have sipificantly diffelent ground water sur&ce elevations tban in the 
subject well. .. 

1he Weeger well produces water fi:om the Sespe Formation sandstones. The ground water surface 
eleYation m the Weegerwell is about 1560 feet above mean sea level based on a depth to water of 116 
feet and a refea-ence point elevation at the top of casing of 1676 feet above MSL (elevations taken off 
of the USGS topographic map). 

To the 110itbeast of the Weegec well, there are a few weDs which provide water to resideoces {YJSUR' 
2). The Zaaini well has a water 1evel e1ev11ion of approximately 1610 feet and produces ftom hard 
pJ.ay rock tbat we would iDtapret to be iDtrusiw igneous rock. Tbe Jobbins well is at a ground surf8ce 

. ekMdion of about _1680 feet aud had a depth to water of about 110 feet when drilled, tbr a grouod 
water surtace elevation of 1570 feet, similar to the Weeger well but produces fi'om a difftleot ~ of 
~ gp.y shalo, whidl is likely to be the Coal Canyon FOI'JDidion. The ScipioDi well is RpOrted to be 
podndns ftom 90 feet of sbale (per ,..,..,.letta'). Therefore,. 11011e of these weDs are within the 
SIIIJID bctured sandstone resencir as the Weeger -well Tbe Jason well, located about 600 feet from 
the Weeger well, produces wat« fi:om grey 8Dd red sandstone beds within the Sespe Formation aDd 
has a similar water level to that observed in the Weeger well. 

1be other wells noted in the area which tap the Sespe Formation are located north of Tuna Canyon 
Road on the Von Buskirk property in the southeastem portion of the outa'op area. These we1ls were 
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tepoded by Walter Von Bmrkirk: to be wry poducliYe 'Mil, but no public ftlCOI'ds were IMP'Iebk. ODe 
~ located north of1\m Canyon Road is at a DIICh lower grouud surfilce elevation (rougbly at ·an 
eleYaliOD of1420 feet. A secood well, located to the east of the fiuthest ~ naenoir on tlis 
property, ai80 has a much lower water leYe1 elevation tban the Weeger we1l. Tbaelble, tbele wells tap. 
a dilfenat ground water~ widlin the Sespe Formation. 

Baled Oil avai1ab1e well iofon~ the only well wbo8e water level cou1cl be infltJOIDJCI by the 
operation of the Weeger well is the Juon well Tbe Jason well was DlOlitored duriog the pump test. 

The WeeprweD was pump tested on JuDe 241Dd 2S, 2001. The dundion ofthetest was chosen at 24 
hours due to tbe bish capedty oftbis well. The pump iDslaJled in the we1l had a capedty of about 47 
pDons per min•, The total IIDOUDt of watel" pnrpQ dudng t1is teat was 67,680 pllons. 
apptoximltfiy equivalem to six: months of comumptiYe water UBe fbr the Weegw home <-nnina . 
conannptiw u. is roughly equivaleatto outdoorU~~ge). 

The tolallllllOUDl of water lCMll chawdown in the pumped well was 4.2 filet, &Ding fiom a stadc Wider' 
1ewi of 116 feet to a pumpina water level of 120.2 feet after 24 hours ofpunping Tbe rate of decJine 
of the water level per log cycle of time, used ibr dcmninina the transrniuivity, was about 1. 7 feet of 
drawdowD. per log cyde of time (FJ&ID 3). Using the Coopa'-Jacobs equation, the triDsmissivity of 
tbe 1bmwtioa was 7300 gaUons per day per 1bot. Tlis was WJi&ed by the recowry test RIIU1ts (Figure 
4). 

Tbe J8801l well WIS monitored tbr purposes of detanDni"' the stontivity of the aqui&r. While the 
coodit:kw11 which would make this test suitable for mooitoriDg were not 1rUiy met (the Jason well only 
tapa oae of the producliYe zooes tapped by • Weepr 'Mil). it is the only well which could be 
expeQI:ed to be impacted by the Weegw well A decliDe in the water level in the Jason weD was first 
DOted at11r tbur hours ofpumpiua aud a total dec1ine of I iDahea was measured at the earl of the tat· 
(FJ8Un 5). Tbe storaliYity value nadting ftom a trapsmjwjyjty of 7300 gpdl.ft, an iDitial water lcMi 
dwJse notal after 300 minutes, aud actiRance of the morJitariDs well fiom the produclion well of 600 
feet, is 0.0016. 

Using the 1laDIDissiYity value of 7300 gaUons per day per 1bot 8l1d a storativity of 0.0016, 8l1d ••nnins a puqing l'lte of 490.9 pDons p« day or 0.34 gallons per minute, the drawdown at the 
Jason well wiiCil the Weegerwell is punping should not be discemable as detamiaed Uliog the USGS 
Watel" Supply Paper 1545-C, Plate 1 Diagram Showing Drawdowns Cansed by the Dilcbarge of a 
Well fi'om an Anel1y Exteosi¥e Aquifer. 

• 
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Pumping Test - Weeger Well 
June 24-25, 2001 
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Pumping Test - Weeger Well 
Jason Observation Well 

June 24-26, 2001 
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11is ccmdusbl is evident bued on the punping test and the 8IDOUDt of water denvmd. In order to 
mert the daily water demar4, the well could be punped at the tested rate (47 gallons per mjgJte) tbr 
oo1y 11 m-. No drawdown in the Jason water well was noted duriDg the Weeger pump test at 
tbat poiDt in tbe test. 

DIPACI'S ON SPRINGS 

Spinp which sboutc1 be considered fur the impact ama1ysis are those wbidl issue out of the Sespe 
F01matiaa fi'actured sandstones tapped by the Weeger weD. Such spings sbould have a similar water 
lidlce eleYidion to dJBt in the Weeser weD. Tba'e are many other spriDgs iaring ftom the Sespe 
FOI'DIItion, particu1arty visible alona Tuna Canyon Creek which are at elevations less tban lSSO feet 
Tbeae IJI iogs flow &om portioDs of the Sespe Formation not tapped by the Weepr well. 1'b.erelbre, it 
.is DOt appropiate to ideatiiY aD spriDgs above 811 Sevation.of 1285 feet ...... eel by Mr. Jo.bnuon 
tbr JUP01C1S of dis im)ect 8Dilysis. 

The only area w1a'e spdup isaaq 1hm the Sespe grey BKistone above 811 Sevation of 1550 feet 
eouJd occur is within the tributaly watenbeds to Tulia Cqon Creek where the Weeger well is located 
and thole watenbeds immecfiateJy a4jlcent aDd to the 'Ml8t of the Weeger well watenbed. The 
IIIMiskxle laJas eocounterecl within tbe Weegw well geaeraJly tread southwestlnortl When a 
spring ..mted with these layers would most likely occur is in the upper tearhes of the wata"sbed 
west of the Weeger watenbed. Duling our recowlaiance of the area, we looked at tlis area aDd 
oblened that there may be some flow iaring out oftbis tributaly watashed duriDg the wa portioDs or 
the,_., but tbat there was DO flowiDg or standing water in tis portion of the western tributary at the 
time of our RlCCftllliwnce (June 2001). Spring ftow is evident in Iowa' reaches of the Jalby 
trhataries.Padainl by the pnsm ofaycam.ore trees (FJgUre 1). 

In addition to the filet that 110 spring was flowing at the eleYidon of the ground water sur&ce., we 
noted tbat them are three man-made .all dams on this tributary which prevent flow in this watenhed 
fiom ~ Tuna Cqon Creek. . The only reservoir stodua water during ·our reQ)IIMiSM!IC'e was 
the lowest reserwir. 

·Baaecl on the obsavation that ODly tlis one area DBY have epiJemera1 seeps associated with the 
lllldatone reservoir tapped by the Weepr weD, any recluction of ftow in tbis area is limited to the wet 
1e11011 aod sbou1d not have any Dnpect on bue flow of Tuna Cqon Creek nor s1DJ1d it have IDY 
impact Oil riparian vegetation in lima Canyon. 

S"mce the iutamittent seeps are more distant fum the Weeger well than the Jason weD, aud siDce DO 

measureable Dnpact should be &opected in the Jason well fi'an tbe Weeger weD, the wat« level decJine 

• 

at the_.,.,. shou1cl be insigritkaut and theaeCore the operation of the weesa- wen would have DO • 

6 
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impact oa seep Sows. 

WATER QUALITY 

The ground wata' p"Oduced by the Wf.feS« wen· 'W8S tested ftiCeDt1.y and the results are summarized in 
the AppeadiL The ground water in general is slightly brackish and Vfll'J hard with bigh COilCCiltl1dioD 
·of suU.ide and iron and manga•ac. Both color and turbidity due to flocaJ1ation of iron wa-e observed 
and the electrical CODductMty was measured. These physical parameters of the untreated well water 
exceeded the wajnaiiD contaujnant levels. 

Water quality in the Jason well is simi1ar to the quality of the water fi'om the Weeger well In contrast, 
the water in the Scipioai well is reported to have noteable hydrogen sulfide odor (none in the Weeger 
well based on personal observation} and 30 ppm of iron (1. 73 ppm of iron in the Weegec weJI}. 

While nme of these constituent CODCellb'Bti.on poae health haza.rds, some water treatment to reduce 
iron and 1JIIJI1&8'M'M and hardness would be desirab1e prior to its use for driaking water purposes. 
TR&Unea of t1is water for non-ddnkiDg water pmposes is not critical fur the use of t1is water, 
· a1tbougb reducing hardness and iron and manganese results in less discolc:ntion and deposits on water 
iixtlns and surfitces. 

A "Vort.elt Sym:ems" water trea•••oat system planned for use on the Weeger well water was tested and 
it rsnoved most oftbe color 8Dd 1:ulbidity and about half of the iron and one tbin:l of the manganese in 
the watcr. (see the water' quality results in the appendix) 

The use of an under-the-couuter rewne osmosis system is one method of removing salt conteot prior 
to. driaking water use in the kitcb.en. Bottled water is also an aJtemative soun::e for chinkins water and 
is quite COIIDIOI1 even in areas with domestic Wllt«. The trealment of the drinking water stream would 
R8U1t in very little wastewater and tbat eft'lnent could be disposed to the on-site wastewater tralmeot 
and disposal system, whid1 would be percoJated bade into the ground 

No nitrates -were detected in this water indiceting that there is no impact on the local ground water due 
to the OJHite wastewater disposal systems up hill ivm the weeser property. 

As a result of using this water:. .addilional salt conteot would be R.turned to the ground water', through 
the wastewater disposal field. TypicaJly, water use results in 300 to soo milligrams per Jitre pidwp of 
salts &om reside:Dtia1 uses. Once this water bas returned to the ground water, dilution would oocur 
both &om mixing with ground water and with percoJated raiD water .. Nitrate increases wiD not be 
significant because the c:xistiDs nitrate concentrations are not detectable. As a result, the wastewater 
return-:flow should not alter the quality of the ground water within the Sespe Formation to the poiDt 
that the water would be deleterious to the native vegetation or to the point tbat adjacent domestic uses 

7 
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lql1ifer Cbaracterist.ic (only two weDs exist wbidl tap tbe Sespe Formation S8DdstoDes in this area). As 
the properties ant reviewed for each of the permits discussed above, a loDger period of record fur water 
leYe1s in existiDg weDs will have e1apsed. .Additional wells may be constmcted that can be used to detail.., C'haracterislic in otba' portions of the Sespe Formation outaop area. These records and 
potaJdal new wells will provide infbrmation that will result in an improved assessmeut of the reliability 
oftbe ground water source with iua'eased ex:tradioDs as the new developments ant reviewed. 

CONCLUSION 

The information preKDted and the analysis pedocmed in tbis study bas been in response to the request 
by the Coastal Commission sad The water demand figures were reviewed by C1eath & ·Associates 
8Dd were found to be consistent with adjacent properties developed with native vegetation landscaping. 
The inYesliption bas induded a field survey of weDs and springs aod hydrogeologic features within the 
Tuna Canyon upper watelsbed aod these features have beea DOted 011 tbe aerial photopaph takal of 
the study area. 1'lle punping test of tbe Weeger well Will tllpel"Yised IDd the data was iDtapreted by . 
Cleath" Associates. 

We .-e pleased to submit this report summatiziDg the findiDss of these studies. 
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APPPENDIX 

~LLDATA 

WEEGER PROPERTY 

l6!6FABUCO 

TUNA CANYON 

Clelldl &.. Aaoc ..... 
. £natneerlns CiecJkiallts 

Cinani'WIIIIer 
(80S) 543-1413 

13SIO~Ddve 
s.n Lull Obllpo 
Callbmla 93405 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
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PAT-CHEM lABORATORIES 

.Atl8ntkxc 
Sample 1.0.1: 

Report Date: 

Ptte.J.Weager 
447 San Vicente Blvd. Apt. ' 1 
Santa Monica, CA 90404 

TinCieath 

61708 

6128/01 

P.O.#: 

SUbject Well Water Sample 

Sample lnfOnnatiOn: 

.......... , 
lranM 
MaiiiQBI"l888 M 
Total AlkaHy 
Bicarbanate 
Carbonate 
SUiateM 
Q1loride 
Nllnda 
Nllrlla 
Fluorid8 
AniOn 
Ammonia 

·. Arsenic 
Sela1hm 
Boron 

COmmen1s: 

Sample Date: 6-25-01 
Sampled by: P. Weeger 
Location: 2656 Fabuco Road 

EPA Mlltlaod 

200.7 
200.8 
310.1 
310.1 
310.1 
300 
300 
300 
300 

340.2 

350.2 
200.& 
200.8 
200.7 

Dill etlan Llllllt 
O.Q3 ingiL. 
o.cn mgiL 

1.0 mgiL 
1.0 mgiL 
1.0 mgll.. 

1 mgiL 
1 mgiL 

0.1 mgiL 
0.1 mgiL 

0.02 mgiL 
mect'l 

0.05 mgiL 
1 ugll: 
6 ugiL 

. 0.02 mgiL 

< 

< 
< 

< 

Analy8la 

1.73 mgiL 
1.20 mgiL 

. 337 mgll.. 
337 mgiL 
1.0 mgll.. 

790 mgll 
ff1 mgll 
0.1 mgll 
0.1 mgiL 

0.47 mgiL 
24.7 meqiL 
0.09 mgiL 
3.8 ugiL 

6 ugiL 
0.07 mgll.. 

Sample was analyzed per EPA Methods for Chemical Analysis of Water 
and Waste (EPA-600/4-79-020). 

rl Exceeds California Title 22 Maxinum Contamination Limits • 

CORPORATE OFFICE: 11990 Discovery Ct. • Moorpark. CA 93021 • (805) 532..0012 • FAX (805) 532-D018 
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PAT-CHEM LABORATORIES 
.................... 
447 s.n Vlcenll Blull. Apt , 

San1a Manica. Ca , CA 10402 
Tlma.atl 
81M2 

?111JQ1 

Wellw.rllmpfe 

.... 0111: 7-6-01 
Sa."'PPId by. eu.tamer 

P.O • .-: 

l.Oc8lafl: 2158F~R06d- Fllllnelwill~~ 

........... 
pH 
Concb:IMly n 
T. DlllcMd 8olfdll (") 
1'08~ 
MaAS 

......... 
CllcUft ....... ""' 
Sodum 
Potulium 
Cldlona 
Coppw. 
Iron rJ 
.,_ ... n 

IMIIIdaocl 
, •. 1 

110.1 
110.1 ... , 
110.1 
14Ct.1 
110.1 

180.2 
aDD.7 
200.7 
200.7 
IDCL7 

100..8 
. aaG.7 ... 

DllladOnUmlt 
0.1 ..... 
0.1umN:IIc 

5rngR.. _..,.... 
O.a5mgll.. 

o.&unlls 
1.0TON 
o.5 N'TU 

o.s ........ 
G.02ma\. 
0.1 mgR.. 
0.1 mgA. 

Q.Q2mgl\. 

"*"-
0.01 mgiL 
O.G3mgA. 
O.Ot mgiL 

M EMoNd~ cr•Dmll 1'111122 Mafmum ContamNIIan Umfts 

:£-
labor*Y OINalor 

......... , ...... 
1783 ......... 
171 .... 
1883 qiL 

< 0.05ft9t. 

< o.s .... 
< 1.0 TON 

G.2 NlU 

,,. rr9'L ........ 
t1Arngll. 
11.8 n9L 
3.5n9l 

M.G ...... 
< 0-01 no1. 

OJIS mgll. 
o.83mgll. 

CCIW'OMI'E C1FF1CG: 11980 ~Ct. • Moorpark, CA 13021 • (805) U2..0012 • FAX (805) 632..0016 e.,,_v p•,, 11 ol~ 
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PAT-CHEM lABoRATORIES 

......... 
TaiiiMtldlr ...,..... 
Clllilanllll ...... ...._n 
Qlallda .... 
f'luorflla ..... 

.................. 

., .. vt.de .... Apll1 

..,.~C.. CAIIMQZ 
Tlmcr.tl 

81142 P.Cl.l: 

7111Atl 

WtlllW. ....... 

7+01 
cu.mer 
MliJr-..co Rolct•FiteiM""'YOIIEK.,....... 

... ........ 
110.1 
810.1 
310.1 
110.1 --300 
140.1 

........ Uinll 
1.0 IIIQtt. 
1.0mgiL < 
1.0mgA. < 
1.0 mgiL ,..,.. .,..._ 
O.lii'IGA. < 

0.02 ..... ,...,.. 

..... . ..... 
1.0mgll. 
1.0 .... ....... ,.. 

111 .... 
0.1ft9\. 

0.81mofL .......... 
IIDU G.O'I...... l.SZ n9L 
... ,...... 3.7 ..... 

.... 25..... .. .. 
•.• 10 ugiL 32 ug4. 
.... ,._ < 1ugl. 
... 1UQI. < ,._ 
... 1UQIL < , .. 
.... ..... < ... 
... 1ugi'L < 1..,. 
145.1 1... < , ug,\. 

............... EPA~ farCblfi*WAnll&llfloiW'atllr 

......... ~7N20). 
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STATE dF CALIFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, GOVERNOR 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 FREMONT,· SUITE 2000 

•

N FRANCISCO, CA 94105· 2219 
ICE AND TOO (415) 904· 5200 
X ( 415) 904· 5400 

• 

• 

GEOLOGIC REVIEW MEMORANDUM 

To: James Johnson, Coastal Program Analyst 
From: Mark Johnsson, ·senior Geologist 
Re: Weeger CDP application (4-00-143) 

In reference to the above after-the-fact permit application for a residential water well; I 
have reviewed the following documents: 

1) Bing Yen and Associates 2000, •Hydrogeologic evaluation, 2656 N. Fabuco Road, 
Topanga Canyon Area, Los Angeles County, California", 2 p. hydrogeologic letter report 
dated 2 November 2000 and signed by D. S. Moors (CEG 1901 CHG 607). 

2) Cleath and Associates 2001, "Hydrogeologic analysis of proposed water supply for 
Weeger residence at 2656 Fabuco Road, Los Angeles County, California", 9 p. 
hydrogeologic report dated 17 July 2001 and signed by T. S. Cleath (CHG 81 CEG 
1102) • 

3) Weeger 2001, "Coastal Permit Application No. 4-Q0-143, Weeger•, 2 p. letter dated 24 
January 2001 and signed by P. a. M. Weeger. 

4) Weeger 2001, "Coastal Permit Application No. 4-Q0-143, Weeger". 1 p. letter dated 30 
June 2001 and signed by P. a. M. Weeger. 

·t 

In addition, I have had numerous conversations with the applicant and with his 
hydrogeologic consultant, Mr. Tim Cleath. I have visited upper Tuna Canyon, and am 
generally familiar with this part of the Santa Monica Mountains. 

The principal concern regarding the proposed approval of the existing well is whether 
its use as a residential water supply could have an adverse impact on environmentally 
sensitive habitat are~ (ESHA) in upper Tuna Canyon, which has been designated a Los 
Angeles County Significant Ecological Area. Tuna Canyon contains a year-round 
stream with well-developed riparian vegetation. 

This development is very similar to a project approved by the Commission in 
November 2000, CDP 4-96-025-A3 Oason). At that time, several hydrogeologic reports 
were prepared by the applicant's teclullcal consultant to address this principal concern. 
Hydrogeologic information' was sketchy, however, as the consultant had no well 
pumping test data available, and information concerning the aquifer(s) in the area was 
very general. Nevertheless, sufficient information was available for me to conclude that 
it was unlikely that the proposed residential water use would adversely affect the 



ESHA. Further, even if full build-out of the other 15 lots in the subdivision were to 
occur, I still concluded that significant impacts to the ESHA were Uniikely. The 
Commission adopted these conclusions into their findings by approving, with 
conditions, the proposed water well. 

The application for the Weeger well was accompanied by a hydrogeologic report by 
Bing Yin and Associates (reference 1) that concluded that hydrogeologic conditions 
beneath the Weeger property were identical to those under the adjacent Jason property, 
and that the conclusions of the previous hydrogeologic studies could be applied to the 
Weeger well. Because the application under consideration is for an existing well, 
however, there is potential for learning far more about the aquifer than was possible 
during the previous permitting process. The Weeger well lies approximately 600 feet 
from the Jason well (which has now been constructed). By conducting pump tests on 
the Weeger well and, especially, by using the Jason well as an observation well, 
valuable information concerning the nature of the aquifer underlying the site can be 
obtained. I requested that the applicants perform such tests, and that they comment on 
the nature of the aquifer, document the expected water usage, estimate the effects of 
this water usage (including the cumulative effects of full build-out of all lots in the 
subdivision), and estimate the impacts to the ground water contributions to the ESHA 
in upper Tuna Canyon. 

• 

The results of the pump test (reported on in reference 2) demonstrate conclusively that • 
the aquifer underlying the site is a confined aquifer, not the simple unconfined aquifer 
hypothesized by the consultant for the Jason well. This is demonstrated by the very low 
storativity value (0.0016) calculated from the pump test. This result is consistent with 
the steeply dipping beds of the Sespe Formation, which co.nsists of alternately more and 
less permeable layers of fractured sandstone and shale. 

In response to my request for an estimate of water usage, the applicants prepared 
reference (4), which contains several exhibits demonstrating to my satisfaction that the 
proposed home will use about 500 gallons of water per day. on an annually averaged 
basis. This is far below the estimates provided by the opponents to the Jason project, 
who provided water bills and other evidence that some homes in the immediate area 
use as much as 2400 gallons per day, at least in the dry season. The evidence that the 
applicants provide to s~pport their lower figure is: 

. 1 

1) The results of a nationwide study by the ,American Water Works Association, 
· which chose the Las Vfrgenes Municipal Water District, located in the Santa 
Monica Mountains, as one of its twelve study sites. This study provides ·an 
average usage figure of 630 gallons/ day. 

2) A letter from Peter Spandau, Supervising Engineer for District 29 waterworks, 
which supplies water to homes in Tuna Canyon that are on imported water . • 



• 

• 

• 

From November 1999 through October 2000, 22 customers used 5,422,252 
gallons, for a seasonally averaged mean usage of 675 gallons/ day. 

3) The applicants' own research that indicates that the above values incorporate 
users who irrigate non-native vegetation extensively and/ or own stables, 
both of whicJ:t tend to increase water usage. The applicants propose no stables 
and state that they will plant largely in native vegetation. 

4) A detailed inventory of the fixtures to be incorporated in the planned 
residence and its irrigation systems. The applicant arrives at a water usage 
figure for their particular residence of 426.9 gallons/ day, to which they add a 
15% contingency, for a total of 490.9 gallons/ day. 

I find these arguments compelling, and concur that the average daily water usage of the 
proposed residence, annually averaged, will likely be approximately 500 gallons per 
day. The desirability for some type of water treatment was acknowledged in reference. 
(2); the water tapped by the Weeger well is relatively high in dissolved solids, iron, 
sulfate, and manganese. The use of a reverse osmosis water system may be necessary 
for drinking water; use of such a system might increase slightly the usage estimate 
provided above . 

The potential recharge area for the confined aquifer drawn by the well is relatively 
small, as the area lies near the crest of the Santa Monica Mountains and is 
hydrologically isolated from higher regions by deep canyons. Some concern exists that 
such a confined aquife:a:: with such a small watershed could be impacted by even rather 
modest ground water withdrawals. Two conditions lead me to conclude that this is not 
likely. First, the 24-hour pumping test removed approximately 47 gallons per minute 
for a total of approximately 67,680 gallons. This very heavy withdrawal resulted in less 
.than one foot of drawdown in the Jason well, located only 600 feet away. The fact that 
there was a response at all indicates that the wells are hydrologically connected. 
Although the test did not continue sufficiently long to allow the Jason well to come to 
equilibrium, the very high removal rates, the demonstrated hydrologic connection, and 
the limited response of the well suggest to me that any impact on seeps or springs in 
upper Tuna Canyon would not be significant. I feel that this statement holds for full 
build-out as well as for the single well. The second condition that suggests to me that 
the aquifer will not be significantly impacted is the fact that much of the water extracted 
will be recharged to the aquifer through the septic system proposed for the house. Of 
the water removed for household and irrigation use, only that amount lost to 
evapotranspiration or actually consumed and removed from the site will truly be lost 
from the aquifer. Opponents to the Jason project raised the issue that the recharge of 
ground water through septic systems may lead to water quality concerns. This is 
generally not the case; a properly operating septic system will remove essentially all of 
the bacterial contamination within a few tens of feet of the leachfield. Nitrate loading 
could occur if rapid pe'tcolation conditions exist, but nitrate levels in the tested water 
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were below the detection limits (reference 2), despite the proximity of existing septic • 
systems upgradient of the site. 

Finally, the hydrogeology report (reference 2) acknowledges that springs issue from the 
aquifer tapped by the Weeger well west of the well, but the best evidence points to the 
conclusion that these are wet-season springs only. During the dry season, the 
uppermost reaches of the canyon, where these springs are located, is dry. I concur with 
the conclusion that springs lower in the canyon than the level of the water in the 
W eeger well would not likely be affected appreciably by withdrawal of water from the 
well. Reference (2) argues that ground water would only be reduced to the springs in 
the upper part of the canyon during the rainy season, at which time that water is in 
excess due to surface contributions. While this may be true, the transition from dry to 
rainy season, and from rainy season to dry, would likely be shifted in time and in 
duration if there were a significant change in the ground water budget, making this 
argument somewhat specious. Nevertheless, it is my opinion that, the results of the 
pumping test (which showed very limited drawdown at the Jason well despite very 
heavy pumping) and the fact that much of the water extracted would be returned to the 
aquifer suggests that impacts to the ground water supply of the ESHA would not be 
significant. As the Commission found for similar reasons during permitting of the Jason 
well, cumulative impacts of full build-out would also likely not be significant. 

Accordingly, it is my opinion that the applicant has demonstrated that the proposed 
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ave no s1 cant nnpact, ta en sm ar y or cumu a ve y. or er o ensure a 
is the case, I recommend .that the permit be conditioned to require landscaping by 
native plants, the prohibition of stables on the property, the use of restricted flow 
plumbing fixtures, and the use of an on-site wastewater dispos.al system. 

I hope that this review is helpful. Please feel free to contact me with any questions. 

Mark Johnsson, PhD, CEG 
Senior Geologist 
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RCDSMM proposal 

Tuna Canyon Significant Ecologic111 Area 
I 

The Tuna/Pena Canyon SEA was originally designated because it represents a 
lingering example of coastal canyon environments that used to border the. entire 
Santa Monica Bay. Few such undisturbed areas remain. Today, despite 
building of numerous homes along the upper perimeter 41>f the watershed. it still 
retains much of Its pristine character. Rock outcrops, w~terfalls lined with ferns, 
and a complex mosaic of coastal sage scrub and chapa~ral. dissected by oak­
sycamore--alder riparian drainages define the area. Biolpgically, the area is a 
critical portion of a wildlife linkage that connects Topang~ State Park and the 
Cold Creek Preserve, leading then to Malibu Creek Stat$ Park. Numerous 
sightings of mountain lions and bobcats indicate that it is still quite actively 
used. The addition of Little Las Flores Canyon into the $EA will protect this 
valuable open space linkage, and preserve an importan;t example of the upper 
watershed reaches of a coastal creek with its associated biotic community .. 
Since the original designation of this SEA, several rare, :threatened or 
endangered species have been found in the area. 

Documented Resources found in the Tuna SEA and sutroundlng undeveloped 
areas extending into Little Las Flores Canyon as of Notmber 1999 

References: California Natural Diversity Database, Santa Monica Mountains 
National Recreation Area database 

flora:. 
Southam Sycamore Alder riparian Woodland* 
Southern Coast Live Oak woodland* 

•l ;i 

~
1. 

Coastal· Sage Scrub* 
Black Cottonwood 
Giant Chain Fem 
Westem Dichondra*. 
CA Walnut* 

Fauna: 
Insects:· 
Sandy Beach Tiger Beetle 
Santa Monica Shieldback· Katydid* 
Globenose Dune Beetle 

Amphibians: 
CA Newt* 
CA Slender Salamander 
Monterey Ensatlna* 
CA Treefrog 

Populus tricho rpa · 
Woodwardia fi briata 
Dichondra occicllentalis 
Juglans califo~icum 

'· •. ! 

· Cincindela hirti~ollis gravida 
Neduba longip.nnis 
Coelus giobos4s 

il 
] . . 

~~~~~:: ,t9~f.EifUfkn~nre[DJ 
Ensatlna ershschM~~~ lJ: 
Hyla cadaverina 
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ACOSMM proposal 

Tu• Canyon Significant Ecological Area 

Pacific Treefrog 

Reptiles: 
CA Homed Lizard* 
Great Basin Fence Lizard 
CA Side-blotched Lizard 
San Diego Alligator Lizard 
Two striped Garter lllake* 
CA Klngsnake* 
Southern Pacific Rattlesnake 

Birds: 
Coopers Hawk* 
Northern Harrier*. 
Yellow Warbler* 
Yellow breasted chat 
Loggerhead Shrike* 
Mountain Quail* 
Western Bluebird 
Bam Owl 

. 

Hyla regUla 

Phrynosoma coronatum frontale 
Scetoporus o~· dentalis blsorlatus 
Uta stanshurl elegans 
Elgaria multica · nata welli 
Thumnophis h mondi hammond! 
Lampropeltis gttulus califomiae 
c rotulua vlrldis r•lleri 

,, 
" 

Accipiter coopern 
Circus cyaneusl 
Oendroica petsbhia 
lcteria virens i! 
Lanius ludovicitnus 
Oreortyx plctus 
Sialia mexican 
Tyto alba ! ,, 

! 
Mammals: 
Alngtail Bassariscus as~utus 
Westem Mastiff Bat* Eumops perotid 
Bobcat Felis rufus escti.inapae 
Mountain Lion Fells concolor lj 
Long-tailed Weasel Mustela frena~ 
Omate Shrew* Sorex ornatus .. licomlcus 
Badger* . Taxidea taxus 1! 

• . 'I 

• = appears on state or federal sensitive, rare, threaten~ or endangered lists 
:! 
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John & Helen Lyons 
36443 165th Street East 
Llano, CA 93544 

July 25, 2001 

RE: Coastal Development Permit Application No. 4-00-143, Pete and Michele Weeger, 2656 No. 
Fabuco Road, Malibu, CA 

Dear John & Helen Lyons; 

This office has received an request to process Coastal Permit Application Number 4-00-143 from 
Pete and Michele Weeger to construct a: 

two story 13 ft. to 33 ft. high, split level, 4,591 sq. ft. single family residence, attached two car 867 sq. 
ft. garage/workshop, pool & jacuzzi with non-chemical filtration system and pool cover for evaporation 
and energy conservation, after the fact development of a water well, a 5,150 gallon domestic water 
tank, rainwater harvesting system with buried 8,500 gallon storage tank, 120 ft. paved driveway with 
fire department turnaround constructed with turf block and planted with native needle grass, driveway 
restoration w/turf block & native needle grass for existing northern access driveway, restore existing 
dirt driveway on southeast portion of property with needle grass and sandstone cobble, pave 260 ft. 
length of No. Fabuco, grade 2,300 culyds of cut, 200 cu/yds of fill, export 2,100 cu/yds of material to 
disposal site located outside the coastal zone or a location with a coastal permit for disposal, drought 
resistant native landscaping, temporary living trailer, onsite drainage with catch basin and filter, entry 
gates, fencing, and septic system . 

The project site is located at 2656 No. Fabuco Road, Topanga near Malibu, CA. The application is 
filed and scheduled for a public hearing at the Coastal Commission's August 7 - 10, 2001 meeting in 
Redondo Beach. 

Coastal Act Section 30601.5 states as follows: 

All holders or owners of any interests of record in the affected property shall be notified in 
writing of the permit application and invited to join as co-applicant. 

Because our records in the application file indicate that you are the owner of a fee interest in the 
property across which a portion of the road grading and paving improvements are proposed, the 
Commission is notifying you of this application pursuant to Section 30601.5. With this letter, staff are 
inviting you to join this application as a co-applicant if you so choose. If you wish to join as a co­
applicant, you may indicate your agreement by signing and returning a copy of this letter. If you have 
any questions or need further information about this application or the proposed project before you 
sign and return this letter, please call me or Jack Ainsworth at the number above or call the applicant, 
Pete Weeger at 310-850-9800. 

cc: Pete Weeger 
400143weegercoappletter 

AGREED: 
Names (Print) 

Signatures 

Property Address 
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