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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Appeals by Robert Haase, Jr.; Barry Holchin of the Palos 
Verdes South Bay Group of the Sierra Club; and Commissioner Chair Sara Wan and 
Commissioner Shirley Dettloff from the City of Rancho Palos Verdes approval of Coastal 
Permit (CP) No. 166 proposal of Destination Development Corporation for 582 room 
resort: (400 hotel rooms, 50 three-keyed "casitas", and 32 "villas",) golf practice facility, 
club house, conference center, restaurants, related commercial uses, public trails; 100 
public parking spaces, and open space at 6610 Palos Verdes Drive South, City of Rancho 
Palos Verdes, Los Angeles County. 

APPELLANTS: Palos Verdes South Bay Group- Sierra Club; Robert C. Haase, Jr. ; and 
Chairman Sara Wan and Commissioner Shirley Dettloff 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that a substantial 
issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed for the following 
reason: Pursuant to Section 30603(b ){ 1) of the Coastal Act; the locally approved development 
does not conform to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes certified Local Coastal Program (LCP). 
The motion to carry out the staff recommendation is on page seven (7). 
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SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

I. 

1. Local Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No. 166. 
2. City of Rancho Palos Verdes Certified Local Coastal Program. 
3. Environmental Impact Report for the Long Point Resort Project, February 2, 2001 
4. Final Environmental Impact Report for the Long Point Resort Project, July 9, 2001 
5. Addendum to Certified Environmental Impact Report for the Long Point Resort 

Project, June 11 , 2002 
6. Coastal Development Permit No. A5-RPV-91-046 
7. Planning Commission August 13, 2002 Staff Report for Long Point Lower Pool · 

Facility 
8. Destination Development Corporation - Geotechnical Consultation, Law/Crandall 

Project 70131-2-0076.0002 
9. Long Point Resort Hotel City Council Project Resolution No. 2002-71 and 2002-70 

dated August 28, 2002 
10. City Council June 18, 2002 Staff Report for CUP No. 215, Grading Permit No. 

2229, CDP No. 166, and Tentative Parcel Map No. 26073- Long Point Resort 
Hotel Project 

11. Parking and Traffic Study: Revised Project Trip Generation, Internal Circulation 
Design, and Parking Demand Analysis, LSA Associates, Inc. May 24, 2000 

APPELLANTS' CONTENTIONS 

City of Rancho Palos Verdes Local Coastal Development Permit No. 166 approved by the 
Rancho Palos Verdes City Council on August 28, 2002, has been appealed by Coastal 
Commission Chair Sara Wan and Commissioner Shirley Dettloff, Palos Verdes South Bay 
Group of the Sierra Club, and Robert Haase Jr. 

1. As summarized below, the grounds for the appeal by the Coastal Commissioners 
are that the project is inconsistent with the habitat, hazard protection and 
development policies of the LCP and with the public access policies of the Coastal 
Act (see Exhibit 1 ): 

• The location of the Long Point Trail is not explicitly described in project 
conditions, or shown on maps adopted by the City Council. During the 
appeal period, the applicant provided a map to coastal staff after the Council 
action showing this bluff edge trail extending along the bluff top between the 
"East Casitas" and the edge of the bluff and connecting with the Vanderlip 
trail at the eastern property line at the bluff edge. This map was not 
provided to the City Council or described in the findings of the city permit. 

• Parking may be inconsistent with the City zoning, thus inconsistent with the 

• 

• 

public access policies of the Coastal Act and with the development policies • 
of the LCP. ~ 
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• Invasive plant species may adversely impact native habitats located along 
the bluffs and Habitat Enhancement Area, which is inconsistent with the 
Natural Element policies of the LCP. 

• The Coastal Permit standards for re-vegetation and habitat enhancement 
areas are vague, requiring only "suitable, local native species of vegetation". 
The permit also requires that the Habitat Enhancement Management Plan 
be reviewed by the Director of Planning, the California Native Plant-Society 
and a "qualified biologist" without any specific standards or guidelines, and 
thus raises a substantial issue with the habitat protection policies of the LCP 

• Casita and villa owner occupancy during summer season may prevent public 
use, which is inconsistent with the designated visitor serving, public uses of 
commercial/recreational use in the LCP. 

• Mitigation for lower cost visitor accommodations not addressed. Not -
providing mitigation is inconsistent with Section 30213 of the Coastal Act. 

• Lower pool located within the coastal setback area is inconsistent with the 
provisional coastal setback zone as established by the LCP for the purpose 
of protecting geological hazardous areas, natural habitats, and views. The 
permit raises substantial issue with the natural element policies of the LCP. 

• Irrigation and drainage improvement plans are subject to review by the City, 
however no specific approved plans currently exist raising issues of 
consistency with LCP policies protecting natural habitat and offshore 
resources. 

• Structure heights may adversely impact public views within the LCP 
designated view corridors from the main road, Palos Verdes Drive South. 
This is inconsistent with the visual corridor policies of the LCP and therefore 
raises a substantial issue with the Corridor Element of the LCP. 

As summarized below, the grounds for the appeal by Palos Verdes South Bay 
Group of the Sierra Club are (see Exhibit 2): 

• The location of vista points along Long Point Trail may have adverse impacts 
on the bluff habitat, which is inconsistent with the Coastal Specific Plan 
(CSP). 

• The coastal permit allows for invasive plants near the hotel, which could 
have adverse impacts on native habitat, which is inconsistent with the CSP. 

• Grading and drainage may have adverse impacts on bluff habitats, which is 
inconsistent with the CSP. 

• The Lower Pool is located within the coastal setback, which is inconsistent 
with the natural element and hazard policies of the LCP and with City 
Municipal Code 17.72.040 . 
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As summarized below, the grounds for the appeal by Robert Haase, Jr. (See 
Exhibit 3) are: 

• Adverse impacts to traffic and circulation on the Palos Verdes Peninsula, raising 
issues with the public access policies of the Costal Act. 

• Inconsistency with goals of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes to protect both its 
natural and scenic resources. 

4. As summarized below, issues that do not meet the grounds for an appeal by Robert 
Haase, Jr. are: 

• Adverse noise impacts caused by an increase in traffic - The appellant raises an 
issue of adverse noise impacts caused by an increase in traffic. Findtngs from a 
Planning Commission staff report are sited by the appellant: 

Noise. Ambience noise levels from vehicular traffic already exceed State and 
local noise standards (Staff memo. to City Council, 8-28-02, pgs A29-30). 

Policy No. 5 of Subregion 2 Section in the LCP states: 

• 

Ensure that impacts such as noise, outdoor lighting, etc., are mitigated at the • 
point of origin. 

The Coastal Act does not establish or enforce state or local noise standards. 
Although the LCP does contain the noise policy above, noise standards in 
themselves are not a Coastal Act issue and do not meet the grounds for an 
appeal. 

The local Coastal Development Permit may be appealed to the Commission on the 
grounds that it does not conform to the certified LCP or the public access policies of 
the Coastal Act. The issues raised above do not meet the grounds for an appeal. 

II. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION 

On September 3, 2002 the Long Beach office received the Notice of Decision from the City of 
Rancho Palos Verdes City Council dated August 28, 2002 approving construction of a 400-
room resort hotel (360 hotel rooms and 40 bungalow units) with a golf academy/practice 
facility on the 102.1 acre Long Point parcel. In addition to the 400 hotel rooms, the project 
includes 50 casitas {a maximum of 3 keys per unit) and 32 single-keyed villa units providing a 
total 582 room accommodations for the hotel, casitas and villas. The casitas and villas will be 
sold to individuals but managed by the hotel. Furthermore, the project includes a conference 
center, golf club house, related commercial uses, restaurants, public trails and park areas, • 
coastal access points, 1 00 public parking spaces, natural open space and habitat areas 
{Resolution No. 2002-71 ). At the same hearing, City Council adopted Resolution No. 2002-70 
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certifying the Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report, dated June 11, 2002. The 
Final EIR was certified May 7, 2002. Coastal Development Permit (COP) 166 for the 
development described above was appealed to the California Coastal Commission on 
September 5, 2002. 

When the applicant went to the City for a coastal permit initially, the project was slightly 
different than what was ultimately approved by the City Council. On October 9, 2001 the City 
of Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission approved a project that consisted of a 550-
room (400 guest rooms and 50 3-keyed casitas) resort hotel and conference center, 32 private 
villas, and a nine-hole golf course on 168.4 acres of land located within the City of Rancho 
Palos Verdes. The project was to be located on two distinct geographical areas: 103.5 acres 
of privately owned land located at 6610 Palos Verdes Drive South and formerly occupied by 
Marineland and 64.9 acres of publicly-owned land generally located at 30940 Hawthorne 
Boulevard and commonly known as Upper Point Vicente. However, after receiving direction 
from the City Council that the proposed development on the Upper Point Vicente area would 
not be permitted, the applicant returned to the City with a revised project excluding the City 
property and proposing the resort hotel be located only on the privately-owned land where 
Marineland once existed. On May 7, 2002, at a joint meeting between the City Council, 
Planning Commission and Finance Advisory Committee, the applicant presented the revised 
project. The City Council and Planning Commission decided that consideration for the revised 
project should remain at the Council level. Planning Commissioners were invited to provide 
input to the Council through staff prior to the June 18, 2002 Council meeting where Council 
conceptually approved the project and directed Staff to prepare the appropriate Resolutions 
and Conditions of Approval. The City Council held four noticed public hearings to consider the 
revised project and ultimately approving it on August 28, 2002 (Exhibit 4a). 

At the conclusion of the August 28, 2002 public hearing, the City Council found that the 
proposed project is consistent with the goals and policies of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes 
certified LCP. The Council also adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and a 
Mitigation Monitoring Program in connection with CUP No. 215, Grading Permit No. 2229, 
Variance No. 489, Coastal Development Permit No. 166 and Tentative Parcel Map No. 26073 
for a proposed hotel and related uses to be known as the Long Point Resort. 

Ill. APPEAL PROCEDURES 

After certification of Local Coastal Programs, the Coastal Act provides for limited appeals to 
the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coastal development permits. 
Developments approved by cities or counties may be appealed if they are located within the 
mapped appealable areas, such as those located between the sea and the first public road 
paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of a coastal bluff. 
Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not designated 
"principal permitted use" under the certified LCP. Finally, developments which constitute 
major public works or major energy facilities may be appealed, whether approved or denied by 
the city or county. [Coastal Act Section 30603(a)]. 
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The City of Rancho Palos Verdes Local Coastal Program was certified on April27,.1983. 
Section 30603(a)(2) of the Coastal Act identifies the proposed project site as being in an 
appealable area by its location being between the sea and the first pubic road and within 300 
feet of the top of the seaward face of a coastal bluff. 

Section 30603 of the Coastal Act states: 

{a) After certification of its Local Coastal Program, an action taken by a local 
government on a Coastal Development Permit application may be appealed to the 
Commission for only the following types of developments: 

{1) Developments approved by the local government between the sea and the first 
public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent of any 
beach or of the mean high tide line of the sea where there is no beach, 
whichever is the greater distance. 

(2) Developments approved by the local government not included within 
paragraph (1} that are located on tidelands, submerged lands, public trust 
lands, within 1 00 feet of any wetland, estuary, stream, or within 300 feet of the 
top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff. 

• 

The grounds for appeal of an approved local Coastal Development Permit in the appealable • 
area are stated in Section 30603(b){1 ), which states: 

The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an 
allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the 
certified Local Coastal Program or the public access policies set forth in this division. 

The action currently before the Commission is to find whether there is a "substantial issue" or 
"no substantial issue" raised by the appeal of the local approval of the proposed project. 
Section 30625(b)(2) of the Coastal Act requires a de novo hearing of the appealed project 
unless the Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds 
for appeal. 

If Commission staff recommends a finding of substantial issue, and there is no motion from 
the Commission to find no substantial issue, the substantial issue question will be considered 
moot, and the Commission will proceed to the de novo public hearing on the merits of the 
project. The de novo hearing will be scheduled at the same hearing or a subsequent 
Commission hearing. A de novo public hearing on the merits of the project uses the certified 
LCP as the standard of review. In addition, for projects located between the first public road 
and the sea, findings must be made that any approved project is consistent with the public 
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. Sections 1311 0-13120 of the California 
Code of Regulations further explain the appeal hearing process. 

If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, 
proponents and opponents will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal • 
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raises a substantial issue. The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at the 
substantial issue portion of the appeal process are the applicants, persons who opposed the 
application before the local government (or their representatives), and the local government. 
Testimony from other persons must be submitted in writing. 

The Commission will then vote on the substantial issue matter. It takes a majority of 
Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is raised by the local approval of the 
subject project. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with 
respect to the conformity of the project with the policies of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes 
certified Local Coastal Program, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 30625{b )(2). 

MOTION: Staff recommends a NO vote on the following motion: 

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-RPV-02-324 raises NO 
substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. 

A majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass the motion . 

V. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. Project Description and Area History 

The applicant proposes to construct 582-room resort: (400 hotel rooms, 50 three-keyed 
"casitas", and 32 "villas"), a golf academy/practice facility on the 102.1 acre Long Point 
parcel (Exhibit 5a & b) at 6610 Rancho Palos Verdes Drive South in the City of Rancho 
Palos Verdes. The project includes a 60,000 square-foot banquet facility/conference 
center, 8,000 square foot golf school/golf club house, related commercial uses, 
restaurants, public trails and park areas (2.2 acres), coastal access points, 100 public 
parking spaces (50 are located on the publicly owned Fishing Access Parking Lot}, natural 
open space and habitat areas. 

Along with the 100 public parking spaces, the coastal development permit requires 825 
parking spaces are to serve the resort. Furthermore, the City staff report (June 18, 2002) 
describes an additional 150 parking spaces for the resort villa units at the northern portion of 
the site, just seaward of Palos Verdes Drive South. Each villa unit includes a two-car garage 
and a two-car driveway (However, the 150 villa parking spaces are not required in the coastal 
permit). Total parking required for the project is 875 plus the 50 additional public parking 
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spaces that the applicant has offered to construct at the publicly owned Fishing Access 
parking lot at the northwestern end of the site. 

The project is located at 6610 Palos Verdes Drive South in Rancho Palos Verdes. The site 
consists of 102.1 acres of land that forms a peninsula that is seaward of Palos Verdes Drive 
South and is the former Marineland Aquatic Park property that closed down in 1985. The site 
has some existing development including large surface parking lots, vacant buildings and the 
Catalina Room banquet facility. Urgency Ordinances adopted by the City Council upon the 
closure of Marineland established a requirement for coastal access and public parking on the 
Long Point property. The parking and coastal access remain open during daytime hours 8:30 
a.m. and 4:00 p.m. 

B. Substantial Issue Analysis 

• 

As stated in Section Ill of this report, the grounds for appeal of a Coastal Development Permit 
issued by the local government after certification of its Local Coastal Program (LCP) are specific. 
In this case, the local Coastal Development Permit may be appealed to the Commission on the 
grounds that it does not conform to the certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal 
Act. The Commission must then decide whether a substantial issue exists in order to hear the 
appeal. 

Three appeals were received by the Commission's South Coast District office alleging that 
the Rancho Palos Verdes City Council approved Local Coastal Development Permit No. 
166 is inconsistent with the certified LCP and Chapter 3 Public Access policies of the 
Coastal Act (See Section 1). In many instances the applicant's intentions for different 
aspects of the project appear to be consistent with past Commission actions, however, the 
coastal permit simply delegates design standards to different agencies at the local level 
instead of requiring clear and specific guidelines. Due to various LCP and Coastal Act 
public access and recreation policies being raised by each appellant, the below analysis 
separates those arguments. 

Public Access 

In analyzing an appeal of a permit granted under a certified LCP, the Commission must 
find substantial issue if a project raises issue of consistency with either the public access 
policies of the Coastal Act or with the public access policies of a certified LCP. 

1. Appellants Commissioners Wan and Dettloff contend that simply requiring public 
access trails to be constructed and not indicating specifically the locations or design 
standards of the trails may be inconsistent with the Public Access policies of the 
Coastal Act (Exhibit 1 e). 

• 

• 
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Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states: 

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

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states: 

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

The Corridors (Access Corridor} Element of the certified LCP states: 

Continuity ofpathways between major access corridors, open spaces, etc., should be 
provided within private developments, but designed so as to retain privacy for 
adjacent residences within these developments. 

The Corridors (Natural Corridor) Element of the certified LCP states: 

Natural Corridors should, where desirable and feasible, be utilized as pedestrian 
access corridors providing access to the coastal bluff area and public use areas, and 
should have appropriate design treatment to insure pedestrian safety as well as 
retention and enhancement of the natural features. 

At the City Council hearings the City Council adopted Condition No. 63 below with regard 
to trails. The proposed project land use map and site plan were available at the hearing to 
illustrate the applicant's compliance with the access issues. The map available at the 
Council hearing shows the Long Point Trail terminated at the southeastern coastal access 
point (Exhibit Sa). The ADA accessible portion of the trail continues north of the lower 
pool facility, up to the proposed public parking and then runs inland of 5 "casitas" privately 
owned rental units, to the eastern property line. In describing the applicant's responsibility 
to provide the trail, Condition 63 states: 

63) Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy or the operation of the 
golf practice facility, whichever occurs first, the applicant shall complete the 
construction of the following public access trails ... 

b. Public trails and trail signs to the satisfaction of the City {The Marine/and 
Trail Segment (C5), Long Point Trail Segment (D4), Flowerfield Trail 
Segment (E2), and Cafe Trail Segment (J2) improvements) . 
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70) Prior to recordation of any final map or issuance of any building or grading 
permits, the applicant shall submit to the Director of Public Works a Public 
Trails Plan which identifies the on-site and off-site pedestrian and bicycle trails 
proposed for the project for review and approval by the City Council. The plan 
shall include details regarding trail surface, trail width, and trail signage. 
Furthermore, all trail segments shall be constructed with appropriate trail 
engineering techniques, as approved by the City's Director of Public Works, to 
avoid soil erosion and excessive compaction. The public trails, as identified in 
the city's Conceptual Trails Plan shall include: the Marine/and Trail Segment 
(C5); the Long Point Trail Segment (D4); the Flower Field Trail Segment (E2); 
and the Cafe Trail Segment (J2). Furthermore, the beach access trail at the 
southeast comer of the project site shall also be kept open to the public and 
shall be maintained .by the applicant. 

According to the applicant, who provided a map to coastal staff on September 6, 2002, 
after the City Council hearings were completed, the public access trail named "Long Point 
Trail" begins at the Fisherman's Access Lot, which is seaward and adjacent to Palos 
Verdes Drive South, extending to the south and turning into an east-west direction along 

; 

• 

the bluff top through the Long Point property. The map provided after the hearing shows • 
the trail continuing seaward of the hotel and East Casita accommodations (Exhibit 5b ). 
The applicant has stated that the Coastal Permit Conditions of Approval No. 63 and 70 
clearly require construction of the Long Point Trail" (Exhibit 4b-d). However, the coastal 
permit does not explicitly require that the Long Point Trail extend seaward of the East 
Casitas and connect to the north/south Flowerfield Trail (a trail along the down coast 
property line) and the existing Vanderlip Trail (continuing east, along the bluffs). The COP 
requires that construction of the public trails be completed to the satisfaction of the City 
staff and that the trails include the Marineland Trail Segment; the Long Point Trail 
Segment; The Flower Field Trail Segment; and the Cafe Trail Segment. Although the 
applicant representative has said to staff that it is the intent of the applicant to provide this 
continuous trail along the bluffs, the Coastal Commission must consider the formal action 
of the City Council in granting the permit and the public record at the time of action. The 
location of the trail, seaward of the casitas was not incorporated into the project at the 
time the City approved the Coastal Development Permit, therefore raises substantial issue 
with consistency to the Public Access policies of the Coastal Act. 

Parking Supply 

2) Appellants Commissioners Wan and Dettloff contend that deficient parking is 
inconsistent with the LCP and the Public Access policies of the Coastal Act (Exhibit 1 c 
& d). 

• 
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Section 30212.5 of the Coastal Act states: 

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or 
facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the 
impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single 
area. 

Policy No. 3 of the Urban Environment Element Section states: 

Any Coastal-Dependent and Commercial Recreational use shall provide at least ten 
percent of its parking for the use of the public. 

The current project proposes 490 surface parking spaces, 375 structure spaces and 60 
subterranean spaces for a total of 925 on-site parking spaces. 1 00 of the 925 spaces are 
designated for public parking during City Park Hours (one hour before sunrise to one hour 
after sunset). Proposed development not included in the coastal permit is described in the 
City Council June 18, 2002 Staff Report. The project also includes separate parking for 
the resort villa units. Each unit is designed to have a two-car garage and a two-car 
driveway for a total of 128 off-street parking spaces. 22 additional on-street parking 
spaces are also proposed (Exhibit 6b ). The City found that since the proposed project 
does not consist of an independent land use but rather multiple uses (hotel, banquet, 
restaurants and golf), a shared traffic and parking study would be acceptable (Exhibit 6b) . 
The study, provided by the applicant, concluded with various parking ranges, from .73 to 
1.4 parking spaces per room. The applicant's traffic engineer determined and the City 
agreed that a parking rate of 1.4 or 1.5 parking spaces per room would be appropriate for 
this project. In their findings, the City noted a previous Coastal Commission approval for 
this site with a similar project requiring 1 ,007 parking spaces of which 10% set aside for 
public parking (A-5-RPV-91-46, Exhibit 8a). If the 150 parking spaces for the resort villas 
had been included in the coastal permit conditions, total required parking would be 975 for 
the resort and 100 for public parking (1 ,075 spaces). According to the City's zoning, 
approximately 914 parking spaces should be provided to serve the resort. 975 on-site 
parking spaces to serve the resort and its amenities appear to be adequate. However, the 
coastal permit only requires the applicant to provide 825 (Exhibit 4e ). Again, Commission 
staff must analyze what is before them based on what was approved by the City. The 
City's condition requiring only 825 resort parking spaces is inconsistent with the City's 
parking standards. A deficiency in on-site resort parking may lead to public parking spaces 
being used by patrons or employees of the hotel resulting in a deficiency in public access 
to the site. In Rancho Palos Verdes there is little or no on street parking on the main 
coastal access road. Insufficient public parking is inconsistent with the LCP and public 
access policies of the Coastal Act. 

The certified LCP requires that any coastal dependent and commercial recreational use 
provide at least ten percent of its parking for the use of the public. The coastal permit 
conditions require that the applicant provide 50 on-site public parking spaces and 50 
additional parking spaces at the Fishing Access parking lot. In the existing A-5-RPV-91-46 
COP, the Coastal Commission required that 50 of the total public parking spaces be 
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located at the northwest portion of the property (Exhibit 8b ). 50 public parking spaces on­
site does not conform to the LCP requirement that 10 percent of required parking be used 
for public parking. However, the 50 additional spaces provided by the applicant that will be 
deeded to the City will improve an already heavily used public parking lot and is 
immediately adjacent to the project site. The Commission does not believe the provisions 
of public parking raises a substantial issue with consistency to the LCP, since 100 parking 
spaces is equal to or greater than ten percent of the parking. 

The proposed project's potential traffic impacts at 15t and Western Streets and Malaga 
Cove do not adversely impact public access to the coast or its public amenities thus is not 
inconsistent with the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 

3) Appellant Robert Haase, Jr. contends that the EIR omitted "other congestion to·-be 
expected at 1st and Western Streets and Malaga Cove in Palos Verdes Estates- a 
principal direct access to the proposed hotei"(Exhibit 3d). 

• 

1st and Western Street is approximately 6 to 7 miles east of the project site in the City of 
San Pedro and Malaga Cove is approximately 5 miles north of the site in Palos Verdes 
Estates. The appellant refers to pages A-25 and A-26 of Exhibit A in the Conditional Use 
Permit No. 215 Staff Report dated August 28, 2002. Exhibit A of the CUP staff report is 
the Statement of Findings and Facts In Support of Findings. The Traffic and Circulation 
findings begin on Page A-25. According to the report, the traffic study analyzed the • 
Project's average daily trip generation and analyzed the Project's impacts at 25 local 
intersections. The document states in part: 

The traffic studies and the analysis set forth in the FEIR and the Addendum 
concluded that the Revised Project would have a significant impact at only three (3) 
study area intersections projected to operate at Level of Service "E" or "F" during 
the peak hours: Silver Spur Road (NS) at Hawthorne Boulevard (EW); Hawthorne 
Boulevard (NS) at Palos Verdes Drive North (EW); and Western Avenue (NS) at 
2Sh Street (EW). The FEIR and Traffic Study conclude that the impacts to these 
intersections will be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of 
identified mitigation. 

The City's Traffic Committee reviewed the study and recommended that the City Council 
certify the traffic portion of the FEIR and adopt the mitigation measures identified therein. 
The appellant does not state whether or not the issue he raises is inconsistent with the 
certified LCP or the Public Access policies of the Coastal Act. To the extent that traffic 
congestion impacts public access to the coastline or its amenities, consistency with the 
public access policies of the Coastal Act must be analyzed. The FEIR included an 
extensive traffic and circulation study that appears to address most if not all of the 
potential adverse impacts caused by the proposed project. The FEIR concludes that with 
adoption of the mitigation measures proposed, impacts will be reduced to less than 
significant. As stated above, the City did adopt suggested mitigation measures to reduce • 
the traffic impacts of the development. The Coastal Commission has approved similar 
projects in the past in Rancho Palos Verdes (Ocean Trails, Long Point- A5-RPV-91-46). 
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The Commission does not find that traffic impacts at the intersections that the appellant 
lists in his appeal will have adverse impacts on public access and therefore concludes that 
the possibility of such impacts does not raise a substantial issue with the LCP or the public 
access policies of the Coastal Act. 

Habitat 

The proposed project poses issues with the habitat policies of the certified LCP. 

1) Appellants Commissioners Wan and Dettloff and the South Bay Group Sierra Club 
contend that the project allows specific non-native invasive tree species that may have 
adverse impacts to the native habitats and is therefore inconsistent with the certified 
LCP {Exhibits 1f & 2e). 

The Natural Element Section (N-44) states in part: 

CRM 9 - Wildlife Habitat 
Existing wildlife habitats can be retained with vegetation and natural drainage 
patterns maintained to provide water and foraging material in the habitat. It is 
important to review any proposed development within or adjacent to wildlife habitat 
districts for the nature of the impact upon the wildlife habitat and possible mitigation 
measures to fully offset any impacts . 

The Natural Element Section, Policy No.8 states: 

It is the policy of the City to require developments within or adjacent to wildlife 
habitats (CRM 9) to describe the nature of the impact upon the wildlife habitat and 
provide mitigation measures to fully offset the impact. 

The South Bay Group cites the Urban Environment Element Landscape/Hardscape 
guidelines, which state in part: 

The use of plant materials and planting designs which reflect the natural coastal 
sage scrub character of the peninsula, and the Southern California coastline in 
general, is encouraged for open and common areas within developments rather 
than the use of extensive decorative materials and plans requiring extensive 
maintenance/watering, and which are in contrast with species/materials in 
remaining natural vegetation areas of the City. 

The LCP designates the coastal bluff areas of the entire peninsula as having natural 
vegetation and natural wildlife habitat. The natural vegetation is described as coastal sage 
scrub. The wildlife habitat includes seasonal cover for many bird populations. The Areas 
for Preservation of Natural Resources map in the LCP designates the project area's 
coastal bluffs as Coastal Resource Management District 9 (wildlife habitat, Exhibit 11 ) . 



A-5-RPV-02-324 (Long Point) 
Appeal - Substantial Issue 

Page 14 

The Vegetation and Wildlife Habitats Terrestrial Section (Natural Element Section) of the 
LCP states in part: 

Despite the intensive development that has taken place over the past decade, the 
Rancho Palos Verdes coastal region still possesses areas which are in a natural or 
near-natural state as well as some areas which had previously been scarred by 
extensive grading activity but are reverting to a natural state. These areas include 
the coastal bluff area, natural ravines and drainage canyons, a few hillsides and 
coastal plains, and the active portion of the Portuguese Bend landslide. 

The basis for the habitat areas is the Coastal Sage Scrub. This is the characteristic 
plant community found on sandy marine terraces and dry rocky slopes below the 
3000 foot elevation along Southern California. 

The LCP continues on explaining the significance of this plant community in supporting a 
variety of animal habitats (i.e. gray fox, Catus Wren, and Blacktailed Gnatcatcher). The 
Peninsula has some interesting relationships to the Channel Islands according to the LCP. 
Bird and plant species are found on the islands and on the Peninsula and nowhere else. 
An example of an endemic plant species that has been found on the Long Point site is the 
Dudleya virens. The El Segundo Blue Butterfly has also been found on the project site 

• 

and its survival depends on native plant habitat such as Coastal Sage Scrub, specifically • 
Eriogonum parvifolium, which is the larval food plant for the Butterfly. 

The City approved the project and did not require the use of natural and native plants 
throughout the project area. It protected the bluff face on the western part of the property, 
requiring that the western bluff face be protected and a habitat enhancement area 
adjacent to it. Condition No. 78 states: 

78) A Landscape Plan shall be prepared by a qualified Landscape Architect in 
accordance with the standards set forth in RPVMC. The Landscape Plan shall 
be reviewed and approved by the Director of Planning, Building and Code 
Enforcement, a qualified Landscape Architect and a qualified botanist, hired by 
the City, prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits. The applicant 
shall establish a Trust Deposit account with the City prior to the submittal of 
Landscape Plans to cover all costs incurred by the City in conducting such 
review. During the Director's review, the Landscape Plan shall also be made 
available to the public, including but not limited to representatives from the 
California Native Plant Society, for review and input. 

The Ornamental Landscape Plan shall comply with the water conseNation 
concepts, the View PreseNation Ordinance, the planting requirements, the 
irrigation system design criteria, and all other requirements of the RPVMC. 
The Plan shall identify the plant and seed sources and the required lead time 
that will be needed to implement the plan. The plan shall a/so take into • 
account protected view corridors as identified in the project EIR such that 
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future impacts from tree or other plant growth will not result. A colorful plant 
palette shall be utilized in the design of the hotel landscaping where feasible, 
provided that impacts to native and protected vegetation will not occur. No 
invasive plant species shall be included in the plant palette, except for the 
following species which exist on-site or within the immediate area: Eucalyptus, 
Nerium Oleander, Olea Europia (olive tree), Phoenix (all species), Shinus 
Molle (California Pepper Tree), Shinus Terebinthifolius (Florida Pepper Tree). 

The Habitat Enhancement Area, which serves as a plant buffer for the El 
Segundo Blue Butterfly and the Bluff Habitat shall consist of suitable, locally 
native plants. In addition, the 50-foot wide planting area inland of the Habitat 
Enhancement Area, as specified in the adopted Mitigation Monitoring Program 
(5.3-2c) attached as Exhibit "C" of Resolution No. 2002-34, shall -also be 
planted with suitable, locally native plants and grasses. When available , it is 
recommended that seeds and plants for both areas come from local sources. 

The applicant shall submit for review and approval by the Director of Planning, 
Building and Code Enforcement and a qualified biologist, at the expense of the 
applicant, a Habitat Enhancement Management Plan that shall ensure regular 
maintenance to prevent propagation of invasive plants into the Habitat 
Enhancement or buffer areas and that any invasive plants that do propagate 
into the Habitat Enhancement Area will be immediately removed. Said 
Management Plan shall be submitted for review and approval at the same time 
as the Landscape Plan. 

The special condition requires the buffer to contain only "suitable, local native species of 
vegetation". The applicant is required to submit to the Director of Planning and a 
"qualified biologist" a Habitat Enhancement Management Plan. The permit allows other 
groups to comment as well on the plan. However, no specific types of vegetation are 
identified in the coastal permit or in the Rancho Palos Verdes Municipal Code (RPVMC). 
The remaining sections of the LandscapingNegetation conditions specifically permit non­
native, invasive plant species on-site within the immediate area of the hotel and the 
ancillary structures (Exhibit 4f & g). The specific invasive plants permitted per Condition 78 
of the local coastal development permit are Eucalyptus, Nerium Oleander, Olea Europia 
(olive tree), Phoenix (all species), Shinus Molle (California Pepper Tree), Shinus 
Terebinthifolius (Florida Pepper Tree). The applicant contends that the invasives will only 
occupy areas adjacent to the resort structures and that the proposed 30-foot Habitat 
Enhancement Area and the additional 50-foot buffer located along the western side of the 
site is adequate protection of the sensitive bluff habitats. The lower pool area, which is 
located within the coastal setback along the eastern bluff, is not required by the coastal 
permit to have coastal bluff scrub vegetation. The lower pool facility may be included as 
one of the resort structures that the City has permitted invasive plants to be located next 
to . 

The South Bay Group appellants contend that the invasive tree species may be 
detrimental to the bluff habitat, the mulefat habitat, or other near by habitat (Exhibit 2e & 
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t). They also state that the invasive plants are not characteristic of the natural native plant 
community and their invasive character may threaten the health of the Habitat Reserve on 
site (Exhibit 2e ). 1 

The Commissioners raise the following concern with the approval: 

These permitted invasive plant species may have adverse impacts to native 
habitats in the project area and their uses, thus is inconsistent with the certified 
LCP policy to provide mitigation measures to "fully offset the impact" of 
development. 

• 

The Commissioners also contend that the permitted invasives may pose adverse impacts 
to sensitive habitats along the bluffs including but not limited to the El Segundo Blue 
Butterfly, a federally endangered native species of California. According to Volume IV 
(Biological Resources) of the certified Final Environmental Impact Report dated July 31, 
2001, the El Segundo Blue Butterfly has been observed on the western bluff areas 
(Exhibit 12). In addition, while the coastal permit conditions require "suitable" native 
vegetation in the buffer areas, the conditions do not specifically prohibit Eriogonum 
fasiculatum, which is unsuitable habitat for the El Segundo Blue Butterfly. Adverse 
impacts to the El Segundo Blue Butterfly and other sensitive habitats caused by 
development that includes the installation of non-native invasive vegetation raises 
Substantial Issue with the Natural Element or Urban Environmental Element policies of the • 
certified LCP. The applicant states that review by a qualified biologist, the City and the 
California Native Plant Society will result in a narrower definition for suitable plants. 
However, with no criteria to guide this committee, there is no indication that the plants will 
indeed be compatible with the bluff areas. Moreover only the western bluffs will be 
enhanced. 

2) Appellants South Bay Group of the Sierra Club asserl that the vista points along the 
Long Point Trail Segment have not been clearly defined by the project's plan and may 
potentially impact the bluff habitat (Exhibit 2d). 

The appellant cites the Corridors Element of the LCP, which states in part: 

Where a protection/preservation corridor is located adjacent to an area involving 
human use (access, habitation), some buffer area should be 
designed/planned/maintained so as to avoid adverse impacts. 

It is the policy of the City to: require development proposals within areas which 
might impact corridors to analyze the site conditions in order to mitigate impacts 
and obtain feasible implementation of all corridor guidelines. 

1 Appeal to the Coastal Commission by Palos Verdes South Bay Group- Sierra Club, dated 9/16/02, pages ' 
1-5. • 
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The project approved by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes includes a Habitat 
Enhancement Area, which applies to the western bluff areas. According to CP Condition 
No. 77, the enhancement area will extend from the Los Angeles County Fishing Access 
Parking Lot to the toe of the slope immediately north of the Lookout Bar and shall be 30-
feet wide, as measured from the inland limits of the coastal bluff scrub (Exhibit 4f). The 
Condition also states that all public trails in this portion of the site shall not encroach into 
the Habitat Enhancement Area. Condition No. 78 defines the Habitat Enhancement Area 
as a "plant buffer for the El Segundo Blue Butterfly and the Bluff Habitat shall consist of 
suitable, locally native plants". 

Appellant South Bay Group of the Sierra Club asserts that the proposed vista points that 
are located along the Long Point Trail Segment may impact bluff habitat. The appellant 
argues that the LCP designates the bluffs as "Protection/Preservation Corridors" that are 
areas where human activity/presence be strictly controlled or excluded all together due to 
the need to prevent adverse impacts to sensitive habitat or hazards associated with the 
sea cliff edge (Exhibit 2d). 1 

Coastal Permit Condition No. 69 requires that the applicant construct two Public Vista 
Points along the Long Point Trail Segment in locations to be approved by the Director of 
Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement. Habitat fencing and habitat protection signs 
are also required in and around any vista point. The appellant contends that the location 
or configurations of such vista points have not been indicated. Furthermore, a portion of 
the trail is on the inland edge of the 30-foot wide Enhancement Area, which is intended as 
a buffer for the bluff habitat reserve.1 

The appellant contends that because the location and configuration of the vista points is 
not yet known, it cannot be determined whether or not they will adversely impact habitat, 
thus raising a substantial issue with consistency to the LCP. 

3) Appellants South Bay Group of the Sierra Club contend that any degradation of that 
habitat due to changes in drainage patterns would be inconsistent with the intent of the 
LCP (Exhibit 2f). 

The appellant cites the Natural Element Section of the LCP, which states in part: 

All factors of the natural environment inherently interact with one another. A change 
in any one factor may have a resulting series of reactions in any other factor. An 
example of this type of interaction is natural topography alteration resulting in 
change in hydrologic patterns which in tum may deprive natural vegetation of 
adequate irrigation causing a degradation of wildlife habitat. 

1 Appeal to the Coastal Commission by Palos Verdes South Bay Group- Sierra Club, dated 9/16/02, pages 
1-5 
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There also exists in the coastal region a number of significant wildlife habitats 
which are directly associated with vegetation communities. These are generally 
found on bluff faces and natural canyon areas where wildlife thrives due to the 
protection and food found from natural vegetation. Though there are no formally 
recognized endangered or rare species of wildlife or vegetation, these wildlife . 
habitats are significant because of the wide variety and numbers of wildlife which 
are associated with them. Additionally, the natural vegetation of grasses and wild 
flowers found on the hillsides and canyons gives a unique environmental character 
to the City which, if to be preserved, requires consideration of the natural drainage 
system and topography. 

The appellant points out further that since the writing of the Coastal Specific Plan, many 
plant and animal species have been Federally listed as endangered or threatened.-

• 

The coastal permit drainage conditions require that the applicant submit for review a local 
grading and drainage plan identifying how drainage will be directed away from the bluff 
top, natural drainage courses and open channels to prevent erosion and to protect 
sensitive plant habitat on the bluff face to the Director of Public Works and the Director of 
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement prior to issuance of building and grading 
permits (Exhibit 4h & i). The applicant contends that the drainage improvements will not 
adversely impact habitat and will even correct an accelerated erosion problem on the 
bluffs. However, specific design standards and plans for the intended drainage • 
improvements have not been provided in the conditions. The appellant agrees that 
excess waste water should be directed away from the bluffs: 

There is no doubt that excess waste water (e.g. runoff from near by irrigation) and 
its associated contaminants should be directed away from the sensitive bluff 
habitat. However, the bluff habitat has evolved in response to a natural drainage 
pattern, which contributes to its annual water needs. It will require careful biological 
and hydrological evaluation to achieve the right balance in this matter in order to 
assure the continued health of the bluff habitat. 

The appellant believes that the Conditions of approval are ambiguous and necessitates 
further biological and hydrological review. 

Conclusion: 

In regards to the habitat issues discussed herein, the appellants contend that the City's 
approval of the proposed project does not conform to the requirements of the certified 
LCP (See Section 1). Staff has recommended that the Commission concur that the locally 
approved project does not conform to the certified LCP and find that a substantial issue 
does exist with respect to habitat issues raised herein. 

• 
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The proposed project poses an issue with the designated Commercial Recreation land 
use of the certified LCP and with Section 30213 of the Coastal Act. 

1) Appellants Commissioners Wan and Dettloff contend that allowing owners to occupy 
the villa and casita units for the majority of the peak tourism season (Memorial Day to 
Labor Day) is inconsistent with the LCP designated commercial recreation land use 
(Exhibit 1d & e). 

Subregion 2 Section of the LCP states in part: 

Any future development on the site will require City approval in the form of a­
Conditional Use Permit. Compatible uses could include those of a Commercial 
Recreational nature, visitor-oriented, such as additional oceanarium attractions, 
retail facilities, recreation uses, motel, convention facility, restaurants, museum, etc. 
Those considered not compatible are uses of a "carnival" nature. 

17.22.030 of the City's Municipal Codes states in part: 

The following uses may be permitted in the commercial recreational 
(CR) district pursuant to a conditional use permit, as per Chapter 17.60 
(Conditional Use Permit): 

A. Any new or reestablished use which is of an entertainment, visitor 
serving or recreational nature, including but not limited to a 
resort/conference hotel, restaurant, limited theme retail, tennis court, golf 
course and other entertainment and banquet facilities compatible with 
existing uses and the surrounding area. Such use, if located within the 
coastal specific plan district, shall be required to provide public access to 
and along the bluff and coastline; 

F. Golf courses, driving ranges and related ancillary uses; 

J. Outdoor active recreational uses and facilities; and 

The project includes 50 casitas and 32 villas that will have one owner per unit, who may 
occupy the unit for a maximum 29 consecutive days up to 60 days per year in the casitas 
and up to 90 days per year in the villas. The coastal permit requires that owner occupancy 
shall not exceed the 29 consecutive-day time period and that there be a 7 -day minimum 
time period in between the 29-day stays. The casitas and villas are to be operated by the 
hotel and rented out to the public during the rest of the year. However, the coastal permit 
is silent regarding summer season occupancy . 
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The applicant contends that statistics show that the average stay for owners is less than 
30 days a year and that buyers would much rather collect the income from the increased 
guest occupancy during the summer season than stay in the unit themselves and lose that 
potential profit. The applicant contends that the percentage of the project that will be 
available for day-to-day overnight use is still 69 percent. The applicant points out that the 
Coastal Commission has approved similar types of "investor-oriented, use-restricted unit" 
projects in the past (i.e. 5-96-282 - Hermosa Beach) with a 90-day restriction and no other 
restrictions during the summer months. The applicant has provided a list of factorS 
explaining why he believes a summer restriction is not appropriate (Exhibit 9c & d). 

Ultimately, based on the conditions, an owner could occupy the unit for the majority of the 
summer season preventing any use by the public. Thus, as currently written, the coastal 
permit raises issues of consistency with the designated use of the site, Commerciat 
Recreational. A commercial recreational use provides for visitor serving, public uses. 
Casita and villa ownership that monopolizes the summer season, preventing public use is 
not a visitor serving public use and therefore inconsistent with the certified LCP. 

2) Appellants Commissioners Wan and Dettloff contend that not providing lower cost 
over-night accommodations is inconsistent with Section 30213 of the Coastal Act 
(Exhibit 1 d). 

Section 30213 of the Coastal Act 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities 
are preferred. 

The commission shall not: (1) require that overnight room rentals be fixed at an 
amount certain for any privately owned and operated hotel, motel, or other similar 
visitor-serving facility located on either public or private lands; or (2) establish or 
approve any method for the identification of low or moderate income persons for the 
purpose of determining eligibility for overnight room rentals in any such facilities. 

Coastal Permit No. 166 is the approval of a high cost resort hotel. The project and its 
conditions do not address provisions of lower-cost visitor accommodations. The City 
coastal permit does require the applicant to pay a one million dollar in-lieu fee for 
affordable housing in Rancho Palos Verdes. However, the issue before the Commission 
is the provisions of the lower-cost overnight accommodations. Previously, in mitigating the 
abandonment of Marineland, a mass-market park, the Coastal Commission required that 
the applicant provide an in-lieu fee for the acquisition of land and/or construction of a low­
cost visitor serving hostel facility (A-5-RPV-91-46, Exhibit Bb). This current coastal permit 
does not reference the previous permit condition that required an in-lieu fee for lower-cost 

• 

• 

public amenities or establish any relationship between the previous requirement and the • 
current project, thus raises a substantial issue with consistency to Section 30213 of the 
Coastal Act. 
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Hazards!Coastal Setback Line 

The proposed project poses an issue with the certified LCP Coastal Setback Line and with 
the hazard policies of the certified LCP. 

1) Appellants Commissioners Wan and Dettloff and the South Bay Group of the Sierra 
Club contend that allowing a lower pool facility within the designated Coastal Setback is 
inconsistent with the certified LCP (Exhibit 1 e & 2g). 

In response to the near-vertical cliffs and the presence of landslides, the City's LCP 
includes a generalized delineation of hazard zones within the City. Each zone includes 
limitations on use, requirements for studies, and limitations on the location of development 
reflecting the degree to which it is anticipated that the land can be safely developed: 

The zones are: 

ZONE ZONE RESTRICTIONS/POLICY 
[?ESCRIPTION 

CRM-1 Extreme slope 1) Allow only low intensity activities within coastal resource 
management districts of extreme slopes CRM 1 

CRM-2 High slope 2) Require any development within the coastal resource 
management districts of high slopes and insufficient 
information to perform at least one and preferably two 
independent engineering studies concerning the 
geotechnical soils and other stability factors affecting the 
~ite 

CRM-3 Hazard K3) Allow no new permanent structures within coastal 
resource management district of extreme hazard and be 
cautious of allowing human passage (3a). The same 
structural limitation applies to areas of high hazard 
(CRM3b) but human passage may be more readily 
allowed. 

CRM-4 Marginally 14) Allow nonresidential structure not requiring significant 
stable ~xcavation or grading within CRM 4 and 5. 

CRM-5 Insufficient 5) Allow nonresidential structure not requiring significant 
information excavation or grading within CRM 4 and 5. 

See Exhibit 13 for LCP maps of Areas of Consideration for Public Health and Safety and 
Natural Environment Element. 

In addition to the Coastal Resource Management zones, the City established geologic 
hazard zones. These zones are similar to but not identical to the above categories. They 
include: 



CATEGORY 
Category 1 

1a 
1b 

Category 2 

Category 3 

Category 4 
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Development Standard 
Areas unsuited to permanent structure. 
Unsafe for human passage. 
In general safe for human passage. 
Areas suitable for non-residential 
structures not requiring significant 
amount of grading. 
Areas in which existing geologic 
information is not sufficiently detailed to 
establish suitable for construction 
purposes 
Areas suitable for permanent tract type 
residential structures and supporting 
facilities in light of existing geologic 
information. 

See Exhibit 14 for LCP maps of Geology and Landslide Areas. 

The project includes a lower hotel pool, public restrooms and snack bar on a graded 
bench on the bluff face. According to Planning Commission Staff Report dated August 13, 

• 

2002 (Variance No. 489), preparation of the site for the lower pool area will include • 
movement of 384 cubic yards of earth (91 cubic yards of cut for pool excavation and 291 
cubic yards of fill). The depth of cut is five feet in height. Coastal Permit Condition No. 154 
requires that the swimming pool and spa be double lined and contain a leak detection 
system, subject to review and approval by the City's Building Official. The City's public 
record, submitted to the Coastal Commission, contains geological reports from the 
applicant's geotechnical engineer, with concurrence from the City's engineer, that 
conclude that the proposed development is geologically feasible (Exhibit 10). According 
to the geotechnical reports, the site is underlain by intact basalt bedrock and the slope 
stability exceeds the required minimum 1.5 factor of safety. It appears that the area 
surrounding the lower pool is artificial fill according to the geology map included in the 
geotechnical reports. The applicant and the City contend that this particular site was 
disturbed p~eviously by the former Marineland operation with tanks used to hold marine 
animals. 

In approving the variance for the lower pool facility, the City found that because the site 
was determined geologically stable for this development and because the applicants were 
providing public amenities such as ADA access, restrooms and showers, snack bar, 
seating and viewing areas, the project was approvable. The variance was granted and this 
portion of the entire project is included in the coastal development permit. 

The certified LCP establishes bluff top setbacks to protect views, habitat, and to address 
geologic stability. The certified LCP Geology map designates the subject area bluffs as • 
Category 2 - areas suitable for light, non-residential structures not requiring significant 
excavation or grading. The LCP coastal setback line was set at the time the Coastal 
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• Specific Plan was prepared. The coastal setback was identified as an area on the 
seaward edge of the bluff top and the entire bluff face, which was to remain undeveloped 
due to geologic instability {and also to protect habitat and views). The applicant contends 
that the delineation of the Coastal Setback line within this area does not truly reflect the 
site's ability to sustain development. Appellants of the South Bay Group site the Rancho 
Palos Verdes Municipal Code 17.72.040, which only allows public passive recreational 
improvements, i.e. trails, signage or protective fencing in the coastal setback zone, 
provided, that a conditional use permit is granted (Exhibit 2g). The Code continues with 
specific restrictions that prohibit other new uses and developments including but not 
limited to pools and spas. Finally, the LCP designates the bluff faces as extreme and high 
slopes with marginal stability overall. The designated districts require that use and 
development be restricted. Nonstructural uses such as passive parks and trails are 
considered appropriate. The proposed lower pool development represents new 
development within the coastal setback zone, and raises a substantial issue regarding the 
consistency of the approved permit with the LCP. 

• 

• 

2) Appellants Commissioners Wan and Dettloff contend that significant amounts of 
irrigation water could reduce the stability of the site, which is inconsistent with the LCP 
(Exhibit 1 f). 

The LCP also states in part, for lands classified as marginally stable: 

Preferred land use would include recreational facilities such as picnic areas, hiking 
trails, and equestrian trails. Use of the landslide areas for golf courses is a 
debatable issue, as significant amounts of irrigation water could reduce the stability 
of these areas. 

The LCP provides for studies to be conducted in marginally stable areas in order to 
examine the stability of any such site and develop the constraints suitable for the 
particular site. The coastal permit provides for the design and review of the site's irrigation 
system and drainage improvements after issuance of the coastal permit based on those 
studies. The problem with such an approach is that the decision is not subject to review 
in advance of issuance of the permit thus raises a substantial issue regarding the 
consistency of the approved permit with the LCP. 

Visual Impacts 

The proposed project may pose an issue with the Visual Corridors policies of the certified 
LCP. 

1) Appellants Commissioners Wan and Dettloff contend that adverse impacts to 
designated view corridors, as specified by the certified LCP, is inconsistent with the 
LCP (Exhibit 1 e) . 
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The Visual Corridor Section of the Corridors Element in the LCP states in part: 

The Visual Corridors which have been identified in the General Plan and are 
discussed here are those which are considered to have the greatest degree of 
visual value and interest to the greatest number of viewers; and are thus a function 
of Palos Verdes Drive as the primary visual corridor accessible to the greatest 
number of viewers, with views of irreplaceable natural character and recognized 
regional significance. 

The c;ertified LCP designates two major vista corridors in the subject area. 1) Vertical 
Zone 1 (height zone - less than 16 feet) with a view corridor that provides a direct, full 
view of Point Fermin from the Point Vicente Fishing Access from the main road, Palos 
Verdes Drive South: 2) Vertical Zone 1 and Vertical Zone 2 (16 feet to 30 feet) with-a view 
corridor that provides direct, partial views of Catalina Island and the Pacific Ocean from 
the main road, Palos Verdes Drive South. See Exhibit 2k for the LCP designated view 
corridors. 

• 

Public views from Palos Verdes Drive South at the northern edge of the property are 
slightly impacted due to the proposed eastern casitas and the hotel. Condition No. 51 of 
the Coastal Permit requires that any structures within the Vertical Zone 1 area may not 
exceed a 16-foot height limit as measured from the lowest adjacent finished grade to the 
top of the highest roof ridgeline (Exhibit 4k). Condition No. 53 requires that no structure • 
including architectural features, exceed the elevation height of Palos Verdes Drive South, 
as measured from the closest street curb, adjacent to the Resort Hotel Area (Exhibit 4L). 
The applicant contends that he is in agreement with the height conditions in the coastal 
permit and intends to abide by the height limits as imposed by the City. However, the 
Commission is unable to determine whether the 16-foot height limit will ultimately prevent 
adverse impacts to public views because the finished grade is not explicitly defined in the 
coastal permit. Without that information, the finished grade level is open to the applicant, 
city or contractor's discretion. Public views must be protected and preserved. Ambiguous 
height determinations have the potential to impacts those views thus raises a substantial 
issue regarding the consistency of the approved permit with the LCP. 

Intensity of Development 

1) Appellant Robert Haase, Jr. - The appellant contends that the proposed project is 
inconsistent with goals of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes to protect both its natural and 
scenic resources. 

The appellant cites the Coastal Initiative, 1972, the City's General Plan Goals Committee 
Report, and the City's Revised Draft General Plan, May 30, 1975 (Exhibit 3d & e). While 
these are goals of the LCP, it is unclear as to which aspects of the development fail to 
carry out these goals as set forth in the policies of the LCP. Staff has interpreted the • 
appellant's concerns as potential issues with the intensity of development. 
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Policy 2 of the Urban Environmental Element Section and Policy 7 of the Subregion 2 
Section in the LCP states: 

Encourage actions deemed necessary or appropriate in the upgrading of Marine/and 
so long as such action(s) is not detrimental or resulting in an adverse effect on 
surrounding areas. 

The Subregion 2 Section of the LCP discusses the history of the Marineland site and the 
potential future use of the site. Marineland was the largest commercial activity in the City 
during its operation. The park brought in over 900,000 visitors a year in the 1970's. Prior 
to the closure of the park, the goal was that improvements be made to Marineland and an 
increase in attendance to 1.2 million visitors a year, as it was in the 1960's. 

Subregion 2 Section of the LCP states in part: 

Any future development on the site will require City approval in the form of a 
conditional use permit. Compatible uses could include those of a Commercial 
Recreational nature, visitor-oriented, such as additional oceanarium attractions, retail 
facilities, recreation uses, motel, convention facility, restaurants, museum, etc ... 

According to the certified LCP, the goal of the City for this particular site is commercial 
recreational development that will draw in visitors from all over the state and country. The 
proposed project includes a hotel, golf academy that may be used by the public, and 
various other recreation amenities for public use. Based on the LCP, the proposed project 
is consistent with the intensity of development for this site and for the City of Rancho 
Palos Verdes, thus does not raise a substantial issue regarding the consistency of the 
approved permit with the LCP. 

C. Conclusion 

Because of the importance of the certified LCP and the Coastal Act issues raised by the 
appellants, the proposed project must be reviewed and considered by the Commission 
pursuant to the City's certified LCP and the Chapter 3 Public Access policies of the Coastal 
Act. The Commission finds that a substantial issue exists with respect to the proposed 
project's conformance with the LCP and the Chapter 3 Public Access policies of the 
Coastal Act because the local coastal development permit does not adequately analyze 
and mitigate the potential impacts of the proposed project on public access, sensitive 
habitat, public recreation opportunities, the character of the surrounding community, and 
development on lands that are subject to natural hazards, and public views of scenic 
coastal areas . 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 

, 200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 .62) 590-5071 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

• 
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SECTION I. Appellant(s) 

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s): 
Chairman Sara Wan and Commissioner Shirley Dettloff 
200 Ocean gate. Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 (562} 590-5071 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name of local/port government: City of Rancho Palos Verdes 

2. Brief description of development being appealed: Construction of a 400-
room resort hotel (Bungalows included) with a golf academy/practice facility 
on the 102.1 acre Long Point parcel. In addition to the 400 hotel rooms, the 
project includes 50 casitas (a maximum of 3 keys per unit) and 32 single­
keyed villa units providing a total 582 room accommodations for the hotel. 
casitas and villas. Furthermore. the project includes a conference center, 
golf club house. related commercial uses. restaurants, public trails and park 
areas, coastal access points. 100 public parking spaces, natural open 
space and habitat areas. 

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, 
etc.): 6610 Palos Verdes Drive South, Rancho Palos Verdes. CA. 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 
a. Approval; no special conditions: _______ _ 
b. Approval with special conditions:--'XX'-=-"-------
c. Denial: __________ _ 

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local 
government cannot be appealed unless the development is a major energy 
or public works project. Denial decisions by port governments are not 
appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL NO: A-5-RPV-02-324 
DATE FILED: September 17, 2002 
DISTRICT: South Coast 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

a. Planning Director/Zoning Administrator: 

b. City Council/Board of Supervisors: XX 

c. Planning Commission: 

d. Other: 

6. Date of local government's decision: August 28, 2002 

7. Local government's file number: Coastal Permit No. 166 

SECTION Ill. Identification of Other Interested Persons 

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. 
(Use additional paper as necessary.) 

1. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 

Destination Development Corporation 
Attn: Michael Mohler. Project Manager 
11777 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 900 
Los Angles, CA 90049 

2. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either 
verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other 
parties which you know to be interested and should receive notice of this 
appeal. 

a. Robert C. Haase. Jr. 
20 Sea cove Drive 

b. 

c. 

Rancho Palos Verdes. CA 90275 

Barbara Sattler 
1904 Avenida Aprenda 
Rancho Palos Verdes. CA 90275 

Palos Verdes South Bay Group, Sierra Club 
c/o Berry Holchin. Conservation Chair, 

• 

• 

3949 Via Valmonte 
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274- 1153 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local government Coastal Permit decisions are limited by a variety of 
factors and requirements of the Coastal Act. Please review the appeal information 
sheet for assistance in completing this section, which continues on the next page. 
Please state briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of 
Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and 
requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the 
decision warrants a new hearing. 

The project approved by the local coastal development permit does not conform to 
the requirements of the certified LCP in regards to the following issues: 

Public Access: Trails 

According to a map provided by the applicant after the hearings were completed, 
dated September 5, 2002. the public access trail, named "Long Point Trail" begins 
at the Fisherman's Access Lot, which is seaward and adjacent to Palos Verdes 
Drive South, extending to the south and turning into an east-west direction along 
the bluff top through the Long Point property. The map shows the trail continuing 
seaward of the hotel and East Casita accommodations. However, the coastal 
permit does not explicitly require. as shown on the map, that the Long Point Trail 
extend seaward of the East Casitas and connect to the north/south Flowerfield Trail 
(a trail along the down coast property line) and the existing Vanderlip Trail 
(continuing east. along the bluffs). Instead, the COP requires that the trail map be 
provided to the satisfaction of the City staff. Although it is the intent of the applicant 
to provide this continuous trail along the bluffs. it has not been formally 
incorporated into the project. 

Parking Supply: 

The parking provided is deficient according to city zoning. City zoning requires 914 
on-site parking spaces but this coastal permit only requires the applicant to provide 
825. The certified LCP requires that any coastal dependent and commercial 
recreational use provide at least ten percent of its parking for the use of the public. 
The LCP requires hotel developments to provide the following amounts of parking: 
1 space for each guest room for the first 1 00 rooms: 1 half space for each room in 
excess of 100, plus 1 space for every 2 employees. The hotel. casitas and villas 
provide a total of 582 room accommodations thus requiring 341 parking spaces. 
Restaurants, bars and lounges require 1 space for every 3 seats; or 1 space for 
every 75 square feet of dining room area, whichever is greater. According to the 
coastal permit. the project includes 60.000 square feet for a conference 
center/banquet facility and 26,000 square feet for restaurant, bars and lounges. If 
an estimate of one half of that total area is used for dining, required parking for the 
restaurants alone is approximately 573 spaces. The project also includes a golf 
school/club house, driving range and 3-hole golf course. It is unclear how the City 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
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determined that the minimum total required parking be 825 spaces. The total 
required parking for the hotel, banquet. restaurant. bar and a lounge alone is 914 • 
parking spaces, which exceeds the amount required by the City. The coastal permit 
conditions do require that the applicant also provide 50 on-site public parking 
spaces. which may be used by the hotel only after the City park closes for the 
evening. 914 parking spaces still exceed 875 parking spaces for the hotel/resort. 
Furthermore. having only 50 public parking spaces does not conform to the LCP 
requirement that 10 percent of required parking be used for public parking. The 
coastal permit does not include any conditions requiring additional parking for 
employees. It is unclear in the permit whether or not employee parking is included 
in the minimum 825 spaces. The total parking being provided is inconsistent with 
the parking required pursuant to the certified LCP. 

Section 30213 of the Coastal Act: 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, 
and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational 
opportunities are preferred. 

The commission shall not: (1) require that overnight room rentals be fixed at 
an amount certain for any privately owned and operated hotel, motel, or 
other similar visitor-serving facility located on either public or private lands; 
or (2) establish or approve any method for the identification of low or 
moderate income persons for the purpose of determining eligibility for • 
overnight room rentals in any such facilities. 

Coastal Permit No. 166 is the approval of a high cost resort hotel. The project and 
its conditions do not address provisions of lower cost visitor accommodations. 
Previously, the Coastal Commission required that the applicant provide an in-lieu 
fee for the acquisition of land and/or construction of a low-cost visitor serving hostel 
facility {A-5-RPV-91-46}. This coastal permit does not reference the previous permit 
conditions or any relationship to the current project. 

Public Recreation: 

The project includes 50 casitas and 32 villas that will have one owner per unit. who 
may occupy the unit for a maximum 29 consecutive days up to 60 days per year in 
the casitas and up to 90 days per year in the villas. The coastal permit requires that 
owner occupancy shall not exceed the 29 consecutive day time period and that 
there be a 7 -day minimum time period in between the 29-day stays. The casitas 
and villas are to be operated by the hotel and rented out to the public during the 
rest of the year. However. the coastal permit is silent regarding summer season 
occupancy. Ultimately, based on the conditions. an owner could occupy the unit for 
the majority of the summer season preventing any use by the public. The coastal 
permit raises issues of consistency with the designated use of the site. commercial 
recreational. A commercial recreational use provides for visitor serving, public uses .• 
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Casita and villa ownership that monopolizes the summer season, preventing public 
use is not a visitor serving public use and therefore inconsistent with the certified 
LCP. 

Visual Impacts: 

The certified LCP designates two major vista corridors in the subject area. 1) 
Vertical Zone 1 (height zone -less than 16 feet) with a view corridor that provides a 
direct, full view of Point Fermin from the Point Vicente Fishing Access from the 
main road, Palos Verdes Drive South: 2) Vertical Zone 1 and Vertical Zone 2 (16 
feet to 30 feet) with a view corridor that provides direct. partial views of Catalina 
Island and the Pacific Ocean from the main road, Palos Verdes Drive South. 

Public views from Palos Verdes Drive South at the northern edge of the property 
are slightly impacted due to the proposed eastern casitas and the hotel. The local 
approval requires that any structures within the Vertical Zone 1 area may not 
exceed a 16-foot height limit as measured from the lowest adjacent finished grade 
to the top of the highest roof ridgeline. Pad elevations for the hotel. casitas and 
villas may not exceed Palos Verdes Drive South elevations. At this point. staff is 
unable to determine whether or not the 16-foot height limit will prevent adverse 
impacts to public views because staff is unable to determine the finished grade. 

Hazards 

The project includes a lower hotel pool, public restrooms and snack bar on a 
graded bench on the bluff face. The certified LCP establishes bluff top setbacks to 
protect views. habitat. and to address geologic stability. The LCP Natural 
Environmental Element map designates the bluff top and bluff face on this property 
as Coastal Resource Management (CRM) District 1, extreme slope; CRM District 3. 
geologic hazard; CRM District 4. marginally stable; and CRM District 7, flood­
inundation hazard. The certified LCP Geology map designates the subject area 
bluffs as Category 2 - areas suitable for light, non-residential structures not 
requiring significant excavation or grading. The LCP coastal setback zone includes 
all lands in Categories 1, 2 and 3. The coastal setback was identified as an area 
on the seaward edge of the bluff top and the entire bluff face, which was to remain 
undeveloped due to geologic instability {and also to protect habitat and views). The 
landslide area (in the eastern portion of the site, near Portuguese Bend Club) is 
restricted from all development. Finally. the LCP designates the bluff faces as 
extreme and high slopes with marginal stability overall. The designated districts 
require that use and development be restricted. Nonstructural uses such as passive 
parks and trails are considered appropriate. The applicant justifies the development 
of the pool because in this location. the bench has a factor of safety of 1.7. above 
the 1.5 minimum. The bench was graded as a result of the previous Marineland 
development. However. the proposed lower pool development represents new 
development on the bluff face. within the coastal setback zone, and still raises an 
issue as to whether or not it is an appropriate use for this area . 
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The LCP also states in part, for lands classified as marginally stable: 

Preferred land use would include recreational facilities such as picnic areas. 
hiking trails, and equestrian trails. Use of the landslide areas for golf courses 
is a debatable issue, as significant amounts of irrigation water could reduce 
the stability of these areas. 

The LCP provides for studies to be conducted in marginally stable areas in order to 
examine the stability of any such site and develop the constraints suitable for the 
particular site. The coastal permit provides for the design and review of the site's 
irrigation system and drainage improvements after issuance of the coastal permit 
based on those studies. The problem with such an approach is that the decision is 
not subject to review in advance of issuance of the permit. 

Habitat 

The certified LCP designates the coastal bluff areas of the entire peninsula as 
having natural vegetation and natural wildlife habitat. The natural vegetation is 
described as coastal sage scrub. The wildlife habitat includes seasonal cover for 
many bird populations. The Areas for Preservation of Natural Resources map in 
the LCP designates the project area's coastal bluffs as Coastal Resource 
Management District 9 (wildlife habitat). 

The Natural Element Section. Policy No.9 states: 

It is the policy of the City to require developments within or adjacent to 
wildlife habitats (CRM 9) to describe the nature of the impact upon the 
wildlife habitat and provide mitigation measures to fully offset the impact. 

• 
The project does not propose any habitat protection or restoration for the eastern 
bluff areas. The project does include both habitat protection and restoration for the 
western bluff areas. A 30-foot wide buffer area runs adjacent and landward of the 
designated Habitat Preserve on the western bluffs. The buffer is required to contain 
only "suitable, local native species of vegetation". The coastal permit conditions do 
not specifically prohibit Eriogonum fasiculatum, which is unsuitable habitat for the 
El Segundo Blue Butterfly. According to the certified Final Environmental Impact 
Report dated July 9. 2001. the El Segundo Blue Butterfly has been observed on the 
western bluff areas. The coastal permit conditions also allow specific invasive 
plants within the plant palette design within the hotel landscaping: Eucalyptus. 
Nerium Oleander. Olea Europia {olive tree). Phoenix (all species). Schinus Molle 
(California Pepper Tree} and Schinus Terebinthifolius (Florida Pepper Tree). 
These permitted invasive plant species may have adverse impacts to native 
habitats in the project area and their uses. thus is inconsistent with the certified 
LCP policy to provide mitigation measures to "fully offset the impact" of 
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Page 3 

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a sununary description of Local 
Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which 
you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new 
hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.) 

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your 
reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for staff to determine that 
the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may submit 
additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification 

rrect to the best of my/our lmowledge. 

Date: 9 ~ 7 /'(, z 
~I 

Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person(s) to act as my agent in all 
matters pertaining to this appeal. 

Signed: -------------------------
Date: COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Page3 

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local 
Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which 
you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new 
hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.) 

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your 
reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for staff to determine that 
the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may submit 
additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification 

Date: 

Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person(s) to act as my agent in all 
matters pertaining to this appeal. 

Signed:------------

Date: 

(Document2) 
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STATE OF CALIFO'!_NIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRA'("DAJ16 .. , Gow 

RECEIVED CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Cout Aru Olllce 
200 Ocunaate .. 10th Floor 
Long Beech, CA 90802 ... 302 
(582) 5~5071 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

ccommtssion Form D> 

South Coast Region ~ 
SEP 1 6 ?002 

CALIFORI'-!IA. 
Please Rev1 ev Attached Appea 1 Information Sheet Prior rf~t~·b~~MMISSiON 
Th1s Form. 

SECTION I. Appellant<s> 

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s): 

Pct.los- \tuJes Soul(..~ 6-n>->f 1 S'le!'~ Clu~ 
C/o "Bcu-t4 141>\Q,i c 

1 
CoVI5~\IG!.rn on Oc~ i . 3'\4'\ \/ia. V&l Mo ,.,-re.-

fa.~.os 'llc-Jes &s:t4fei <A jo 2.74- II '5 '3 ( 3tD ) 371!- 31 [D 
' Zip Area Code Phone No. 

SECTION II. Decision Be1Dg ADgealed 

1. Name of local/port 
government: ~II'( o-r AA!J~ ~l-OS Vet-l:>E",S'' 

2. Brief description of develo ment being 
appealed; 1-0I.Jfr fowl R.6So(J...I thTEL. '/-00 i~>0""-.1 il"''-~ ... ,!1.-...v ~VII\ tti.,._.,S olf a.cd.Jcw.,jprtJ. 
:)o s;u_,. 3Z. li1ll:~~. !t".s c..o rt~~ . - - c:Lulo k.ou ~ l't..tcLQ,.I. m ~c ,~ u se.s ('e.ft-< 

~lf1 f . 11\<L:tvf.¢..-(. ope.-. .. spQq ~U~t-6 b:th:n.r ~((.4 ~ (02,J ttc:.t(' f~"-1· 
I 

3. Development's location (street addra!s, as~essor's parcel 
no .• cross street, etc.): u,~ 10 P«-~.c~ 1/e.("d-r..s IJf•:J't ,)oVT'l:, R..a...u..d...o ~do> \J:i2...1'L~.s '!r-

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no spec;al cond1t1ons: _________ _ 

b. Approval w1th special conditions: ../ (z.o'i' "'"'hn...,..,s) 

c. Denial: ___________________ _ 

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP. denial 
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development 1s a major energy or public works project. 
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE CQHPLE!ED BY QQMHISSIQN: 

APPEAL NO~JC...tJ2., ~.;(f'. 
DATE FILED:~~,_ 

DISTRICT: 

HS: 4/88 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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APPEAL FRQM CQASIAL PERMIT QECISIQN Of LQCAL GQVERNHENI cpage 2) 

·s. Decision being appealed was made by Ccheck one): 

a. __ Planning D1rector/Zon1ng 
AdMtntstrator 

c. __ Planning Commission 

b. ~City Council/Board of d. _Other _____ _ 
Supervisors 

6. Date of local govermaent• s dethion: Av6V-;,• 2..1 .z.oo~ 

SECTION III. Ident1f1cat1on gf Other Interested parsons 

Give the names and addresses of the following part1es. (Use 
addtt1ona1 paper as necessary,) 

a. Name and ma111ng address of permit applicant: 
I>es-r,:,.ot.-rc'f"YY D'\Jt.Loy~ Cot'~oi?ftl~ 

b. Names and ma11tng addresses as avatlable of those who testified 
(either verbally or 1n writing) at the tity/county/port hear1ng(s). 
Include other parties which you know to be ,nterestad and should 
rece1ve not1te of this appeal. 

c 1 > :::l:·M ~jl\. ,·8 ~i 
'5 Cill\r. a ""0"" b«-M 

(2) ..iaCLrlow Sa:-tt\er 
1 '\o If AK"';a.... fr~SJ:Md .... 

'lo~7S 

(3) Tht~a.. 'F(i ~J.S"c(\ 
l721 \/1 a. Bo cgat<.Js 

SECTION IV. Reasons Suggort1pg Tbts Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit dec1s1ons are 
limited by a variety of factors and requ1remeots of the Coastal 
Act. Please rev1ew the appeal information sheet for assistance 
1 n comp 1 et1 ng thh section, wh1 cb c:onti nuas on the next page .. 
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APPEAL ERQH COASTAL PERHXI DECISlQN Qf. LOCAL GQVEBNHEHI cpage 3) 

State briefly your reasons for th1s •DD•&l. Include a summary 
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master 
Plan po11c1es and requirements 1n which you believe the project ts 
inconsistent and the reasons the dtc1ston warrants a new hearing. 
<Use additional paper as necessary.) 

{!) J. ot:-«-Ti~ t.-F Vlt:.ra. ffoil'113 not ,-nd,·cd'd. 1"6~ 1114f '""'f~ct S~1~;11~ 

hiolo;,li~t te>ouf'c..$!:!) blvFF ~;n..t" ~drl. W&w(J L.c., i ... cg • .,~.,j~ W 1t'tt. c...s 

(3) lnlfa..s/vc -tf\t.es :;p~c;; til-¢ ,.., i-.eaulsc%(M PI~- ,,;conS't$~ t wi""" csP b-e.c.Af..4.se.. I 

c.Actn.dyizric c:E fhc n4.:tvrpJ. tliLiit-e FlRf ~ntmvn;-;; ctzd po1(t1tht4t d.dr}t~t<M.12.l ~ 

(!J) W-~~ ~ 'D~f<1~ M""i /;r~..-wc--r blvt:F JvJ,.;ir:-ct" r-eso.;f"<::.I:!A whti.h 1'1(. 

b<.. f l'Jti;=c..t-c.J v ftt!u u f. 

[).to~ 'fp9 1 (pc-<.:r'-l t',.. C.O<Anl ?et~4<& 3-PN- v(o(a;L, &fvmc ll.7J.... 

~ .uta-dl\ ~s fi:C d vt"?vi { / 
Note: The above descr1ption need not be a complete or exhaustive 
statement of your reasons of appeal: however. there must be 
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal 1s 
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to ftling the appeal. may 
submit additional 1nfonmat1on to the staff and/or Comm,ssion to 
support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certificatlon 

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of 
my/our knowledge. 

NOTE: If signed by agent, appellant(s) 
must also sign below. 

Sectjon VI. Agent Author1zatjon 

I/He hereby authorize to act as my/our 
representative and to b1nd me/us in all matters concerning th1s 
appeal. 

Signature of Appellant(s) 

Date --------------------------
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Qvista Points along the Long Point Trail Segment have not been clearly defined by the Project•s 
Plan and may potentially impact the bluff habitat. 

' 

-+ The City's Coastal Specific Plan designates the bluffs as "Protection I Preservation Conidors" and states • 
that protection/preservation conidors •are basi98IIX )xoiganC&'yorridpg; gr ""'§ based yoon the 
requirement t activities/ resence be exclUded idooe due to the need to 
preserve valuable/sensitive n ura a or o avoid geologic or other and related conditions 
involving hazard or danger, such as the sea cliff edge." *(C-15) The Federally endangered El Segundo 
blue butterfly (Euphllotes battoides allyn!) and itS corresponding habitat exists on the westem bluffs in the 
Habitat Reserve. The Revised Biological Sedion of the FEIR for the projed documents the significant 
coastal resources that exist on these bluffs. 

Condition of Approval # 69 states that two Vista Points will be located along the Long Point Trail. The 
location or configuration of such Vista Points has not been indicated. A segment of the Long Point trail is 
on the inland edge of a 30 foot wide •Habitat Enhancement Area" which is intended as a buffer for the 
bluff Habitat Reserve. Such a buffer Is required by the City's CSP which states, "Where a 
protection/preservation conidor is located adjacent to an area involving human use (access. habitation), 
some buffer area should be designed/planned/maintained so as to avoid adverse impacts: *(C-15) 
Condition # 77 adds that •public trails in this portion of the site shall not encroach into the Habitat 
Enhancement Area•. 

The CSP further states, "It is the policy of the City to: require development proposals within areas which 
might impact corridors to analyze the site conditions in order to mitigate impads and obtain feasible 
implementation of all corridor guidelines: *(C -16) However, because the location and configuration of the 
Vista Points is yet unknown, it cannot be proven that they are consistent with the Coastal Specific Plan. It 
is not possible to evaluate whether these Vista Points might intrude into habitat or buffer areas or have 
other habitat impacts, including, but not limited to fragmentation. Certainly, if either Vista Point were to 
intrude upon or detrimentally impact sensitive habitat on the bluff or bluff top, it would be inconsistent with 
the Coastal Specific Plan. 

Visual Corridors addressed by the Coastal Specific Plan include those from Palos Verdes Drive South, • 
which transect the site southward towards Catalina and eastward towards Point Fermin. The CSP does 
not identify any other view corridors from the project site, and there are none identified in a westward or 
southwestward direction from the site. *(C-10) If the developer or the Coastal Commission wishes to have 
a westerly Vista Point in addition to the view conidors described in the City's CSP, the Lookout Bar, 
located just south of the Habitat Enhancement Area, would provide such a view. 

It would be inconsistent with the Coastal SpecifiC Plan to impact the sensitive biological resources of the 
bluffs and there is no compelling reason to do so. Therefore, we request that the Coastal Commission 
prohibit any View Point from intruding into the westerly area of the project designated as the Habitat 
Enhancement area or Habitat Buffer area. 

• Corresponding page(s) in Rancho Palos Verdes Coastal Specific Plan 

See attachments: 

Conditions of Approval # 62, 69, 77 
Visual Corridors, Exhibit 5.1-4 
Resort Hotel Site Development/Grading Plan 5/20/02 
Coastal Specific Plan Land Use Map Designations. Exhibit 5.7·2 
July 26, 2001 Letter from Kendall Herbert Osbome, Biological Consulting 
Biological Resources Within Resort Hotel Area, Exhibit 5.3-1 
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f':)__e Project's Landscape Plan allows the use of invasive trees, which may be detrimental to the 
l;{'uf; habitat, the mulefat habitat, or other nearby natural habitat . 

Condition of Approval# 78 and Conditions of Approval# 80, # 120, and# 150, which are dependent upon 
Condition # 78, make specific allowances for the use of several species of invasive trees on the project 
site including: "Eucalyptus, Nerium Oleander, Olea Europia (olive tree), Phoenix (all species), Shinus 
Molle (California Pepper Tree), Shinus Terebinthifolius (Florida PepperTree).n 

However, the City's Coastal Specific Plan states "The use of plant materials and planting designs which 
reflect the natural coastal sage scrub character of the peninsula, and the Southern California coastline in 
general, is encouraged for open and common areas within developments rather than the use of extensive 
decorative materials and plans requiring extensive maintenance/watering, and which are in contrast with 
species/materials in remaining natural vegetation areas of the City." *(U-72) 

The CSP also states, "The existing natural vegetation of Rancho Palos Verdes is a major component of 
the environmental character of the City. . .. The retention of wild flowers, low coastal sage scrub, 
chaparral, and grasslands communities is desirable as is revegetation with native material wherever 
clearing of vegetation is required.· *(N-44) 

The invasive tree species listed in Condition 78 are common and weedy and thus create a distorted 
impression of what is native and natural in the Southern California Coastal plant community. These tree 
species are not at all characteristic of the natural coastal sage scrub habitat. Thus the Project's 
Landscape Plan is inconsistent with the Coastal Specific Plan. The inclusion of these invasive species 
would also be inconsistent with policies previously adopted and currently in use by the California Coastal 
Commission for the nearby development at Ocean Trails where the use of these species is forbidden. 
The inclusion of these weedy trees would also be especially inappropriate on this site because much of 
the nearby area is hoped to be part of a habitat preserve once a local NCCP is adopted. 

Furthermore, the California Exotic Pest Plant Council lists several of these tree species as invasive pest 
plants. Because of their invasive qualities, we are concerned about potential detrimental impacts to the 
sensitive habitat of the bluff top and bluff face. A management plan is proposed in Condition 78 ,o 
prevent propagation of invasive plants into the Habitat Enhancement or buffer areas and that any invasive 
plants that do propagate into the Habitat Enhancement Area will be immediately removed. • However, it is 
not clear that such measures would be adequate to prevent the intrusion of these species into the 
sensitive habitat areas. We are particularly concerned that any invasive species that might become 
established on the steep inaccessible bluff face would be particularly difficult to eradicate without 
detrimental impacts to sensitive native habitat. 

Such habitat impacts would be inconsistent with the Rancho Palos Verdes Coastal Specific Plan which 
requires "developments within or adjacent to wildlife habitats *(CRM 9) to describe the nature of the 
impact upon the wildlife habitat and provide mitigation measures to fully offset the impact." *(N-46) 

* Corresponding page(s) in Rancho Palos Verdes Coastal Specific Plan 

See attachments: 

Conditions of Approval# 78, 80, 120, 150 
List of Invasive Plants 
Biological Resources Within Resort Hotel Area, Exhibit 5.3-1 
Coastal Specific Plan Land Use Map Designations, Exhibit 5.7-2 
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Qt. is not yet clear whether Grading and Drainage on the site might impact the bluff habitat. 

The City's Coastal Specific Plan states: "All factors of the natural environment inherently interact with one • 
another. A change in any one factor may have a resuHing series of reactions In any other factor. An 
example of this type of Interaction is natural topography alteration resulting in change in hydrologic 
patterns which in tum may deprive natural vegetation of adequate inigation causing a degradation of 
wildlife habitat." *(N-36) 

The CSP also states, "There also exist In the coastal region a number of significant wildlife habitats which 
are directly associated with vegetation communities. These are generally found on bluff faces and natural 
canyon areas where wildlife thrives due to the protection and food found from the natural vegetation. 
Though there are no fonnally recognized endangered or rare species of wildlife or vegetation, these 
wildlife habitats are significant because of the wide variety and numbers of wildlife which are associated 
with them. Additionally, the natural vegetation of grasses and wild flowers found on the hillsides and 
canyons gives a unique environmental character to the City which, if to be preserved, requires 
consideration of the natural drainage system and topography.• *(N-38- N-39) Since the CSP was written, 
several species of plants and animals have been Federally listed as endangered or threatened, adding to 
the significance of these coastal resources. 

This concern is generally addressed by Condition of Approval t# 162, however further analysis will be 
needed in order to detennine whether the Project's Grading and Drainage might impact the bluff habitat. 
Any degradation of that habitat due to changes in drainage patterns would be inconsistent with the intent 
of the Coastal Specific Plan. 

There is no doubt that excess waste water (e.g. runoff from nearby inigation) and its associated 
contaminants should be directed away from the sensitive bluff habitat. However, the bluff habitat has 
evolved in response to a natural drainage pattern, which contributes to Its annual water needs. It will 
require careful biological and hydrological evaluation to achieve the right balance in this matter in order to 
assure the continued health of the bluff habitat. 

Therefore, we request that the Coastal Commission require a biological and hydrological review to 
detennine what, if any, impacts alteration of drainage patterns from the grading plans might have on 
wildlife or habitat. 

* Corresponding page(s) in Rancho Palos Verdes Coastal Specific Plan 

See Attachments: 

Condition of Approval t# 162 
Biological Resources Wrthing Resort Hotel Area. Exhibit 5.3-1 
Coastal Specific Plan Land Use Map Designations, Exhibit 5.7-2 
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!:)The Lower Pool is located inside (toward the ocean) the Coastal Setback Line, which is 
~nsistent with the Coastal Specific Plan . 

Condition of Approval # 33 relies on a Variance which allows the Lower Pool to be located seaward of the 
Coastal Setback Une. This is contrary to Rancho Palos Verdes Municipal Code 17.72.040, which states 
in part: 

" .. public passive recreational improvements, including but not limited to, trails, signage or protective 
fencing may be permitted in the coastal setback zone; provided, that a conditional use permit is approved 
pursuant to Chapter 17.60 (Conditional Use Permits) of this title, and a geology report is approved by the 
city's geologist. All other new uses and developments in this zone are prohibited including, but not limited 
to, slabs, walkways, decks six inches or more in height, walls or structures over forty-two inches in height, 
fountains, irrigation systems, pools, spas, architectural features such as cornices, eaves, belt courses, 
vertical supports or members, and chimneys and grading involving more than twenty cubic yards of earth 
movement, or more than three feet of cut or fill. (Ord. 320 § 7 (part), 1997r 

*Corresponding page(s) in Rancho Palos Verdes Coastal Specific Plan 

See attachments: 

Resort Hotel Area Geologic Map, Exhibit 5.5-1 
Condition of Approval # 33 
Coastal Specific Plan Land Use Map Designations, Exhibit 5.7-2 
Resort Hotel Site Development/Grading Plan 
Resort Hotel Area Geological Map, Exhibit 5.5-1 
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List of Attachments: 

Excerpts from Final Conditions of Approval 
VISual Corridors, Exhibit 5.1-4 
July 26, 2001 Letter from Kendall Herbert Osborne, Biological Consulting 
Ust of Invasive Plants 
Biological Resources Wrthin Resort Hotel Area, Exhibit 5.3-1 
Coastal Specific Plan Land Use Map Designations, Exhibit 5.7-2 
Resort Hotel Site Development/Grading Plan 
Resort Hotel Area Geological Map, Exhibit 5.5-1 
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South Coast Region 

~tr' I 6 2002 
Excerpts from Final Conditions of Approval __ _ 

- .. '-:ALIFORNIA 
33. Except as provided herein as part of the Conditional Use Permit and Variance (allowing ~A~ TAL COMMISSIO~ 
construction of the Lower Pool Facility within the Coastal Setback Zone), pursuant to the RPVMC, 
no new uses or structural improvements shall be allowed in the area seaward of the Coastal Setback Une 
including, but not limited to, slabs, walkways, decks 6" or more in height, walls or structures over 42" in 

. height, fountains, irrigation systems, pools, spa, architectural features, such as cornices, eaves, belt 
· courses, vertical supports or members, chimneys, and grading involving more than 20 cubic yards of 

earth movement, or more than three feet of cut or fill. 

62. Prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits for the hotel, casitas, spa, villas, or clubhouse, 
the applicant shall submit and receive approval for a Public Amenities Plan which shall include specific 
design standards and placement for all trails, vista points, parking facilities, signs, and park areas within 
the project site, as specified in the conditions herein. Additionally, the Plan shall include the size, 
materials and location of all public amenities and shall establish a regular maintenance schedule. City 
Staff shall conduct regular inspections of the public amenities. The Plan shall be reviewed and approved 
by the City Council at a duly noticed public hearing, as specified in the RPVMC. 

69. Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy, the applicant shall dedicate an easement to the 
City and construct two Public Vista Points along the Long Point Trail Segment (D4) in locations to be 
approved by the Director of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement in the review of the Public Trails 
Plan. Habitat fencing, as well as habitat protection signs shall be posted in and around any vista point. 
The square footage of any Habitat Enhancement Area or the 50-foot transitional area that is used for the 
vista points shall be replaced at a ratio of 1 :1. 

77.The Habitat Enhancement Area shall extend from the Los Angeles County Fishing Access Parking Lot 
to the toe of the slope immediately north of the Lookout Bar. The Habitat Enhancement Area shall be 
thirty (30) feet wide, as measured from the inland limits of the coastal bluff scrub, as specified in the 
Mitigation Measures adopted by the City Council by Resolution No. 2002-34. All public trails in this 
portion of the site shall not encroach into the Habitat Enhancement Area. 

78. A Landscape Plan shall be prepared by a qualified Landscape Architect in accordance with the 
standards set forth in RPVMC. The Landscape Plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Director of 
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, a qualified Landscape Architect and a qualified botanist, hired 
by the City, prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits. The applicant shall establish a Trust 
Deposit account with the City prior to the submittal of Landscape Plans to cover all costs incurred by the 
City in conducting such review. During the Director's review, the Landscape Plan shall also be made 
available to the public, including but not limited to representatives from the California Native Plant 
Society, for review and input. 

The Ornamental Landscape Plan shall comply with the water conservation concepts, the View 
Preservation Ordinance, the planting requirements, the irrigation system design criteria, and all other 
requirements of the RPVMC. The Plan shall identify the plant and seed sources and the required lead 
time that will be needed to implement the plan. The plan shall also take into account protected view 
corridors as identified in the project EIR such that future impacts from tree or other plant growth will not 
result. A colorful plant palette shall be utilized in the design of the hotel landscaping where feasible, 
provided that impacts to native and protected vegetation will not occur. No invasive plant species shall 
be included in the plant palette, except for the following species which exist on-site or within the 
immediate area: Eucalyptus, Nerium Oleander, Olea Europia (olive tree), Phoenix (all species), 
Shinus Molle (California Pepper Tree), Shin us Terebinthifolius (Florida Pepper Tree). 

The Habitat Enhancement Area, which serves as a plant buffer for the El Segundo Blue Butterfly and the 
Bluff Habitat shall consist of suitable, locally native plants. In addition, the 50-foot wide planting area 
inland of the Habitat Enhancement Area, as specified in the adopted Mitigation Monitoring Program (5.3-
2c) attached as Exhibit ·c· of Resolution No. 2002-34, shall also be plante~~Rsfltl~,d'MrmsstoN u 
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plants and grasses. When available , it is recommended that seeds and plants for both areas come from 
local sources. 

The applicant shall submit for review and approval by the Director of Planning, Building and Code 
Enforcement and a qualified biologist, at the expense of the applicant, a . Habitat Enhancement 
Management Plan that shall ensure regular maintenance to prevent propagation of invasive plants 
into the Habitat Enhancement or buffer areas and that any invasive plants that do propagate into 

·'·the Habitat Enhancement Area will be immediately removed. Said Management Plan shall be 
submitted for review and approval at the same time as the Landscape Plan. 

80. Reasonable efforts shall be made by the applicant to preserve and replant existing mature trees, as 
deemed acceptable by the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement. Any replanted trees, 
tf invasive, shall not be located in the native plant area (30..foot Habitat Enhancement Area and 50-
foot transition area). Any such replanted or retained trees shall be noted on the required landscape 
plans. · 

120. Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy, the applicant shall improve with landscaping and 
irrigation the median and parkway along Palos Verdes Drive South, in the area generally located in front 
of the project site's entrance driveway, Including the portion of the median that is to be improved with an 
expanded left-tum pocket, up to the eastern most driveway of the Fishing Access Parking Lot. H' 
available, said landscaping shall consist of non-invasive plant species, except the permitted 
invasive species listed in Condition No. 78, as deemed acceptable by the Director of Public Works. 

150. Prior to final grading inspection by Building and Safety, the graded slopes shall be property planted 
and maintained in accordance with the approved landscaping plan. Plant materials shall generally 
include significant low ground cover to impede surface water flows, and shall be non-invasive, except 
the permitted invasive species listed in Condition No. 78 

• 

162.Prior to issuance of any building or grading permits, the applicant shall submit a Local Grading and • 
Drainage Plan identifying how drainage will be directed away from the bluff top, natural drainage 
courses and open channels to prevent erosion and to protect sensitive plant habitat on the bluff 
face. Said Plan shall be reviewed by the Director of Public Works and the Director of Planning, ·suilding 
and Code Enforcement. Said review shall also analyze whether potential impacts to the bluff top or 
bluff face may be caused by the proposed drainage concept. 

Excerpted from: Long Point Resort Hotel Conditions of Approval, (Coastal Permit No. 166, Conditional 
Use Permit No. 215, Grading Permit No. 2229, Variance No. 489, and Tentative Parcel Map No. 26073) 
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Kenc:1au Hertlert Osborne 
Biological Consulting 
7451 Mt. vemm St. 
Riverside, CA 92!504 

Ann: Ann JonnslOn 
BonTerra Consulting 
151 Kalmus Drlv., Suite E·200 
Costa Mesa. CA 92626 

July 26, 2001 

+9494728313 T-135 P.OZ/04 F-456 

RE: Summary or results and conclusions for s1.1rvey of endangered bunerftiea an 1he 
Long Point project site including tne Upper Pa•nt Vincente Araa and the Raon Hota 
Area 

• 

Bon Terra Consl.llling haa roqwe&ted a tvsbita1 assessment and focusltd adult Suf\1¥ for 
tne Palos Verdes Dlue buuerfty and El Seg~o~ndo blue butterfly on U1e proposed Lang 
Potnt project site wnicn includes tne ·upper Point Vincente Area'" •ncl Ule "Resort Hotel 
Area• Located '" Rancho Pates Verde.fi. Los AngeleS County. california. Refer to the 
BenT erra Consulting resource exniDitS from the biolagir.aJ leChniGal raport for specific 
prqect area locations. The total acreage of the sites is approxunafely 168.4 ac::rea. Thll 
letter is prepared as a summary of results for inclusion 1n the project EnvironmenUII 
lmpaa Report (EIR). A more tnorough and detailed repOrt on biOlogical baclegmund d 
the butterfly specie& in ql.le$tion, SIJJ'VC)' methods. resui1S, di&eu&&ian and QefailfMI 
miligat1on recommendations will be provided in a report shordy to be S'-'tlmiUed to Ban • 
Terra and USFWS, Carlsbad, as requirea by my survey permit 

To assess the proposed development area tor porsnt.ial as habitat for t1e federaJIV 
endangered Palos Verdes blue but:tertly (PVB. Gloucopsyehe tygc1amua 
patasvera.sensis), and federally endangered El Segundo blue bul:tBrfty (ESB. &philola:s 
baaOides allylll} and to determine presence or absenca of PVS and/or ESB on the site. a 
series of f1e1a visits and surveys Wds oonduL.'1fW between March 17 and April 22, 2001 
(for PV9) and ba\Ween June 20 and July 26, 2001 (for ESB) by KendaU H. Osbarne 
under USFWS 10(a) Permit No. TE-837760-4. Timing of me &uNeY effort for both 
butterfly speCies was concurrenl \llfitn known flight periocls fX these species for 1his year 
(determined from local populations). Specifically, surveys for PVB were canclucced an 
March 17, 23. 31, and April 3, 22. 2001. ana for ESBon June 20, and July 2, 9, 23, and 
26, 2001. 

The purpose of me field surveys was to evaluate the habitat potential for PVB and ESB 
ancs during Vle course of me known flight seasons for these bunerlies, conduct foo..aad 
surveys for adults ot tnese species. While conauctmg aault survey wot'k, notes were 
taKen on hOst plant speetes and abunditlleti and other resources and site condit•On& 
1mportant to the biology ana ecology of tJCih PVB and ESB. 

The 5urvey determined that tht:s project areas currentJy consist primarily of landscapes 
dominated by exotic vege'Cation. The Reson hotel Area ponion of the Long Point project 
site was found to consist miMiy of parking lots, open exotic grass fields, and BXDtiC 
landscaping. with the expm;~o ocean-facing blufts remaining 1n a 1arge1~ natural 818-
The Upper Point Vincente Area also has extensive exotic grasses. landscaping, 

COASTAL COMMISSIO. 
II5·1PY,fJl-~Z y 

PalosVerdesSouthBayGroup -Sierra Club EXHISIT ~ Z L 
Appeal to California Coastal Commission re. ::::ity of Rancho Palos Verdes Coastal Pemut No. PAGE ___ QF __ 



~/ 
~;..;;.:'";··""' 07-ZT-01 12:52PM FROM-RBF-ALTON RECEPTION +94947Z8373 T-135 P.03/04 F-456 
#' 

• 

• 

• 

buildings etc., but also supports extensi\<e coastal sage scrub se1 witnin the larger 
context of open gfii&SiallQs. 

Regarding PVB. Reson HoJel Area doea not to support any PVB nostplant and nas no 
potential for &uppon or a PVB pop'-!lation 1n 1ts c~.~rrent condition (wiltlout ho$~ 
presance). Wllllin the Upper Point Vincente Area, iRIWCillted with one pof1jon of l'aa 
coaslal sage were found approximately 200 Astragalus frlchopodus pfants. an importanl 
PVB nest. The AstragalUs was conftned to an area of approximately 2000 square 
meters. witi'M mtxed Altemisla - Endlia coastal sage at the toot of a hill {"~NeStam 
premont~. weet of City bwldings). The other known or potential PVB hostplant LotuS 
scoparius was not found on ettner site. 

No PVB were seen during the course of the surveys. Ttte laC* of obaerwtd PVB. when i1 
was known to be fl}'ing at other location& on the Palos Verdes PeninstJia, indicates 1hill a 
populat,on does not currantl:y exist on the property in que~on. The subjed property is 
located a short chstance from an 1mpo11ant historic PVB population to the nonheast al 
Hess Park.. It is my professional opinion. gi~ten the abundance of A!IUDgalus tnchopOduS 
and extensive coastal saee set ,n me larser GOnttilxt of open grasslands, that altnough 
the property does not currently l.)upport PVB. the subject propel't)' could easily &upport 
PVB were it reintroduced. Conservation and enhancement of me coastal sage scrub 
and assooatee1 Astragalus as project mnigation on the site may be compalibta wilh a 
planned golf course and may oe importam to recovery of PVB on me Paras Vemes 
Pemnsula. 

The ESB is another endangered butterfly of the Palos VerdeS area. The ESB is 
pnmarily associcn:ed with Eriogonum parvifolium, bul nas been considered by some 
biologists to have potential on EnPgonum cinefaum Etiogot~um cinareum WN found tD 
be abundant in coastal sage scrub of the Upper Point Vincente Area, alld E. psrvifalium 
was found to be absent in this upper area - a& was the ESB. However, on Ole Resan 
Hotel Area portion of rne project site, the IJiuffs were fo1.1nt1 to support abl.llldant E. 
paNifolium ana the ESB was found to be abundant here as wall. The ESB and 
assocaated E. parvifoJium were all found on the bluffS nortn of Ole Long Poinr 
("'geographiC feature listed in USGS topograpnic map). Eriogonum clnereum. was 
present on ttte !>luffs southealiH of Long Point•. but like the Upper Point Vincente Area. 
ESB was not fauna as90Ciated w1lh this E. cinemum. 

Most of me ESB were located aiong the bluff tops. bluff face6, and foot of~ bluff nonh 
of and around the narrow (un-named) pcMt IOcaled immedic:ltely north of Long Point•. 
This 1s the suetch of bluff locatec just south of the FISherman'& ac<:e~ parking location 
Several ESS and E. parvlfolium woro also found south of tne narrow ptMt on tho bh.lff 
faces. 

The proposed golf course ana notal on me Resort Hotel Area may jeopardize the ESB 
population m vano~.<s wa~ by adverse alteration of habitat. but specific mitigation 
measure::s for impacts may actually improve tha stat\.lS of ESB on the ~Reoort Hotel Area• 
an ""ays compatible with a golf couf!la/de\lalopment plan. In general. expected adverse 
hal.')ital modificalions may comt about by tanascapmg wtth a)(OtiC plants and associated 
1rrigat,cn, leading to elimination of ESB resting areas In the tee of prevailing wind& -
iandwarr. of Ole bluff crest, and .nvas,qn of E::SB h6b1Uit t:ly axot1c plante with associated 
promm,on of exotic ants anc omer exotic armropods and moiiL12kS whiCh would 
&..dtimate;.y be delatanous to ESt.:i RecommendM mitigation measures 1ne1ude creation 
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of a substantial natural buffer between exotic lancts~p1ng ana me bluff crest; 
preservation ana enhancemen: of buffer land in me marginal lee Of rne bluff c:re5l far 
ESB and its host; elimination of and maintained exClusion of certain invasive 8X01k: 
pJants from lhe bluff margin. crest ana face; restoration of Dluff habitat scum of Long 
Point; and assurance that irrigat1on will drain/percolate away from rhe bluff face. 

Respectfully Submitted. 

/~~~ 
Ken H. Osborne 

ce USFWS. Cartsbaa 

3 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
11 ItS ·I.Pf-Dt-32.., 

EXHIBIT #----..2.-.n __ _ 
PAGE OF __ 

" 

• 

• 

• 



__ ,,_ ...... .,~,,.=.c• veot""".::l 

! Scientific Name Common Name 
CaiEPPC 

lXPO =Ocean Trails Prohibited Invasive Ornament.;t Plants 

• CaiEPPC Lists 
1 = annual grMses list I 
2; List B: Wildland Pest Plants of Lesser lnvas;veness 
3 = List A-2: Most Invasive Wildland Pest c!ants; Regional 
4:: List A-1: Most lnva8ive Wild lend Pest Plants; Widespread 
5 = List Red Alert: Species with potential to spread explosively; lr.festations currently restricted 
P = List Need More Info - Possible Listil}g 
C = List Considered but not listed 

Acacia cvc!opis Acacia 
Acacia dealbate Acacia XP 
Acacia decurrens , ~reen wattle XP 
Acacia longifolia Sidney Golden Wattle 
Acacia melanoxylon Blackwood Acacia 
Acacia melanoxylon blackwood acacia XP 
Acacia redolens a.k.a. A. Ongerup 
Acacia sp. (a!! species) Acacia 
Achillea mlllefolium var. millefolium Common Yarrow 
Aegiloos triuncialis barbed goatgrass X1 
Aeschvnomene rudis rough lointve!ch XP 
Agave americana Century plant 
Ageratiria adenophora . eupatory X2 
Agrostis avenacea Pacific bentgrass XP 
Ailanthus altissima Tree of Heaven X3 
Albizia laphantha lplume acacia XC 
Afhagi pseudalhaoi camel them xs 
Ammophila arenaria European beach grass X4 

• Anthoxanthum odcratum sweet vernal grass XC 
Aptenia cordifolia Red Apple XP 
Arctotheca calendula Cape Weed X5 
Arctotis sp. (all species & hybrids) African dalsv 
Arundo donax Giant Reed, Arundo Grass X1 
Asphodelus fisturosus asphodel XC 
Atrip!e:x ;]!auca White Saltbush 
Atriplex semibaccata Australian saltbush X3 
Avena barba'ta slender wild oat X1 
Avena fatua wild oat X1 
1 Bassi2 hyssopifolia bassio X2 
Bellardia trix.ago beUardia X2 
Brachypodium distachyon false brome X1 
Brassiea nigra black mustard X2 
Brasslca rapa f~eld mustard 
Brassica tournefortii Moroccan or African mustard X3 
Bromus diandrus ripgut brome X1 
Bromus hordeaceus f8. rno!lisj brome crass, sottchess 
Bromus madritensis ssp. ruberrs red brome X3 
Bromus molfis arome Grass. Soft Chess 
Bromus rubens Foxtail Chess ·-' 
Bromus lectorum cheat grass, downy brome X4 
Cardarta chalepensis lens..podded, wh:te-top X2 
Cardaria draba white-top, hoary cress X3 
Carduus acanthoides [giant p!umeless thistle XP 
Carduus pycilocepha!t.:s Italian thistle X2 

• Carpobrot..:s chilansis 3ea fig XC 
Carpobrotus edu:is 1ceplant. sea fio X4 
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Centaurea calcitrapa .purple starthistle X2 
Cenfto.urea maculosa spotted knapweed X5 
Centaurea melitensis toea tote, Malta starJ'Iistt& ve!low star thistlE X.2 X X 
Centaurea solstitialis yeUow starthistle X4 X X 
Centranthus rub&r red valetian XC X • Chenopodium album Pigweed. Lamb's Cuarten; X X 
Chenopodium murale QOosefoot X X 
CI:!Me_nthemum coronarillm Annual chrysanthemum X XPO 
Cirsium arvense Canada thistle X2 
Clrsium vulgare bull thistle X2 X X 
Clstus ladanifer gum cistus XP 
Cistus so. (all species) Rock rose XPO 
Conicosia puoioniformls narrow-leaved ioeplant. roundleaf iceplant X3 
Conium maculatum poison hemlock X2 X XPO 
Convolvulus arvensis field bindweed XC 
Coprosma repens mirror plant XC 
Cordyitne australis New Zealand cabbaoe XP 
Cortaderfa didica IC. sellowana} Selloa Pampas Grass XPO 
Cortaderia lubata Andean pampas grass X4 
Cortaderia jubata (C. Atacamensis] Atacama Pampas Grass X XPO 
Cortaderie selloana !pampas grass X4 
Cotoneaster lacteus cotoneaster X3 
Cotoneaster pannosus cotoneaster X3 
Cotoneaster s_p. (all species) Cotoneaster XPO 
Cotoneaster spp. cotoneaster (exc. C. pannosus. C.lacteus} XP 
Crataegus monogyna hawthorn X2 
crocosmia x crocosmHflora ? XC 
Cruplna vulgaris bearded creeper, common cruolria X5 
Cupressus macrocarpa Monterey emess XP 
Cynara cardunculus articho~e thisUe X4 X xw 
Cvnodon dactylon Bermuda Grass X4 X "Xt/11 • Cvtisus scoparius Scotch broom X4 
Cytis1..1s sp. (all species} Broom XPO 
Cj'tisus etriatus striated broom X3 
Oelairea odorata Cape ivy, German ivy X4 
Oelospei1TI2 'Alba' White Trailino Ice Plant 1 XPO 
Oescuralnia sophia flixweed XP X xw 
Digitalis plJ!Purea foxalove XC 
Oimoiphotheca sp. (all species) African dal~_ Cape marigold Freeway daisv XPO 
l.)imqrphotheca sinuata African daisy, Cape marigold XP ' 
Dipsacut fullonum wi:d teasel, Full~r's teasel XC 
Dipsacus sativus wild teasel. Fuller's tease! XC 
Drosanthemum floribundum Rosea Ice Piant XPO 
Drosanthemum hispidum Purple Ice Plant XPO 
Echium candicans (fastuosum) I pride of Madeira, prioa of Teneriffe XP 
Echium pininana I pride of Madsira, ,:>ride of Tenerlffe XP 
Egerla densa BrazHian waterweed X3 
Ehrharta calyt;ina veldt grass X3 xw 
EhrhartE calvt:ina veldt grass X3 
Ehrharta erecta veldt grass X2 
Ehrt.arta longiflora veldt grass XP 
Eichhomia crassipes water hyacinth X3 
ElaeaQnus angustifclia Russian olive X3 
Emdium circutanum Filaree X 
Erechtltes glomerats Australian flreweed X2 

Erechtltes l"'"'inlma Australian fireweed )(2 

Erica lusitanica heath XP 
Ercdium cicutarium fila;ee ~ • ~;'Jt(,IAJl);•vu~~n 5.,. -oz.-
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Eucaiyptus olobulus Eucalyptus. Tasmanian blue gum X4 i X 
Eucalyptus (all epecies' sweet gum trees XPO 
Eupatorium (Ageratina) adenophorum Eupatory X 
Euohorbia esula leafy s~'Uroe X3 •• Euphorbia !athyris cap~ar Gpuroe, oooher plant XP 
Festuca arundinacea tall fescue X2 

edible fig 
--

F leu$ carica X3 
Foenicutum vulgar-a Sweet fennel I X4 X XPO I 
Fumaric; off~elnalls fumitory XC 
Fumaria parviflora fumitorv XC l 
Gazania linearis lgazanlc; XP 
Gazania so. fall species & hybrids) laazanla XPO 
Genista monsoessulana f=rench broom X4 
Genista sp. (all species', Broom XPO 
Glyceria declinata ? XP 
Halogeton glomeratus halogeton X5 
Hedera canariensis Algerian ivv XP XPO 
Hedera helix English ivy X2 XPO 
Hel!chrysum petiolare licorice plant XS I 
Hlrschfeldia incana Perennial Mustard, Mediterranean or short XP X X 
Holcus lanatus velvet orass X2 I 

Hordeum leporinum Foxtail Barley, Mouse Barley X X 
Hydrilla verticillata hVdrilla X5 
Hypericum canariense canary ls~and hyp91'1cum XP 
Hypericum oerforetum Klamathweed, St. John's wort X2 
Hypochaeris radicata rough cat's-ear XP 
flex aqutfollum English holly X2 
Ipomoea acuminata Blue dawn flower,Mexican momlng plol')l XPO 
Iris pseudacor.Js yellow water iris yellow flag X2 
lsats t!nctoria dyers' woad XP 

• Lactuca serriola Prickly Lettuce X X 
Lam_pranthus spectabilis Trailino Ice Plant XPO 
Lantana camara Common garden lantana XPO 
Lepidlum latifolium !perennial peooerweed X4 
Leucanthemum vulgare ox-eve daisy X2 i 
Ligustrum lucidum IQiossy privet XP 
limonium perezli Sea Lavender XPO 
Limonium ramosissimum ssp. provir.c' sE>a lavender XP 
Unaria bipartita Toadflax XPO 
Lobularia maritima Sweet Alvisum X 'X PO 
Lol:um multifiorum Italian rveqross X1 
Lonicera japonica 'Halliana' Hall's Honevsuckle XPO 
Lotus comiculatus Birdsfoot trefoil XPO 
Ludwigia hexepetala water primrose XP 
Ludwigia uruguavensis water primrose I XP I 

LUfllnus arboreus Yellow bush lupine X3 XPO 
Lupinus sp. (all non-native species) Lupine XPO 
Lupinus texanus Texas blue bonnets XPC 
Lyrhrum salicaria I purple loosestrife X5 
• tvlalephora crocea Ice Plant XP XPO 
Malephora iuteola Ice Plant XPO 
Malva parviflora cheeseweed X X 
~-- Horehound X X Marrubium vulgare 
Maytenus boaria rnavten XP 
MedicaQc ::>e!ymorpha California bur clover ,x.c 
Malilctus officinalis ve!low sweet dover XC 
Mentha p;legium pennyroyal x::. i 

I 

• Mesembryanthemum crvstallinum Crvstal Ice Piant X2 X .X PO 

C'*STAL COMMISSION 
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Mesembryanthemum nodlflorum Little Ice Plant, slender-leaved ioeplant XP XPO 
Myoporum laetum MYQPQrum X3 X XPO 
Myrlelph~ilum ~g_uaticum ,parrot's feather X2 
M~ophyllum spicatum Eurasian watermilfoi! X4 
Nerium oleander oleander XC • Nicotiana glauca Tree Tobacco XP X XPO -Oenothera ber1andieri Mexican Evening Primrose XPO 
Olea europeea oJ;ve X2 XPO 
Ononis alopecuroides foxtail restharrow xs 
Opuntla ficus..jndica Indian fig XPO 
Oryzopsls millacea Smile Grass X 
Osteospermum sp. (all species) Trailing African daisy, African d.eisy, Cape marigold, Free'Na~ dai XPO 
Oxalls pes-caprae Bennuda Buttercu_p XP X XPO 
Parentucellla Vi8COS8 ? XP 
Passiftora caerulea ? XP 
Pennlsetum clandestinum Kii<uyu Grass XP X XPO 
Pennfsatum setaceum Fountain Grew X4 X XPO 
Phalaris aq~.:atica Harding grass X2 X X 
Phoenix canadensis Canary island date oalm XPO 
Phoemx dactylifera Date palm XPO 
Phyla nodiflora mat lippia XP 
Picrls ech!oJdes Bristly Ox:-toncue XC X X 
Pinus radiata cultivars Monterey pine Cultivars XP 
PiptatherumjOr~slsJ mDiacea rice_grass smifo arass XP X 
Pistacia chinensis ' ChiNse pl$tache XP 
Plumbago auriculate Cape leadWCrt XPO 
Potam_gg_eton crispus curtyleaf pondweed X2 
Prunus cerasifer; cherry plum XP 
Pyracanth.a angustlfolla IPvracanttla XP 
Raphanus sativus wild radish X X 
Retama monosperma bridal broom X5 
Ricinus communis Castorbean X2 X XPO • Robinia pseudoacacia black IOCI.!st X2 
Rubus discolor Himalayan blackberry X4 
Rubus procerus Himalayan blackberry . XPO 
Rumex conglomeratus creek dock X X 
Rumex crlspus Curly Dock X X 
Sal.sola australis Russian Thistle X 
Selsola soda igtasswort XP 
Salsola tragus fS. australis! Russian thistle, tumbleweed XP ~,x 

Salvia aethiopis Mediterranean sage XP 
Salvlnia molests !giant waterfem xs 
Sapium sebiferum Chinese tallow tree X5 
Saponeri~ offieinalis bounc!ng bet X3 i 
Schinus mofte California Pepper, Brazilian papp4!r X2 X XPO 
Schinus terebinthifolius Florida Pepper, Peruv!an pepper X2 X XPO 
Sehiomus arablcus Mediterranean grass X1 
Schismus barbatus Mediterranean grass X1 
Senecio jacobaea tansy ragwort X2 
Senecio mikanioides German Ivy, cape ivy X4 X XPO 
Sesbanie punicea scarlet wisteria X5 
Silybum marianum milk thistle XC X X 
Sisymbrium irio London rocket x· X 
Sisyrr.brium Officlnale hedge mustard X I X 
Sisymbrium orientale Eastern rocket X X 

Sonchus asper prlcklv sow thistle X 
Sonohus oleraceus sow thistle ; X X 
Sorghum halepense Johnsen Grass . .>. ..... .... ~. • ~lJI.}:i IAL !tY..IYJ-I~h 1\liUI1 ,, -o ... z.. ~~~ .. P.P z, 3 C( 
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Spartina altemiflora Attar.tic or smooth cordorass 
S_partina analicB cord gra(;S 
Spartlna denslflora dense-flowered cord grass 
Sj:>artina patens salt-meadow cord grass 

• Soartium iunceum Spanish Broom 
Stipa capensis ? 
T aeniatherum caput-medusae medusa-head 
Tamarrx aphylla a the I 
Tamarix chinensis tamarisk, salt cedar 
Tamarlx galfica tamarisk. salt cedar 
Tamarix paNiflora tamarisk, salt cedar 
Tamarlx ramosisslma tamarisk, salt cedar 
Tanacetum vu!Qare common tansv 
Taraxacum officinale dandetion 
Tribulus terrastrls puncture vine 
Trlbulus terrestris Puncture Vine 
Trifolium tragiferum ' Strawberry clover 
Trooaelolum :najus Nasturtium 
Ulex europaeus Pricklev Broom. aorse 
Veroescum thapsus woolly or common mullein 
Verbena bor.ariensis tall veNaln 
Verbena litoralis tall veNian 
Vinca major Periwinkle 
Xant"'lium spinosum spiny cocklebur 
Zantedeschia aethiopica ~llalilv 

Zo__y3ia cultivars Amazov and others 

• 

• 

X3 
X5 
xs 
X5 
X2 X X 

I XP 
X4 
XP 
X4 XPO 
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X4 
X? 

X X 
X X 

XPO 
X XPO 
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X2 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY- -DAirTS ., Governor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor 
Long Beach. CA 90802-4302 APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 

DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
(Commission Form D) 

Recerfl 
South Coast Region ~ (562)590-5071 

~ 

~ 

SEP 5- 2002 
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing 
This Form. CALIFORNIA 
_____________________ C_O~ASTAL COMMISSION 

SECTION I. Appellant(s) 

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s): 

. ~·~ . 

~~ ~cA-~:z) CQIO> C@7-~2¥7 
Zip ~ Area Code Phone No. 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1 . Name of. 1 oca 1/pq__rt!?~ 1 ':'/\~ , ~ , t..~A.,..-...& 
government: (!I a 6;- ~C~;.I:ff) ~- VJ(. ...... -Q_Jr.:-.J 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approva 1; no speci a 1 conditions: ..5£~:- A-5 cVF' V\ li-r"l'ltet~ ..Zt-~ 

b. Approval with special conditions: ________ _ 

c. Deni a 1 : __________________ _ 

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial 
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development is a major energy or public works project. 
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL No A~ ~.....t'z. ~ 2..)/' 
DATE FILED: 9- ~2 

DISTRICT: Lry ~ 
HS: 4/88 

COASTAl COMMISSION U 
As -~--tJL-3 z ""' 

EXHIBIT# $4. 
PAGE OF __ 



APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT CPage 3) 

State briefly your reasons for th1s appeal. Include a summary 
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan. or Port Master • 
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is 
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing. 
(Use additional paper as necessary.) 

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive 
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be 
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appellant. subsequent to filing the appeal, may 
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to • 
support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification 

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of 
my/our knowledge. 

Sign~e~r 
(:":ized Agent 

Oate~k ~cQt'Jt:bL-
NOTE: If signed by agent. appellant(s) 

must also sign below. 

Section VI. Agent Authorization 

I/He hereby authorize to act as my/our 
representative and to bind me/us in a 11 matters concerning this 
appeal. 

Signature of Appellant(s) 

Date COAS:rAb COMMISSION ~. 
/16 .QI".-.ot-3Z-, 
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Robert C. Haase, Jr . 

September 5, 2002 

California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1 000 
Long Beach, California 90802 
Attention: Melissa Stickey, Coastal Program Analyst 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region 

SEP 5- 200l 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Re: Hotel & Resort Development at Long Point, Rancho Palos Verdes 

Dear Persons: 

Attached for filing is an Appeal from the Decision of the City Council of the City of 
Rancho Palos Verdes Estates approving development at Long Point. 

Please file the Appeal and advise if you require anything further . 

e, Jr. 
20 Sea Cove Drive 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 
Phone (310) 377-3728 
Work (31 0) 229-5847 

cc w/enclosure: The City ofRancho Palos Verdes Estates 
Attn: Les Evans, City Manager 
30940 Hawthorne Blvd. 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275-5371 

60000981.1 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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September 5, 2002 

TO: CALIFORNIA COASTAL ZONE CONSERVATION CO:Ml'v11SSION 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
(Long Point) 

The undersigned, resident ofRancho Palos Verdes, appeals the August 28, 2002 Decision of 
the City Council of the City ofRancho Palos Verdes approving with conditions Use Permit No. 215, 
Grading Permit No. 2229, Varience No. 489, Tentative Parcel Map No. 26073 and Coastal Permit 
No. 166 for development of a Hotel and Resort at 6610 Palos Verdes Drive South, Rancho Palos 
Verdes. 

This Appeal rests upon the proposition that said Decision is contrary to the Coastal Initiative 
adopted by the people of California in 1972, declaring in part: 

"The permanent protection of the remaining natural 
and scenic resources of the coastal zone is a 
paramount concern to present and future residents of 
the State and nation;" and 

It is the policy of the State to preserve, protect, and 
where possible, to restore the resources of the coastal 
zone for the enjoyment of the current and succeeding 
generations." (California Coastal Plan, December 
1975,pg.3) 

Said Decision is further contrary to the goals of the people upon the formation of the City of 
Rancho Palos Verdes. These goals are set forth in the City's General Plan Goals Committee Report; 
among them: 

60000848.1 

It is felt that new commercial development in Rancho 
Palos Verdes, in the immediate future is not desirable 
.... (page 4). 

COASTALJ:jtfj1MISSION 
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Notice of Appeal 
September 5, 2002 
Page2 

It is the objective of the City to conserve its natural resources, natural 
beauty, historical heritage and other land resources .... (pg. 6). 

The City should develop policies which will ensure that the unique 
character and natural environment of the Palos Verdes Peninsula with 
its shoreline and rolling hills, be enhanced and preserved (pg. 22). 
(Preliminary Goals Report, City ofRancho Palos Verdes, September, 
1974). 

The City's Revised Draft General Plan ofMay 30, 1975 expressed the overwhelming will of 
the people voting in favor of incorporation in 1973, noting: 

During the 1960's, the citizens of the entire Peninsula made repeated 
attempts to influence County planning and zoning in the 
unincorporated area, ... and Save Our Coastline, a citizens group, 
was created to concentrate the same attempts on the coastal area. 
There were repeated failures as the County granted more and more 
zone changes for the higher densities, with little concern for the 
sensitive environment of the area (pg. 1) . 

While the Environmental Impact Report (as amended) is generally developer friendly, it found 
that the proposed project would have significant adverse impacts upon the Palos Verdes Peninsula. 
Among the negative findings were: 

Traffic and Circulation. Even with significant adverse fmdings, the 
Report omitted other congestion to be expected at 1st and Western 
Streets and at Malaga Cove in Palos Verdes Estate- a principal direct 
access to the proposed hotel (Staff Memorandum to City Council, 
August 28, 2002, pgs. A 25-26). 

Noise. Ambience noise levels from vehicular traffic already exceed 
State and local noise standards. (StaffMemorandum to City Council, 
August 28, 2002, pgs. A29-30). 

In its Statement of Overriding Considerations, attempting to overcome the California 
Environmental Quality Act's Mandates, curiously the City Council found benefits from the proposed 
hotel project would be new businesses, creation of jobs, a resort architecturally and visually 
compatible with the surrounding landscape and "removal ofblight." Apart from commercialization 
(itself reason to reject the development) the facts are contrary to the stated overriding considerations. 

60000848.1 

COASTAL COMMISSION '{ 
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Notice of Appeal 
September 5, 2002 
Page3 

This immense development will urbanize the entire coastal zone of the Palos Verdes 
Peninsula. It will significantly degrade the quality oflife and the enjoyment of the natural and scenic 
resources of this Peninsula for all future generations. 

The developer's only goal is to profit. This should not prevail over the goals of the people of 
the State and community as so unequivocally re-stated above. 

Respectfully submitted, 

J~r 
20 Sea Cove Drive 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 
Phone: (31 0) 229-5847 
Appellant 

• 

• 
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RECEIVED 
South Coast R . eg1on 

SEP 3- 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
August 29, ~STAL COMMISSION 

RANCHO PALOS VERDES 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, BUILDING, AND CODE ENFORCEMENT 

NOTICE OF DECISION 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on August 28, 2002 the City Council of the City of Rancho 
Palos Verdes approved, with conditions, Conditional Use Permit No. 215, Grading Permit No. 
2229, Variance No. 489, Tentative Parcel Map No. 26073 and Coastal Permit No. 166. 

LOCATION: 

APPLICANT: 

6610 PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH 

DESTINATION DEVELOPMENT 

Said approval is to allow the construction of a 400-room resort hotel (Bungalows included) with 
a golf academy/practice facility on the 102.1 acre Long Point parcel. Furthermore, the project 
includes 50 casitas (a maximum of 3 keys per unit), 32 single keyed villa units, conference 
center, golf club house, related commercial uses, restaurants, public trails and park areas, 
coastal access points, 100 public parking spaces, natural open space and habitat areas, on 
property located within the City's designated Appealable Coastal District. 

In granting Coastal Permit No. 166 and the related development applications, the following 
findings were made: 

1 . That the proposed development is in conformance with the Coastal Specific Plan; 

2. That the proposed development, when located between the sea and the first public road, 
is in conformance with applicable public access and recreational policies of the Coastal 
Act. 

In addition, the subject development applications were approved, subject to the attached 
Conditions of Approval. 

Since the project is located in an Appealable Area of the City's Coastal District, this decision 
may be appealed to the California Coastal Commission within ten (10) working days of the 
receipt of this notice in the Coastal Commission Long Beach Office. 

If you have any questions regarding this permit, please contact Ara Michael Mihranian, Senior 
Planner, at (310) 544-5228 or via e-mail at aram@rpv.com. 

~~'~·g 
Joe ojas, AIC 
Director of Planning, Building 
and Code Enforcement 

c: Applicant 
Interested Parties 
Coastal Commission, Certified Mail No. 7001 2510 0004 2058 7697 

M:\LONG POINnCITY COUNCILINOD.doc 
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57) The hotel buildings, and ancillary structures, shall be finished in a muted earth- • 
tone color, as deemed acceptable by the Director of Planning, Building and Code 
Enforcement during the review of_the Materials Board. 

58) The roof materials for all pitched roofs of the hotel buildings, including but not 
limited to the Villas, Casitas, Bungalows, Golf Clubhouse and all other ancillary 
structures, shall be tile, consisting of a muted color, as deemed acceptable by 
the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement during the review of the 
Materials Board. The material for all flat roofs shall be a color that is compatible 
with the color of the tiles used on the pitched roofs throughout the resort hotel, as 
deemed acceptable by the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement. 

59) All trash enclosure areas shall be designed with walls six (6) feet in height with 
the capability of accommodating recycling bins. The enclosures shall be 
consistent with the overall building design theme in color and material, and shall 
include self-closing I self-latching gates. The enclosures shall integrate a trellis 
type roof cover to visually screen and to reduce their visibility from all public 
rights-of-way and surrounding properties. 

60) In accordance with the Commercial Recreational zoning district, the Resort Hotel 
Area shall not exceed a maximum lot coverage of thirty (30%) percent. For the 
purpose of this project, the definition of Lot Coverage shall adhere to the 
residential standards set forth in Section 17.02.040(A)(5) of the RPVMC. 

61) In addition to the Coastal Setback line, as required by the RPVMC, all other 
building setbacks shall comply with the Commercial-Recreational zoning 
requirements, unless otherwise noted herein. A Setback Certification shall be 
prepared by a licensed engineer and submitted to Building and Safety prior to the 
framing inspection on each structure. 

Public Amenities (Trails and Parks) 

62) Prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits for the hotel, casitas, spa, 
villas, or clubhouse, the applicant shall submit and receive approval for a Public 
Amenities Plan which shall include specific design standards and placement for 
all trails, vista points, parking facilities, signs, and park areas within the project 
site, as specified in the conditions herein. Additionally, the Plan shall include the 
size, materials and location of all public amenities and shall establish a regular 
maintenance schedule. City Staff shall conduct regular inspections of the public 
amenities. The Plan shall be reviewed and approved by the City Council at a 
duly noticed public hearing, as specified in the RPVMC. 

63) Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy or the operation of the golf 
practice facility, whichever occurs first, the applicant shall complete the 

• 

construction of the followi"e~.A~aCrol [§~u~blic parks and other public • 
AS rt ••u Conditions of Approval rr. • 1./...,., .;;1~ T Resolution No. 2002·71 

August 28, 2002 
EXHIBIT# Page 14 of 37 
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64} 

amenities within the project site, except for the Lookout Bar, which shall be 
constructed within six (6) months after the issuance of the first Certificate of 
Occupancy for the resort hotel: 

a. Implementation of the Public Amenities Plan (such as benches, drinking 
fountains, viewing telescopes, bicycle racks, fences, signs, irrigation, and 
landscaping) 

b. Public trails and trail signs to the satisfaction of the City (The Marineland 
Trail Segment (C5), Long Point Trail Segment {D4 ), Flowerfield Trail 
Segment (E2), and Cafe Trail Segment (J2) improvements). 

c. Bicycle paths along southern lane of Palos Verdes Drive South adjacent to 
the project site. 

d. The coastal public parking area within the resort hotel project area serving 
the coastal access points. 

e. The expansion of the Fishing Access Parking Lot. 
f. Improvements to the existing Fishing Access Parking lot. 
g. Improvements to the Public Restroom facility at the Fishing Access site. 
h. Public section of the Lower Pool Facility (consisting of outdoor tables and 

seating, men and women restroom and changing facilities, planter boxes 
with trees that provide shaded seating areas, access to the pool kitchen 
facility, outdoor showers and drinking water fountains). 

i. The 2.2 acre Bluff-Top park. 
j. Habitat Enhancement area . 

The City encourages incorporation of a marine theme into the project's public 
trails and park area. 

65) The applicant shall upgrade the Los Angeles County Fishing access parking lot, 
fencing, signs, and landscaping to be consistent with the proposed 50 space 
parking lot expansion on the project site. Said improvements shall be reviewed 
and approved by the County of Los Angeles or the subsequent landowner of the 
Fishing Access, and shall be constructed prior to issuance of any Certificate of 
Occupancy for the resort hotel. 

66) The applicant shall improve, to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning, 
Building and Code Enforcement and Public Works Director, the existing public 
restroom facility located at the Los Angeles County Fishing Access to 
architecturally and aesthetically resemble the resort hotel buildings and related 
public amenities. Said improvements shall be reviewed and approved by the 
County of Los Angeles or the subsequent landowner of the Fishing Access, and 
shall be constructed prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy for the 
resort hotel. 

67) Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy, or prior to recordation of 
Final Parcel Map No. 26073, whichever occurs first, the applicant shalf dedicate 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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easements over all public trails, habitat areas, vista points, and public amenities • 
to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. 

68) Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy, the applicant shall dedicate the 
2.2 acre Bluff-Top park and 1.0 acre adjacent Fishing Access parking lot 
expansion (50 parking spaces) to the City. Maintenance of the trails, park 
grounds and landscaping, including but not limited to the landscaping located 
within the Fishing Access Parking Lot shall be maintained by the applicant as 
long as a hotel is operated on the property. 

69) Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy, the applicant shall dedicate an 
easement to the City and construct two Public Vista Points along the Long Point 
Trail Segment (D4) in locations to be approved by the Director of Planning, 
Building, and Code Enforcement in the review of the Public Trails Plan. Habitat 
fencing, as well as habitat protection signs shall be posted in and around any 
vista point. The square footage of any Habitat Enhancement Area or the 50-foot 
transitional area that is used for the vista points shall be replaced at a ratio of 1:1. 

70) Prior to recordation of any final map or issuance of any building or grading 
permits, the applicant shall submit to the Director of Public Works a Public Trails 
Plan which identifies the on-site and off-site pedestrian and bicycle trails 
proposed for the project for review and approval by the City Council. The plan 
shall include details regarding trail surface, trail width, and trail signage. • 
Furthermore, all trail segments shall be constructed with appropriate trail 
engineering techniques, as approved by the City's Director of Public Works, to 
avoid soil erosion and excessive compaction. The public trails, as identified in 
the city's Conceptual Trails Plan shall include: the Marineland Trail Segment 
(C5); the Long Point Trail Segment (D4); the Flower Field Trail Segment (E2); 
and the Cafe Trail Segment (J2). Furthermore, the beach access trail at the 
southeast corner of the project site shall also be kept open to the public and shall 
be maintained by the applicant. 

71) Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy, the applicant shall construct 
class I and class II bikeways along Palos Verdes !)rive South, adjacent to the 
project site, to the satisfaction of the Director of Put.>lic Works. In the event any 
drainage grates are required, all grates shall be installed in a manner that is 
perpendicular to the direction of traffic to the satisfaction of the Director of Public 
Works. 

72} All project related trails, as identified in the City's Conceptual Trails Plan, shall be 
designed to the following minimum standards for trail widths, with easements 
extending an additional foot on either side of the trail: 

a. 
b. 

Pedestrian Only - 4 foot improved trail width, 6 foot dedication 
Pedestrian/Equestrian - 6 foot improved trail width, 8 foot dedication 

COASTAL COMMISSI0
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105) The project site design shall incorporate arec:Js for collection of solid waste with 
adequate space for separate collection of recyclables. 

Street and Parking Improvements 

1 06) Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy, emergency vehicular access 
shall be installed at the project site, specifically to the hotel, villas, casitas, and 
the golf club house and golf practice facilities. A Plan identifying such 
emergency access shall be submitted to the Fire Department and the Director of 
Public Works for review and approval prior to issuance of any grading or building 
permit. 

1 07) Prior to issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall prepare an 
Emergency Evacuation Plan for review and approval by the Director of Planning, 
Building and Code Enforcement. Said plan shall comply with the City's SEMS 
Multihazard Functional Plan. 

/"'\The applicant shall construct acd retain ng tewer than 8~5 f~ ~a~~~ on the ~resort property, of wfiich 50 parkjng spaces shall be rle@c8iert fnr nuh!jc yse 
during City Park Hours, which are from one hour before sunrise until one after 
sunset. The 50 dedicated public parking spaces on the resort hotel property 
nearest to the hotel building may be used by the hotel to accommodate its 
overflow valet parking needs when the City parks are closed for those wishing to 
use hotel amenities but who are not staying overnight. Additionally, these 50 
public parking spaces may be used by the operator of the resort hotel for special 
events during City park hours, provided that a Special Use Permit is obtained 
from the Planning Department, which shall be processed pursuant to the 
provisions of the RPVMC. The applicant shall install signs in the public parking 
lot nearest to the hotel building stating that additional public parking is available 
at the Fishing Access parking lot. The aoolicant shall a!sp expand the Fjshjpg 
l)ccess Parking Lot by constructing 50 addjtjogal public parkjng spacw> that shall 
be deeded to the City as a public parking area. 

1 09) Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy, an appropriate public access 
easement in favor of the City across the resort entry drive from Palos Verdes 
Drive South to the designated public parking area adjacent to the main hotel 
building, in a form acceptable to the City Attorney, shall be recorded. 

11 0) A Parking Lot Plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Director of Planning, 
Building and Code Enforcement prior to issuance of project-related grading 
permits. The Parking Lot Plan shall be developed in conformance with the 
parking space dimensions and parking lot standards set forth in RPVMC, and 
shall include the location of all light standards, planter boxes, directional signs 
and arrows. No more than 15% of the total parking spaces shall be in the form of 

COASTAL COMMISSION conditions ot Approval 
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Pedestrian/Bike- 6 foot improved trail width, 8 foot dedication 
Joint Pedestrian/'3olf Cart -10 foot improved trail, 12 foot dedication. 

Standard golf cart-only paths, if constructed, shall be 6 feet wide, and require no 
easement dedication. 

If a golf cart path is parallel, but not immediately abutting, a pedestrian path, a 2-
foot minimum separation between the two paths shall be incorporated into the 
design of the paths in question and shall be maintained at all times thereafter. If 
a golf cart path is a immediately abutting a pedestrian path without separation, 
the golf cart path shall be curbed. 

73) Where feasible, the applicant shall design, to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement, public trails, public restrooms and 
public park facilities that are in compliance with the American Disabilities Act 
requirements. 

74) The Lower Pool Facility and the trail from the public parking lot nearest the hotel 
building to the Lower Pool Facility shall be constructed in compliance with all the 
standards established by the American with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

75) Where feasible, the applicant shall design trails, to the satisfaction of the Director 
of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, that do not exceed a maximum 
gradient of twenty (20%) percent. 

LandscapingNegetation 

76) Prior to issuance of any building or grading permits, the applicant shall record a 
conservation easement covering the·R 11 1ff-face/Habitat Enhancement Area. The 
conservation easement shall be recorded in favor of the City of Rancho Palos 
Verdes, and shall first be reviewed and accepted by the City Attorney. 

A Landscape Plan shall be prepared by a qualified Landscape Architect in 
accordance with the standards set forth in RPVMC. The Landscaee Plan shall 
be revi and approved b the Director of Planning, Buildin and Code 

for r e Arc 1 ec o ams , tre y 
the City, prior to the issuance of any ng or grading permits. e app rcant 
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shall establish a Trust Deposit account with the City prior to the submittal of 
Landscape Plans to cover all costs incurred '1y the City in conducting such 
review. During the Director's review, the Landscape Plan shall also be made 
available to the public, including but not limited to representatives from the 
California Native Plant Society, for review and input. 

The Ornamental Landscape Plan shall comply with the water conservation 
concepts, the View Preservation Ordinance, the planting requirements, the 
irrigation system design criteria, and all other requirements of the RPVMC. The 
Plan shall identify the plant and seed sources and the required lead time that will 
be needed to implement the plan. The plan shall also take into account protected 
view corridors as identified in the project EIR such that future impacts from tree 
or other plant growth will not result. A colorful plant palette shall be utilized in the 
design of the hotel landscaping where feasible, provided that impacts to native 
and protected vegetation will not occur. No invasive plant species shall be 
included in the plant palette, except for the following species which exist on~site 
or within the immediate area: Eucalyptus, Nerium Oleander, Olea Europia (olive 
tree), Phoenix (all species), &tJ,inus Molle (California Pepper Tree), Shinus 
T erebinthifolius (Florida Pepper Tree). 

The Habitat Enhancement Area, which serves as a plant buffer for the Ef 
Segundo Blue Butterfly and the Bluff Habitat shall consist of suitable, locally 
native plants. In addition, the 50-foot wide planting area inland of the Habitat 
Enhancement Area, as specified in the adopted Mitigation Monitoring Program 
(5.3-2c) attached as Exhibit "C" of Resolution No. 2002-34, shall also be planted 
with suitable, locally native plants and grasses. When available , it is 
recommended that seeds and plants for both areas come from local sources. 

----""l The applicant shall submit for review and approval by the Director of Planning, 
Building and Code Enforcement and a qualified biologist, at the expense of the 
applicant, a Habitat Enhancement Management Plan that shall ensure regular 
maintenance to prevent propagation of invasive plants into the Habitat 
Enhancement or buffer areas and that any invasive plants that do propagate into 
the Habitat Enhancement Area will be immediately removed. Said Management 
Plan shall be submitted for review and apprCJval at the same time as the 
Landscape Plan. 

79) Landscaping proposed surrounding the Resort Villas shall be situated in a 
manner that, at maturity, visually screens the buildings from Palos Verdes Drive 
South, as well as visually separates the dense appearance of the Villas. Said 
landscaping shall also be permitted to grow beyond the maximum height of the 
Villas' roof ridgeline, only when such landscaping is able to screen the roof 
materials and not block a view corridor, as determined by the Director of 
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement at the time the Landscape Plan is 
reviewed. COASTAL COMMISSION J 
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153) The City's Building Official, Geotechnical Engineer and Biologist shall determine 

in their review of the grading plans whether water features associated with the 
water quality treatment train, such as the bioswales or catch basins, shall be 
lined to prevent water percolation into the soil, and potential impacts to nearby 
sensitive habitat areas. 

154) The proposed swimming pool and spa for the Lower Pool Facility shall be double 
lined and shall contain a leak detection system, subject to review and approval 
by the City's Building Official. 

155) Should the project require removal of earth, rock or other material from the site, 
the applicant shall first obtain City approval in the form of a revised Conditional 
Use Permit and Grading Permit application. Said review shall evaluate potential 
impacts to the surrounding environment associated with export or import. If the 
revised grading impacts are found to be greater that identified in the Certified EIR 
that cannot be mitigated to an insignificant level, a Supplemental EIR shall be 
prepared and reviewed by the City, at the expense of the applicant. 
Furthermore, the applicant shall prepare and submit a hauling plan to the Public 
Works Department for review and approval prior to issuance of grading permits. 

156) The use of a rock crusher on-site shall be conducted in accordance with the 
project's mitigation measures and shall be contained to the area analyzed in the 
project's Environmental Impact Report. 

157) During the operation of the rock crusher, a qualified biologist shall monitor noise 
levels generated by the activity for potential impacts to nearby wildlife. Said 
specialist shall be hired by the City at the cost of the applicant, in the form of a 
trust deposit account provided by the applicant. 

158) Retaining walls shall be limited in height as identified on the grading plans that 
are reviewed and approved by the City. Any retaining walls exceeding the 
permitted heights shall require the processing of a revised grading permit for 
review and approval by the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement. 

Drainage 

@)T roved 

160) A report shall be prepared demonstrating that the grading, in conjunction with the 
drainage improvements, including applicable swales, channels, street flows, 
catch basins, will protect all building pads from design storms, as approved by 
the Director of Public Works. 

COASTAL COMMISSION .. 
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su ortin documents that comply with the 
e tractor 

o1 Rphljc Worj§ prior to t e Issuance of grading perm1 : mage act ities 
that protect against design storms shall be provided to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Public Works and any drainage easements for piping required by the 
Director of Public Works shall be dedicated to the City on the Final Map; B) sheet 
overflow and pending shall be eliminated or the floors of buildings with no 
openings in the foundation walls shall be elevated to at least twelve inches above 
the finished pad grade; C) drainage facilities shall be provided so as to protect 
the property from high velocity scouring action; and D) contributory drainage from 
adjoining properties shall be addressed so as to prevent damage to the project 
site and any improvements to be located thereon. 

164) Prior to the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, the applicant shall upgrade 
the drainage facility that currently is located on the Fisherman's access property 
and construct a pipe that will convey this water to the proposed drainage system 
terminating at Outlet No. 2 to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works. 

Q Prior to the issuance of any grading or building permit, the ap licant sha I 
~ and sub · D · Plan for r · rova 

166) 

Public Works. The Plan shall demonstrate adequate s orm protection from the 
des1gn storm, under existing conditions, as well as after the construction of future 
drainage improvements by the City along Palos Verdes Drive South immediately 
abutting the project site. 

Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, the applicant shall demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Public Works that the design storm can be 
conveyed through the site without conveying the water in a pipe and without 
severely damaging the integrity of the Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (USMP). 
especially the bioswale system. If such integrity cannot be demonstrated, the 
applicant shall redesign the USMP to the satisfaction of the Director of Public 
Works, which may require offsite flows to be diverted into a piped system and 

COASTAL COMMISSION u 
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·~ Building Design Standards • .I 

49) The resort hotel shall contain the following principal visitor-serving structures and 
uses, and shall substantially comply with, and not to exceed, the following square 
footage numbers: 

a) Conference Center I Banquet Facilities- 60,000 square feet 
,,: 

b) Restaurant, bar and lounge - approximately 22,500 square feet ~:2 
·_.-: 

c) Resort related retail, visitor services and guest amenities - approximately 
20,000 square feet. 

d) Spa Facilities - 25,000 square feet 
e) Swimming pools - Three for the resort hotel (including the lower pool 

facility), one for the West Casitas, one for the Resort Villas, and one within 
the spa facility 

f) Pool Cabanas: - commensurate with size of adjacent pool 
g) Lower pool Facility- 1,400 square feet (hotel guest area: 680 square feet 

of restroom facilities, 350 square feet of pool kitchen area, 6,400 square 
feet of deck area including the 2,400 square foot pool/ public area: to be 
no less than 2,900 square feet of deck area and 370 square feet of 
restroom room facilities) 

h) Tennis Courts -two tennis Courts 
i) Golf School/ Club house- 8,000 square feet. 
j) Golf Cart and Maintenance Facility {adjacent to tennis courts) - 4,000 • square feet. 

_, 
k) Parking Structure- 180,000 square feet (459 parking spaces; 239 spaces 

on the lower level and 197 on the upper level). 
I) Lookout Bar- 3,500 square feet 
m) Resort Hotel Entry Trellis- 250 square feet of roof area 

50) A Square Footage Certification prepared by a registered surveyor shall be 
submitted to the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, prior to a 
framing inspection, indicating that the buildings, as identified in the previous 
condition, do not exceed the permitted square footages. 

51) The maximum heights of the buildings approved for the project site shall not 
exceed the following criteria: 

Hotel Building 

a. Maximum roof ridgeline 153 feet above sea level - plus fireplace chimney 
to the minimum height acceptable by the Uniform Building Code. 

b. Maximum height of 86 feet at eastern elevation, as measured from 
adjacent finished grade located in the middle of the elevation, 53 feet at 
the inland most end of the elevation, and 50 feet from the seaward most 
end of the elevation. • - C~STA~~MMISSION Conditions of Approval 

~, v-oz •_J'Z, yesolution No. 2002-71 
August28,2002 

EXHIBIT# "j · Page 11 of 37 .... 
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c. 

d. 

e. 

Maximum height of 50 feet at northern elevation, as measured from 
adjacent finished grade, 30 foot maximum at western most end of the 
elevation, and 40 foot maximum at the eastern most end of the elevation. 
Maximum height of 85 feet, as measured from lowest finished grade at the 
highest point along the southern elevation, 40 feet at the eastern most end 
of the elevation, and 50 feet at the western most end of the elevation. 
Maximum height of 90 feet, as measured from lowest finished grade 
elevation along the western elevation, 60 feet at the seaward most end of 
the elevation, and 50 feet at the inland most end of the elevation. 

Casitas- Maximum height of the casitas located outside of the visual corridor of 
Vertical Zone 1 shall not exceed 26 feet as measured from the lowest adjacent 
finished grade. The Casitas located within the Coastal Specific Plan's Vertical 
Zone 1 shall not exceed 16 feet in height, as measured from the lowest adjacent 
finished grade to the top of the highest roof ridgeline. 

Bungalows - Maximum height of the bungalows shall not exceed 26 feet as 
measured from the lowest adjacent finished grade to the top of the highest roof 
ridgeline. 

Clubhouse - Maximum height of the clubhouse shall not exceed 16 feet as 
measured from the lowest adjacent finished grade to the top of the highest roof 
ridgeline. 

Golf Maintenance Facility- Maximum height of the maintenance facility shall not 
exceed 16 feet as measured from the lowest adjacent finished grade to the top of 
the highest roof ridgeline. 

Lookout Bar - Maximum height of the Lookout Bar shall not exceed 19 feet as 
measured from the lowest adjacent finished grade to the top of the highest roof 
ridgeline. 

Lower Pool Facility- Maximum height of the lower pool facility shall not exceed 
16 feet, as measured from the lowest adjacent finished grade to the top of the 
highest roof ridgeline. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Parking Structure - Maximum height of the parking structure shall not exceed 16 • 
feet, as measured from the lowest adjacent finished grade to the top of the 
highest parapet wall and railing thereon. 

Accessory Structures - Maximum height of all accessory structures shall not 
exceed 12 feet, as measured from the lowest adjacent finished grade to the top 
of the highest roof ridgeline. 

Architectural Features- architectural elements (cupolas, rotundas, and towers) 
may exceed the foregoing height limits with the prior written approval of the 
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, provided that such 
elements are generally consistent with the plans reviewed by the City Council. 

Chimneys - Fireplace chimneys shall be limited to the minimum height 
acceptable by the Uniform Building Code 

52) A Building Pad Certification shall be prepared by a licensed engineer and 
submitted to Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement prior to final 
inspection of grading activities. A Roof Ridgeline Certification, indicating the 
maximum height of each building, shall be prepared by a licensed engineer and 
submitted to Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement prior tc · - ~-• 
final framing certifications for each building. 

(iii) In no event shall any structure, including arcMectural features, exceed tt • 
elevation height of Palos Verdes Drive South, as measured from the elm:~: 
street curb, adjacent to the Resort Hotel Area. This condition shall not appL .. ·; · · 
chimneys built to the minimum standards of the Uniform Building Code. · · 

54) Glare resulting from sunlight reflecting off building surfaces and vehicles shall r ~ 
mitigated by such measures as incorporating non-reflective building materic:. 
and paint colors into the design of the hotel architecture, as well as landsceni 
around the buildings and parking lots. 

55) The design of the parking structure shall resemble the hotel architecture and 
shall be subject to review and approval by the Director of Planning, Building and 
Code Enforcement. The materials used for the parking structure shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Director of Planning, Building and Code 
Enforcement prior to issuance of building permits. 

56) The applicant shall submit an Architectural Materials Board for review and 
approval by the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement prior to 
issuance of building permits. The Materials Board shall identify, at the least, a 
sample of the proposed exterior building materials, such as roof tile materials and 
paint colors. 

COASTAL COMMISS~~ Conditions of Approval 
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PUBLIC BLUFF-TOP PARK--...._ 
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West Casita Pool --~ 
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F~H~GACCESS----~~~:. 
PARKING EXPANSION 

(PA 2·A,· 50 spacas) 

PUBUC BLUFF-TOP 
(PA2·B) 

West Casita Pool ---

COASTAL BLUFF SCRUB---
ENHANCEMENT AREA 

(PA 1-B) 

West Casita Accommodations----" 

Cent~~----------------------~ Arrival Court 

~ceEnOy----------------------~ 

Palm Terrace -----­
(Off Ballrooms/Meeting Areas) 

LONG POINT (BLUFF· TOP) TP.AIL --­
(PUBUC ACCESS) 

Guest Arrival Court -----

Dining Terrace-------

Lookout Bar--../ 

Sunset Pool -----

=t,et.;C 31-CRE!_.itv!E ACCESS --

(tlop subml~ 
LONG POINT RESORT a..tter .Cot~t~til 

Hac·~ 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
PACIFIC 

EXHIBIT# 



£AN 

• 
Resort VI/Iss 

Resort Entty Drive 

l--fl-~~~- RESORT ENTRY TRAIL 
(PUBUC ACCESS) 

Jj~~~- Tennis Courts 

:.~.~'~":----- FLOWERFIELD TRAIL 
(PUBUC ACCESS) 

'_.-1/-../P.-4:!-~~- Golf Putting GI'FHKJ 

• -···~;~~~- DEDICATED PUBUC PARKING ~ (PA 2-D; 50 spaces) 

!-:-'-'~~~~~- Health Spa/Fitness Center 

East Casita Accommodations 

~::.:__~~~~~:":"" TRAIL CONNECTION TO 
~~::<.· VANDERUP TRAIL 

(PUBUC ACCESS) 

-::--- SMALL PUBUC BEACH AREA 
(PA2-E) 

..__ LONG POINT (BLUFF-TOP) TR/J.JL 
(PUBUC ACCESS) 

""""'--- ,OUBUC COASTAL ACCESS TRAiL 
(ADA ACCESSIBLE) 

SunrisePool RECEIVtu 
!..C.f\IG ?OINT ,BL~fiAt:efM_MlS_SIQ!I South Coast Reg:on 
r.cuaLicAccEss; R.5.,.f{Ptr--DZ.-3Zc{sEP o s zoo2 

EXHIBIT# .5"b (fj2.) CALIFORNIA 
RAG'i ElF ... ......,~,,T;ll rn;."M''SIQ•· 

Exhibit 4-2 
Revised Pursuant to. 

City Council Conditions 
Approved August 28, 2002 

lAND Use MAP 
1!71 iJIIIII' i I I d ltiN\ ~ i I I ' I i :.,., SEPT. 5. 2002 



• 

• 

• 

Shift No. 1- one shuttle 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. 8 round trips 

Shift No.2- two shuttles 10 a.m. to 2 p.m. 16 round trips 

Shift No. 3 -one shuttle 2 p.m. to 6 p.m. 8 round trips 

Based on the above table, the total number of trips resulting from the proposed shuttle 
service is 32 round trips. Each trip from the resort hotel to Ocean Trails will take 
approximately 30 minutes, for a total of one hour per each round trip. According to the 
attached draft Addendum, it has been determined that the proposed shuttle service will 
not result in any new significant traffic impacts. Furthermore, the revised project will not 
result in an increase to the trip distribution because it is assumed that hotel visitors 
seeking use of the Ocean Trails golf course will use the shuttle service. As for outside 
visitors using the Ocean Trails golf course, a traffic study was prepared for that project 
that was reviewed and approved by the City. The Ocean Trails traffic study accounted 
for vehicle trips generated by the use of a golf course and provided mitigation measures 
to reduce impacts to City streets. 

Parking 

At the time Marineland ceased operation, the subject pro~erty maintained 2,736 parking 
spaces, of which, 966 parking spaces were located at the main parking lot, 370 spaces 
at the west parking lot, 1 ,200 spaces at the overflow parking lot, with a remaining 200 
miscellaneous parking spaces. After the park closed, the City Council adopted Urgency 
Ordinances No's 213U, 214U and 216U requiring coastal access and public parking be 
maintained between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. Soon thereafter, a 
development application was submitted to the City and subsequently approved by the 
City Council for a hotel and conference facility. The City's approval included a condition 
of approval requiring further study of the parking.7 As part of the Coastal Commission's 
review of an appeal of the City Council's approval, the Coastal Commission approved 
the project with conditions, including a revision to the required parking. The current 
Coastal Commission approval calls for 1,007 parking spaces {combined surface and 
subterranean parking spaces), with 101 surface spaces (10% of the required parking 
spaces) set aside for public parking. Additionally, 50 of the public spaces were to be 
located at the "northwest portion of the property". 

The current proposal includes a parking supply of 925 spaces, of which 1 00 spaces are 
designated for public parking. As proposed, the parking totals will include surface 
parking (490 spaces), structure parking (375 spaces) and subterranean parking (60 
spaces). Approximately 30% of the total parking supply will be valet. 

C~ASTAl COMMISSION 
,r5 - 1?11'-fJI;-.32 t/ 

7 See the attached Coastal Commission Staff Report: Revised Findings, dated ~feifii)fr' 1, 1991, (pQ 
Condition Ill, 1, a. PAGE ---~11111...-----0F __ _ 
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Assuming a rate of 1.5 parking spaces, the proposed project, with 550 rooms (hotel 
rooms, bungalows and multiple keyed casitas units included), requires 825 parking 
spaces. It should oted tha · desi ned wi ra e and 
a a-car vewa e 
project consists o parking spaces, a surplus of spaces wt e set aside for 
public use. Additionally, the surplus parking can occasionally be used to accommodate 
overflow parking for special events. As a result, the subject development, with 925 
parking spaces, will have a parking ratio of 1. 7 spaces per guest room. Without the 

" 

• 

. public parking, less 100 spaces, a total of 825 spaces will be provided for a parking ratio 
of 1.5 spaces per room. As such, the Planning Commission determined that the 
established parking ratio for the subject development adequately address hotel guest • 
and employee parking for all of the site's amenities. The calculations were based on a 
mix of uses and the interrelation of those uses. 

Biological Resources 

The following table summarizes the acreage of the significant resources as they will 
exist on the Resort Hotel Area as a result of the project implementation: 

Bluff-face/Habitat Reserve 6.7 
Coastal Bluff Scrub Enhancement 1.2 

Total Habitat Conservation Area 7.9 

Based on the information in the above table, the revised project proposes a new 
planning area (Planning Area 1-B, Coastal Buff Scrub Enhancement Area for the El 
Segundo Blue Butterfly) within the Conse.rvation District as a plant transition area (i.e., a 
native plant buffer) between the Bluff-Face/Habitat Reserve (PA 1-A) and the Project 
development limits. With this Project design feature and mitigation measures 
recommended in the certified EIR. potential impacts to the El Segundo Blue Butterfly 
and the Coastal Bluff Scrub along the western bluffs would ~~tifM'rmSSHJH • 
significant levels. /}5.,. P.fV .... t¥-.32 '( 

Jt ' See LSA study dated May 24, 2000 which is attached. !:'XH\8\T # f/J b 
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5. Conformance with City Conditions 

&. 

All conditions placed on the City of Rancho Palos Verdes Conditional Use 
Permit 136 and Resolution No. 91-43 that do not conflict with the above 
conditions are incorporated herein as conditions to this permit. 

Prohibition on Conversion to Exclusive Use 

Prior to transmittal of the coastal development permit, the applicant 
shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, 
evidence that a deed restriction has been recorded for the hotel site 
which indicates that this coastal permit authorizes the development of a 
450 unit resort hotel, (as fully described in the findings), which is a 
proposed visitor-serving use exclusively available to the general public. 
Furthermore, the deed restriction shall specify that conversion of any 
portion of the approved facilities to a private or member only use or the 
implementation of any program to allow extended or exclusive use or 
occupancy of the facilities by an individual or limited group or segment 
of the public is specifically not authorized by this permit and would 
require an amendment to thi~ permit or a new permit and/or amendment to 
the certified LCP in order to be effective. 

Ill. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS ON COASTAL PERMIT 

The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

STAFF NOTE: The findings contained in the substantial issue staff report for 
AS-RPV-91-46 are incorporated herein. 

A. Project Description and Background 

The core hotel unit of the development approved by the City consists of 390 
hotel rooms, 50,000 square feet of guest room support space, 30,000 square 
feet of conference and community room space, 340 seats of dining space, 200 
seats of beverage service, and 6,000 square feet of retail space. The original 
proposal called for 1,100 subterranean parking spaces and 275 surface parking 
spaces. The applicant has sybmjtted a reyised parking olan which calls for 
1,007 subterranean parkjnq spaces and 104 of this gr JQJ surface gubljc 
oarking spaces. In addition, the plan calls for a nine hole golf course and a 
25,000 square foot spa/fitness center with six tennis courts and a stadium 
court. Ancillary development consists of a 10,000 square foot retail and food 
service structure at the entrance of Palos Verdes Drive, renovation of the 
15,000 square foot Galley West Restaurant, renovation of the 10 room Pereira 
Motel, the construction of 50 casita units, renovation of the Look Out Bar, 
the International Cafe/Theater Building and Baja Reef Dressing Rooms. Grading 
is estimated at a total of 418,037 cubic yards. The hotel would be designed in 
a Mediterranean style with a height limit of 48 feet. The proposal also 
includes a heliport, conditional upon a six month trial basis. The maximum 
height of any building shall be 48-feet measured from the average elevation of 
the finished grade at the front of the building to the highest ridgeline of 
the structure. On the inland side buildings shall be a maximum of four floors 
and on the ocea~ side il max~mum ?f five. floors. The propq.s,Jie,v[l..QWUfiDi:IAl~~N 
calls for a tra1l network w1th v1sta po1nts. liU ;.)lf\JJ~JIM ~;.)1 1 Z'( 

5-r.rr'OZ· 
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a public passive recreational and public parking area on the northwestern 
coastal portion of the property. (See Exhibit 9) This plan shall include: 

s a also include a 
from vehicular traffic and with 
bicycles; 

b. a path from the parking lot to a passive grassy recreational 
area which shall include the westernmost viewing area (vista 
point) as shown on Exhibit 9. 

c. the recreational area shall include but not be limited to the 
following amenities: 

1. water fountains 
2. rest rooms 
3. one (1) acre landscaped picnic area with picnic tables 

and benches 
4. view scopes and no fewer than two benches at 

the westernmost viewing area 
5. a kiosk or other educational tableau containing 

pictoral and written information on local coastal 
wildlife (terrestrial and marine). 

d. Signs shall be posted at the northwestern parking lot and in the 
recreational area also informing the public of the on-site 
trails and additional parking areas. 

2. Signage 

Directional signs shall be posted on Palos Verdes Drive South on both 
sides of the road advertising the above public recreational area. These 
signs shall be legible for at least 100 feet. 

3. Trail Connection to Point Vicente 

There shall be a connector trail from the northwestern public 
parking/recreation area to the Point Vicente fishing access parking area. 
There shall be directional signs at the trailhead of the proposed project 
indicating the Point Vicente access area. 

4. In-lieu Fee 

Prior to the issuance of a permit, the applicant shall comply with the 
following, subject to the review and approval of the Executive Director: 

(a) provide through a financial instrument subject to the review and 
approval of the Executive Director the amount of not less than $540,000 
payable to the California Coastal Commission for distribution to a public 
agency or a private non-profit association designated, in writing, by the 
Coastal Commission (including, but not necessarily limited to, the 

• 

• 

American Youth Hostel Association and the City of Rancho Palos Verdes) for ' 
the acquisition of land and/or construction of low cost visitR~~~cdna 
overnight accommodations such as hostels or campground facili~~~~~~fl 

EXHIBIT #__.t ..... ~---
PAGE OF ---



• 

• 

• 

DESTINATION 
DEVElOPMENT CORPORATION 

11777 San Vicente Boulevard, suite 90 0, Los Angeles, California 90049 TEL 1310}820-6661 

October 9, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Attn: Melissa Stickney 
Pam Emerson 
Teresa Henry 

Re: Appeal No. A-5-RPV -02-324 
Long Point Resort, Rancho Palos Verdes 

Dear Ms. Stickney: 

FAX 'lttCE tVED. 
South Coast Region 

OCT 1 5 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Thank you for the time you spent discussing the Long Point project with our team last Thursday, 
October 3, 2002. We believe the meeting was highly productive and we look forward to working 
with you and finalizing matters over the next few months. · 

It is our understanding that the matter is now scheduled for hearing on Substantial Issue on the 
November Agenda in San Diego. We wish to adhere to that date. We believe, subject to certain 
below mentioned clarifications, the City approval is consistent with its approved Coastal Specific 
Plan ("CSP"). 

At our meeting on October 3rd, we discussed the issues identified in the three appeals (Robert 
Haase, Chairman Wan and Commissioner Dettlof, the South Bay chapter of the Sierra Club). We 
reviewed in detail the September 30, 2002 memorandum sent to your offices (copy attached). We 
respectfully add the following to our earlier comments: 

Robert C. Haase Anoeal 

1. Provided to Date 
We have communicated our belief that Mr. Haase's letter does not raise any proper basis 
for appeal and that the project is consistent with the Coastal Act and the approved Coastal 
Specific Plan, provides increased coastal access, protects and enhances coastal resources, 
and is a significant improvement over the currently approved resort plan (Coastal Permit 
A-5-RPV-91-46). 

2. Additional Coastal StaffRequirements from City or Applicant 
We are unclear as to what, if anything, Coastal Staff ("Staff") may require. 

3. Additional Comment 
With respect to Mr. Haase's claims regarding "Traffic and Circulation'P.~~~I r.n~I~SIO 
considered all intersections that would be impacted by the project and ~H~dt!chh~~ II!' ~-32 
no significant impact. The City's Traffic Committee conducted extensive discussions l.l;, 

A distinctive experience provided by Destination Hotels & Resorts. EXHIBIT# 74 
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regarding the identified intersections prior to proposing specific mitigation measures for 
the project. We do not believe Mr. Haase's "Ambient Noise" argument is proper grounds 
for appeal. At our meeting, Staff discussed that as long as the noise was not impacting 
the habitat, which per the EIR it is not, this was not a Coastal Act issue. 

Chairman Wan and Commissioner Dettlof Appeal 

Subiect: Public Access: Trails 

l. Provided to Date 
'fhe City has provided Staff with copies of the City's Conditions of Approval for the 
project. Conditions of Approval #63 and #70 clearly require construction of the Long 
Point Trail. 

2. Additional Coastal StaffReguirements from City or Applicant 
Staff has indicated that, ·the record should specifically reference the plan that identifies 
the trail in all proper locations. 

3. Additional Comment 
We believe that this is a minor issue in the record that can easily be remedied when the 
applicant formally accepts the City Conditions (see Condition #1). Therefore, once 
coastal staff has received evidence of this, it should not be addressed as a Substantial 
Issue. 

Subject: Parking Supply 

1. Provided to Date 
The City has supplied Staff with copies ofthe City Staff Report's discussing the Resort 
Villas as "self-parked"- i.e., over and above the 925 parking spaces itemized in 
Condition # l 08. 

2. Additional Requirements from City or Applicant 
Staff stated they would study the matter further and decide whether they would seek 
clarification of Condition # 108 to list/itemize the Resort Villa parking along with all the 
other parking. City staff will provide evidence that its code allows for multi-use parking 
calculations and Staff will review the study which determined the 925 spaces is more 
than adequate for this type of resort facility (notwithstanding the study, with the Resort 
Villas, the project proposes 1,075 spaces). 

3. Additional Comment 
We believe that this is a minor issue in the record that can easily be documented when the 
applicant formally accepts the City Conditions (see Condition #1). Therefore, once 
coastal staff has received evidence of this, it should not be addressed as a Substantial 
Issue. 

Subject: Section 30213 ofthe Coastal Act 

1. Provided to Date 
We have provided information about the $1.0 million to which the project has committed 
to the City for affordable housing in-lieu fees - the only commercial in lieu fees that will 
be generated in Rancho Palos Verdes. The project assisted the City in adoption ofthe 

.. 

• 

• 

fee. COASTAL COMMISSION _ • 
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California Coastal Commission 
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2. Additional Coastal StaffReguirements from City or Applicant 
Staff informed us that the $550,000 in-lieu fee that was a condition of the existing 
Coastal Permit A-5-RPV -91-46 approved by the Coastal Commission in 1991 must be 
paid if it has not been so already. 

3. Additional Comment 
It should be noted that the new project is providing greater amounts of no cost and low 
cost public amenities than the existing permitted plan. The Bluff Top Park has been 
increased to 2.2 acres from 1.0 acres originally permitted. The Lookout Bar renovation 
will offer more affordable prices than the in-hotel restaurants. The Lower Pool facility -
which now proposes to replace the golf facility on the existing permitted plan - will 
provide, at no cost to the general public: 

).> Restrooms and Changing Areas 
}- Outdoor Showers 
).> Drinking Fountain 
).> ADA Access 
> Benches and Shade 

Food and beverage service will also be available to the general public at the Lower Pool. 

Subject: Public Recreation 

1. Provided to Date 
We have provided the facts relating to the Casitas and Resort Villas in the September 30, 
2002 memorandum. The units are more severely restricted than any similar types 
approved by the Coastal Commission. 

2. Additional Coastal Staff Requirements from City or Applicant 
It is our understanding that staff may require additional language that further restricts 
these units during the period from Memorial Day to Labor Day. The restrictions that are 
contemplated might be as follows: 

).> During the period from Memorial Day to Labor Day - permit the owner only one 
"maximum stay" (29 days) and not more than 50% of the total number of days 
available to be used annually by that owner. 

QAdditional Comment 
We strongly believe that the additional restrictions are unnecessary and do not create a 
Subgtantial Issue with the CSP. The restriction will only hamper t..~e ability to find 
investors for the units and therefore dampen the prospects that this degrading site be 
redeveloped into the proposed visitor serving use. The restriction is unnecessary as there 
are a significant number of factors which, when taken together, create almost no 
possibility that public use will be significantly impacted during the Summer season. 
These factors are as follows: 

> At all times in all seasons there will be 400 hotel rooms available as overnight 
accommodations. 

>- Current statistics show that investor owners use their units on average less than 
30 days during the whole year. For example, Seascape, on the ocean in Aptos, 
California, allows 90 days of unrestricted use by each individual investor. On 
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average, a studio is used 3 days per year, a one bedroom 6 days per year, and a • 
two bedroom, 19 days per year. 

~ Southern California is not a peak three month destination, unlike many resort 
areas. In fact, the hospitality business remains quite strong throughout the year, 
with weakness really only in the non-holiday parts ofNovember and December 
and during January. 

~ Buyers ofthese types of units are motivated by the investment return. If they 
were motivated by use, they would be purchasing a unit in which they had 
unfettered access. As such, if they do find the demand for their unit by the public 
to be significantly stronger during the summer season than the remainder of the 
year, they would be motivated not to use the units during the Summer season 
because of the consequences of lost investment income. 

~ Even if some of the Casitas are being used by their Owners, the units have "lock­
off' rooms that can and will be used for overnight accommodations - thereby 
increasing the amount cf overnight accommodations available during the 
Summer season. 

~ The Casitas and Villas account for 82 units (82 out of 482 units = 17%) and a 
maximum of 182 rooms (182 out of582 rooms= 31%). Under the most 
conservative calculation, a minimum of69% ofthe project will be available for 
day-to-day overnight use. For the above-mentioned reasons, it is very difficult to 
imagine a case in which there will not be significantly more than 69% of the keys 
available for guest use at any one time. 

~ Finally, this type of investor-oriented, use-restricted unit has been previously 
approved in the coastal zone many times. Examples include Seascape at Aptos, • 
the Beach House in Hermosa, The Beach House in HalfMoon Bay, and the 
Treasure Island project in Laguna. To our knowledge, all of these approvals 
have a 90-day use restriction, no additional restriction during the Summer, and 
most if not all had a much lower ratio of hotel owned rooms to total rooms. With 
the 60 day use limitation on the 50 casita units, we have voluntarily adopted a 
more restrictive use than we believe has ever been adopted. As such, given the 
past precedence, we do not believe this additional Summer season restriction is 
either warranted or fair. 

Although we strongly believe that the additional use restriction will not have a practical 
impact on public usage, it will create one more significant issue in the mind of the 
potential investor that will not be found at other projects. .Consequently, it thus hampers 
the ability of the project to be fmanced and moved forward. 

Subject: Visual Impacts 

1. Provided to Date 
The City has provided Staff with copies ofthe EIR, view analysis, and grading plan. The 
EIR concluded there are no significant impacts. 

2. Additional Coastal Staff Requirements from City or Applicant 
It is our understanding that staff may require specific reference to the pad elevations on 
the grading plan in connection with this matter. 
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3. Additional Comment 
We believe this is a minor issue in the record that can easily be remedied when the 
applicant formally accepts the City Conditions (see Condition# 1). Therefore, once 
coastal staff has received evidence of this, it should not be addressed as a Substantial 
Issue. 

Subject: Hazards 

1. Provided to Date 
The City has provided Staff with copies of all geology reports that conclusively 
determined the location as safe for building, with a factor of 1.7. Further, even with this 
safety factor, the conditions require that the pool be double lined and a leak detection 
system installed. We have provided Staff with evidence that the area proposed for the 
Lower Pool was graded for fish tank uses in connection with the former Marineland 
Aquatic Park. The City has also provided Staff with copies of the resolution adopted in 
connection with the approval of the Lower Pool, which notes the substantial public 
benefits associated with the facility. The EIR determined there were no significant 
impacts. 

2. Additional Coastal Staff Requirements from Citv or Applicant 
It is our understanding that Staff does not need anything further on this matter. 

3. Additional Comment 
The City is on record that the Lower Pool was approved because it would create a 
superior public amenity in the project. Further, the amenity will be available to 
significantly more of the public (both hotel guests and tlle public in general) in its current 
use than in the currently approved use as golf. Finally, given that the property does not 
have a beach and that its competition along the Southern California coast generally does, 
this lower pool amenity is of critical importance to the Long Point resort being 
successfuL 

Subject: Habitat 

1. Provided to Date 
We have demonstrated that the design features and mitigation measures of the proposed 
project not only "fully offset the impact" of development, but they dramatically enhance 
exis{ing conditions. 

2. Additional Coastal Staff Requirements from City or Applicant 
We are unclear as to what, if anything, staff may require in connection with this matter. 

3. Additional Comment 
It needs to be understood that no "habitat" or native species currently exist on the non­
bluff areas of the site. As you know, the site was previously the Marine land theme park, 
with asphalt to the bluffs edge on much of the site. The non-bluff habitat is to be created 
and protected as part of the project plan. Further, the 50-foot buffer area was not 
identified by the EIR as required to be of locally native plants. The developer voluntarily 
agreed to this. 
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Sierra Club Appeal 

Subject: Vista Points along the Long Point Trail Segment have not been clearly defined 
by the Project's Plan and may potentially impact the bluff habitat. 

1. Provided to Date 
The location of the two vista points was determined by the Coastal Commission in 1991. 
We do not believe it is good practice to preclude people from accessing intelligently 
planned and operated areas along the west bluff. We provided a detailed explanation of 
how we would design these two Vista Points. 

2. Additional Coastal StaffReguirements from City or Applicant 
It is our understanding that Staff does not need anything further on this matter, but if 
needed we can supply additional graphics describing the Vista Points. Per our 
discussion, the vista points are planned to be small in size and will have signage and 
fences delineating the adjacent native planting area. Further, since there is no existing 
habitat on the non-bluff parts of the site, these vista points will not be encroaching into 
existing habitat. Rather, the new native plantings will be established around them. 

3. Additional Comment 
None 

Subject: The Project's Landscape Plan allows the use of five trees which are considered 
by some to be "invasive". 

• 

1. Provided to Date • 
An example of a landscape maintenance plan was provided. 

2. Additional Coastal StaffReguirements from City or Applicant 
None of which we know. 

3. Additional Comment 
Our biologist does not believe the judicious use of the Canary Island Palm, Pepper Tree, 
Olive Tree, Eucalyptus, or Oleander will have impacts to the local habitat. These trees 
simply are unlikely to grow unnurtured in the coastal environment where the local habitat 
thrives. Further, with the above-mentioned proper maintenance, our biologist believes 
these trees will not have the possibility of propagating themselves. Finally, the trees have 
become a part of the local landscape palate and we believe are an integral part of 
blending the Long Point resort into the Palos Verdes community. 

Subject: It is not yet clear whether the Grading and Drainage on the site might impact 
the bluff habitat. 

1. Provided to Date 
Condition # 162 was developed specifically to deal with this issue. Currently, water is 
direct at the west bluff in several locations - resulting in accelerated erosion. The 
problem will be corrected with implementation of the project. 

2. Additional Coastal Staff Requirements from City or Applicant 
I~ is our understanding that Staff does not need anything further on this matter. 
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3. Additional Comment 
Condition # 162 does what all parties want- project runoff will be collected and directed 
away from the bluffs. 

Subject: The Lower Pool is located inside (toward the ocean) the Coastal Setback Line, 
which is inconsistent with the Coastal Specific Plan. 

1. Provided to Date 
See September 30, 2002 memorandum and refer to "Hazards" section of Chairman Wan 
and Commissioner Dettlof Appeal (above). 

2. Additional Coastal Staff Requirements from City or Applicant 
We are unclear as to what. if anything, staff may require in connection with this matter. 

3. Additional Comment 
As mentioned in the above "Hazard~" section, the lower pool area both provides a critical 
amenity to our hotel guest, a wonderful amenity to the public at large, and is a major 
improvement to the fish tanks under the previous use or the golf facility in the current 
approval. In addition. given its location, it will be out of view to all but someone by air 
or boat 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Michael A. Mohler 
Vice President 

Attachment: September 30, 2002 Memorandum 

cc Jot: Rojas, City of RPV 
Ara Mihranian, City of RPV 
Rob. Lowe 
Phil Stukin 
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July 30, 2002 

City of Rancho Palos Verdes 
Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement 
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 

ATTN: Mr. Ara Mihranian 

BING YEN & ASSOCIATES, tNc. 
Geotechnical & Envitonmental Consultants, Established 1979 

BY A Project No. 42.25069..0004 

Via e-mail and~eeiveo 

AUG 05 2002 
PLANNING, BUILDING 

& CODE ENFORCEMENT 

SUBJECT: Geology and Geotechnical Engineering Review, Long Point Parcel 
Proposed Lower Swimming Pool and Public Restroom 

REFERENCE: Response to Comments from City of Rancho Palos Verdes 
Report of Geotechnical Consultation, Proposed 
Long Point Destination Resort, Rancho Palos Verdes, California 
Law/Crandall Project No. 70131-2-0076.0002, dated July 30, 2002 

See Appendixfor Summary of Previously Reviewed Documents 

Dear Mr. Mihranian: 

Per your request, Bing Yen & Associates, Inc. (BY A), has reviewed the referenced response 
report as well as pertinent portions of the previously reviewed documents in order to evaluate the 
geotechnical feasibility of locating the Lower Swimming Pool and Public Restrooms within the 
proposed building setback line previously presented by Law/Crandall (UCA) in the September 
27, 1999 Geotechnical Evaluation Report. In order to streamline the review process, the 
Consultants graciously coordinated the supplemental field investigation with BY A so that the 
undersigned engineering geology reviewer was able to observe the borings in the field on July 
25, 2002. BY A received an electronic version of the referenced response report via the Internet, 
and understand that wet stamped originals will be forwarded to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. 

Based on our review of the additional geologic data from borings BA-1 and BA-2, the revised 
cross section PR-1-PR-1 ',the reported laboratory shear strength parameters, and the results of 
the slope stability analyses, UCA has adequately responded to BY A's comments in our July 17, 
2002 review letter. The observations from borings BA-1 and BA-2 indicate that the proposed 
pool is underlain by intact basalt bedrock and that the intermediate ancient sea cliff is 40 feet 
southeast of the proposed Lower Swimming Pool and Public Restrooms. ~Ibe results of the slope 
stability analyses presented by LICA indicate that the proposed structures will be located in an 
area where the factor of safety exceeds 1.5. As such, the Consultants have demons 
er9posed Lower Swimming Pool and Public estrooms are eas1 m a geotechnical point of 
VIeW. -
We understand that the subject LICA letter report and this review only pertain to the 
geotecf.~'1ical feasibility of locating the proposed lower pool within the previously developed 
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City of Rancho Palos Verdes 
Long Point Parcel 
Page2 

BY A Project No. 40.25069.0004 
July 30, 2002 

building setback. Geotechnical recommendations for building design as well as grading 
recommendations should be presented in a future geotechnical design report that addresses the 
specific subsurface conditions unearthed during the supplemental subsurface investigation. 

We hope that this review meets your current needs and appreciate the opportunity to assist the 
City with this challenging project. Should you have any questions or require additional 
information, please feel free to contact our office. 

Sincerely, 
BING YEN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

-J:{u,u/J/il~ 
Et:~~ H. Sabins, CEG Osman Pekin, GE 
Engineering Geology Reviewer Geotechnical Engineering Reviewer 
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Nonetheless, to evaluate the effects of groundwater perched on the relatively impenneable bedrock 
at the site, we modeled a groundwater surface as requested. As shown on Figures B-1 and B-2, we 
incorporated a postulated maximum perched groundwater surface into our slope stability model. 
The postulated groundwater surface used in our model is shown on Figure B-3. The factors of 
safety shown in the table above account for the effects of the postulated maximum perched 
groundwater surface. 

Comment No. 5 

The letter report should also bear the stamp and expiration date of the engineering geologist of 
record. 

Response 

This letter report is signed and stamped by a Certified Engineering Geologist. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The results of our analyses indicate that the LSP site exceeds the required factors of safety against 
static and dynamic instability and is feasible from a geotechnical standpoint. 

5 
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WHICH ARE DIRECTLY ASSOCIATED WITH VEGE­
TATION COMMUNITIES. THESE ARE GENERALLY 
FOUND ON BLUFF FACES AND NATURAL CANYON 
AREAS WHERE WILDLIFE THRIVES DUE TO THE 
PROTECTION AND FOOD FOUND FROM THE NATURAL 
VEGETATION. THOUGH THERE ARE NO FORMALLY 
RECOGNIZED ENDANGERED OR RARE SPECIES OF 
WILDLIFE DR VEGETATION, THESE WILDLIFE 
HABITATS ARE SIGNIFICANT BECAUSE OF THE 
WIDE VARIETY AND NUMBERS OF WILDLIFE 
WHICH ARE ASSOCIATED WITH THEM. ADDI­
TIONALLY, THE NATURAL VEGETATION OF 
GRASSES AND WILD FLOWERS FOUND ON THE 
HILLSIDES AND CANYONS GIVES A UNIQUE 

figure 12 areas for preservation of natural resoures 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTER TO THE CITY WHICH, 
IF TO BE PRESERVED, REQUIRES CONSIDERATION 
OF THE NATURAL DRAINAGE SYSTEM AND TOPO-
GRAPHY. Z~ 

9t\) 
THE AREAS FOR PRESERVATION OF NATUR~~ 
RESOURCES MAP (FIGURE 12) IDENTIFIE~ \ 
CRITICAL NATURAL RESOURCES. THESE ~ 
CALLED OUT ON THE MAP AS FOLLOWS: 8 ~ 

HYDROLOGIC FACTORS ~ ~ ~ 
WILDLIFE HABITATS ~ ' ~ 
OTHER NATURAL VEGETATION 1<1:~ ::r: 

AREAS 8 ~ @ 

m 

m 

[:)~;::~::.:)1 natural vegetation crm- 10 I m I maTtne mamtenance 
~ 

m'\ 
J>,.)e'+ 
S'ik 

---)~ D wildlife habitat crm-9 ( P ( marine preservatiOn 

~ hydrologic lac tors crm -8 Q marine restorat1on 
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. tl a t LONG POINT RESORT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Woolly Sea-blite (Suaeda taxifolia). Woolly sea-blite is a CNPS List 4 species that 
typically blooms from January through December. This perennial herb occurs in 
margins of coastal salt marsh and coastal bluff scrub. Woolly sea-blite occurs on 
the RHA in the southern coastal bluff scrub. No suitable habitat is present on the 
UPVA for this species. 

Special Status Wildlife. Forty-one special status wildlife species are known to occur 
within the region and have a potential to occur within the Project site. In addition 
to-fFocused surveys have been conducted for the coastal California gnatcatcher-in 
4998, e host plant stuveyferthePacificpocketrnouse, Palos Verdes blue butterfly~ 
and El Segundo blue butterfly was eoruiueted in 1999 (Dudek 1999). Brief 
descriptions of the special status wildlife species and their potential to occur within 
the Project site are discussed below. Please note that they are grouped by type 
and listed alphabetically according to their scientific name. These species are 
summarized in Table 5.3-3. 

Invertebrates 

--)-tEl Segundo Blue Butterfly (Euphilotes battoides allyni). The El Segundo blue 
butterfly is a federally-listed Endangered species. This butterfly was previ<>.!J~Iy 
knQwn to persists on just a few remaining fragments of dune habitat along the Los 
Angeles County coast from Los Angeles International Airport to Palos Verdes. The 
largest remaining population of this species is found on the property of the Los 
Angeles International Airport. The El Segundo blue butterfly is not only threatened 
by loss of habitat. but by threats to the continued survival of its host plant. Ashy 
lea't'edCoast buckwheat (E'*'fltmttm cineFBeens) is beliey~C!:tc;>J:>E~ the primary larval 
food plant or host plant for the species, and it is threatened by competition from 
several introduced plants including other buckwheats. The larvae of the El 
Segundo blue butterfly cannot successfully feed on these other buckwheats. The 
El Segundo blue butterfly adult flight period is May through June (Gerth end Tilden 
1986)mid-June to August. 

= ) Tt!.e host plant (coast .buckwheat) for the El Segundo blue butterfly ~as ide~tified 
on the UPVARHA dunng the 1999 and 2001 focused surveys. Associated with· the 
locations ofthe coast buckwheat, au· i!SO~u~la~ti~o~~~~~~~tiWlL.W~W~~ 
fo nd o t ebl 
.RHA during the focused survevs cgnducted jg .2001. Most of the butterflies we·re 
observed in the stretch of bluff north of and around the narrowpoint located 
immediately north of the Long PoinfS. This is a stretch of bluff located just south of 
the existing fishing access parking lot. One male was observed approximately 700 
feet south of this narrowpoint, near a small-patch of co~f[M\WmQti-1 ). 

M- ',f)Z,.,.3Zt( 
s Geographic feature identified on USGS topographic map. EXHIBIT# /2 A · 
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LONG POINT RESORT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

The ashy leaved ashy-leaf buckwheat was found within the coastal sage scrub and 
southern cactus scrub habitats on the UPVA. Although the larval feed plaRtferand 
within the disturbed areas,ofthe RHA along the bh.iffhabitarateas. ·As discus~ed 
previously, tJl~-~I ~·egu!}do blue may also use the ashy.:.reaf buckwheat. Therefore, 
focused surveys were also conducted concurrently on the UPVA during the period 
when the El Segundo blue butterfly was idefltified eR the UPVA, the apprepriate 
dufle habitat for the species ·was Ret. Therefore the known to.~~ flying 011 the RHA:; 
The El Segundo blue butterfly iswas not expected te eccuro~served on the UPVA 
er RHA due te a lack ef suitable habitatduring focused· survey effo!Js. 

Palos Verdes Blue Butterfly (Giaucopsyche lygdamus palosverdesensis). The 
Palos Verdes blue butterfly is a federally-listed Endangered species. It was 
believed to be extinct, but was rediscovered on March 10, 1994 at a Defense Fuel 
Support Point site in San Pedro. During the 1980s, there were 12 locations 
identified as supporting the Palos Verdes blue butterfly. All of these locations were 
on the southern half of the Palos Verdes Peninsula and supported coastal sage 
scrub habitats. This butterfly is a subspecies of the silvery blue ( Glaucopsyche 
lygdamus), of which at least ten subspecies have been described. These 
subspecies occur in small colonies that are distributed locally across North America. 
The larval food plants or host plants for this species consist of legumes (Garth and 
Tilden 1986}; such as milk vetch er rattleweed (AstFBgalus tFiehopodus 
fonehus),log>VIt'e~-(j that is used by the Palos Verdes blue butterfly. In addition, this 
speciesthePalos Verde~. blue_ will also lay its eggs on deerweed (Lottl8 scoparius). 

One of the two required larval food plant species was identified on UPVA during the 
1999 and 2001 focused surveys for host plants of the Palos Verdes blue butterfly. 
Locoweed was observed at the edge of southern cactus scrub in the UPVA. +t-is 
presumed that the habitat here is tee fragmeRted aRd disturbed te sup pert the Pales 
Verdes blue butterfly. The quality ef eRsite habitat aRd the cu rreflt disttibutiefl efthe 
Pales Verdes blue butterfly ifldicate that its petefltial te occur oR the UPVA is 'v'et)' 
lew; 

This species was.not observed during focused survey efforts during the spring of 
2001. Therefore this species is not expected to occur onsite. 

Amphibians 

Western Spadefoot Toad (Scaphiopus hammondi). The western spadefoot toad is 
a federal Species of Concern, a California Species of Special Concern, and a CDFG 
Protected species. This species inhabits grassland, coastal sage scrub, and other 
habitats with open sandy, gravely soils. The western spadefoot toad is primarily a 
species of the lowlands, frequenting washes, floodplains of rivers, alluvial fans, and 
alkali flats (Stebbins 1985). This species is rarely seen outside of the breeding 
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THE COMPONENT ELEMENTS AND THEIR NUMERlC 
CODE ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

EXTREME SLOPE 1 
HIGH SLOPE 2 
HAZARD 3 

A EXTREME 
B HIGH 

MARGINALLY STABLE 4 
INSUFFICIENT INFORMAtiON 5 
WILDLAND FIRE HAZARD 6 
FLOOD/INUNDATION 7 

areas for consideration of public health and safety 

• 
AREAS FOR PRESERVATION OF 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

• 
THESE AREAS ARE FDR CONSERVATION OF PLANT 
AND ANIMAL LIFE, HABITATS FOR MARINE 
ORGANISMS AND WILDLIFE SPECIES, AREAS F~ 
ECOLOGICAL AND OTHER SCIENTIFIC STUDIE~~ 
AND ANY OTHER UNIQUE NATURAL RESOURCES~~~ 
WITHIN THE CITY. ~~l~ 

~~~ 
THE INTERTIDAL MARINE RESOURCE IS ONE ~~ 
THE MOST SIGNIFICANT RESOURCES WITHIN ~ ~ 
RANCHO PALOS VERDES AND IS DEPENDENT U~ ~ 
PROPER MANAGEMENT OF THE LAND ENVIRONM~I m 
AS IT INTERACTS WITH THE OCEAN. ~~ ~ 

THERE ALSO EXIST IN THE COASTAL REGION A 
NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE HABITATS 

extreme slope 
crm-1 

geologic hazard 
crm-3b 

~ highslope 
~ crm-2 

'NIJt'+ 
A,~. 

r-- ](farginal geologic 
crm-4 ~ 

wildland fire hazard 
crm-6 

IJI.l.IJfi'M 
11..1 

insufficient geologic data 
crm-5 

flood hazard 
crm-7 
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CATEGORY 3 - AREAS IN WHICH EXISTING GEO­
LOGIC INFORMATION IS NOT SUFFICIENTLY 
DETAILED TO ESTABLISH SUITABILITY FOR 
CONSTRUCTION PURPOSES. 

CATEGORY 4 - AREAS THAT APPEAR TO BE SUIT­
ABLE FOR PERMANENT TRACT-TYPE RESIDEN­
TIAL STRUCTURES AND SUPPORTING FACILI­
TIES IN LIGHT OF EXISTING GEOLOGIC 
INFORMATION. 

THE ABOVE CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM IS BASED ON 
THE ANALYSIS OF EXISTING GEOLOGIC DATA, BOTH 
PUBLISHED AND UNPUBLISHED. SIGNIFICANT GAPS 
STILL EXIST IN THE AMOUNT OF DETAILED GEO-

LOGIC INFORMATION AVAILABLE ON RANCHO PALOS 
VERDES TO NECESSITATE THE INCLUSION OF A 
I I GRAY ZONE I I (CATEGORY 3) BETWEEN AREAS THAT 
ARE KNOWN TO BE FREE OF GEOLOGIC PROBLEMS 
AND THOSE KNOWN TO BE RESTRICTED BY ~LOGIC 
CONDITIONS. J"'-

N 
THE GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION OF TH-=~VE I 
CATEGORIES IS SHOWN ON FIGURE 5. S~~FIC 
COMMENTS REGARDING THE LOCATION, CO~~ 
STRAINTS, AND LIMITATIONS FOR THE U~~~ 
LAND AREAS WITHIN THESE CATEGORIES ~ -~ 
CUSSED IN THE PROVISIONAL COASTAL S CK , 
ZONE, NATURAL ENVIRONMENT ELEMENT, I 
RESPECTIVE SUBREGION SECTIONS. ~ I ~ ...... ._ 

cn\n m w 
<t: 

- la extreme hazard 

, ,._,~~ 1--.:.'.'-'· '· .. '[i.':·:;llb hazard ----...... D 2 marginal stability 

03 insufficient data 
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RESPECT TO THE DISTANCE FROM THE FAULT AND 
GEOLOGIC MAKEUP IN A SPECIFIC AREA. IN 
GENERAL, MORE SEVERE WAVE PATTERNS WILL BE 
INCURRED BY LANDS IN THE SOUTHERN PORTION OF 
THE COASTAL REGION AND PROGRESSIVELY DIMI­
NISH TOWARDS THE WEST. WHEN THE DISTANCE 
FACTOR IS COUPLED WITH SURFACE FACTORS 
<MONTEREY FORMATION OR TERRACE DEPOSIT), THE 
AMPLIFICATION SPECTRA USED IN TABLE 4 CAN BE 
EXPECTED FOR THE RESPECTIVE MAGNITUDES. 

CONCLUSIONS DRAWN FROM DATA INDICATE THAT 
EARTHQUAKES WITH A MAGNITUDE OF 5.6 OR 
GREATER WILL INDUCE GROUND SHAKING WHICH EX­
CEEDS UNIFORM BUILDING CODE REQUIREMENTS.· 
THE liiJCTED RECURRENCE INTERVAL FOR SUCH 

----------~---------» 
- active landslide 

D probable landslide 
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EARTHQUAKES IS 150 YEARS FOR A MAGNITUDE OF 
5.6 AND 300 YEARS FOR A MAGNITUDE OF 6.5. 

THE ''MAXIMUM CREDIBLE' 1 EARTHQUAKE FOR THIS 
FAULT IS A 7.7 MAGNITUDE. SINCE THE RECUR­
RENCE INTERVAL FOR AN EVENT OF THIS MAGNI­
TUDE IS APPROXIMATELY 1000 YEARS AND THE 
SOUTHERN SEGMENT MOVED ONLY 40 YEARS AGO, 
THIS POTENTIAL EVENT IS NOT CONSIDERED AS 
TO HAVE A SUFFICIENTLY HIGH PROBABILITY OF 
OCCURRENCE TO WARRANT ANALYSIS (SEE PAGE 155 
OF THE GENERAL PLAN). 

SAN ANDREAS FAULT 

THE COASTAL REGION LIES APPROXIMATELY 55 
MILES FROM THE SAN ANDREAS FAULT. BECAUSE 

• • ") ,, <I .... 


