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STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDAR

APPLICATION NO.: 4-02-038

AP PLICANTS: Paul and Judy Fogel

PROJECT LOCATION: 6301 Gayton Place, City of Malibu (Los Angeles County)
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construct a two story, 33.25 ft high, 6,572 sq. ft.
singte-family residence with attached four car garage with basement, driveway,

patio, pool, septic system, grade 1,460 cubic yards of material and export 480
‘ cubic yards to a disposal site located outside the coastal zone.

Lot area: 95,018 sq. ft.
Building coverage: 3,973 sq. ft.
Pavement coverage: 4,781 sq. fi.
Landscape coverage: 12,400 sq. ft..
Parking spaces: four covered
Max. Height above finished grade: 33.25ft.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends Approval of the proposed project, with the recommended
conditions addressing conformance with geologic recommendations, wildfire
waiver of liability, landscape, erosion control and fuel modification, agricultural
operation plan, drainage and polluted runoff control plan, and disposal of
excavated material. The applicant proposes to construct a two-story residence
with attached four-car garage and basement, driveway, patio, pool, septic system,
grade 1,460 cubic yards of material and export 480 cubic yards to a site located
outside the coastal zone. The site is currently planted with rosemary since the
late 1990’s (Exhibits 1 — 10).

The project site is located in an area with a mixture of single-family residences,
equestrian facilities and agriculture. The proposed development is located along
. the top of the east face Zuma Canyon near Cavalleri Road and north of Pacific
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Coast Highway and Point Dume. As conditioned, the proposed residence is
consistent with the visual resource, landform alteration, hazard, and water quality
requirements of the Coastal Act.

STAFF NOTE

The applicant has raised some concerns about the time and cost required to
process this application in letters to Staff, and Assemblymember Fran Paviey
(Exhibits 11 — 14). This application was received on February 13, 2002 and filed
as complete on March 11, 2002 in compliance with the 30- day review period
required by the Permit Streamlining Act. The application was tentatively
scheduled for Commission action within about five months at the July 9 — 12,
2002 meeting, in the order of other applications filed. The Commission needs to
act on this application by the August 6 — 9, 2002 Commission meeting as
required by the Permit Streamlining Act to be consistent with the six month
application processing time frame allowed by the Permit Streamlining Act. A
review of the applications processed adjoining the subject property and a past
application on the subject property indicated that these applications were acted
on by the Commission within three and four months of filing the application
(Coastal Permit Nos. 4-99-092, Gayton Place Ranch and 4-99-091, Perrone).
The application processed on the subject lot in 1991 was acted on (denied) by
the Commission within about three months of filing the application (Application
No. 5-91-176, Morgan).

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: City of Malibu, Planning Department,
Approval In Concept, dated February 5, 2002; City of Malibu Environmental
Health Department, In-Concept Approval dated December 6, 2001; City of
Malibu Geology and Geotechnical Englneenng Review, Approved In-Concept,
dated 12/5/01.

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Addendum Report.No. 1, GeoConcepts,
Inc. dated November 21, 2001; Limited Geologic and Soils Engineering
Investigation by GeoConcepts, Inc. dated October 4, 2001, Results of
percolation testing by Donald B. Kowalewsky, dated October 12, 2001; Coastal
Permit No. 5-90-199, Morgan et. al.; Coastal Application No. 5-81-176, Morgan
et. al.; Coastal Permit No. 4-89-091, Perrone; Coastal Permit No. 4-99-092,
Gayton Place Ranch.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal
Development Permit No. 4-02-038 pursuant to the staff
recommendation.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL:

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

. RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PERMIT:

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

Il._Standard Conditions.

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

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

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

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

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

1. Plans Conforming to Geologic Recommendations

Prior to the issuance of a coastal development permit the applicant shall
submit, for review and approval by the Executive Director, evidence of the
geology and geotechnical consultants’' review and approval of all project plans.
All recommendations contained in the Addendum Report No. 1, GeoConcepts,
inc. dated November 21, 2001; Limited Geologic and Soils Engineering
Investigation by GeoConcepts, inc. dated October 4, 2001; Results of percolation
testing by Donald B. Kowalewsky, dated October 12, 2001, shall be incorporated
into all final design and construction plans including site preparation, grading,
and foundations. All plans must be reviewed and approved by the consultants.

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

2.  WILDFIRE WAIVER OF LIABILITY

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

3. LANDSCAPE, EROSION CONTROL AND FUEL MODIFICATION PLANS

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall submit revised landscaping and erosion control plans, prepared
and signed by a licensed landscape architect, a qualified resource specialist, or
qualified landscape professional for review and approval by the Executive
Director. The revised plans shall incorporate the following criteria:

A) Landscape Plans and Erosion Control Plans

1) All graded and disturbed areas, except for the proposed agricultural area
consistent with Special Condition Number Four below, as a result of the
proposed project on the subject site, except as noted below, shall be planted
and maintained for erosion control purposes within (60) days of receipt of the
certificate of occupancy for the residence. To minimize the need for irrigation
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all landscaping shall consist primarily of native/drought resistant plants,
except for the proposed agricultural area consistent with Special Condition
Number Four below, as listed by the California Native Plant Society, Santa
Monica Mountains Chapter, in their document entitled Recommended List of
Plants for Landscaping in the Santa Monica Mountains, dated February 5,
1996. Invasive, non-indigenous plan species which tend to supplant native
species shall not be used. Planting should be of native plant species
indigenous to the Santa Monica Mountains using accepted planting
procedures, consistent with fire safety requirements of the proposed
development and the existing on-site fire break and may include gravel and
rock areas within Zone A of the Fuel Modification Plan and other appropriate
areas to minimize erosion on-site. In areas proposed for planting, such
planting shall be adequate to provide 50 percent coverage within two (2)
years, and this requirement shall apply to all disturbed soils and the building
pads where development is proposed;

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

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

Vegetation within 20 feet of the proposed residence and garage and driveway
may be removed to mineral earth, vegetation within a 20Q-faat radius of the
structures may be selectively thirmed it order to reduce fire hazard.
However, such thinning shalt only occur in accordance with an approved long-
term Fuel Madification Plan submitted pursuant to this special condition. The
Fuel Madification Plan shall include details regarding the types, sizes and
location of plant materials to be removed, and how often thinning is to occur.
In addition, the applicant shall submit evidence that the Fuel Modification Plan
has been reviewed and approved by the Los Angeles County Fire
Department, Forestry Division, Fire Prevention Bureau. Any irrigated lawn,
turf and ground cover planted within the twenty foot radius of the proposed
house shall be selected from the most drought tolerant species or
subspecies, or varieties suited to the Mediterranean climate of the Santa
Monica Mountains.

The final drainage/erosion control plan shall be implemented within 30 days of
completion of final grading. By acceptance of this permit, the applicant
agrees to maintain the drainage devices on a yearly basis in order to ensure
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that the system functions properly. Should the devices fail or any erosion
result from the drainage as a result of the project, the applicant or successor
in interests shall be responsible for any necessary repairs and restoration.

6) Fencing, if any, shall be limited to the area of the agricultural operation
delineated on the Agricultural Operation Plan approved pursuant to Special
Condition Number Four, surrounding the pool, and along Gayton Place. Any
fencing of the subject parcel shall be identified on the final approved
landscape and fuel modification site plan.

£

B) Interim Erosion Control Plan

1) The landscape/erosion control plan shall delineate the areas to be disturbed
by grading or construction activities and shall include any temporary access
roads, staging areas and stockpile areas. The natural areas on the site to be
left undisturbed such as native vegetation shall be clearly delineated on the
project site with fencing or survey flags.

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

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

C) Monitoring

Five (5) years from the date of the receipt of the Certificate of Occupancy for the
residence the applicant shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive
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Director, a landscape monitoring and fencing report, prepared by a licensed
Landscape Architect, qualified Resource Specialist, or qualified landscape
professional that certifies in writing that the on-site landscaping and fencing is in
conformance with the landscape plan approved pursuant to this Special
Condition. The monitoring report shall include photographic documentation of
plant species, plant coverage and fencing on site.

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

4. AGRICULTURAL OPERATION AND DELINEATION PLAN

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, an
Agricultural Operation Plan for all agricultural plantings and operations on the
subject site. The Plan shall be prepared by a qualified biologist, botanist, or
landscape architect with agricultural resource conservation and native plant
species expertise and shall include but not be limited to the following
requirements:

1. The plan shall specifically identify the agricultural planting areas on the
subject site.

2. Agricultural practices shall be designed and implemented to minimize erosion
and prevent excessive sediment and pollutants from adversely impacting
water quality by incorporating BMPs such as:

Diversions

Grassed waterways

Sediment basins

Terraces

Critical area planting

Crop residue use

Conservation cover

Filter strips

3. Agricultural practices shall minimize the release of pesticides into the
environment by implementing Integrated Pest Management (IPM) strategies
that apply pesticides only when an economic benefit to the producer will be
achieved and apply pesticides efficiently and at times when runoff losses are
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least likely shall be implemented. Pesticide runoff shall be carefully managed
in a comprehensive manner, including evaluating past and current pest
problems and cropping history, evaluating the physical characteristics of the
site, selecting pesticides that are the most environmentally benign, using anti-
backflow devices on hoses used for filling tank mixtures, and providing
suitable mixing, loading and storage areas.

Agricultural practices shall minimize nutrient loss by developing and
implementing comprehensive nutrient management plans based on crop
nutrient budgets, identification of the types, amounts and timing of nutrients
necessary to produce a crop based on realistic crop yield expectations and
identification of onsite environmental hazards.

Agricultural practices shall reduce water loss to evaporation, deep percolation
and runoff, remove leachate efficiently, and minimize erosion from applied
water by implementing a managed irrigation system that includes the
following components:

Irrigation scheduling

Efficient application of irrigation water

Efficient transport of irrigation water

Use of runoff or tailwater

Management of drainage water

The applicant shall implement the agricultural management measures
submitted to the Commission as part of this project, including rodent control,
deer control, chemical use, fertilizers, drainage and erosion control, irrigation
and weed control. ‘

DRAINAGE AND POLLUTED RUNOFF CONTROL PLAN

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

(a) Selected BMPs (or suites of BMPs) shall be designed to treat, infiltrate or
filter the amount of stormwater runoff produced by all storms up to and
including the 85™ percentile, 24-hour storm event for volume-based
BMPs, and/or the 85th percentile, 1-hour storm event, with an appropriate
safety factor (i.e., 2 or greater), for flow-based BMPs.

(b) Runoff shall be conveyed off site in a non-erosive manner.
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(c) Energy dissipating measures shall be installed at the terminus of outflow
drains.

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

6. Disposal of Excavated Material

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall
provide evidence to the Executive Director of the location of the disposal site for
all excess excavated material from the site. If the disposal site is located in the
Coastal Zone, the disposal site must have a valid coastal development permit for
the disposal of fill material. If the disposal site does not have a coastal permit,
such a permit will be required prior to the disposal of the material.

V. Findings and Declarations

The Cornmission hereby finds and dectares:

A. Project Descriptior arrd Backgqround -

The applicants propose to construct a two story, 33.25 ft high, 6,572 sq. ft.
single-family residence with attached four car garage with basement, driveway,
patio, pool, septic system, grade 1,460 cubic yards of material and export 480
cubic yards to a disposal site located outside the coastal zone at 6301 Gayton
Place, City of Malibu, Los Angeles County (Exhibits 1 — 10).

The subject property includes a building site created as part of a previous three-
lot subdivision approved in Coastal Permit Number 5-90-199, Morgan. The
property descends past the building site adjacent to Gayton Place at a 4:1 slope
with a topographic relief of 90 feet. Two residences have been approved on the
other two lots of this subdivision in Coastal Permit Numbers 4-99-091, Perrone
and 4-99-092, Gayton Place Ranch. In 1991, the Commission denied a
proposed three-story residence, guesthouse, pool terrace, and garage totaling
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17,550 sq. ft. with 6,766 cubic yards of grading on the sublect site, as it was
inconsistent with the Coastal Act.

Surrounding development is a mixture of single-family residential development
and horse raising and agriculture. Vegetation is ruderal and consists primarily of
grasses, with some mustard plants. The subject property has been planted with
rosemary and thyme. There is a minor amount of natural vegetation near the

building site including a eucalyptus tree that would be affected by the project’s
fuel modification area.

The Coastal Slope Trail as identified on the Los Angeles County Park and
Recreation Trail Map dated 1985 is located as close as about 600 feet north of
the project site as it crosses from Bonsall Drive to Zuma Canyon Creek to the
northeast of the project site then westerly up the canyon to Cavalleri Road and
then northeast to Kanan Dume Road. Due to the location of the proposed
residence relative to this trail, the project’s public visibility from Bonsall Drive, a
distance of about one half mile, is limited. The project site will not be visible from
Pacific Coast Highway or other scenic public roadways.

B. Geologic Stability and Hazards

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

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

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor

contribute significantly to erosion, instability, or destruction of the site or

surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective

devices that would substantially alter natural landfarms alang bluffs and
- cliffs.

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

The prominent geomorphic features in the area are Pt. Dume to the south and
the LUP-designated Significant Ridgeline to the east. Physical topographic relief
across the lot is about 90 feet. Slope drainage presently is by sheet flow runoff.

1. Geology

The applicant has submitted geology reports titled; Addendum Report No. 1,
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GeoConcepts, Inc. dated November 21, 2001, Limited Geologic and Soils
Engineering Investigation by GeoConcepts, Irc. dated October 4, 2001; Results
of percolation testing by Donald B. Kowalewsky, dated October 12, 2001. In the
Limited Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation by GeoConcepts, Inc.
dated October 4, 2001, the report concludes that:

It is the finding of this corporation, based upon the subsurface data that
the proposed project will be safe from landslide, settlement or slippage
and will not adversely affect adjacent property, provided this corporation’s
recommendations and those of the City of Malibu and Uniform Building
Code are followed and maintained.

Given the findings and recommendations of the consulting engineer and
geologist, the Commission finds that the development is consistent with Section
30253 of the Coastal Act so long as all recommendations regarding the proposed
development are incorporated into the project plans. Therefore, the Commission
finds it necessary to require the applicant to submit project plans that have been
certified in writing by these consultants as conforming to their recommendations,
as noted in Special Condition Number One (1) for the final project plans for the
proposed project.

2. Wildfire

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

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

Due to the fact that the proposed project is located in an area subject to an
extraordinary potential for damage or destruction from wild fire, the Commission
can only approve the project if the applicant assumes the liability from these
associated risks. Through the waiver of liability, the applicant acknowledges and
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appreciates the nature of the fire hazard which exists on the site and which may
affect the safety of the proposed development, as incorporated by Special
Condition Number Two (2).‘

3. Erosion

Surface drainage is proposed to be collected and dissipated to avoid erosion
impact which may affect the site or the surrounding area. A drainage plan is
needed to collect drainage from the building and driveway through a system of
drains, splash walls, walls, and swales and conveys it to a rip rap energy
dissipater. ‘

The Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to include interim
drainage and erosion control measures for several reasons. A landscaping
component, review and approval by the consulting engineering geologist,
measures for replanting, soil stabilization, maintenance, sedimentation control,
and monitoring are all necessary to minimize the potential for erosion and
disturbed soils and thereby ensure site stability and stream protection. Approval
with Special Condition Number Three (3) is necessary, therefore, so that the
landscape and erosion control plan and the agricultural operation plan, as
required by Special Condition Number Four (4), can ensure site stability and
avoidance of the potentially adverse impacts of erosion and sedimentation on the

blue line stream in Zuma Canyon Creek in a manner consistent with PRC
Section 30253.

Further, Special Condition Number Six (6) is necessary to ensure that excess
excavated material is disposed of in an appropriate disposal and that a permit be
obtained if the disposal is in the Coastal Zone. The applicant has submitted a
letter received March 8, 2002, confirming that this excess material is proposed to
be exported to the Calabasas Landfill in Agoura or the Bradley Landfill in Sun
Valley. Therefore, the applicant has met this Special Condition.

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

C. Coastal Resources and Water Quality

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

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

Section 30240 (b) of the Coastal Act states:

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

Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act, defines an environmentally sensitive area
as:

Environmentally sensitive area” means any area in which plant or animal life
or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special
nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or
degraded by human activities and developments.

As described above, the proposed project includes the construction of a
residence and garage and an agricultural operation on the remaining portion of
the two-acre property. The site is considered a “hillside” development, as it
involves moderately sloping terrain with sails that are susceptible ta erosion.

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

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

The Commission finds that sizing post-construction structural BMPs to
accommodate (infiltrate, filter or treat) the amount of stormwater produced by all
storms up to and including the 85" percentile, 24 hour storm event, in this case,
is equivalent to sizing BMPs based on the point of diminishing returns (i.e. the
BMP capacity beyond which, insignificant increases in pollutants removal (and
hence water quality protection) will occur, relative to the additional costs.
Therefore, the Commission requires the selected post-construction structural
BMPs be sized based on design criteria specified in Special Condition Number
Five (5), and finds this will ensure the proposed development and agricultural
operation will be designed to mimmize adverse mmpacts to coastal resaurces, in a
manner consistent withr the water and marine policies of the Coastal Act.

Furthermore, interim erosion control measure implemented during construction
and post construction landscaping will serve to minimize the potential for adverse
impacts to water quality resulting from drainage runoff during construction and in
the post-development stage. Therefore, the Commission finds that Special
Condition Number Five (5) is necessary to ensure the proposed development will
not adversely impact water quality or coastal resources.

The applicant proposes to conduct agricultural uses on the majority of the subject
parcel, about one and one half acres, beyond the location of the residential
development. Vegetation on this property prior to the planting of the existing
rosemary in late 1990’s consisted of non-native grasses and other vegetation.
The subject property is not located in any area determined to be ESHA.
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By limiting the agricultural use to appropriate agricultural practices that minimize
pesticide and nutrient use, the surrounding coastal resources located in Zuma
Canyon Creek and the offshore waters beyond the watershed will be better
protected. Special Condition Number Four (4) requires the applicant to prepare
an agricultural plan specifically identifying the proposed agricultural area. In
addition, this agricultural plan will require agricultural practices to minimize
potential impacts to coastal resources in the watershed. With this condition, the
proposed agricultural use areas will be conducted in a manner consistent with
the protection of coastal resources, and consistent with the Coastal Act.

The project site also includes landscaping surrounding the residence and garage
and driveway. To address the need for a landscape plan, minimize erosion
hazards for the disturbed and graded areas proposed for the development, and
minimize the alteration of physical features, Special Condition Number Three (3)
is necessary. Special Condition Number Three (3) will help to ensure that the
biological productivity and quality of coastal waters, such as Zuma Canyon Creek
located to the west of the site and to offshore kelp beds and waters, are
maintained and protected against significant disruption. Therefore, to ensure that
no adverse impacts on the site and beyond the subject site will occur from
increased runoff, Special Condition Number Three (3) requires a landscape,
erosion control and Final Fuel Modification Plan to landscape all graded and
disturbed areas on the project site including the requirement to revegetate the
building pad on the areas beyond the developed area of the building pad allowed
for development. The landscape plan and fuel modification plan needs the
language of this Special Condition to be added to the final approved plans.

In addition, Special Condition Number Three (3) also requires the applicant to
implement a landscape plan with native plant species to stabilize and vegetate
the site. The Commission further notes that the use of non-native and/or
invasive plant species for residentiat landscaping resufts i bath direct and
indirect adverse effects to native plants species indigenaus to the Malibu/Santa
Monica Mountains area. Direct adverse effects from such landscaping result
from the direct occupation or displacement of native plant community habitat by
new development and associated non-native landscaping. Indirect adverse
effects include offsite migration and colonization of native plant species habitat
by non-native/invasive plant species (which tend to outcompete native species)
adjacent to new development. The Commission notes that the use of exotic
plant species for residential landscaping has already resulted in significant
adverse effects to native plant communities in the Malibu/Santa Monica
Mountains area. Therefore, in order to minimize adverse effects to the
indigenous plant communities of the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area,
Special Condition Number Three (3) also requires that all landscaping consist
primarily of native plant species and that invasive plant species shall not be used
except for the agricultural areas approved for planting under Special Condition
Number Four (4). Special Condition Number Three (3) further requires an interim
erosion control plan to minimize erosion of the site and sedimentation offsite
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during the construction of the project and requires a landscape monitoring report
five years from the date of receipt of the Certificate of Occupancy for the
residence.

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

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned to
incorporate and maintain a drainage and polluted runoff control plan, is
consistent with Sections 30231 and 30240 of the Coastal Act.

D. Visual Resources/Landform Alteration
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states that:

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered
and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and
along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration
of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance
visual quality in visually degraded areas. ...

The Commission evaluates the proposed project in terms of the impact of the
project on coastal views and from scenic highways, public land and trails. The
proposed development overlooks a portion of Zuma Canyon and is not visible
from the Pacific Coast Highway, a designated scenic route. The site is located to
the east and approximately one-half mile uphill of Zuma Creek, a USGS-
designated blue line stream surrounded by a disturbed oak woodland. Both the
creek and woodiand areas are designated environmentally sensitive habitat
areas in the certified Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan (LUP).

The site is not visible from this resource area. The site is not visible from Kanan
Dume Road, a designated scenic route, because of intervening topography. The
site is visible from public land to the north and from a segment of the Zuma Ridge
Trail approximately 600 feet to the north, but does not create a significant visual
impact for the reasons noted below.

The residence is partially cut or keyed into the slope. The site is located along a
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minor ridgeline where Gayton Place is located. The proposed single-family
residence is located in an area where other large single-family residences are
also located along this minor ridgeline. This minor ridgeline is along the
approximate route of Cavalleri Road and Gayton Place. The proposed
development is similar in character to this surrounding area.

The proposed development includes a moderate amount of grading for the
proposed structure and access driveway. The location of the residence on an
existing building pad and the relatively short driveway from Gayton Place results
in a minimum of necessary alteration of a natural landform. As noted, the project
design is similar in character to the surrounding area. For these reasons, the
project does not raise an issue relative to visual resources under PRC Section
30251. Therefore, the Commission finds that, as conditioned, the project is
consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.

E. Septic System

The Commission recognizes that the potential build-out of lots in Malibu and the
Santa Monica Mountains, and the resultant installation of septic systems, may
contribute to adverse health effects and geologic hazards in the local area.

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states that:

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

The proposed septic system consists of a 3,000-gallon septic tank. The
installation of a private sewage disposal system was reviewed by the City
Environmental Health Department and received in-concept approval. The
approval indicates that the system complies with the minimum requirements of
the City of Malibu Plumbing Code. The Commission has found in past permit
actions that compliance with the City health and safety codes will minimize any
potential for wastewater discharge that could adversely impact coastal waters.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed septic system is consistent
with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act.

F. Local Coastal Program

Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act states that:
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Prior to certification of the local coastal program, a caastal development
permit shall be issued if the issuing agency, or the commission on appeal,
finds that the proposed development is in conformity with the provisions of
Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200} of this division and that the
permitted development will not prejudice the ability of the local government
to prepare a local program that is in conformity with the provisions of
Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200).

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

Therefore, the Commission finds that approval of the proposed development, as
conditioned, will not prejudice the City’'s ability to prepare a Local Coastal
Program for Malibu which is also consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act as required by Section 30604(a).

G. California Environmental Quality Act

Section 13096(a) of the Commission's administrative regulations requires
Commission approval of a Coastal Development Permit application to be
supported by a finding showing the application, as conditioned, to be consistent
with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). Section 21080.5{(dX2)A} of CEQA prahibits a proposed development
from being approved -¥ there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse
effects which the activity would have on the environment. The City of Malibu has
determined that this proposed project is categorically exempt from CEQA.

The proposed development would not cause significant, adverse environmental
effects which would not be adequately mitigated by the conditions imposed by
the Commission. Therefore, the proposed project, as conditioned, is found
consistent with CEQA and with the policies of the Coastal Act.

402038fogelresidencereport




105 ANGELES CO. - /‘é‘é’é‘*\w
o el 3w

| S
A
{
”g—-""a

al

W

Y

I,

f
€

= s
= o
_— , 8E
£33
L b aud
7 -
Vaud
. g &
iz
-] .gg

§9

THIC

oy

+

i1

H

j! }

,,
™

EXHIBIT NO. /

AP

IC N

oo et

Site

©Pozy WL POMSY] 0002 LHETUAMDS e

ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂ




T

}

QN 1308

HUIORIE) DR
g U 08

13003 daal % nvd
5
FONISTE OISO

rome

FUNLTI N

SALYIDOSSY ¥ 1D3LIHD¥Y HOiddIT 3171831

SSRL ISP RO U

WHL TAIS TVOYRYRD vy galr

NDSI0

TOFLE VINNOIOND SYSVEVID
DHINKY 14

CRTITAMINIEY RV

LMD THARE N ALY

MG €2 KIS TIR A
ATE DARINEN IO KATY

OIS

L S WY s P
PRSI S b o

AL B 1) JARILL UKL I
B2 W ATEZ O i W 10 T T T ISR W

NN EVINUIC M ATDRCO W

SNOLLI3S 2418 L)
SNOLLVATIB WOnEE ¢
SNOLLYATH yorsang L3
MW 008 5
K HOOWONOD3S  »
MW B0OL ASEd €
iolol =% NVid ANSWISVE z
et EE WIS 1
N ooy . [Pitidin s
¥ 1o MATING 1.4 3003
ity m IO S 1 LN 5 4 DAY R T A, |
A% sttt o A b
#jig ° e ey vy
5 g .-
© AW Sivmanree
38 B LN MG
2 2 0 ke 0t SR
FrE AL AT
AYn e ARG Shs's » ALY R TR T
ORI W M DT 2L WEY
sty vt CKESRCT e W MO
LITSUAY HpOeEs oMV PGOENONM IS
% it RI TN SXTY TN !
ol WS RN AR WO 15 H
» AW Lo g
. 26 =
He iy P
z VL WO 15
. AR O N W LAY
B Sy
1xtn oSy < 4208 et = 3105 0183 10 Nk
EN S THY ke il TV TW Mt
wnsiee YN LT e

ntswise mran |
PES LY IOV VY |

sl feu ¢y

it (i
RS s, T " RN

A1 9
L hobihatarebid

VI Wp 104 et
TNV S T Y LR

,.:wawmm

MUY A RHNITINA

®

NvIa Sue

<

EXHIBIT NO




s

DRINNY I NI INCLINLIRIEY NOQISIATY
$SILVIDOSSY 7 LOILHDNY HOLI4IT 311531 r

S T

RS

pr y o e T

A v, -
: Jez
01&.—.3.«\.. 1 cemert
LA o
n 4

rev  pamrrtadeAa YL
vz emird
PRy verd
AR e v
Hiunext  ntnae drivid
Shnydled? (PW 3UsNRE
Wyasics  WNSevAY]
wadeddy o rdsrioct

HemRavYS A1y 2

¥

oae

Appqc’gzri NGy 35
Cand Scape

EXHIBITNO. 3

Plan

: WA B AT noealonta A2
m mV th\x,\%; wm .

A SAATINY S i,

P RTAER R

. ¢ B /
L

IS

e

A B INT sy

GroelLs? M- AT
cmaaerad tebaleand |




] .
EOILE VIRIOMIVD EVEREPIVD 217 JUINT YOVAYED 2EVE 830 : ~ ETCITR FPIGHTE) TR
Ctat-Laciniet avs EERTUARIRLE) Iecid i s et g vorkesy 1069 9
$3Ivid0ssy ¥ 1531IHOWY HOIAN AITSH L N— XN B N
£
MV WO AN BNEGYER :x‘:n:i L ADNAAITEY KOLSND o .
i e e L R R e M v ae v e .
ity
T’i"’f' e T "““_""‘"1;'
b i
A |
!
) -
—H )
N i | i
+1 ’ i
[ g
1 H
i i
- —— "
3 .
@ S - §
] | &
— )
1 e 3
LR u
=
2|
[ E— i
i
i
«
[

EXHIBIT NO. &/
AP&IQABQI{ r;lo: i !
Basemen +

Floer Plan

—



i

. i
LT O A 1 —— s, A
Ferye S8y HD fixri's);{ TNOHIAIE T . 13504 z\tﬂ"lf’l'mvl ;, o)
[} v ¥ 13!““ ¥Y H Hd! N H
Salvidoss e wooma swna D FONATISTE KO1S1D
1
b
C
C
AWJ.‘..- - " ——n i - - Ju— _‘
£
[§
E
£
N E}
k4 3
3 i
=
3 .’{:
H ] ﬁ [DR—
i %
; 3
3 ; X
4 i
k.
v
= ¥
¢
RE
b4
2 3
*
1
. |
¥ L
3
;]
. |
i

N FraE

T ﬁr e
'«p 3” T

EXHIBIT NO. § -

APgtlggizN'Na.z E
F})fxf £Eloor

46!




I
IFC4 YVINEQHIYY EYEYSPIVY  GAE JAUNS CYDEnvID NEVE 9ViY - G Ty
SELEASSIBIRE XVL : (1328 4 i - ma:’% :mmwn .
Dutunyia woEs I BRSNS EY TnS IBATE evr i On 861 Ta004 Aunf 3 1nve CAR - o
SILYIDOSSY ¥ LIZLHIUY HOLIIT 31531 Preeemenimmmsmmm Iy o
N WO ANOTRE S FONZAISHE WOLSND -

k____{_______u‘d - :

et

BECOND FLOOFR PLAM Mwmm
- Vate £

2y

St

gt

e

EXHIBITNO. () h
AR BN as]
Sec oW &
Eleor Plan




[
i
€oELE VINBOUIYS EVEVENIND w3t abind ° J——
u:n-u;:non‘:’:n e N e i S "’:::: Ww.:‘:;g 2
Sutnnvid w2180 YTy SROISTATY Sevz . O 6o 18004 aanf ¥ iavd =
SILYIDOSSY 7 1DILIHONY HOHd4 311SN R A—— hd H w0
M MO . FONIJISTY WOLSND »
.

NGz

S eppton s sy 7 S p—

e}

1
l
!

ROOF _PLAMN

EXHIBIT NO. 7

o | | NGITPN

Roo £

| Plaw

g



0

TSI RV
2y g 1050
13504 Adni 7 1nva
g

ADNBAISAY NOQISND

?
H

i
T
Rogieat  deg
24PE ¢ ON AOT
R
1 41

B

Y

WHOILWAR I WONSBANR

. 1
iuo»gln“

Duriwv I »I551Q FEAIDBLINDEY
SILVIDOSSY ¥ LO3LIHDNY HOMAN 3NSTT P s

eyl

NOLLVATIE INOud

&g

EXHIBIT NO.

mef 4 /?em»

WOAVATTHE WV

T i e gee T L s s o s o

1

o
ot
3

&

E




W) NN
g vorien 1055
13004 ANl ¥ 1nve
]
FONAQISHE NOISND

J’gh

wwmmm
pim e
%] 1O
ot
o 1
4
L]
3
5
3
2
3
=8 »
3
BEE B
Tl 8
3 B
o B
H

IMinmyId #51830 LTI L 12
SALYIDOSSY ¥ 1DILIHOBY HOMd4IT ANSFT

&

NOLLvAZATIR 30

e .)M‘ - NOLLY AT 1E BOHS L HDIIM
i

EXHIBIT NO. q

Right & Loft

Side Elevatond

4
3




w0

I%

t ¢
mm m

E XX

BNCILLOBE

sy |
DiddI) 3531 Jm——

21830

IntNYLY »
SILVIJOSSY ¥ 1D3ALIHOWY H.

S,

I eyt

e

i s RS AR
B W BT,

EXHIBIT NO.

AP

®

(O

&

Sife Sccﬁbm

-

g

e




Apr 24 02 04:46p Paul Fogel (819) 880-8732 p.1

-

TO: James Johnson ‘ APE 3 2 7007
Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission

From: Judy Fogel
Application #: 4-02-038
Phone: 818 880-8731
Fax: 818 880-8732

April 24, 2002

Dear James,

I am writing to say I took you up on your suggestion of writing your
supervisor to ask why you were given our project when your case-load is so
heavy. It is my understanding that you are handling some very involved,
very complicated cases right now. It doesn’t make sense that more work
would be put on top of that.

’ You said you needed us to be patient, but my husband is being laid off
by Boeing and we are hemorrhaging money. We have saved all our lives for
this and can still make it if our file is processed in a timely manner. The
state’s hiring freeze makes this extremely difficult, but anything you would
do would be immensely appreciated. Iam sure you agree that no one wants
it to be the state’s policy to allow only rich people, who can survive thr.
financial pain of waiting, to build in Malibu.

Thank you, James.

est wishes, Q |

udyFo
P.S. You asked me not to phone you as it only prevents you from getting
through this bottleneck of cases. I understand your difficult position and

hope that you will understand ours. My contacting local politicians to help
is only human nature when one is faced with a “hemorrhage” situation.
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April 9, 2002

Peter Douglas, Executive Nirector
California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont Strect, Suito 2000

San Francisco, California 94105-2219

RE: CDP PERMIT APPLICATION #4-02-038
Dear Mr. Douglss:

We submitted the above refercnced Coastal Development Permit applisation for a singie family residence at 630!
Gayton Place, Malibu, California, on February 13, 2002. We spoke with Mr. Jumes Johnson, who has been assigned
as the Coastal Program Analyst for the project, shortly after we submitted the application. We were notified in mid-
March that our application is complete, and would be set for hearing at the July Cormmission meoting and thar it
wonld then take several months following that hearing for the legal documents which wosld be required ns

conditions of approval to be processed. In fact, Mr. Johnson tok us that the entire process could take s year?

This property is part of a Parcel Map which was approved by the Commission under CDP #5-90-199. The propesty
is not visible from Pacific Coast Highway or any other public road.

We assume that the potential impacts of development of the property were evaluated when the parcel map was
reviewed by st ff prior to approval by the Commission. We can’t understand how it can possibly take so much time
to prepare a Swff Report for what appears to us to be a very simple project on a property which has already been
evaluated from a development potential standpoint.

We are planning to build our own home on the property, and it's an cxtveme hardship for us to carry the property for
such a Jong time while we wail for a hearing, and then carry it for another several months while we wail for
documents to be prepared that we are required to have recorded before we can obtain a permit. Judy is a tescher with
LA Unified and ! am an engineer.

Perhaps there are properties and developments that require such a long time to process because of their potential
impacts on access or resourcas, but this is not one of then

We would apprecisie any help you can give us that will help to shorten this proccss. We have already spoken to Mr.
Alrsworth and Mr. Timm, both of whom werc sysapathetic, but neither of whom had any sugpestions for us.

Thank you for your time.
Sincercly yours,

Paul Fogel

Sudy F
cb gsu P Kushl, California Staic Senate TN

SO \ T
Qray Davis, Gavernor, State of California [ }{!f ’: ',f'ﬁf/ ,[:JI
P
Iy | =
MAY 1 2002
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Re: ~ CDP App{n;lon No. 4-02-038 >
6301 Gayton Place, Malibuf/'/’

-

Dear Chai n W’

Enclosed is a lelter (o Peter Douglas from my constituents, Judy and Paul Fogel, a copy of which
. was sent to me with a request for assistance.

As I understand the Fogel’s application, this was a four-acre parcel that was subdivided into
three lots that have already besn approved by the Coastal Commission. They further state that
the homes on two of these lots were approved by the Commission within three months, but that
they are being told to expect a wait of one year, apparently based, at Icast in part, on a vacancy in
the Commission’s legal staff. The Fogels say that theee is nothing diffexrent about their lot or
application from the other two. They are nat in an ESHA. They s not visiblee There are no
lcgal issnes since they are not dispufing any of thc Commission's findings.

They are asking for help in processing their application within a similar time frame to the other
two parcels, They are willing W travel to wherever the Commission may be meeting in order lo
gct on the first available agenda,

This is 10 ask for your asgistance in inoving this application forward in a timcly manner, and
would appreciate receiving a copy of any response that you may send to the Fogelg on this issue.

Thank you for your anticipated assistance to these constituents,

Sincerely,

%“‘4’ (s ée? EXHIBITNO. /3
FRAN PAVLEY, Assembl b
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May 23, 2002 SOURASTAL COMMISSION

H
CENTRAL COAsT DistriCT

Mr. Jack Ainsworth

Supervisor of Planning and Regulation
California Coastal Commission

89 South California Street

Ventura, California 93001

RE: CDP PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 4-02-038
6301 Gayton Place, Malibu

Dear Mr. Ainsworth,

We have received indication from your staff that our project will be heard in
July. This is extremely important to us as we are paying $4000.00 a month
in carrying charges. We submitted our application on February 13, 2002.

If there is anything else you need from us, please tell us now and please tell
us the deadline for it. We will drive there to deliver anything you require.
We are planning everything around this July hearing date.

Thank you for your help in meeting this deadline, Jack.

Sincerely,

Pal Fogl
Paul Fogel
Fogl

Cc: Sheila J. Kuehl, California State Senate
Sara Wan, Chair, California Coastal Commission

Judy Foge
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