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STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDAR 

APPLICATION NO.: 4-01-214 

APPLICANT: Milos and Trisha Douda AGENT: Don Schmitz 

PROJECT LOCATION: 25257 Mulholland Highway, Calabasas, Los Angeles 
County 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construct a two story, 35 feet high, 5,804 sq. ft. single 
family residence with a 362 sq. ft. studio, 1,092 sq. ft. garage, entry gate, septic system, 
pool and spa, grade a total of 9,900 cubic yards of material and export of 300 cubic 
yards of material. 

Lot area: 
Building coverage: 
Building Pad coverage: 
Pavement coverage: 
Landscape coverage: 
Parking spaces: 
Ht abv fin grade: 

21.07 acres 
6,970 sq. ft. 
16,300 sq. ft. 
24,394 sq. ft. 
12,415 sq. ft. 

3 
35ft. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
The applicant requests approval to construct a single family residence, studio 
and garage on an existing parcel located along Mulholland Highway. The subject 
parcel includes chaparral, scrub oak, and coastal sage vegetation recovering 
from the 1993 Malibu fire which is considered a Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Area (ESHA). Although the applicant has reduced the proposed grading from 
initially 19,000 cubic yards of material to a total of 9,900 cubic yards of grading 
over the course of four site plans each reducing grading quantities under 
previous submitted site plan; this quantity is still considered to be an excessive 
amount of landform alteration on this site. The Commission approved a lot line 
adjustment for this and seven adjoining parcels in 1991 on the basis, in part, that 
it was possible to develop a residence on this parcel with an estimated 3,000 
cubic yards of grading. Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of the proposed 
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project, as it is inconsistent with the visual resource, landform alteration 
requirements, and the protection of ESHA as required by the Coastal Act. There • 
are alternatives to the proposed project outlined in this report that can bring this 
project into conformance with the Coastal Act. 

IMPORTANT PROCEDURAL NOTE: 
This application was filed as complete on August 28, 2002 and tentatively scheduled for 
the February 2003 Commission meeting. The applicant requested additional time to 
revise the project description and agreed to waive the time limits under the Permit 
Streamlining Act. The applicant provided revised project plans on January 29, 2003 
and the project was then scheduled to be heard at the Commission meeting of March 4-
7, 2003. The 2701

h day pursuant to the Permit Streamlining Act for Commission action 
on the subject application is April 14, 2003. Therefore the Commission must vote on 
Coastal Development Permit Application No. 4-01-214 no later than the April 8-11, 
2003 hearing. 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Approval in Concept: Los Angeles County Regional 
Planning Department dated 11/26/2001; Los Angeles County Department of Health 
Services, dated 8/17/2001 for septic system; County of Los Angeles Fire Department, 
approval for driveway access, dated 4/2/2002; Los Angeles County Fire Department, 
Preliminary Fuel Modification Plan, dated June 20, 2002. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation, 
dated December 15, 1999, by Alpine Geotechnical; Addendum Letter, Revised Septic • 
System Design, dated June 10, 2001, by Alpine Geotechnical; Constraints Analysis 
Report for 25257 Mulholland Highway, dated February 4, 2003, by Schmitz & 
Associates; Coastal Permit No. 4-00-221, Clemens; Coastal Permit No. 4-00-125, 
Bomar; Coastal Permit No. 4-00-119, Deegan-Day; Coastal Permit No. 5-91-764, 
Douda. 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: PERMIT DENIAL 

MOTION: 

Staff Note: 

I move that the Commission approve Coastal 
Development Permit No. 4-01-214 for the development 
proposed by the applicant. 

To deny a coastal development permit, the Commission must vote "no" on 
a motion to approve a permit for the proposed development. The permit 
will be denied if a majority of the Commissioners present fail to vote "yes." 
(Public Resources Code§ 30604.) • 
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• Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in denial of the permit 
and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by 
affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION TO DENY THE PERMIT: 

The Commission hereby denies a coastal development permit for the proposed 
development on the ground that the development will not conform with the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and will 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 would not comply with the California 
Environmental Quality Act because there are feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts of the 
development on the environment. 

IV. Findings and Declarations. 

A. Project Description 
k 

The applicant proposes to construct a two story, 35~e.e! high, 5,804 sq. ft. single family 
residence with a 362 sq. ft. studio, 1 ,092 sq. ft. garag~~riveway and entrY gate, septic 

• 
system, pool and spa, grade a total of 9,900 cubic yarcm -~1 an*~port of 300 
cubic yards of material at 25257 Mulholland Highway, Cala5amrs"(Exhibits 1-12). No 
information on the source of or storage of water was provided in the application. The 

• 

access driveway is about 680 feet long from Mulholland Highway to the building pad 
and hammerhead turnaround area as identified on the Grading Plan (Exhibit 13). 
Grading to create this access driveway consists of 1,483 cubic yards of cut and 2,831 
cubic yards of fill, a total of 4,314 cubic yards of material. A portion of the driveway is 
proposed to extend on the adjoining property to the west along an approximate 180 foot 
length. The building pad is proposed to be 16, 310 sq. ft. in size and will require 3,617 
cubic yards of cut and 1,969 cubic yards of fill, totaling 5,586 cubic yards of material. 
The total area for the building pad including slope grading but not including the area for 
the hammerhead turnaround area is estimated to be about 22,000 sq. ft. 

The project site is located about four and one half miles inland of the coast along the 
north side of Mulholland Highway west of Cold Canyon Road. The 21.07 acre irregular 
shaped parcel extends over half a mile inland from Mulholland Highway and ranges 
from about 234 feet to 396 feet wide (Exhibit 2). The parcel includes gentle to 
moderate sloping hills on the southern portion of the property beginning at 875 feet 
above sea level rising to 906 feet above sea level at the building pad and then steeply 
to the top of the ridge at about 1 ,340 feet above sea level at the far north portion of the 
property. 

The property includes a blue line stream along the western perimeter; a tributary to 
Cold Canyon Creek which includes riparian habitat designated an Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Area. The property appears to have burned in the 1993 Malibu Fire. 
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The chaparral and coastal sage on site is recovering since that fire. The property is 
located outside the Cold Creek Resource Management Area, designated ESHA by the • 
Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan. There is one public trail planned on 
the property along the far north side by Los Angeles County Parks and Recreation 
since 1983 (Exhibit 15). This planned trail is known as the Stokes Ridge Trail (Exhibit 
15). According to the latest map identifying existing trails in the Santa Monica 
Mountains by Tom Harris dated 1993, the Stokes Ridge Trail does not exist as of that 
date on the subject property (Exhibit 14). However, in the Commission's 1998 RECAP 
Study the Stokes Ridge Trail is specifically identified along the northern portion of the 
subject site Exhibit 16). 

A. Site History and Surrounding Development 

This property was the subject of a Coastal Permit No. 4-93-203 (Kozma and Navaro) 
for a lot line adjustment of nine parcels totaling 231.8 acres of land, approved in 1994 
by the Commission. This Coastal Permit consisted of a lot line adjustment of eight 
parcels located north of Mulholland Highway resulting in all eight with direct road 
frontage along Mulholland Highway. A ninth parcel located south of Mulholland 
Highway with nearly 47 acres remained in its present configuration. The purpose of the 
lot line adjustment of the eight parcels resulting in about 21 to 26 acres in size was to 
facilitate direct road access for four parcels that did not have direct road access prior to 
the adjustment. The approved lot configuration of eight adjoining narrow lots extending 
about one half mile inland from Mulholland Highway allowed for clustering future 
residential development closer to Mulholland Highway to minimize grading and potential • 
erosion into two blue line streams draining as tributaries to Cold Canyon Creek, a 
designated ESHA. These applicants provided a cover letter dated January 10, 1994 
(Exhibit 17) estimating that the average grading is a little over 3,000 cubic yards of 
grading would be required to construct building pad area and driveways to each of the 
eight parcels (Exhibit 18). These applicants also provided a preliminary grading plan 
prepared by Civic Engineering Corporation dated January 11, 1994. Further, and 
Coastal Permit No. 4-93-203 was amended (Coastal Permit Amendment No. 4-93-203-
A) to allow minor adjustment of the lot line between lots 7 {subject property) and lot 8 
Exhibit 19). Its interesting to note that this preliminary grading plan identifies an access 
driveway up the ravine, then over the top of the small knob hill, turns east to a small 
irregularly shaped flat graded pad of about 5,100 sq. ft. In this subject application the 
flat graded pad is 16,300 sq. ft, over three times as large. 

Vacant parcels located to the north, south, west and east surround the site. Of these 
eight parcels subject to the lot line adjustment, only one parcel is developed with a 
single family residence discussed below. In the immediate vicinity of the subject parcel, 
the Commission has approved two Coastal Permits to construct residential 
development on two separate sites. On these two sites, one application for a coastal 
permit was first denied on a parcel located about a half mile to the west beyond the 
subject parcel. In October 1991, the Commission denied Application No. 5-91-371 
(Douda) to construct a 5,765 sq. ft. 35 foot high single family residence with a 3-car 
garage, septic system and 7,400 cubic yards of grading (6,200 cubic yards of cut and 
1 ,200 cubic yards of fill) (Exhibit 20). The Commission denied this application because • 
the proposed development did not comply with the landform alteration and visual 
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resource protection policies of the Coastal Act and Malibu LUP. The applicant 
subsequently revised the project to reduce the grading from a total of 7,400 cubic yards 
to a total of 3,900 cubic yards of material. In January 1992, the Commission approved 
Coastal Permit No. 5-91-764 (Douda) to construct a similar sized residence at 5,760 sq. 
ft., 35 feet high from existing grade with a 3-car garage, septic system and 3,900 cubic 
yards of grading (2,200 cubic yards of cut and 1,700 cubic yards of fill) (Exhibit 21 ). 

On one of these eight parcels adjusted in Coastal Permit No. 4-93-203, a residence 
was approved on parcel 4. In June 1995, the Commission approved Coastal Permit 
No. 4-95-026 (Hutchinson) to construct on parcel 4 a two story 26 foot high, 4,800 sq. 
ft. single family residence, pool, 3-car garage, septic system, and 4,600 cubic yards of 
grading (2,300 cubic yards of cut and 2,300 cubic yards of fill) (Exhibit 22). 

B. Applicant's Revisions to Proposed Project 

The applicant submitted this application on November 29, 2001 proposing to construct 
a two story, 35 feet high, 5,804 sq. ft. single family residence with a 362 sq. ft. studio, 
1,092 sq. ft. garage, driveway and entry gate, septic system, pool and spa, and grade a 
total of 19,000 cubic yards of material on site. This site/grading plan is attached as 
Exhibit 23. Staff reviewed the submitted application requesting additional information in 
a letter dated December 26, 2001 and requested alternative site and grading plans for 
an alternative locating the residence closer to Mulholland Highway and reducing the 
total cut and fill grading to 2-3,000 cubic yards of material. In response, the applicant 
submitted a revised project on April 3, 2002 reducing the proposed grading to 12,000 
cubic yards of grading while proposing the same residence at the original building site. 
This site/grading plan is attached as Exhibit 24. The applicant submitted an alternative 
site plan locating the proposed residence closer to Mulholland Highway as requested by 
Staff but with an onsite grading total of 13,500 cubic yards of material and an export of 
12,500 cubic yards of material (Exhibit 25). The applicant did not submit an alternative 
site plan reducing the proposed grading to 2-3,000 cubic yards of material, request by 
staff in the December 26, 2001 letter, as the applicant believed it was not feasible to do 
so. Staff reviewed the revised application materials in a letter dated May 13, 2002, 
requesting information items requested in the December 26, 2001 letter that had not 
been received as of this date. 

On July 29, 2002, the applicant submitted additional application materials for the 
revised project proposing the residence at the original building site with revised grading 
total of 12,000 cubic yards of material. This revised site/grading plan is attached as 
Exhibit 26. Staff reviewed this additional application material in a letter dated August 
23, 2002 requesting one last information item requested since December 26, 2001. In 
this August 23, 2002 letter, Staff noted a continued concern regarding the large quantity 
of grading proposed for the building pad and driveway based on a review of recent 
permit actions by the Commission (Exhibit 27). Staff provided a copy of relevant pages 
of the staff report for Coastal Permit No. 4-93-203 (Kozma and Navaro) which resulted 
in the lot line adjustment of the subject parcel (Exhibit 27). In this August 23, 2002 
letter, Staff also noted that the applicant's engineer estimated that this parcel could be 
developed with a maximum of 3,000 cubic yards of grading. Staff again suggested that 
the applicant redesign the proposed project to bring it into consistency with Coastal Act 
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Section 30251 that requires that landform alternation be minimized. It was suggested 
that the project be redesigned to reduce the size of the building pad, relocated the pad • 
and driveway to substantially reduce the proposed grading. 

On August 28, 2002, the applicant submitted the last item requested in the December 
26, 2001 letter, as a result, the applicant was filed as complete on August 28, 2002 and 
tentatively scheduled for the Commission's February 2003 meeting. On January 9, 
2003, the applicant contacted staff requesting additional time to revise the proposed 
grading and project. Due to the deadlines of the Permit Streamlining Act, Staff sent a 
letter on January 9, 2003 suggesting the if the applicant wished to extend the time 
under the Permit Streamlining Act to process a revised project, the form "An Agreement 
For Extension Of Time For Decision On Coastal Development Permit" would need to be 
signed and returned. In this January 9, 2003 letter Staff requested a signed copy of the 
driveway easement for the adjoining property. On January 12, 2003, Staff received a 
copy of this signed form extending the time for the Commission to make a decision on 
this coastal permit to April 14, 2003. On January 29, 2003, the applicant submitted a 
new set of revised plans locating the building pad in the same location, routing a portion 
of the driveway to the adjoining parcel, and further reducing the proposed grading to a 
total of 9,900 cubic yards of material, with an export of 300 cubic yards of material. 
This revised site/grading plan is attached as Exhibit 28 and appears to be the current 
proposed project. Staff sent a letter dated February 5, 2003 (Exhibit 30) requesting 
clarification of a few aspects of the revised project, including a confirmation that the 
site/grading plan submitted January 29, 2003 is the amended proposed project, and 
again requesting a copy of the signed driveway easement for the adjoining property. • 
No response has been received to date. 

C. Visual Resources and Landform Alteration 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states: 

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. New development in highly scenic 
areas such as those designated in the California Coastline reservation and 
Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local 
government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act requires scenic and visual qualities to be considered 
and protected, landform alteration be minimized, and where feasible, degraded areas 
be enhanced and restored. The subject site is located within a rural and less 
developed area within the Cold Canyon Creek watershed traversed by Mulholland Road 
characterized by expansive, naturally vegetated significant ridgelines of mountains and 
hillsides that are traversed by two scenic highways, Mulholland Highway and Cold 
Canyon Road, in addition to two planned public trails, the Stokes Ridge Trail and • 
Calabasas-Cold Creek Trail (Exhibits 15 and 16). The project site is highly visible by 
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the public traversing Mulholland Highway (primarily eastbound) and from the planned 
public trails, the Stokes Ridge Trail and Calabasas-Cold Creek Trail. 

The applicant proposes to construct a two story, 35 feet high, 5,804 sq. ft. single family 
residence with a 362 sq. ft. studio, 1 ,092 sq. ft. garage, driveway and entry gate, septic 
system, pool and spa, grade a total of 9,900 cubic yards of material and export of 300 
cubic yards of material. The access driveway is about 680 feet long from Mulholland 
Highway to the building pad and hammerhead turnaround area. Grading to create this 
access driveway consists of 1,483 cubic yards of cut and 2,831 cubic yards of fill, a 
total of 4,314 cubic yards of material. A portion of the driveway is proposed to extend 
on the adjoining property to the west along an approximate 180 foot length. The 
building pad is proposed to be 16, 310 sq. ft. in size and will require 3,617 cubic yards 
of cut and 1 ,969 cubic yards of fill, totaling 5,586 cubic yards of material. The total area 
for the building pad including slope grading but not including the area for the 
hammerhead turnaround area is unknown at this time, although specific square footage 
was requested in a letter dated February 5, 2003 to the applicant. 

The subject property fronts approximately 234 feet of Mulholland Highway (MH) and 
extends approximately % mile inland (Exhibits 1 and 2). Topography at the subject 
21.07 acre irregular shaped parcel includes gentle to moderate sloping hills on the 
southern portion of the property beginning at 875 feet above sea level at the driveway 
entrance from Mulholland Highway rising to 906 feet above sea level at the building pad 
and then steeply to the top of the ridge at about 1 ,340 feet above sea level at the far 
north portion of the property . 

The property includes a blue line stream along the western perimeter; a tributary to 
Cold Canyon Creek which includes riparian habitat designated an Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Area. The property appears to have burned in the 1993 Malibu Fire. 
The chaparral and coastal sage on site is recovering since that fire. 

The applicant proposes to construct a driveway from Mulholland Highway beginning at 
the southwest portion of the property traversing south and climbing along west slope of 
a small knob hill across the a portion of the adjoining property located to the west. (See 
Photo Exhibit 31 ). The driveway then turns east returning to the applicant's property 
and continuing to the eastern portion of the property located inland of the knob hill. At a 
location of about 370 feet inland from Mulholland Highway, the driveway is proposed to 
climb a filled slope located over and crossing a drainage gully to a proposed building 
pad with over 50% of the pad filled with cut material to a maximum depth of about 19 
feet at the south-central edge of the building pad. The proposed residence is a two 
story 35 foot high from finished grade structure with attached three car garage and 
studio. The maximum cut required for this proposed 16,300 sq. ft. flat building pad is 
21 feet near the northeast corner of the pad. Exhibit 28 identifies the cut/fill line on the 
proposed building pad at 1:he 906 foot elevation. This grading plan identifies that 
creating the proposed approximate 680 foot long driveway requires 1 ,483 cubic yards of 
cut and 2,831 cubic yards of fill, totaling 4,314 cubic yards of grading. The grading plan 
identifies that 416 cubic yards of cut and 955 cubic yards of fill totaling 1,371 cubic 
yards of grading is needed for the "structures only". A careful review of this grading 
plan indicates that 3,617 cubic yards of cut and 1,969 cubic yards of fill are needed to 
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create the 16,300 sq. ft. building pad. Including the cut slope along the north and east 
sides of the building pad but not the south side where the driveway accesses the pad 
and hammerhead turnaround, the entire building pad is estimated by Staff to be about 
22,000 sq. ft. in size. 

Based on the above, the proposed residence, garage, studio, building pad area, and 
680 foot long driveway, with a total of 9,900 cubic yards of grading will all create a 
highly visible development from Mulholland Highway and the proposed public trails 
noted above. Because the proposed development will be highly visible from public 
locations, and will involve a significant amount of grading and landform alteration, the 
development is found inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30251 which requires that 
grading and landform alteration for new development be minimized, visually compatible 
with the surrounding area, and that the visual qualities of coastal areas shall be 
considered and protected as a resource of public importance. 

D. Alternatives to Reduce Landform Alteration and Minimize Visual Impacts 

., 

The Commission notes that more limited development and landform alteration may be 
allowed on this site due to the constrained nature of the project site due to the gentle to 
moderate sloping topography on the site on the southern portion of the property closest 
to Mulholland Highway. New development on this property should be designed and 
located in a manner which minimizes grading and landform alteration together with 
development, reduces the size, bulk and scale of the structures, reduces the size and 
surrounding grading area needed to create the building pad, and reduces the length of 
the driveway and its associated cut and fill needed. The applicant has submitted three • 
revisions to the original project design reducing the proposed grading to construct a 
large flat graded pad at a site located with center of the building pad at about 520 feet 
inland of Mulholland Highway all with similar driveways along about a 680 foot length. 

1. Alternative Three Lot Subdivision 

The applicant has stated that numerous alternative building sites have been considered 
on the subject site. As noted in Constraints Analysis Report, submitted February 4, 
2003, the development potential of the subject parcel pursuant to the Malibu/Santa 
Monica Mountains Land Use Plan is a maximum of three single family residences with 
a total of 30,000 cubic yards of grading as compared to the current proposed 9,900 
cubic yards of grading for the revised project. In addition, this report concludes that the 
site is capable of supporting three building pads consisting of a total of 48,930 sq. ft. as 
compared to the 16,31 0 sq. ft. currently proposed for the flat portion of the building pad. 
Clearly, three single family residences with a total of 48,930 sq. ft. of separate building 
pads and 30,000 cubic yards of grading is inconsistent with Section 30251 of the 
Coastal Act requiring minimizing landform alteration and compatibility with the character 
of surrounding areas. 

2. Alternative Building Pad Closer to Mulholland Highway on Hill and 
Ridgeline • 
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Although the applicant has revised the project proposing four alternative site/grading 
plans each reducing the proposed grading to access the same building pad, the 
applicant has submitted only one alternative design that relocates the proposed building 
pad closer to Mulholland Highway with a shorter driveway and one alternative relocating 
the building site to the west of the current proposed site (This later alternative is 
discussed below). The alternative located closer to Mulholland Highway is identified in 
Exhibit 25. A careful review of this alternative indicates that this proposed driveway 
would climb a ravine located between the small knob hill on the west and a ridge on the 
east to two separate flat building pads. The flat pad on the west is proposed to be cut 
onto the small knob hill (now at the 908.6 foot elevation) with a maximum of about 25 
feet of cut to the 883 foot elevation to include the proposed residence and a 
hammerhead turnaround area. The flat pad on the east is proposed to be cut onto the 
descending ridgeline (now at about the 910 foot elevation) with a maximum of 17 feet of 
cut to the 893 foot elevation to include the proposed three car garage and detached 
studio. A substantial amount of the ridgeline landward of the garage would be 
proposed to be cut to create a 2:1 slope. The total grading proposed for this alternative 
is 13,500 cubic yards consisting of 13,000 cubic yards of cut, 500 cubic yards of fill, and 
12,500 cubic yards of export material. Even if this alternative were to include a 
reduction in the size of the proposed residential development, a consolidation of the two 
building pads into one pad by attaching the proposed garage to the residence, and 
deletion of the proposed studio, it is unclear if it is·. possible to significantly reduce the 
amount of grading on top of this small knob hill toi\he 2-3,000 cubic yards of grading 
range as estimated in Coastal Permit No. 4-93-2~t~Kozma and Navaro) by that 
applicant's engineer who provided grading plans con~, :iG.g,_t!JaUhis ~~_I ~ould be 
developed with a maximum of 3,000 cubic yards of gradind1~f~fss a smaller building 
pad located further inland from this knob hill (Exhibit 18). What is clear is that the 
development of this knob hill would still result in significant landform alteration and 
significant scenic and visual impacts readily visible from Mulholland Highway. In this 
alternative, the proposed residence would be as close as about 160 feet and the 
proposed studio as close as about 60 feet from Mulholland Highway. Therefore, this 
alternative is not consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

3. Alternative Building Pad Located On Flat Portion of the Site 

In the applicant's "Constraints Analysis Report for 25257 Mulholland Highway" an 
alternative locating the building site to the west and to the south with a more direct 
driveway access route (Exhibit 29). This alternative building pad site is located closer 
to Mulholland Highway, as close as 300 feet landward of Mulholland Highway, as 
compared to the proposed project site located at 444 feet landward of Mulholland 
Highway. This alternative includes a more direct access driveway up and over the 
existing small knob hill and descending ridgeline and down the back side of this hill to a 
flat portion of the property. This alternative also appears to include a large flat graded 
pad that is comparable to the applicant's current proposed flat building pad at 16,300 
sq. ft. and an estimated 22,000 sq. ft. size which includes grading necessary to create 
the entire pad. No information on grading quantities was provide for this alternative. 
The applicant has rejected this alternative based on the location of the flat graded pad 
located within 100 feet of the blue line stream, as close as 37 feet. Further, review of 
this alternative and other similar alternatives with a significantly reduced size building 



--·· - ···-·----------------------

Application No. 4-01-214 
Douda 

Page 10 

pad, located beyond 100 feet of the blue line stream and the two access driveway 
routes {this subject direct 'over the hill' driveway access route and the proposed 'around • 
the hill' driveway access route) is necessary. 

4. Other Alternatives Sites and Designs 

There are several further alternatives and revisions to the proposed project plans that 
are feasible and would significantly reduce the amount of landform alteration on site 
and minimize adverse effects to public views along the Mulholland Highway and 
planned public trails consistent with Coastal Act Section 30251. Such alternatives may 
include one or more of each of these alternative components: {a) substantially reduce 
the size, bulk and scale of the structures, (b) use a split-level or multiple-level design 
which follows the natural topography of the site rather than the proposed standard 
construction design which proposes the use of a large flat building pad, (c) relocate a 
reduced size, bulk and scale of the structures to alternative building site closer to 
Mulholland Highway, (d) delete the proposed studio, (e) consolidate the residence and 
garage as an attached structure, and {f) reduce the length of the driveway by located 
the structure closer to Mulholland Highway than currently proposed but further landward 
than on top of the small knob hill or descending ridgeline identified in the above 
alternative provided by the applicant. The Commission notes that implementation of 
many of the above alternative components to the proposed project would still allow for a 
reasonable size, bulk and scale residential development and minimize necessary 
landform alternation of the subject site and minimize adverse effects to public views of 
the site. Therefore, the proposed project is inconsistent with Section 30251 of the • 
Coastal Act. 

E. Environmentally Sensitive Resources 

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, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states: 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such resources 
shall be allowed within such areas. 

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

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act require that the biological productivity and the quality 
of coastal waters and streams be maintained and, where feasible, restored through 
among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharge and 
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and 
substantial interference with surface water flows, maintaining natural buffer areas that 
protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. In addition, 
Sections 301 07.5 and 30240 of the Coastal Act state that environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas must be protected against disruption of habitat values. Therefore, when 
considering any area, such as the Santa Monica Mountains, with regard to an ESHA 
determination one must focus on three main questions: 

1) Is a habitat or species rare or especially valuable? 
2) Does the habitat or species have a special nature or role in the ecosystem? 
3) Is the habitat or species easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and 
developments? 

In making ESHA determinations, scale is important. Both temporal and spatial scales 
must be considered in determining ecological'y sensitive habitat, and at different scales 
the conclusions may vary. Whereas on a local scale a small patch of degraded habitat 
might not be called ESHA, on a landscape scale its status might be different. For 
example, on a landscape scale it may form a vitai stepping stone for dispersal of a 
listed species between larger habitat patches. At this scale it is valuable, performing an 
important role in the ecosystem and is easily degraded by human activities and 
developments, and so it fits the Coastal Act definition of ESHA. Similarly, habitats in a 
largely undeveloped region far from urban influences may not be perceived as rare or 
providing a special function, whereas a large area of such habitats surrounded by a 
dense urban area may be exceedingly rare and each constituent habitat within it an 
important functional component of the whole. Therefore, in order to appropriately 
assess sensitivity of habitats, it is important to consider all applicable ecological scales 
and contexts. In addition to spatial and temporal scales, there are species scales. For 
example, one can focus on single species (e. g., mountain lions, flycatchers or 
tarplants), or one can focus on whole communities of organisms (e.g., coastal sage 
scrub or chaparral) or interconnected habitats in a geographic region (e. g., the Santa 
Monica Mountains and its habitats). On a world-wide scale, in terms of numbers of rare 
endemic species, endangered species and habitat loss, the Malibu/Santa Monica 
Mountains area is part of a local hot-spot of endangerment and extinction and is in 
need of special protection (Myers 1990, Dobson et al. 1997, Myers et al. 2000) . 

In the case of the Santa Monica Mountains, its geographic location and role in the 
ecosystem at the landscape scale is critically important in determining the significance 
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of its native habitats. Areas such as the project site form a significant connecting links 
between the coast and large, undisturbed habitat areas in the Santa Monica Mountains • 
such as the area of the project site. These areas are in turn connected by narrow 
corridors to the Sierra Madre, San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains to the north. 
Much of the ecological significance of the habitat at the site is the proximity to riparian 
corridors that connect large inland watersheds with the coast. These corridors are 
home to many listed species and are easily disturbed by development, and in fact some 
have already been subject to considerable development near the coast, e.g. Las Flores 
Canyon, Malibu Creek & Lagoon, Ramirez Canyon and Trancas Canyon. Proceeding 
inland from the coast, however, the quality of the habitat improves rapidly and soon 
approaches a relatively undisturbed environment consisting of steep canyons 
containing riparian oak-sycamore bottoms, with coastal sage scrub and chaparral 
ascending the canyon walls. 

The subject site includes three main habitat types and some of their common and 
sensitive species of plants and animals, including Chaparral, oak trees and coastal 
sage scrub. This habitat type above the habitat descriptions from Holland (1986) and 
also follow the list given in the NPS General Management Plan & Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Malibu/SMM area. Commission staff visited the site on February 6, 
2003 confirming that the subject property consists of Chaparral plant. At very roughly 
the 1 ,000 ft. elevation above . sea level the vegetation in the Malibu/Santa Monica 
Mountains shifts to more generally woody evergreen species with scelrophyllous leaves 
(hard with resinous or waxy coatings). Various sub communities of chaparral occur in 
the Malibu/SMM area and are described briefly below. The subject building site is • 
located at the 906 foot elevation above sea level; the property extends to the 1380 foot 
elevation level at the far northern portion of the property. 

Mixed chaparral is found on south facing slopes throughout the mountains. It 
commonly contains woody vines and large shrubs such as chamise (Adenosoma 
fasciculatum), scrub oak (Quercus berberidifolia), and various species of sages, among 
other chaparral plant species. In addition, there are numerous other non-native plant 
species covering this site recovering from the Malibu 1993 fire. 

As explained above, the majority of the southern portion of this 21 acre parcel, about 
four acres where this proposed development is located, contains vegetation that 
constitutes an environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA) pursuant to Section 
30107.5. Section 30240 (a) requires that "environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall 
be protected against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses 
dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those areas." Since the majority 
of the parcel constitutes an environmentally sensitive habitat area, Section 30240 
restricts development on the parcel to only those uses that are dependent on the 
resource. The applicant proposes to grade a 680 foot long driveway and grade a 
16,300 sq. ft. building pad (total estimated size is 22,000 sq. ft. with cut and fill slopes), 
construct a residence, garage, studio, septic system and grade a total of 9,900 cubic 
yards of material. As part of the proposed development of structures, a significant fuel 
modification area extending 200 feet beyond the residence, garage and studio on the 
16,300 sq. ft. building pad would be required. The fuel modification activities within this • 
ESHA consisting of thinning existing native chaparral vegetation. Redesigning the 
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proposed project to cluster the structures, reduce the size bulk and scale of the 
structures, relocate the building pad closer to Mulholland Highway and shortening the 
length of the driveway will reduce the quantity of ESHA removed from this site and the 
surrounding fuel modification necessary to protect the structure(s). 

The building site is located about 133 feet east of the blue line stream draining into the 
Cold Canyon Creek, which includes designated Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
(ESHA), riparian plants species and oak woodlands. The proposed driveway is located 
as close as sixty {60) feet from this same blue line stream. This proposed building pad 
at 16,300 sq. ft. in size and the driveway is proposed in an area adjacent to ESHA 
located within this blue line stream drainage corridor. Section 30240 (b) requires that 
development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be sited 
and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas and 
shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat areas. Although the location 
of the building pad is beyond 100 feet from the blue line stream and the proposed 
driveway is located more than 50 feet beyond the blue line stream, the quantity of 
grading at 9,900 cubic yards has the potential to create erosion and sedimentation 
impacts on the blue line stream, its ESHA and the designated ESHA located 
downstream in the Cold Canyon Creek. 

Development within areas of ESHA, the Commission typically requires a maximum 
development or building pad of 10,000 sq. ft. (including necessary cut and fill slopes to 
create the pad), consolidate residentially related development, minimize the geographic 
extent of the required fuel modification area, shorten the access driveway to the 
maximum extent feasible. In this area, the Fire Department requires fuel modification in 
a 200-foot radius from all habitable structures to reduce the risks of wildfire. 
Construction of this large building pad, the length of the driveway, and the fuel 
modification requirements will cause significant disruption of habitat values in ESHA. In 
addition, the proposed project does have the potential to have indirect adverse effects 
as a result of site erosion and offsite sedimentation and water quality impacts to ESHA. 

Commission staff concludes that this proposed project will adversly impact ESHA. 
Therefore alternatives to the propose project must be considered as noted above. The 
Commission thus concludes that this particular project design, as now proposed by the 
applicant is not the environmentally preferred alternative for residential development on 
this site. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project is not consistent 
with Sections 30240 and 30231 of the Coastal Act. 

F. Local Coastal Program 

Section 30604 of the Coastal Act states that: 

a) Prior to certification of the local coastal program, a coastal development permit 
shall be issued if the issuing agency, or the commission on appeal, finds that the 
proposed development is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 
(commencing with Section 30200) of this division and that the permitted 
development will not prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a 
local program that is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing 
with Section 30200). 
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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 not e in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3. The proposed development will 
create adverse impacts and is found to be inconsistent with the applicable policies 
contained in Chapter 3. Therefore, the Commission finds that approval of the proposed 
development will prejudice the County of Los Angeles's ability to prepare a Local 
Coastal Program for this area of the Santa Monica Mountains that is also consistent 
with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as required by Section 30604(a). 

G. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Section 13096(a) of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission 
approval of Coastal Development Permit application to be supported by a finding 
showing the application, as conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent 
with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being 
approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available 
which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may 
have on the environment. 

The Commission finds that, the proposed project will have significant adverse effects on • 
the environment, within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act of 
1970. Therefore, the proposed project, is not the environmentally preferred alternative 
and as proposed has not been adequately mitigated to be consistent with CEQA and 
the policies of the Coastal Act. 

40 1214doudaresidencereport 
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January 10, 1994 

California Coastal Commission 
89 S. California Street 
Ventura, CA 93001 

ATTN: Barbara Carey - Coastal Development Analyst 

RE: Permit #4-93-203 (Kozma) 
"'*":""" ....___..... 

Dear Ms. Carey: 

\Ve are the engineers for the project and our client Bill Kozma asked us to get you some 
material for your files. 

Enclosed arc two copies of our grading concept plan for the project. \Ve have designed 
potential pads that are located as far as possible from Mulholland Highway to protect the 
Mulholland Scenic Corridor. These pads and driveways are a concept only but are required 
by L.A. County to demonstrate that each to-be-created lot is developable under current 
County Plans and Ordinances. We believe that these are approximately the optimum 
locations when all County and Commission factors are taken into account. The average 
gradino er lot, both driveway and minimum pads, is a little over 3,000 cubic ;ards. These 
locations will mmmuze the vis1 1hty rom u o an 1g way as ong as the individual 
houses are sensitively sited. My client does not propose to grade or build on any of these 
parcels. All grading and construction will require separate Coastal Development Permits. 

I have also enclosed copies of the eight recorded certificates of compliance, issued by Los 
Angeles County. ' 

If you have any questions please feel free to call me at anytime. 

Sincerely, 

CIVIC ENGINEERING CORPORATION 

;;rtM-f/~ 
KARL HINDERER, AICP 
Director of Planning 

KH/kw 

cc: Mr. Bill Kozma 
Enclosures 

r 
[ 

7141 V/IUE/IN AVEf..,JUE 
\IM-! f\JUVS. CA 9'11106 

i jf j c: , ! 

(818) 376-0550 F?.X 376-0157 

:-cur-1'/~vORS · CGI\:STRUCT:OI\J .C.DMlNrSTRAJORS 

38626 9TH STREET EAST 
PALMDALE. CA 93550 
[805) 266-0550 FA.X 266-3394 
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STATE OF CAliFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WilSON, Go~~~trnor 

CAliFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA 
89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST., 2ND FLOOR 

VENTURA, CA 93001 
(805) 641·0142 

NOTICE OF PROPOSED PERMIT AMENDMENT 

TO: All Interested Parties 

FROM: Peter Douglas, Executive Director 

DATE: September 9, 1994 

----·---

SUBJECT: Permit No. 4-93-203A granted to William Kozma and Mary Navaro 

for a lot line adjustment of eight existing parcels such that all lots will 
have road frontage. 

at 25201 through 25599 Mulholland Highway, Malibu; Los Angeles County 

The Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission has reviewed a 
proposed amendment to the above referenced permit, which would result in the 
following change(s): 

Minor adjustment of the lot lines between lots 7 and 8 which will change the 
lot sizes from 21.070 and 26.225 to 22.158 and 25.137 respectively. 

FINDINGS 

Pursuant to 14 Cal. Admin. Code Section 13166(a)(2) this amendment is 
considered to be IMMATERIAL and the permit will be modified accordingly if no 
written objections are received within ten working days of the date of this 
notice. This amendment has been considered "immaterial" for the following 
reason(s): 

The lot line adjustment will not result in a significant change to the size of 
the lots; the lots will remain consistent with the land use designations. The 
lot line adjustment will not affect the road frontage of the lots and will 
have no adverse impacts to the visual or environmental resources of the site. 
The proposed lot line adjustment is consistent with the applicable policies of 
the Coastal Act and the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains LUp and will not · 
prejudice the County's ability to prepare a certified local coastal program. 

If you have any questions about the proposal or wish to register an objection, 
please contact Susan Friend at the Commission Area office. 

1203M/SPF:VNT 
C2: 4/88 
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STATE OF CAliFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

itLIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
:rH COAST AREA 
W. BROADWAY, STE. 380 

P.O. BOX 1450 

Filed: 7/3/91 
49th Day: 8/22/91 
180th Day: 12/30/91 
Staff: CAREY 

.::>NG BEACH, CA 90802-4416 

(213) 590-5071 
Staff Report: 9/23/91 
Hearing Date: 10/8-11/91 
Commission Action: 2.-'1 lvl"'li"': 

• 

• 

STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDAR 

APPLICATION NO.: 5-91-371 

APPLICANT: Trisha Moore & Milos Douda AGENT: Paul Beigh 

PROJECT LOCATION: 25717 Mulholland Hwy., Malibu, Los Angeles County 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construction of 5,765 sq. ft., 35ft. high single family 
residence with 3-car garage, septic system, and 7,400 cu. yds. of grading 
(6,200 cu. yds. cut and 1,200 cu. yds. fill). 

Lot area: 
Building coverage: 
Pavement coverage: 
Landscape coverage: 
Parking spaces: 
Plan designation: 
Ht abv ext grade: 

147,700 sq. ft. 
3,865 sq. ft. 
5,911 sq. ft. 
30,767 sq. ft. 
5 
Rural Land III (1 du/2 ac} & M2 (1du/20 ac) 
35 ft. 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: County of Los Angeles Approval in Concept 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff is recommending denial of the proposed development because it does not 
comply with landform alteration and visual resource protection policies of the 
Coastal Act and Malibu LUP. 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Commission Adopt the following reso1ution: 

Denial 

The Commission hereby denies a permit for the proposed development on th~ 
grounds that it would not be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 af 
the California Coastal Act of 1976 and would prejudice the abi 

EXHIBIT NO. Zo 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY w PETE WilSON, c;o...,_ 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SOUTH COAST AREA 
245 W. BROADWAY, STE. 380 
P.O. BOX 1450 
LONG BEACH. CA 90802·4416 
(213) 590-5071 

Filed: 11/14/91 
49th Day: 1/2/92 
180th Day: 5/13/92 
Staff: CARE~~ 
Staff Report~2 7/91 
Hearing Date: 1/ 3-16/92 
Commission Action: 

STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDAR ' ' . 
I 

APPLICATION NO.: 5-91-764 

APPLICANT: Trisha Moore and Milos Oouda AGENT: Paul Beigh 

PROJECT LOCATION: 25717 Mulholland Highway, Malibu, Los Angeles County 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construction of 5,760 sq. ft., 35ft. high from existing 
grade single family residence with 3-car garage, septic system and 3,900 cu. 
yds. of grading (2,200 cu. yds. cut and 1,700 cu. yds. fill). 

lot area: 
Building coverage: 
Pavement coverage: 
landscape coverage: 
Parking spaces: 
Plan designation: 
Ht abv ext grade: 

4. 9 acres 
3,836 sq. ft. 
4,600 sq. ft. 
30,000 sq. ft. 
3 
Rural Land III (l du/2 ac) & M2 (ldu/20 ac) 
35 feet 

LOCAl. APPROVALS RECEIVED: los Angeles County Approval in Concept 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 5-91-371 (Moore & Douda} 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends approval with Special Conditions regarding geology and 
landscaping. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

I.· Approval with Conditions. 

The Commission hereby grants a permit, subject to the conditions below. for 
the proposed development on the grounds that the development will be in 
conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 

• 

• 

.. 

1976, will not prejudice the ability of th~ local government h•· .. ·~-----------­
jurisdiction over the area to prepare a l.ocal Coastal Program · EXHIBIT NO. 



STATE OF CAliFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WilSON, Go¥11!mo,. 

C.RNIA COASTAl COMMISSION 
SO TRAl COAST AREA 

89 5 H CAliFORNIA ST •• SUITE 200 

Filed: 
49th Day: 
\80th Day: 

5/1/95 
6/19/95 
112719f 
MB-V~ 
5/24-l95 

VENTURA. CA 93001 

(805) 641-01 42 Staff: 

• 

• 

Staff Report: 
Hearing Date: June 13 - 16, 1995 

STAFF REPORT: CONSENT CALENDAR 

APPLICATION NO.: 4-95-026 

APPLICANT: Paul and Pamela Hutchinson AGENT: Stephanie A. Wagner 

PROJECT LOCATION: 25461 Mulholland Highway, Calabasas, Los Angeles County 

DESCRIPTION: Construct two story, twenty six foot high, 4800 sq. ft. single 
family residence, pool, 3 car garage, and septic system; 4,600 
cubic yards of grading (2,300 cu. yds. cut and 2,300 cu. yds. 
fi 11) 

Lot Area 
Building Coverage 
Pavement Coverage 
Landscape Coverage 
Parking Spaces 
Project Density 
Pad Elevation 
Ht abv fin grade 

25.44 acres 
4,800 sq. ft. 

13,214 sq. ft. 
14,350 sq. ft. 

3 covered 
1 du/5 ac 

909 ft. 
27 feet 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
11 Approval in Concept", Los Angeles County Fire Department approval. los 
Angeles County Department of Health Services approval. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Certified Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains land Use 
Plan, Coastal Permit Applications No. 4-94-122 <Schmitz), 4-94-098 (Kozma), 
4-93-203 (Kozma), 4-93-148 (Lough), 4-93-058 (Buckner) 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends approval of the proposed project with special conditions 
regarding landscaping, future improvements, geology. drainage and erosion 
control, structure color deed restriction, and wild fire waiver of liability. 
The applicant has reduced overall grading for the proposed project to bring 
the project into conformance with the visual resource, sensitive resource, 
geology and water quality policies of the Coastal Act . 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA 
89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 200 
VENTURA, CA 93001 
(805) 585 - 1800 

Milos Oouda 
6038 Fernwood Ave. 
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 

August23,2002 

RE: Coastal Permit Application No. 4-01-214; Oouda, Proposed Construction of a 
Residence with Garage, Studio, Pool, Septic System, and grading located at 25257 
Mulholland Highway, Calabasas, Los Angeles County · 

Dear Mr. Oouda; 

Staff received an application on November 29, 2001 for a coastal permit to construct a one 
story single-family residence with a garage, studio, pool, septic system, and grading located 
at 25257 Mulholland Highway, Calabasas, Los Angeles County. Based on a review of the 
application, we determined in a letter dated December 26, 2001 that the application was 
incomplete for the purpose of filing as complete and scheduling this project for a Commission 
agenda. 

On April 3, 2002, staff received additional information partially addressing the information 
requested in the December 26, 2001 letter. We determined in a letter dated May 13, 2002 

• 

that the application was still incomplete for the purpose of filing and scheduling this project for • 
a Commission agenda. On July 29, 2002 we received the following information: 

1. Preliminary Fire Department approval of fuel modification plans. 
2. Color topographic copies of the subject area with the grading proposed. 
3. Two full size sheets of the plot plan and road section revising the proposed 

grading plan with a total of 12,000 cubic yards of material. 

As a result of receiving revised full size grading plans, please send one copy reduced to 8 % 
by 11 inches in size. 

t.... ;- -.-• .,...,1•,~-+:-,-. j,... .~ ........ """"'~!:.~I.~;,..... l""l.!"''.J"i !"">tr'\"""":1"'-"'J\! ...... '"'r\P"4""\-~~- .,. - 0· 1 \t\"1 ...-. __..-.,.~--;._._ ..... h ..... ~...,......,._,....,-.........,.~_;,..... 

~I 

As noted in our December 26, 2001 letter we still need the following information to· complete · _ -
this file and schedule it for a Commission agenda. 

• Two sets of the east and north project elevation drawings with a set of 
reductions for these ·plans. The floor plans and elevations n~~g_t_o __ pe drawn to 
scale and replaced as 2 sets {full size) with reductions as the· County approved 
plans submitted note "N. T. S." (Not to scale?). 

We require all project plans including all four elevations. We need the two misstng .elev~tions. 
for the east and north elevations drawn to scale. Without them we will be -u riable ·to file'th is· 
application. . . 

.... -·~-- ·--

We also note we continue to be concerned about the large quantity of grading proposed, 
12,000 cubic yards of material for the building pad and driveway based on recent permit 

8/23/ () 2.. Let/e.-, 
-/o Af'fl/l ( ~ ,..+ 
Vn f"'l r.:> I c!P{: :Z. 
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actions by the Commission. In addition, staff has reviewed two permit actions by the 
Commission on prior coastal permits including the subject lot. These permits indicate that 
substantially less grading was considered feasible for development of this site. You may wish 
to review permit file numbers 4-93-203 and 203A. These permit files indicate that the 
Commission approved a prior project, a lot line adjustment, with conceptual grading plans 
identifying a modest building pad and driveway; a copy if enclosed as a courtesy. The staff 
report (copy enclosed), pages 8 and 9, for coastal permit 4-93-203 indicates that the 
applicant's engineer estimated that this and the other parcels could be developed with a 
maximum of 3,000 cubic yards of grading. Necessary remedial grading may be considered 
as an additional grading quantity. Our clerical staff can obtain these files for your review in 
our office during business hours from 8 - 5. 

You may wish to redesign the proposed project to bring it into consistency with Coastal Act 
Section 30251 that requires that landform alteration be minimized. Section 30251 states: 

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. 
New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California 
Coastline reservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

We ask that you review these files and consider redesigning your project and possibly 
reducing the size of the building pad, relocate the pad and driveway to substantially reduce 
the proposed grading. If you wish to proceed with your proposed project you may certainly do 
so; we will process it once we received the above noted information. If you believe this 
alternative project conceptually identified in Coastal permit numbers 4-93-203 and 203A is 
infeasible, please provide a copy of a conceptual grading plan identifying this alternative with 
calculated grading quantities and any reasons you believe it is infeasible, in writing. We hope 
this information is helpful to you. 

We recognize that completing this application is time consuming and sincerely appreciate 
your cooperation during our review of this information. Due to the high level of workload in 
this office we appreciate your patience. If you have any questions please call and or leave a 
message. We respond to inquiries and applications in the order received. 

s ohnson 
Program Analyst 

enclosures 
401214doudaresidenceoincompleteletter82302 



STATC OF CAliFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA 
89 SOUTH CAliFORNIA ST .• 2ND FLOOR 
VENTURA, CA 93001 
(80S) 641·0142 

Filed: 1/3/94 
49th Day: 2/21/94 
180th Day: 7~94 
Staff: CAREY 
Staff Report: 731/94 
Hearing Date: 2/15-18/94 
Commission Action: 

PETE WILSON, Go>'tmor 

STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDAR W/;)J< APPLICATION NO.: 4-93-203 

APPLICANT: William Kozma and Mary Navaro AGENT: NONE 

PROJECT LOCATION: 25201 through 25599 Mulholland Highway, Malibu, Los Angeles 
County 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Lot line adjustment of eight existing parcels such that 
all lots will have road frontage. The applicant's property comprises 231.8 
acres. This acreage includes 9 existing parcels. The proposed lot line 
adjustment would affect the eight parcels which are located north of 
Mulholland Highway. The ninth parcel which is located south of the highway and 
contains 46.935 acres, will remain in its present configuration. The eight 
parcels which the applicant proposes to modify comprise 184.96& acres. 

lot area: 
Building coverage: 
Pavement coverage: 
Landscape coverage: 
Parking spaces: 
Plan designation: 

Ht abv fin grade: 

231 acres 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
M2 {1 du/20 acres). Rural Land I (1 du/10 
acres), Rural Land II (1 du/5 acres), and 
Rural Land III (1 du/2 acres) 
N/A 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: County of Los Angeles Tentative Lot Line Adjustment 
1 012&7 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains land Use Plan 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

.1. Approval with Conditions. 

The Commission hereby grants a permit, subject to the conditions below. for 
the proposed development on the grounds that the development will be in 
conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

4:-93-203 
Page B 

Pl37 Clustering of development in suitable areas shall be encouraged as a 
means to facilitate greater view protection. 

The applicant proposes a lot line adjustment of eight existing parcels. The 
applicant's property comprises 231.8.acres. This acreage includes 9 existing 
parcels. The proposed lot line adjustment would affect the eight parcels which 

.are located north of Mulholland Highway. The ninth parcel which is located 
south of the highway and contains 46.935 acres, will remain in its present 
configuration. The eight parcels which the applicant proposes to modify 
comprise 184.966 acres. The existing lots range in size from 19.619-acres to 
29.016-acres. The proposed change will result in eight parcels ranging in size 
from 20.993-acres to 26.225-acres. The applicant has indicated that the lot 
line adjustment is proposed in order to facilitate road access to four of the 
parcels which currently do not front Mulholland Highway. The present lot 
configuration is such that four of the eight existing parcels front Mulholland 
Highway, with the other four parcels directly adjacent to the north. The 
proposed project is located on the north side of Mulholland Highway, just west 
of Cold Canyon Road in the Calabasas area of Los Angeles County. 

The proposed project site is located just north of t:h.e Malibu/Cold Creek 
Resource Management Area. There a're two drainage coUises on the project site 
which are designated by the U.S. Geologic Service:as~lue-line streams. These 
streams are tributaries to Cold Creek. They are not de·· ated as 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) by the L.: • The blue-line .. 
stream on the western side of the project site is locate .... ,,~pos'*•· .. _ 
Parcel 3. The other stream is located on the proposed Parcels 7. 

Even though the two blue-line streams on the project site are not recognized 
as containing environmentally sensitive habitat areas, the LUP.does provide 
protection for streams with regard to crossings, minimization of grading and 
erosion, controlling runoff, and requiring revegetation. Further, the Coastal 
Act requires the protection of the quality of coastal waters by controlling 
runoff, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian 
habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. The Commission finds 
that it would be especially important to minimize grading and erosion on this 
site since the two streams are tributaries to Cold Creek, a stream which has. 
b~en found in the past to contilin: .. critiCal habitat areas. · · De'="' .:.;;n;:; ,., 

As the applicant has proposed to reconfigure the property, the resultant 
parcels would all front Mulholland Highway. This would allow the applicant to - · 
cluster future residences along the road, reducing the amount of grading and . 
;landform alteration necessar,y to,•provide:.driveways .and .. building areas. As th.eH:ift1rm a iter~ 

·-~lots-are .curreritly;confJgured,:;si'grlifi'cant grading"and landform alter~ti.of1 .-'l.f':f.:; 'C:"..rr-r:.t 
would be required to access the four parcels which do not front on 
Mulholland. The applicants have submitted a preliminary grading study which 
shows that driveways and.building pads could potentially be created on each.of . .,.. -··--
the proposed ·parcels.: ·The applicant 1 s :.engineer :estimates that a maximum of th;:; !.F:::r:,~·""=:~ , .. , 
3,000 cu. yds. of grading would be-required for each parcel. It is possiblec .00f: :·..' ·'"'' 
that there are alternative pad areas or driveway configurations, including the:. ;·>:o-;: .:;. "' 
use of shared driveways for several parcels which could reduce the amount of 
grading. Additionally, the pad and driveway proposed for Parcel 3.is located 
too near the blue-line stream. Further, the driveway proposed for' Parcel 6 · .:. 
crosses the other blue-line stream. No.indication is given on the plans what·:·. 



4-93-203 
Page 9 

kind of stream road crossing would be proposed. At such time as the Commission 
reviews plans for any proposed residences on the project sites, the Commission 
may require that elements are included in the design that ensure that the 
project would be consistent with the policies of the Coastal Act and the LUP. 
This would include that grading and landform alteration are minimized, erosion 
and runoff controlled, that adequate setbacks from stream areas are provided, 
and that bridges are provided for any stream road crossings. As discussed in 
the section above, it is not appropriate to require such revisions as 
conditions of this lot line adjustment. 

With regard to visual resources, the Commission has, in past permit actions. 
found that it is very important to protect the viewshed of Mulholland Highway 
as well as views from the Cold Creek area which is located just south of the 
eastern end of the project site. As the applicant has proposed to reconfigure 
the property, the resultant parcels would all front Mulholland Highway. This 
would allow the applicant to cluster future residences along the road, 
reducing the amount of grading and landform alteration necessary to provide 
driveways and building areas. As the lots are currently configured, 
significant grading and landform alteration would be required to access the 
four parcels which do not front on Mulholland. As discussed above, the 
applicants have submitted a preliminary grading study which shows that 
driveways and building pads could potentially be created on each of the 
proposed parcels. The applicant's engineer estimates that a maximum of 3,000 
cu. yds. of grading would be required for each parcel. The engineer has also 

~ indicated that the proposed locations were chosen in order to minimize the 

• 

visibility of future development from Mulholland Highway. It is possible that • 
there are alternative pad areas or driveway configurations, including the use 
of shared driveways for several parcels which could reduce the amount of 
grading. The Commission finds that it will be necessary to require the 
applicant to perform a detailed visual analysis for any future development on 
the site in order to ensure that no adverse visual impacts will result. 
Further, it may be necessary to require open space easements and/or design 
elements such as reduction of building pad area, resiting of building pads, 
limiting the height of proposed structures, and color restrictions to protect 
visual resources. As discussed in the section above, it is not appropriate to 
require such easements or visual analysis as a condition of this lot line 
adjustmen~. In conclusion, the Commission finds that the proposed project is 

-consistent witn· Sections .30230~~ 30231 ,':!30240,- and 30251-of- the Coastal- Act·~and_ ·~·I::·;, c~ _,,, 

the applicable policies of the LUP. ~;~- 1~~li~~~,~ 

D. local Coastal Program. 

·'·' Section 30604~-of.;.;;the•;Coastal Act states that: Section .300.04 c 

(a) Prior to certification of the local coastal program, a coastal 
development permit shall be issued if the issuing agency, or the 
commission on appeal, finds that the proposed development is in conformity 
with-tfle:-pfovist~ns ::of::Chaj)'ter·:3-t.: ·(comme1l'fing"with1 'Sect ion 30200) of this 
division -'and ·that the permitted development'will not prejudice the ability,., 
of the local government to prepare· a::·loca1 coastal program that i~ in ,> 
conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 {commencing with Sect1on 
30200). 

Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act provides that the commission shall issue_ a • 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

C.ORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
S NTRAL COAST AREA 
89 H CALIFORNIA ST .. SUITE 200 

VENTURA, CA 93001 

(805) 585-11100 

• 

• 

February 5, 2003 

Milos Douda 
22933 Califa Street 
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 

RE: Application No. 4-01-214, Douda 

Dear Milos Douda, 

This letter is to confirm the status of your application for a coastal permit. We have 
received a "Constraints Analysis Report for 25257 Mulholland Highway" from Schmitz 
and Associates on February 4, 20 as suggested in our January 29, 2003 meeting. At 
this meeting we received two full size and one reduced to 8% by 11 inches of a revised 
site and grading plan. We understand that you propose to modify or revise the 
proposed project, however, to revise your proposed,;project we will need additional 
information as we requested in our January 29, 2003 meeting. We have not received a 
signed copy of the driveway easement allowing a pprtitrl of the proposed driveway to 
be located on the adjoining property to the west which...,_. .do not own, and a cover 
letter officially amending your. proposed project as request . .·~ dat~:W.~uary 
9, 2003 to you. At our meetrng on January 29, 2003 we requ ~-- rmat1on ·on the 
square footage of the building pad including the entire perimeter of the cut and fill 
surrounding the pad. The above Constraints Report indicates that the size of the 
building pad is 16,310 sq. ft. Does this number include the entire perimeter of the 
building pad including the surrounding cut and fill necessary to create it? Lastly, what 
are the cut and fill quantities necessary to create and the size in square footage of the 
hammerhead turnaround area on the building pad? Based on a review of the revised 
grading plan, I will assume that a total of 5,586 cubic yard of cut and fill is necessary to 
create the building pad unless you believe a different number is more accurate. 
Unfortunately due to the delay in receipt of the requested information addressing your 
revised project which is different from the one originally filed on August 28, 2002, it may 
not be possible to complete the staff recommendation within our production time 
constraints for the March 4-7, 2003 Commission meeting in San Luis Obispo. As a 
result, this project may be delayed to the April 8-11, 2003 Commission meeting in Santa 
Barbara. 

401214doudarevisedprojectletter 
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Building Pad, Flat 
Area 16,300 sq. ft., 
Two Story, 35 Feet 
High From 
Finished Grade 

Driveway 
Entrance 

Exhibit 31 
Application No. 4-01-214 

Photos of site looking 
north-east 
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