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STAFF REPORT: PERMIT AMENDMENT 

APPLICATION NO.: 4-96-167 -A 1 

APPLICANTS: Simon T Agent: Alan Block 

PROJECT LOCATION: Swenson Drive, 600 feet west of Saddle Peak Road (APN: 
4448-024-028), Santa Monica Mountains, Los Angeles County 

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT PREVIOUSLY APPROVED: Subdivision of 17.9 acre 
lot into two parcels of 9.66 acres and 8.24 acres with 3,375 cubic yards of grading 
(2,850 cu. yds. cut, 525 cu. yds. fill) for the access road and building pads. No 
residences are proposed. 

DESCRIPTION OF AMENDMENT: Revise grading plan to include overexcavation of 
existing fill slopes supporting the existing access road (1 ,425 cubic yards); remove 
approximately 3,200 cubic yards of existing fill not required to support the roadway to an 
appropriate site outside of the coastal zone; add a 3 - 5 foot high slough wall on top of 
the permitted 3 - 8 foot retaining wall along portions of the roadway; and a minor 
reconfiguration of a curve in the roadway. The applicant further proposes to color and 
texture the retaining walls to match the natural earth tones of the site. 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning, Plot 
Plan Approval, 2/4/03. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Coastal Development Permit 4-96-167 (Simon T) 

PROCEDURAL NOTE: The Commission's regulations provide for referral of permit 
amendment requests to the Commission if: 

1) The Executive Director determines that the proposed amendment is a 
material change, 

2) Objection is made to the Executive Director's determination of 
immateriality, or 

3) The proposed amendment affects conditions required for the purpose of 
protecting a coastal resource or coastal access. 
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In this case, objection has been made to the Executive Director's determination of 
immateriality. If the applicant or objector so requests, the Commission shall make an 
independent determination as to whether the proposed amendment is material. 14 Cal. 
Admin. Code 13166. 

Summary and Staff Recommendation: 

Staff recommends approval of the proposed amendment with a revised landscape and 
erosion control plan (Special Condition 5); a color and texture restriction for the retaining 
walls (Special Condition 7); and a deed restriction (Special Condition 8). 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

MOTION: I move that the Commission approve the proposed 
amendment to Coastal Development Permit No. 4-96-
167-A 1 pursuant to the staff recommendation. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in approval of the 
amendment 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 A PERMIT AMENDMENT: 

The Commission hereby approves the coastal development permit amendment on the -, 
ground that the development as amended, 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 amendment 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 amended development on the environment, or 2) there are no feasible 
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mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen any signifi cant 
adverse impacts of the amended development on the environment 

II. STANDARD AND SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Unless specifically altered by the amendment, all standard and special conditions 
previously applied to Coastal Development Permit 4-96-167 continue to apply. In 
addition, the following revised special condition is hereby imposed as a condition 
upon the proposed project as amended pursuant to CDP 4-96-167. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

5. Revised Landscaping and Erosion Control Plans 

Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicants shall submit 
landscaping , erosion control plans prepared by a licensed landscape architect or 
qualified resource specialist for review and approval by the Executive Director. The 
landscaping and erosion control plans shall be reviewed and approved by the consulting 
geologist to ensure that the plans are in conformance with the consultant's 
recommendations. The plans shall incorporate the following criteria: 

A) Landscaping Plan 

1) All graded and disturbed areas on the subject site shall be planted and maintained 
for erosion control purposes at the conclusion of grad ing activities. To min imize the 
need for irrigation all landscaping shall consist primarily of native, drought resistant 
plants, compatible with the surrounding habitat, 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 plant species that tend to supplant 
native species shall not be used. 

2) All cut and fill slopes shall be stabilized with planting at the completion of final 
grading. Planting should be of native plant species indigenous to the Santa Monica 
Mountains using accepted planting procedures, consistent with fire safety 
requirements. Such planting shall be adequate to provide ninety (90) percent 
coverage within two (2) years, and this requirement shall apply to all disturbed soils. 

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

5) The Permittees shall undertake development in accordance with the final approved 
plan. Any proposed changes to the approved final plan shall be reported to the 
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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. 

6) The building pads shall be seeded for erosion control purposes with a native plant 
seed mix. 

B) Interim Erosion Control Plan 

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

2) The plan shall specify that should excavation or grading take place during the rainy 
season (November 1 - March 31 ), the applicants shall install or construct temporary 
sediment basins (including debris basins, desilting basins, or silt traps), temporary 
drains and swales, sand bag barriers, silt fencing, and shall stabilize any stockpiled 
fill with geofabric covers or other appropriate cover, install geotextiles or mats on all 
cut or fill slopes, and close and stabilize open trenches as soon as possible. These 
erosion control measures shall be required on the project site prior to or concurrent 
with the initial grading operations and maintained throughout 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 of the coastal zone or within the coastal zone to a 
site 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 thirty (30) days, including but not 
limited to: stabilization of all stockpiled fill, access roads, disturbed soils, and cut and 
fill slopes with geotextiles, mats, sand bag barriers, and/or silt fencing; and 
temporary drains, swales, and sediment basins. The plans shall also specify that all 

. disturbed areas shaJI be seeded with native grass species and include the technical 
specifications for seeding the disturbed areas. These temporary erosion control 
measures shall be monitored and maintained until grading or construction operations 
resume. 

C) Monitoring 

Five years from the date of the receipt of the certificate of occupancy for the residence, 
the applicants shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a 
landscape monitoring report, prepared by a licensed landscape architect or qualified 
resource specialist that certifies the on-site landscaping is in conformance with the 
landscape plan approved pursuant to this special condition. The monitoring report shall 
include photographic documentation of plant species and plant coverage. 
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If the landscape monitoring report indicates the landscaping is not in conformance with 
or has failed to meet the performance standards specified in the landscaping plan 
approved pursuant to this permit, the applicants (or successors in interest) shall submit 
a revised or supplemental landscape plan for the review and approval of the Executive 
Director. The revised landscaping plan must be prepared by a licensed landscape 
architect or qualified resource specialist and shall specify measures to remediate those 
portions of the original plan that have failed or are not in conformance with the original 
approved plan. 

7. Retaining Wall Texture and Color 

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit for 
the review and approval of the Executive Director, a color palette and material 
specifications for the outer surface of the retaining walls authorized by the approval of 
coastal development permit 4-96-167 -A 1. The palette samples shall be presented in a 
format not to exceed 8~" X 11 "X ~~~ in size. The palette shall include the colors and 
texture for the retaining walls. Acceptable colors shall be limited to colors compatible 
with the surrounding earth tones on the site 

The approved retaining walls shall be colored with only the colors and textures 
authorized pursuant to this special condition. Alternative colors or materials for future 
repainting or resurfacing or new windows may only be applied to the structures 
authorized by coastal development permit 4-96-167 -A 1 if such changes are specifically 
authorized by the Executive Director as complying with this special condition. 

8. Deed Restriction 

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit to the 
Executive Director for review and approval documentation demonstrating that the 
applicant has executed and recorded a deed restriction, in a form and content 
acceptable to the Executive Director: (1) indicating that, pursuant to this permit 
amendment, the California Coastal Commission has authorized development on the 
subject property, subject to terms and conditions that restrict the use and enjoyment of 
the properties (hereinafter referred to as the uSpecial Conditions"); and (2) imposing all 
Special Conditions of this permit amendment as covenants, conditions and restrictions 
on the use and enjoyment of the properties. The deed restriction shall include a legal 
description of the applicant's entire parcel or parcels. The deed restriction shall also 
indicate that, in the event of an extinguishment or termination of the deed restriction for 
any reason, the terms and conditions of this permit amendment shall continue to restrict 
the use and enjoyment of the subject properties so long as either this permit or the 
development it authorizes, or any part, modification, or amendment thereof, remains in 
existence on or with respect to the subject properties. 
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Ill. FINDINGS AND DECLARATION 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. Project Description and Background 

The applicant is proposing to revise the grading plan to include overexcavation of the 
existing fill slopes supporting the permitted access road (1 ,425 cu. yds.); remove 
approximately 3,200 cubic yards of existing fill not required to support the roadway to an 
appropriate site outside of the coastal zone; add a 3 - 5 foot high slough wall on top of 
the permitted 3 - 8 foot retaining wall along portions of the roadway; and a minor 
reconfiguration of a curve in the roadway (Exhibit 2). The applicant further proposes to 
color and texture the retaining walls to match the natural earth tones of the site. 

The proposed changes were made in response to the requirements of the Grading 
Section of the Los Angeles County Land Development Division. The proposed road is 
in the same location of the previously permit road with the exception of a minor 
realignment of a curve and fire turnout area. The proposed changes involve 
overexcavation of the existing fill slopes to ensure they are compacted to current code 
requirements; removal of unnecessary fill that is not required to support the road; and 
the addition of slough walls on top of portions of the permitted retaining walls to protect 
against rock fall hazards. 

The subject 17.9 acre property is located on Swenson Road approximately 600 feet 
west of Saddle Peak Road in the Santa Monica Mountains (Exhibit 1 ). 

On March 13, 1997 the Commission approved Coastal Development Permit 4-96-167 
(Simon T) for the subdivision of a 17.9 acre parcel into two parcels and 3,375 cubic 
yards of grading (2,850 cu. yds. cut, 525 cu. yds. fill) for the construction of two building 
pads and improvements to an existing access road (Exhibit 3). The Commission 
approved the permit pursuant to six special conditions regarding: 1) Cumulative Impact 
Mitigation (Transfer of Development Credit or TCD), 2) Plans Conforming to Geologic 
Recommendations, 3) Assumption of Risk, 4) Drainage and Erosion Control Plans, 5) 
Landscaping Plans, and 6) Removal of Excavated Material. The permit conditions were 
satisfied and the permit was issued on December 5, 1997. 

Pursuant to its subdivision ordinances, the County authorized a waiver of the 
requirement of filing a final map for the subdivision in Tentative Map No. 21006. 
Accordingly, on February 29, 2000, a grant of Waiver and Certificate of Compliance was 
recorded for the subdivision. The grant of Waiver and Certificate of Compliance was 
recorded before the permit expired and therefore the permit was exercised before it 
expired. 
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The applicant applied of the proposed amendment on May 6, 2003. Pursuant to 
Section 14 Cal. Admin. Code Section 13166(a)(2) staff sent out notice that the 
amendment was considered by the Executive Director to be immaterial. Two objection 
letters were received to this notice (Exhibits 4 & 5). One of the objectors, Mr. Roger 
Miller, has also filed a request to revoke the subject permit. This request for revocation 
is scheduled for September 2003 Commission meeting. The other objection letter 
received was from an anonymous person who did not identify any Coastal Act issues 
relative to the proposed amendment. The letter addressed matters related to the 
revocation request of permit 4-96-167. Mr. Miller objects to the proposed amendment 
on the basis that the proposed remedial overexcavation will destroy the existing road 
which he has easement rights over. In addition, he asserts that the proposed increase 
in grading (overexcavation of the existing fill slopes supporting the road & removal of 
excess fill) and increase in the height of the retaining walls will adversely impact the 
visual resources of the area. 

B. Visual Resources 

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. 

In the review of this project, the Commission reviews the publicly accessible locations 
where the proposed development is visible to assess potential visual impacts to the 
public. The Commission examines the amount of landform alteration resulting from 
grading operations, the size and scale of any proposed structures and alternatives to 
minimize landform alteration to ensure the proposed development will not adversely 
impact the scenic resources of the area. In this case the Commission must consider 
whether the proposed overexcavation of existing road fill supporting the road, removal 
of excess fill from the site and increase in the height of the permitted retaining walls will 
adversely scenic views from public view points, public park lands, scenic roadways or 
trails in the area. 

The subject site is located on the south face of a slope just below a prominent ridge line 
and just above Swenson Road in the Santa Monica Mountains (Exhibit 1 ). The subject 
site is vacant and has an existing access road created prior to the Coastal Act. The site 
is covered with native chaparral with some areas previously disturbed by grading and 
brush clearance activities that predate the Coastal Act. The surrounding area is 
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partially developed with residential development and there are several residences under 
construction in the immediate area. 

The subject site is not visible from any scenic roadways, trails or public view points in 
the immediate vicinity. The site is visible from a distance from Tuna Canyon Road 
approximately one mile south of the site and public park land approximately 1.5 mile to 
the southwest. 

The approved grading plan to improve the existing road way and construct the building 
pads required 3,375 cubic yards of grading (2,850 cu. yds. cut, 525 cu. yds. fill). Two 
retaining walls were approved as part of this plan to support a portion of the roadway 
and one of the building pads (Exhibit 3). The retaining wall system was designed to 
minimize the amount of cut required to improved both the existing road and the building 
pad. The permitted retaining wall supporting the cut slope on the northern portion of the 
road is 528 feet in length and ranges in height from 1 to 8 feet in height. The retaining 
wall supporting the cut slope on the building pad is 220 feet in length and ranges in 
height from 1 to 6 feet ill height. 

The applicant is proposing to amend the grading plan to incorporate changes required 
by the Grading Section of the Los Angeles County Land Development Division. These 
changes include 1) the overexcavation of the existing fill slopes (1 ,425 cu. yds.) 
supporting the existing road to ensure the road fill is compacted to current code 
requirements; 2) removal of approximately 3,200 cubic yards of existing fill not required 
to support the road; 3) add a 3 - 5 foot high slough or rock fall hazard wall to the top of 
portions of the permitted retaining walls; and 4) minor reconfiguration of a fire turnout 
on the access road (Exhibit 2). The road configuration with the exception of the minor 
change to a fire turn out area is the same as what was originally permitted by the 
Commission. The length of the retaining walls remains the same as originally permitted. 
The County is requiring a maximum 5 foot high slough or rock impact wall on top of the 
maximum 8 foot high retaining wall along a 240 foot stretch of the northern portion of 
the road to protect against rock fall hazards. In addition, a maximum 3 foot high slough 
wall is required on top of the 6 foot high (max.) permitted retaining wall supporting a cut 
slope on one of the building pads. 

The proposed overexcavation of the existing fill slopes (1 ,425 cu. yds.) supporting the 
road will not result in any changes to the road or the fill slopes. The fill will be removed 
and recompacted to current code requirements. When the existing access road was 
originally constructed there were several areas where excess fill was placed adjacent to 
the road. The 3,200 cu. yds. of excess fill was placed in a geologically unstable area 
and the County is requiring this fill to be removed from the site. The applicant is 
proposing to remove this fill to a site outside the coastal zone and recontour these areas 
to match the natural contours of the natural terrain. The proposed overexcavation and 
removal of excess fill will not result in a significant alteration of the existing natural 
landforms onsite . . The removal and recontouring of the fill areas will result in a more 
natural appearing landform. The recompaction and removal of the excess fill areas will 

', 
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require the removal of some natural chaparral vegetation that has established itself on 
the manufactured slopes. The applicant is proposing to revegetate these disturbed 
areas with native vegetation. In addition, special condition 5 of the permit requires that 
all graded and disturbed areas be planted with native vegetation for erosion control and 
visual enhancement purposes. Special Condition 5 requires that a plan be submitted 
that illustrates the areas to be planted, plant types, erosion control measures and plant 
coverage requirements. The applicant submitted a landscape plan for the original 
grading plan and proposes to extend that plan to cover the additional areas to be 
disturbed as a result of the proposed overexcavation and fill removal. However, the 
applicant has not submitted a revised landscape plan for those additional areas that will 
be disturbed by the new grading activities. Therefore, the Commission finds that the 
applicant must submit a revised landscape and erosion control plan for all areas 
disturbed by grading activities as required by Special Condition 5. 

Los Angeles County has also required the applicant to construct a 3-5 foot slough and 
rock fall hazard wall on top of portions of the permitted retaining walls. The purpose of 
the walls are to protect the road from rock fall hazards. This will result in maximum wall 
height of 13 feet along a portion of the road. In order to mitigate the potential visual 
impact of the increased wall heights the applicant is proposing to color and texture the 
walls to match the natural earth ones on the site. The retaining walls are not visible 
from public view areas, trails or scenic highways in the immediate vicinity. The walls on 
the upper portion of the road may be visible from a distance from Tuna Canyon Road 
and public park lands approximately 1 to 1.5 miles south of the site. There are no 
alternative designs or methods to support the road cuts that would result less visual 
impacts than the proposed retaining walls. Trimming or grading the slopes would result 
in a significant amount of landform alteration. Provided the proposed reta ining and 
slough walls are colored and textured to match the natural earth tones of the site the 
walls will not be visible from a distance and will blend into the natural back ground. In 
order to implement the applicant's offer to color and texture the walls to match the 
natural earth tones of the site the Commission finds that it is necessary to require the 
applicant to submit a color and texture palette as required by Special Condition 7. In 
addition, Special Condition 8 requires the applicant to record a deed restriction that 
imposes the terms and conditions of this permit amendm~nt as restrictions on use and 
enjoyment of the property and provides any prospective purchaser of the site with 
recorded notice that the restrictions are imposed on the subject property. 

Mr. Miller, the person who is objecting . to the proposed amendment, is currently in a 
legal dispute with the applicant regarding access to his property over a road easement 
which aligns with the existing road on the applicant's property (Exhibit 4 ). Mr. Miller 
asserts that the proposed modifications to the grading plan will in some way affect his 
ability to use or develop a road to his property. He indicates in his letter that removal of 
the excess fill will compromise his ability to build improve a road to his property. 
However, it is not clear how removal of this fill would compromise Mr. Miller's ability to 
construct a road. The existing road and proposed improvements are located within a 40 
to 80 foot wide road easement for the neighboring property owner. There is one area at 
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the second curve in the road north from Swenson Road where a portion of the existing 
and proposed road extends outside the road easement by 5 to 1 0 feet. However, the 
road previously permitted by the Commission also extended just beyond the road 
easement in this location. The road easement issue is a private civil matter between 
the applicant and the Mr. Miller and is not a Coastal Act issue. Therefore, Commission 
has no authority to address this private civil matter. 

Mr. Miller is also concerned that the proposed grading and increased retaining walls will 
adversely impact the visual resources of the area. The proposed grading is remedial in 
nature and is generally in the same footprint as the original permitted road. There will 
not be a significant alteration of the landform beyond what has already been permitted 
by the Commission in the original project. The removal of the excess fill and 
overexcavation of the fill slopes supporting the road will result in the temporary loss of 
vegetation in these areas. The applicant is proposing to revegetate these areas and the 
Commission is requiring the applicant, through the revised Special Condition 5, to 
revegetate the areas disturbed by grading operations. The revegetation of these areas 
will mitigate the temporary visual impacts resulting from the loss of vegetation as a 
result of the grading operations. 

As discussed above, the increased height of the retaining walls will not result in a 
adverse visual impact as seen from public view points, scenic highways, public trails or 
park lands provided the walls are colored and textured to match the natural earth tones 
of the site. The applicant is proposing and the Commission is requiring through Special 
Condition 7 that the proposed retaining walls be textured and colored to match the 
surrounding earth tones to mitigate any potential visual impacts resulting from the 
increase in the height of the retaining walls. 

Mr. Miller also asserts that the applicant has constructed two steel gates, two gates 
consisting of steel posts and a chain and 24 steel posts on the applicant's property. In 
addition, he claims the applicant has installed a sandbags on the road to block his 
easement. Commission staff has confirmed the applicant has installed two steel gates, 
two steel post and twenty six 3 foot high bollards on the subject property without the 
benefit of a coastal development permit. These gates and bolla~ds were placed on the 
site to prevent trespass on the property. The applicant has submitted a coastal 
development permit application 4-03-037 for these structures and this development will 
be addressed through that permit. The sand bags were placed on the road by the 
applicant because the neighboring property owner Mr. Miller bladed the existing access 
road with a tractor to remove vegetation and smooth the existing road. This 
development was done without the permission or knowledge of the applicant. The 
applicant placed the sand bags on the road to prevent erosion of the road from 
uncontrolled runoff. This type of erosion control is permitted under the original coastal 
development permit (4-96-167) for the subdivision and access road. 
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For the reasons cited above, the Commission finds that the proposed amendment, as 
conditioned, will not result adversely impact visual resources and is consistent with 
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

C. Local Coastal Program 

Section 30604{a) of the Coastal Act states that: 

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

Section 30604(a) of the Coastal 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 
amendment will be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3. The proposed 
amendment 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 amendment will not 
prejudice the County's ability to prepare a Local Coastal Program for the Santa Monica 
Mountains area, which is also consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act as required by Section 30604(a). 

D. California Environmental Quality Act 

Section 13096(a) of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission 
approval of a Coastal Development Permit Amendment application to be supported by a 
finding showing the application 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 effects which the activity would have on the environment. 

The proposed amendment would not cause significant, adverse environmental effects. 
Therefore, the proposed amendment is found consistent with CEQA and with the 
policies of the Coastal Act. 
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May 16,2003 
Mr. John Ainsworth 
California Coastal Commission 

RE: PROPOSED PERMIT AMENDMENT 
NO. 4-96-167 FOR SIMON T 
NEAR SADDLE PEAK RD. AND SWENSON DR. 
TOPANGA 

Dear Mr. Ainsworth, 

i I 

I'm the owner of property next door to the east and have a recorded 
easement over the Simon T property for the only access to my building pad. 

I REQUEST the Coastal Commission CONDITION the permit 
amendment to require the "Driveway-access road" conform to my existing 
easement to the proposed or "As built access road location." 

In order to alleviate any possibility of two driveways being required to 
be built. 

I'm very concerned that by allowing the removal of 3,200 cubic yards 
of existing fill that may be needed to support the access road in my easement 
area, my easement will be compromised and extensive retaining walls and 
importing, compaction and grading of vast amounts of dirt will be required 
to build the driveway to my building pad, or possible lengthy litigation for 
destruction of the existing road in my easement area. 

I'm also very concerned that the executive director Peter Douglas 
would find "immaterial" chapter three per section 30251 the more than 
doubling the amount of grading. (8000 Cubic yards total) of mature 
Chaparral Hillsides and section 30253 raising the height to 6 to 13 feet for 
the retaining walls along one of the highest ridge lines in the Santa Monica 
Mountains. 

I think this is a "VERY SIGNIFICANT" alteration of the existing 
landforms and very much will adversely impact the visual resources. . 

I would also like to remind you that Simon T' s permit number 4-96-
167 is under investigation for revocation from September 19, 2002. 

Pursuant to Article 16 section 131 05( a) intentional inclusion of 
"ERRONEOUS" information for a permit application, "where accurate 
information would have caused the commission to require additional or 
different conditions on a permit." 

Exhibit 4 
CDP 4-96-167-Al 

Objection Letter from 
Neiehborine Property Owner 



Starting in March 2002 and continuously to the present, Simon T has 
been VIOLATING chapter 7 section 30600, performing development in the 
coastal zone without obtaining a permit. Examples: March and April 2002, 
erection of (2) two very large steel gates also (2) two gates made of steel 
posts with large chains ( 4) (four gates total) erection of (2) two "no 
trespassing" signs; Nov. and Dec. 2002 (24) twenty four steel posts 42" high 
with steel cable that are violating (6" too high) a height restriction easement 
per inst. No. 90-383157 3-9-90 and placement of forty five ( 45) rows of sand 
bags, (20 feet wide and 2 to 3 bags high) to block my access easement. 

I so hope the coastal commission will help me protect my easement 
rights and these beautiful hillsides from this conniving, unethical bully 
Simon T. 

Sincerely 

·l?~ (J1d~ 
Roger Miller 

22210 Saddle Peak Rd. 
Topanga CA. 90290 

(818) 324-6507 

P.S. See enclosed: Photos and work in progress petition. 



PETITION 

WE oppose any development or property subdivision on Saddle Peak 
Road or Swenson Drive overlooking Topanga that allows Simon T. to 
build a helicopter pad. WE also oppose giving permits to anyone who 
has intentionally submitted false, inaccurate or incomplete information 
to the California Coastal Commission and the Los Angeles County 
Departments of Regional Planning and Public Works. 

Signature Print Name Address Date 



PETITION 

WE oppose any development or property subdivision on Saddle Peak 
Road or Swenson Drive overlooking Topanga that allows Simon T. to 
build a helicopter pad. WE also oppose giving permits to anyone who 
has intentionally submitted false, inaccurate or incomplete information 
to the California Coastal Commission and the Los Angel~s County 
Departments of Regional Planning and Public Works . 
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Tu: California Coastal Commission 
89 California Street, ste 200 
Vtntura., CA 93001 

RE: Notice of Proposed Permit Ameodroent 
Developer: Simon T. 

From: An anonymous concerned nei.ghbor 

Dear Mr. Tom St. Clalr 

fr. .. r..: .. :.· 
! ' 
! .- ' 

MAY 1 ~) (003 

Please accf;lpt this letter requesting that the Califomla Coastal Commission nc•t apply 14 Cal Admin. Code 
Section 13166 (a)(2) and that futther Stafflnvestlgation Is implemented on the following grounds: 

I. Please see attached letter dated October 2"d. 1992 and received by the California Coastal 
Cot11rnissio•1 on October 1m. 1992. 

a. A~ you can sec this lettet states the concern duu Tslen & Williams have pertnining to 
accessing their property now the Miller property. The developer/subdivide~ known 
as Simon T. is trying to pn:vent the accw to the Mi11e:- property. The proposed 
l!JJlendment doubles the amount of grading from rhe original penn it and may prove 
to render the Tslen & Williams property with out phy:s·c& access. Pn::cisely what 
T~ien & Williams beckoned t~e Coastal Co01mission not tQ permit tbe development 
of a road that would prevent their easement. 

2. It is believed a letter dated Octo!Mr 24"', 1996 (Frfsbolletter) submitted to the Coastal 
Commission as a part of !he subdivision application is fictitious. (this is not the i"ue but 
rather something that should be looked into to see if in fact true and be a basis by which to 
evaluate character). Should it be determined that till$C infonne:ion was rendered then the 
appropriate action should then be implemented. 

l hav~ tried to reach you and left messages for you at no avail, I simply ask :tou to take an honest approach 
and consider whar It means for Mr. Miller should the Coll:ltal Commission allow the permit in haste. 

Apparently late notice was sent out dated May .5'~ 2003, the public bas 10 days ftom that date to submit 
concerns in writing prior to the issu;mce. Today i~ the I 01h day a~ the date of the notice and therefore it is 
witnin the time period. I cErtainly hopE the Coastal Commission does the right thing and staff investigation 
is appfopriated to accurately detErmine the hnpact that this pro(){>sed permit would h!!.VP! if penn itted 
without the proper diligence. Perhaps you will personally take a look at what Is going on, I would gladly 
share with you any informlltion which I havf:. 

I am concerned for my safdy do not trust that the developer Mr. Simon T would not try to be vindictive by 
nature, therefure with your kind respect I choo~ to remain anonyrnous as is :MSrmi~iQit:. J>lt:a$c kel ~~ 
tu call me 85 you have my telephone 'lumber as I left it on ygur voice .nail an:l also spoke with Barbara in 
reception. I am available to day all day tlll j:30 pm. 

Th<Ulk you for your CQJ1$idttatlon. 

Sent via fac$imile .5-1.5-2003 
Attachment 

Exhibit 5 
CDP 4-96-167-Al 

Letter from Anonymous Person 
Objectine to the Amendment 
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-TOO WILLIAMS -BilliE TSIEN -AND .4.SSOCIAT£S 

oo~©~RW~@ 
GCT 7 1992. 

CAUFORNIA 
" . COAST A.~ COMMiSSION -~··. ·~~ -

califo.mia. coaatd Coalal1 .. 1.o.ft SOUTH '"."'. ~ msratQ..,-.':. :: .. ·· -'~'¥!· 
8ob~h C::oaot As'~a · ::~ . ~~~~e:~t:r,~il!r.:.·~-.. • · 

245 weat: 8roadwa:y, Suit•. 3_8 ·.: .. :>:·.· ·,'; :;,.:~·-.J~¥~': .;,·.•· ' ··'" · 
Lon9 Su.ab, ca.;i~o.;:n.~;;_~··~, . · · · · · 

-. •• •J.o .. 0::- •• ·!?:,'~ :·:~,. · , .. . • . . • . . • 

· .· A!l.iPfi'::.·-l' jli{i-ril.it Ro. 4•92-0!9 
: · .':: · ~ ·~ · Applic•nta Boyd Iver•on 

Att•ntio~s Robin R~ 

»l•aae !a aClvia~ that we, (Tod Williams a,Jld ,illte "rlian) ha-ve 
an eutlilent ac::~'' -aid property (ilea delc~ipti.on.). Part of the 
location of th• propo•c Zoad. ill uot wit.~!n cu-e ea•ement. We 
have a 1~a1 right to th. preaent eu-.nt t:o ·gain accaaa ta a11r 
pz-opert:y. It i.a ~ unde~etan4i.ng the aou.at:.y cuuwt pe.nlit Mr. 
IYa:noa t<> do IKlGIIith.lD; whick w:U.l .preve~e i::rw: •••-nt. 
'l'hexefoz-e, it 1:.a J.ap.ratift .that oar eaa8111118Dt. •i~ber be mocU.f14Ui 
to aeGCIIIIIIIadate auc:li road, · ar that aur acce811 be 9\IU:'&nteed. by 
Mr. Ivarlion .. 

The division ot thi• land into lote of non-confQ~!nq aize (~.e. 
1••• t.lu'n the 10 acr. zonU\Q) , requl..re• * much 1110re sttbatantia.l. 
road th•n we believe ia a9Pt¢.Priate to build •ooo~ding to the 
original tenaa ot QUr ea;QIIl&nt grant which was b~111.ed em a. aing'l.e 
owner•hi.p. 

aill.ie Ta1en 

~ · .... : ();;i -1\t. 
<.:0/o~.Sft. !. CUMI:\iSS!Qt.,. 

SOUTH CEI-JTRAL COAST DISTR!Cl 

· . . ... . 


