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STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDAR

APPLICATION NO.: 4-04-032
APPLICANT: Padriac |. Hannon AGENT: Nathan Swift
PROJECT LOCATION: 2117 Las Flores Canyon Road, Malibu (Los Angeles County)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Construction of a 2,365.5 sq. ft., 35 ft. high single family
residence; 10 cu. yds of grading; septic system; driveway; and attached two-car carport.
The proposal also includes after-the-fact approval of the subject parcel that was created
pursuant to Certificate of Compliance # 88-0175.

Lot area: 0.59 acres
Building coverage: 1,245 sq. ft.
Pavement coverage: 159 sq. ft.
Landscape coverage: 10,855 sq. ft.
Height: 34 ft. 10 in.
Parking spaces: 2

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Conditional Certificate of Compliance #88-0175
recorded as document 88-501890 on April 13, 1988; Certificate of Compliance #88-
0175 Clearance of Conditions recorded as document 03-3858301 December 22, 2003;
Los Angeles County Health Department conceptual approval for private sewage
disposal system; Los Angeles County Fire Department approval of Preliminary Fuel
Modification Plan; and Los Angeles County Geotechnical and Materials Engineering
Division Geologic and Soils Engineering Review Sheets recommendations for approval;

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: “‘Updated Geologic and Geotechnical
Engineering Report, Proposed Single Family Residence APN 4453-019-0828 Las
Flores Canyon Road, Malibu,” by RJR Engineering Group, January 30, 2004.
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed project with TEN (10) SPECIAL
CONDITIONS regarding (1) geologic recommendations, (2) drainage and poliuted
runoff control, (3) landscaping and erosion control plans, (4) assumption of risk, (5)
removal of natural vegetation, (6) lighting restrictions, (7) structural appearance, (8)
deed restriction, (9) cumulative impact mitigation and (10) condition compliance.

The applicant proposes to construct a three story, 35-foot high, 2,365 sq. ft. single
family residence with attached two car carport, septic system, driveway, retaining walls,
and 10 cu. yds of grading (1 cu. yd cut, 9 cu. yds. fill, 8 cu. yds. import). The project
site is a vacant 0.59-acre parcel (APN 4453-019-028) located between Las Flores
Canyon Road and Chumash Road in the Santa Monica Mountains. The subject
property is surrounded by developed private lots and a few vacant parcels with hillside
terrain. Due to the close proximity of several other residences, the entire lot has been
cleared for fire protection purposes. Based on staff review of historic aerial
photographs, this development predates the Coastal Act. No Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Area is located on the subject lot or within the fuel modification area requnred by
the Fire Department for the proposed residence.

The proposal also includes after-the-fact approval of Certificate of Compliance #88-
0175 to legalize the subject lot. The subject 0.59-acre lot was created in 1966 by a
deed -that purported to divide an approximately 2.35-acre parcel into two separate
parcels. The Commission has previously approved a permit for residential development
on the other parcel that resulted from the two-lot subdivision in 1966. In addition, the
subject parcel is not in common ownership with the other contiguous parcel created
from the parent parcel.

The standard of review for the proposed permit application is the Chapter Three
policies of the Coastal Act. As conditioned, the proposed project is consistent with all
applicable Chapter Three policies of the Coastal Act.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

. Approval with Conditions

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution:

MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development
Permit No. 4-04-032 pursuant to the staff recommendation.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL.:

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

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PERMIT:

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

Il. Standard Conditions

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

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

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

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

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

1. Plans Conforming to Geologic Recommendations

By acceptance of this permit, the applicant agrees to comply with the recommendations
contained in the submitted geologic report, “Updated Geologic and Geotechnical
Engineering Report, Proposed Single Family Residence APN 4453-019-028 Las Flores
Canyon Road, Malibu,” prepared by RJR Engineering Group on January 30, 2004 and
subsequent addendums. These recommendations, ' including those concerning
foundations, grading, landslide remediation, restricted use areas, site design, sewage
- disposal, and drainage, shall be incorporated into all final design and construction, and
must be reviewed and approved by the consultant prior to commencement of
development.

The final plans approved by the consultant shall be in substantial conformance with the
plans approved by the Commission relative to construction, grading, sewage disposal,
and drainage. Any substantial changes in the proposed development approved by the
Commission that may be required by the consultant shall require amendment(s) to the
permit(s) or new Coastal Development Permit(s).

2. Drainage and Polluted Runoff Control Plans

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

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

(b) Runoff shall be conveyed off site in a non-erosive manner.

(c) Energy dissipating measures shall be installed at the terminus of outflow drains.

(d) The plan shall include provisions for maintaining the draihage system, including
structural BMPs, in a functional condition.throughout the life of the approved

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

3. Landscaping and Erosion Control Plans

Prior to issuance of a Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit two sets
of final landscaping and erosion control plans, prepared by a licensed landscape
architect or a qualified resource specialist, for review and approval by the Executive
Director. The landscaping and erosion control plans shall be reviewed and approved by
the geotechnical engineering and geologic consultant to ensure that the plans are in
conformance with the consultant's recommendations. The plans shall identify the
species, extent, and location of all plant materials and shall incorporate the criteria set

forth

below. All development shall conform to the approved landscape and erosion

control plans.

A. Landscaping Plan

(1

)

All graded and disturbed areas on the subject site shall be planted and
maintained for erosion control purposes within (60) days of receipt of the
certificate of occupancy for the residence. To minimize the need for irrigation, all
landscaping shall consist primarily of native/drought resistant plants as listed by
the California Native Plant Society, Santa Monica Mountains Chapter, in their
document entitted Recommended List of Plants for Landscaping in the Santa
Monica Mountains, dated February 5, 1996. No plant species listed as
problematic and/or invasive by the California Native Plant Society, the California
Exotic Pest Plant Council, or as may be identified from time to time by the State
of California shall be employed or allowed to naturalize or persist on the site. No
plant species listed as a “noxious weed” by the State of California or the U.S.
Federal Government shall be utilized within the property.

All cut and fill slopes shall be stabilized with planting at the completion of final
grading. Plantings should be of native plant species indigenous to the Santa
Monica Mountains using accepted planting procedures, consistent with fire safety
requirements. Native seeds used for revegetation shall be collected from areas
as close to the restoration and landscaping sites as possible. During grading and
remediation activities, topsoil, where possible, shall be separated from other soil
and, upon completion of grading or remediation activities, replaced or used on
other restoration or revegetation sites. Revegetation and planting shall be
adequate to provide 90 percent coverage within two (2) years, and this




3)

(4)

()

(6)

(7)
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requirement shall apply to all disturbed soils. Temporary irrigation systems may
be used until the plants are established, as determined by the habitat restoration
consultant, and as approved by the consulting civil and geotechnical engineers,
but in no case shall the irrigation systems be in place longer than two (2) years.

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.

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

Vegetation within 100 feet of the proposed house may be removed to mineral
earth, vegetation within a 200-foot radius of the main structure may be selectively
thinned in order to reduce fire hazard. However, such thinning shall only occur in
accordance with an approved long-term final fuel modification plan for the project.
The final fuel modification plan approved by the Fire Department shall include
details regarding the types, sizes and location of plant materials to be removed,
and how often thinning is to occur. Pursuant to this approved plan, no riparian
plant species shall be removed or disturbed if found on the property and no fuel
modification will occur with the exception of removal of dead wood within 10 feet
of the banks of any streams. Irrigated lawn, turf and ground cover planted within
the fifty foot radius of the proposed house shall be selected from the most
drought tolerant species or subspecies, or varieties suited to the Mediterranean
climate of the Santa Monica Mountains.
i

The use of rodenticides containing any anticoagulant compounds (including, but
not limited to, Bromadiolone or Diphacinone) shall not be used.

Vertical landscape elements shall be planted around the proposed residence to
soften views of the development from Las Flores Canyon Road. All landscape
elements shall be native/drought resistant plants.

B. Interim Erosion Control Plan

(1

(2)

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

The plan shall specify that should grading take place during the rainy season
(November 1 — March 31) the applicant shall install or construct temporary
sediment basins (including debris basins, desilting basins or silt traps), temporary
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drains and swales, sand bag barriers, silt fencing, 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 measures shall be required on the project site prior to or concurrent with
the initial grading operations and maintained through out the development
process to minimize erosion and sediment from runoff waters during
construction. All sediment should be retained on-site unless removed to an
appropriate approved dumping location either outside the coastal zone or to a
site within the coastal zone permitted to receive fill.

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

'C. Monitoring

Five (5) years from the date of occupancy, the applicant shall submit for the review and
approval of the Executive Director a landscape monitoring report, prepared by a
licensed Landscape Architect or qualified Resource Specialist, that assesses the on-
site landscaping and certifies whether it 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. Failure to comply
with deadlines to submit the landscape monitoring reports will result in a violation of the
subject permit and the commencement of enforcement proceedings, including potentiai
judicial action and administrative orders, as well as the recordation of a notice of
violation in the chain of title for the property.

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 these permits, the applicant, or successors in interest, shall
submit a revised or supplemental landscape plan for the review and approval of the
Executive Director. The supplemental 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. The permitee shall implement the
remedial measures specified in the approved supplemental landscape plan.




CDP 4-04-032 (Hannon)
Page 8

4. Assumption of Risk

By acceptance of this permit, the applicant acknowledges and agrees (i) that the site
may be subject to hazards from landslide, erosion, earth movement, and wildfire; (ii) to
assume the risks to the applicant and the property that is the subject of this permit of
injury and damage from such hazards in connection with this permitted development;
(iii) to unconditionally waive any claim of damage or liability against the Commission, its
officers, agents, and employees for injury or damage from such hazards; and (iv) to
indemnify and hold harmless the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees with
respect to the Commission’s approval of the project against any and all liability, claims,
demands, damages, costs (including costs and fees incurred in defense of such
claims), expenses, and amounts paid in settlement.

5. Removal of Natural Vegetation

Removal of natural vegetation for the purpose of fuel modification for the development
approved pursuant to this permit shall not commence until the local government has
issued a building or grading permit(s) for the development approved pursuant to this
Coastal Development Permit.

6. Lighting Restrictions

A. The only outdoor night hghtlng allowed on the subject parcel is limited to the
following:

1) The minimum necessary to light walkways used for entry and exit to the
structures, including parking areas on the site. This lighting shall be limited to
fixtures that do not exceed two feet in height above finished grade, are directed
downward and generate the same or less lumens equivalent to those generated
by a 60 watt incandescent bulb, unless a greater number of lumens is authorized
by the Executive Director.

2) Security lighting attached to the residence and garage shall be controlled by
motion detectors and is limited to same or less lumens equwalent to those
generated by a 60—watt mcandescent bulb. ‘

3) The minimum necessary to light the entry area to the drivéwayv with the same or
less lumens equivalent to those generated by a 60-watt incandescent bulb.

'B. No lighting around the perimeter of the site and no lighting for aesthetic purposes is
allowed.

7. Structural Appearance

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
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specifications for the outer surface of all structures authorized by the approval of
coastal development permit 4-04-032. The palette samples shall be presented in a
format not to exceed 8 1/2" x 11" in size. The palette shall include the colors proposed
for the all of the roofs, trims, exterior surfaces, retaining walls, or other structures
authorized by this permit. Acceptable colors shall be limited to colors compatible with
the surrounding environment (earth tones). Including shades of green, brown and gray
with no white or light shades, galvanized steel, and no bright tones. All windows shall be
comprised of non-glare glass.

The approved structures shall be colored with only the colors and materials authorized
pursuant to this special condition. Alternative colors or materials for future repainting,
resurfacing, or new windows may only be applied to the structures authorized by
Coastal Development Permit 4-04-032 if such changes are specifically authorized by
the Executive Director as complying with this special condition.

8. Deed Restriction

Prior to 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 these permits, the
California Coastal Commission has authorized development on the subject property,
subject to terms and conditions that restrict the use and enjoyment of that property
(hereinafter referred to as the “Standard and Special Conditions”); and (2) imposing all
Standard and Special Conditions of these permits as covenants, conditions and
restrictions on the use and enjoyment of the property. The deed restriction shali 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 shall continue to
restrict the use and enjoyment of the subject property 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 property.

9. Cumulative Impact Mitigation

The applicant shall mitigate the cumulative impacts of the subject development with
respect to build-out of the Santa Monica Mountains by ensuring that development rights
for residential use have been extinguished on the equivalent of one (1) building site in
the Santa Monica Mountains Coastal Zone through a Transfer of Development Credit
(TDC) transaction. -

Prior to the issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall complete
the following steps to ensure that the development rights are extinguished on the lot(s)
equivalent to one Transfer of Development Credit (TDC): ,
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1) The applicant shall provide, for the review and approval of the Executive
Director, evidence that the TDC lot(s) to be extinguished qualify with the criteria
for TDC donor lots established in past Commission actions.

2) No development, as defined in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act, grazing, or
agricultural activities shall occur on the TDC lot(s) except for:

Brush clearance required by Los Angeles County for permitted structures on
adjacent parcels; planting of native vegetation and other restoration activities, if
approved by the Commission in a coastal development permit; construction and
maintenance of public hiking trails, if approved by the Commission in a coastal
development permit; and existing easements for roads, trails, and utilities

3) The applicant shall execute and record a document in a form and content
acceptable to the Executive Director, granting or irrevocably offering to dedicate,
an open space easement over the TDC lot(s) to be restricted for TDC credit for
the purpose of development right extinguishment. The recorded easement
document shall include a formal legal description and graphic depiction,
prepared by a licensed surveyor, of the entire parcel(s). The recorded document
shall reflect that development in the parcel(s) is restricted as set forth in this
permits condition. The grant of easement, or irrevocable offer to dedicate, shall
be recorded free of prior liens and encumbrances which the Executive Director
determines may affect the interest being conveyed. Such grant of easement or
offer to dedicate shall run with the land in favor of the People of the State of
California, binding all successors and assigns, and any such offer to dedicate
shall be irrevocable.

4) The applicant shall provide evidence, for the review and approval of the
Executive Director, that the TDC lot(s) extinguished in Section 3 above have
been combined with an adjacent lot(s) that is developed or developable and held
in common ownership. The extinguished lot(s) shall be combined with the
developed or developable [ot(s) through a lot merger consistent with applicable
local government lot merger ordinances. The combined lot shall be considered
and treated as a single parcel of land for all purposes with respect to the lands
included therein, including but not limited to sale, conveyance, taxation, or
encumbrance.

5) The applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director,
a title report for the combined lot created by merging the TDC lot(s) and the
developed or developable lot(s) that demonstrates that the open space
easement grant or offer to dedicate required in Section 3 above is on the title. '

10.Condition Compliance

Within 180 days of Commission action on this coastal development permit application,
or within such additional time as the Executive Director may grant for good cause, the
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applicant shall satisfy all requirements specified in the conditions hereto that the

applicant is required to satisfy prior to issuance of this permit. Failure to comply with

this requirement may result in the institution of enforcement action under the provisions

of Chapter 9 of the Coastal Act. -

Failure to comply with deadlines to submit the landscape monitoring reports, or any
other requirement and condition of this permit, will result in a violation of the subject
permit and the commencement of enforcement proceedings, including potential judicial
action and administrative orders, as well as the recordatlon of a notice of vnolatlon in the
chain of title for the property.

IV. Findings and Declarations

The Commission hereby finds and declares:
A. Project Description and Background

The applicant proposes to construct a three story, 35-foot high, 2,365 sq. ft. single
family residence with attached two-car carport, septic system, driveway, retaining walls,
and 10 cu. yds of grading (1 cu. yd cut, 9 cu. yds. fill, 8 cu. yds. import). The residence
will be stepped into the hillside using caissons (Exhibits 4-10). The proposal also
includes after-the-fact approval of Certificate of Compliance #88-0175.

The project site is a vacant 0.59-acre parcel (Assessor’s Parcel Number 4453-019-028)
located between Las Flores Canyon Road and Chumash Road in the Santa Monica
Mountains area (Exhibits, 1, 11, and 12). The site will be accessed via a 10-foot long
driveway off of Las Flores Canyon Road. The subject lot is surrounded by several
single-family developments. Existing single-family homes neighbor the property to the
southwest, south, and east. Two small vacant lots are located southeast and north of
the subject lot. Across Las Flores Canyon Road, two lots, one developed with a single-
family residence and one of which has been approved for development of a single-
family residence (CDP) border the subject lot. Due to the surrounding residential
development and fuel modification required for these residences, the parcel has been
entirely cleared of vegetation with the exception of a few oak trees on the southeast
side of the parcel. These oak trees are isolated and surrounded by development.
Review by Commission staff of historic aerial photographs confirm that the lot was
cleared of all vegetation, as described above, prior to the effective date of the Coastal
Act in 1977. No environmentally sensitive habitat areas exist onsite or within the
approved fuel modification area of the proposed residence (Exhibit 11 and 12). All of
the proposed development, including the septic system, will be located outside of the
drip line of the isolated oak trees onsite.

The subject 0.59-acre parcel was created by deed in 1966 as part of a two-lot
subdivision (Exhibit 2). The subdivision was not properly permitted pursuant to the
requirements of the Subdivison Map Act and Los Angeles County Planning and Zoning
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Codes. In 1979, the County of Los Angeles issued a Conditional Certificate of
Compliance (CC 1971) on the property to “legalize” the pursuant to the Subdivision Map
Act. In 1988, the County of Los Angeles issued another Conditional Certificate of
Compliance (CC 88-0175) on the property to “legalize” the lot pursuant to the
Subdivision Map Act without realizing CC 1971 existed for the lot (Exhibit 3). In
December 2003, the County recorded a Certificate of Compliance Clearance of
Conditions for CC 88-0175. Although the 1966 two-lot subdivision occurred prior the
effective date of the Coastal Act in 1977, because these lots were created in non-
compliance with the requirements of the Subdivison Map Act and Los Angeles County
Planning and Zoning Codes, the subdivision was not recognized as creating new lots
until the County issued the first Certificate of Compliance in 1979. The 1979 and 1988
Certificate of Compliances which “legalized” this lot pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act
are considered a form of subdivision and, therefore, require a coastal development
permit. However, the landowners at the time failed to secure a coastal development
permit for the underlying subdivision which created the subject parcel subject to both of
the above referenced Certificate of Compliances. The applicant is now requesting
after-the-fact approval for the creation of the subject parcel through this coastal
development permit, which is discussed in detail below (Section E Cumulative Impacts).

B. Geologic and Wildfire Hazard

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

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

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

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor
contribute significantly to erosion, instability, or destruction of the site
or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective

_ devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs
and cliffs. '

Geology
Sectioh 30253 of the Coastal Act mandates that new development be sited and

designed to provide geologic stability and structural integrity, and minimize risks to life
and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. The applicant has
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submitted the “Updated Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Report, Proposed
Single Family Residence APN 4453-019-0828 Las Flores Canyon Road, Malibu,”
prepared by RJR Engineering Group in January, 2004. This report addresses the
geologic conditions on the site, including drainage, subsurface conditions, groundwater,
landslides, faulting, and seismicity.

The subject property ascends from Chumash Road on a slope that rises to Las Flores
Canyon Road at an inclination of approximately 2.6:1. Drainage on the site is by sheet
flow. Loose soil and fill are located throughout the site on top of bedrock that, in some
places, is as shallow as 5 feet deep.

The geologic consultant has found the geology of the proposed project site to be
suitable for the construction of a single-family residence. The geologic and
geotechnical engineering consultants in their geologic and engineering report that:

Based upon the available data, from our review, investigation and analysis, the
subject residential development is feasible from a geologic and geotechnical
standpoint and the site will be free of any geologic or geotechnical hazards, as
long as the recommendations of this report are incorporated info the design and
construction of the project. The site will be free of landslides, slippage and
excess settlement within the guidelines described in this report, provided our
recommendations are incorporated in to the design and construction of the
project. In addition, the stability of the site and surrounding areas will not be
adversely affected by the proposed residential addition, based upon on our
analysis and proposed design.

The engineering geologic and geotechnical consultant conclude that the proposed
developments are feasible and will be free from geologic hazard provided their
recommendations are incorporated into the proposed development. The geologic and
geotechnical reports contains several recommendations to be incorporated into project
construction, design, drainage, foundations, and sewage disposal to ensure the stability
and geologic safety for the proposed project site and adjacent properties. These
recommendations include the use of caissons, engineered fill, and retaining walls.

In order to ensure that the recommendations of the geologic consultant have been
incorporated into all proposed development, the Commission, as specified in Special
Condition One (1), requires the applicant to incorporate the recommendations cited in
the geotechnical reports into all final design and construction plans. Final plans
approved by the consultant shall be in substantial conformance with the plans approved
by the Commission. Any substantial changes to the proposed developments, as
approved by the Commission, which may be recommended by the consultant, shall
require an amendment to the permit or a new coastal development permit.

The Commission finds that controlling and diverting run-off in a non-erosive manner
from the proposed structures, impervious surfaces, and building pad will also add to the
geologic stability of the project site. Therefore, in order to minimize erosion and ensure
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stability of the project site, and to ensure that adequate drainage and erosion control is
included in the proposed development, the Commission requires the applicants to
submit drainage and erosion control plans certified by the geotechnical engineer, as
specified in Special Conditions Two (2) and Three (3).

Further, the Commission finds that landscaping of graded and disturbed areas on the
subject site will serve to stabilize disturbed soils, reduce erosion and thus enhance and
maintain the geologic stability of the site. Therefore, Special Condition Three (3)
requires the applicant to submit landscaping plans certified by the consulting
geotechnical engineer as in conformance with their recommendations for landscaping
of the project site. Special Condition Three (3) also requires the applicant to utilize
and maintain native and noninvasive plant species compatible with the surrounding
area for landscaping the project site.

Invasive and non-native plant species are generally characterized as having a shallow
root structure in comparison with their high surface/foliage weight. The Commission
notes that non-native and invasive plant species with high surface/foliage weight and
shallow root structures do not serve to stabilize slopes and that such vegetation results
in potential adverse effects to the 'stability of the project site. Native species,
.alternatively, tend to have a deeper root structure than non-native and invasive species,
and once established aid in preventing erosion: Therefore, the Commission finds that
in order to ensure site stability, all slopes and dlsturbed and graded areas of the site
shall be landscaped with appropriate native plant specues as specified in Special
Condition Three (3).

Furthermore, in order to ensure that vegetation clearance for fire protection purposes
does not occur prior to commencement of grading or construction of the proposed
structures, the Commission finds that it is necessary to impose a restriction on the
removal of natural vegetation as specified in Special Condition Five (5). This
restriction specifies that natural vegetation shall not be removed until grading or building
permits have been secured and construction of the permitted structures has
commenced. The limitation imposed by Special Condition Five (5) avoids loss of
natural vegetative coverage resulting in unnecessary erosion in the absence of
adequately constructed dralnage and run-off control devices and lmpIementatlon of the
landscape and interim erosion control plans :

The Commission notes that because there remains some inherent risk in building
adjacent to historic landslides, which exist near the subject site, but are not located on
the subject site, the Commission can only approve the project if the applicant assumes
the liability from the associated risks as required by Special Condition Four (4). The
assumption of risk will show that the applicant is aware of and appreciates the nature of
the hazards which exist on the site and which may adversely affect the stability or
safety of the proposed development and agrees to assume any liability for the same.

Special Condition Eight (8) requires the applican{ to record a deed restriction that
imposes the terms and conditions of this permit as restriction on use and enjoyment of
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the property and provides any prospective purchaser of the site with recorded notice
that the restriction are imposed on the subject property.

The Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, will serve to minimize
potential geologic hazards of the project site and adjacent properties, as outlined in
§30253 of the Coastal Act

Wildfire

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

Due to the fact that the proposed project is located in an area subject to an
extraordinary potential for damage or destruction from wild fire, the Commission can
only approve the project if the applicant assumes the liability from these associated.
risks. Through Special Condition Four (4), the wildfire waiver of liability, the applicant
acknowledges the nature of the fire hazard which exists on the site and which may
affect the safety of the proposed development. Moreover, through acceptance of
Special Condition No. 4, the applicant also agrees to indemnify the Commission, its
officers, agents and employees against any and all expenses or liability arising out of
the acquisition, design, construction, operation, maintenance, existence, or failure of
the permitted project.

For the reasons set forth above, the Commission finds that, as conditioned, the
proposed project is consistent with §30253 of the Coastal Act.

C. -Watér Quality

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

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

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

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

The Commission finds that sizing post-construction structural BMPs to accommodate
(infiltrate, filter or treat) the runoff from the 85™ percentile storm runoff event, in this
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case, is equivalent to sizing BMPs based on the point of diminishing returns (i.e. the
BMP capacity beyond which, insignificant increases in pollutants removal (and hence
water quality protection) will occur, relative to the additional costs. Therefore, the
Commission requires the selected post-construction structural BMPs be sized based on
design criteria specified in Special Condition Two (2), and finds this will ensure the
proposed development will be designed to minimize adverse impacts to coastal
resources, in a manner consistent with the water and marine policies of the Coastal Act.

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

Finally, the proposed development includes the installation of an onsite private sewage
disposal system to serve the residence (Exhibit 6). The County of Los Angeles
Environmental Health Department has given in-concept approval of the proposed septic
system, determining that the system meets the requirements of the plumbing code.
The Commission has found that conformance with the provisions of the plumbing code
is protective of resources. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project,
as conditioned, is consistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act.

D. 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. '

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act requires scenic and visual qualities to be considered
and preserved. Section 30251 also requires that development be sited and designed to
protect views of scenic areas, minimize alteration of landforms, and be visually
compatible with the surrounding area. The Commission is required to review the
publicly accessible locations where the proposed development is visible to assess
potential visual impacts to the public.
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The subject site is located within a rural area characterized by expansive, naturally
vegetated mountains and hillsides and areas of residential development at moderate
densities. The site is located on the side of hill and is visible from Las Flores Canyon
Road and Chumash Road. Residential development surrounds the property with the
exception of a few vacant lots to the north of the property. Several existing or approved
houses are within 200 ft of the subject lot and, as a result, the lot has been cleared for
fire protection purposes.

The applicant proposes to construct a three story, 35-foot high, 2,365 sq. ft. single
family residence with attached two car carport, septic system, driveway, retaining walls,
and 10 cu. yds of grading (1 cu. yd cut, 9 cu. yds. fill, 8 cu. yds. import). The proposed
residence will be stepped into the hillside using caissons, thereby minimizing the need
for grading and landform alteration on the property and allowing the house and carport
to be located only 10 feet above the grade of Las Flores Canyon Road. The proposed
residence is not excessive in height or size and is compatible with other existing
residential development in the area. As the proposed residence will be unavoidably
visible from public viewing areas, including Las Flores Canyon Road, the Commission
finds it necessary to require mitigation measures to minimize visual impacts associated
with development of the project site.

The visual impact of the proposed structure can be minimized by requiring these
structures be finished in a color consistent with the surrounding natural landscape and,
further, by requiring that windows on the proposed residence be made of non-reflective
glass. To ensure visual impacts associated with the colors of the structure and the
potential glare of the window glass are minimized, the Commission requires the
applicant to use colors compatible with the surrounding environment and non-glare
glass, as detailed in Special Condition Seven (7). '
I

Visual impacts associated with proposed development can be further reduced by the
use of appropriate and adequate landscaping. Therefore, Special Condition Three (3)
requires the applicant to ensure that the vegetation on site remains visually compatible
with the native flora of surrounding areas. Special Condition Three (3) also requires the
use of vertical landscape elements which shall be planted around the proposed
residence to soften views of the development from Las Flores Canyon Road.
Implementation of Special Condition Three (3) will soften the visual impact of the
development from public view areas. To ensure that the final approved landscaping
plans are successfully implemented, Special Condition Two (2) also requires the
applicant to revegetate all disturbed areas in a timely manner and includes a monitoring
component to ensure the successful establishment of all newly planted and landscaped
areas over time.

In addition, the Commission has found that night lighting of areas in the Malibu/Santa
Monica Mountains area creates a visual impact to nearby scenic roads and trails. In
addition, night lighting may alter or disrupt feeding, nesting, and roosting activities of
native wildlife species. The subject site contains environmentally sensitive habitat.

FFTN V3N
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Therefore, Special Condition Six (6) limits night lighting of the site in general; limits
lighting to the developed area of the site; and specifies that lighting be shielded
downward. The restriction on night lighting is necessary to protect the nighttime rural
character of this portion of the Santa Monica Mountains consistent with the scenic and
visual qualities of this coastal area.

Further, Special Condition Eight (8) requires the applicant to record a deed restriction
that imposes the terms and conditions of this permit as restrictions on use and
enjoyment of the subject property and provides any prospective purchaser with
recorded notice that the restrictions are imposed on the subject property. The project
as conditioned is consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.

E. Cumulative Impacts

The Commission has consistently emphasized the need to address the cumulative
impacts of new development in the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area. Section
30250(a) of the Coastal Act states:

New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as
otherwise provided in this division, shall be Ilocated within,
contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas
able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to
accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and
where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually
or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions,
other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed
areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels
in the area have been developed and the created parcels would be
no smaller than the average size of surrounding parcels.

Sectioh 30105.5 of the Coastal Act defines the term “cumulatively” as it is used in
Section 30250(a) to mean:

[T]he incremental effects of an individual project shall be reviewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.

The applicant is requesting after-the-fact approval of an unpermitted two-lot subdivision
which created the subject 0.59-acre parcel. The subject lot (Assessor's Parcel Number
4453-019-028) was created by deed in 1966 as part of an unpermitted two-lot
subdivision of an approximately 2.35 acre parcel (Exhibit 2). This subdivision resulted
in the subject 0.59-acre lot (4453-019-028) and a remaining 1.76-acre lot. The
remaining 1.76-acre lot was further divided into two parcels (APN 4453-019-027 and
4453-019-024) in the early 1970’s.
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The earlier 1966 subdivision that created the subject lot was not properly permitted
pursuant to the requirements of the Subdivision Map Act and Los Angeles County
Planning and Zoning Codes. While the subdivision conformed to regulations limiting
the number of parcels that could be created at one time, Los Angeles County staff has
informed Commission staff that the size of the subject parcel was below the minimum
lot size required by regulations effective at the time of subdivision and that therefore,
the subject lot was not created in compliance with all required laws at the time of
creation.

In 1979, the County of Los Angeles issued a Conditional Certificate of Compliance (CC
1971) on the property to “legalize” the parcel pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act. In
1988, the County of Los Angeles issued another Conditional Certificate of Compliance
(CC 88-0175) on the property to “legalize” the lot pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act.
It is unclear why a second certificate of compliance was issued for the same parcel.
Nonetheless, what is significant is that both certificates of compliance for the subject
site were issued after the effective date of the Coastal Act. In December 2003, the
County recorded a Certificate of Compliance Clearance of Conditions for CC 88-0175
(Exhibit 3). Although the 1966 two-lot subdivision occurred prior the effective date of
the Coastal Act in 1977, these lots were created in non-compliance with the
requirements of the Subdivison Map Act and Los Angeles County Planning and Zoning
Codes in effect at the time of creation, and therefore, this development is not
considered to be vested. The 1979 and 1988 Certificate of Compliances which
“legalized” this lot pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act are considered a form of land
divisian. ‘

The Coastal Act includes land divisions in the definition of development. Section 30601
states that “development” includes:

“... subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act (commencing with Section 66410
of the Government Code), and any other division of land, including lot splits, except
where the land division is brought about in connection with the purchase of such land
by a public agency for public recreational use ..."

Because they constitute development, all land divisions must be authorized in a coastal
development permit. (Section 30600). The Commission, through past permit actions,
has considered “land division” to.include: subdivisions (through. parcel map, tract map,
grant deed or any other method), lot line adjustments, redivisions, mergers and
conditional certificates of compliance. The action of issuing the conditional certificate of
compliance grants government authorization for a parcel that was previously created
illegally, through means that did not comply with the laws in effect at the time. This type
of certificate, for the first time, authorizes the land division that created a new parcel.
Therefore it constitutes development under the Coastal Act, and requires a coastal
development permit.

As such, the issuance of CC 1971 and CC 88-0175 constituted land divisions creating
the subject parcel that occurred after the effective date of the Coastal Act. Such a land
division should have been authorized through a coastal development permit. However,




CDP 4-04-032 (Hannon)
Page 21

the landowners at the time failed to secure a coastal development permit for the
Certificate of Compliances. The applicant is now requesting after-the-fact authorization
for the land division that created the subject site as part of this application.

The Commission typically reviews the creation of lots through a division of land in a
comprehensive manner and not on a piecemeal basis. The Commission review
typically entails an analysis of the individual and cumulative impacts of the subdivision
on coastal resources. To accomplish this the Commission reviews the proposed lot
sizes and lot configurations to ensure consistency with minimum lot size requirements
of the LUP, surrounding lot sizes, and to ensure each lot can be developed consistent
with Chapter Three Policies of the Coastal Act. To adequately analyze the
environmental impacts of a subdivision and determine consistency with Chapter Three
Policies of the Coastal Act the applicant is required to submit detailed grading plans,
geology reports, percolation tests, biological studies, viewshed analysis and other
studies that encompass the entire subdivision.

In this case, a comprehensive analysis of the land divisions, which created a total of
three separate parcels, is not possible because the lots have been sold to muitiple
owners and the Commission has permitted development on one of the newly created
parcels. In March 1995, the Commission approved Coastal Development Permit 4-94-
235 on parcel 4453-019-024 for construction of a new 2875 sq. ft., 20" high, two-story
single-family residence to replace a single-family residence destroyed by the 1993 Old
Topanga Fire Storm. The permit was approved with three special conditions regarding
a landscaping and erosion control plan, geologic recommendations, and a wildfire
waiver of liability. The other lot (4453-019-027) and subject lot (4453-019-028) remain
vacant and are separately owned. Therefore, the Commission review, in this case, is
limited to the subject 0.59-acre parcel.

The subject parcel and adjacent parcels that were subject to the underlying subdivision
are in separate ownerships and the current landowners were not involved in the original
subdivision of the original parent parcel. The Commission recently addressed this
specific situation in the approval of the Malibu Local Coastal Program (LCP). Although
the Malibu LCP is not the standard of review for development in Los Angels County, the
LCP provides policy guidance regarding the certificate of compliance issue in this
particular case. The Commission found in the approval of the Malibu LCP that:

A land division for which a certificate of compliance is requested
may be approved where the land division complies with all
requirements of Section 15.2 except the minimum parcel size, in two
situations: 1) where the Coastal Commission previously approved a
permit for development on one of the parcels created from the same
parent parcel, those parcels do not have a common owner, and the
owner requesting the certificate of compliance acquired the parcel
prior to certification of the LCP in a good-faith, arm’s length
transaction and 2) where the parcel for which the certificate is
requested is not in common ownership with any other contiguous
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parcels created from the same parent parcel and the owner acquired
the parcel prior to certification of the LCP in a good-faith, arm’s
length transaction. (Sections 15.3 (C) and (D)). These provisions will
prevent hardship to a subsequent purchaser, who was not the one
who illegally subdivided the property and did not know or have
reason to know that the parcel was created without compliance with
the Coastal Act, if applicable, or other state laws or local ordinances.
For all certificates of compliance that require a coastal development
permit, a transfer of development credit is required to mitigate the
cumulative impacts on coastal resources from creating a new parcel.

In this case, the Commission has approved a permit for residential development on one
of the parcels created from the same parent parcel, the applicant purchased the
property in a good faith, arm’s length transaction, and the subject parcel is not in
current ownership with any other contiguous parcels created from the parent parcel.
Therefore, the Commission finds that given the above set of facts in this particular case,
approval of the certificate of compliance is appropriate. Given the facts of this particular
case, denial of the coastal development permit would result in an unreasonable
hardship to the applicant who purchased this property in good faith without knowing the
subject parcel was created without the benefit of a coastal development permit.
However, the creation of an additional parcel in the Santa Monica Mountains will result
in potential adverse cumulative impacts to coastal resources and therefore mitigation is
required as discussed below.

The Commission has repeatedly emphasized the need to address the cumulative
impacts of new development in the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area in past permit
actions. The cumulative impact problem stems from the existence of thousands of
undeveloped and poorly sited parcels in the mountains along with the potential for
creating additional parcels and/or residential units through subdivisions and multi-unit
projects. Because of the large number of existing undeveloped lots and potential future
development, the demands on road capacity, services, recreational facilities, and
beaches could be expected to grow tremendously. In addition, future build-out of many
lots located in environmentally sensitive areas would create adverse cumulative impacts
on coastal resources.

As a means of addressing the cumulative impact problem in past actions, the
Commission has consistently required, as a special condition to development permits
for land divisions and multi-unit projects, participation in the Transfer Development
Credit (TDC) program as mitigation, such as has been done in past actions including
CDPs P-78-155 (Zal), P-78-168 (Eide), P-81-182 (Malibu Deville), 5-8343
(Heathercliff), 5-83-591 (Sunset-Regan), 5-85-748 (Ehrman & Coombs), 4-98-281
(Cariker), 4-00-028 (Layman), 4-00-044 (Blank Par-E, LLC) and 4-01-046 (PCH-Tyler
Associates, Inc.). The TDC program has resulted in the retirement from development
of existing, poorly sited, and non-conforming parcels at the same time new parcels or
units were created. The intent of the program is to insure that no net increase in
residential units results from the approval of land divisions or multi-family projects while
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allowing development to proceed consistent with the requirements of §30250(a). In
summary, the Commission has found that the TDC program, or a similar technique to
retire development rights on selected lots, remains a valid means of mitigating
cumulative impacts. Without some means of mitigation, the Commission would have
no alternative but to deny such projects, based on the provisions of §30250(a) of the
Coastal Act.

The applicant is requesting approval to legalize the 0.59-acre subject parcel, which was
created through the unpermitted division of an approximately 2.35 acre parcel. Staff's
review indicates that the incremental contribution to cumulative impacts would be the
creation, in this case, of one additional lot. Impacts such as traffic, sewage disposal,
recreational uses, visual scenic quality, and resource degradation are associated with
the development of an additional parcel in this area. Therefore, the Commission finds it
necessary to impose cumulative impact mitigation requirements as a condition of
approval of this permit in order to insure that the cumulative impacts of the creation of
an additional buildable lot is adequately mitigated.

Therefore, Special Condition No. Nine (9) requires the applicant to mitigate the
cumulative impacts of the development of this property, either through purchase of one
(1) TDC or participation along with a public agency or private nonprofit corporation in
retiring habitat or watershed land in amounts that the Executive Director determines will
retire the equivalent potential building site. The Commission finds that, as conditioned,
the proposed project is consistent with §30250 of the Coastal Act.

F. Violations

Unpermitted development occurred on the subject parcel prior to submission of this
permit application involving creation of the subject lot. In 1966 the subject lot was
created as part of a subdivision of an approximately 2.35 acre parcel. The 1966
subdivision that created the subject lot was not properly permitted pursuant to the
requirements of the Subdivision Map Act and Los Angeles County Planning and Zoning
codes. In 1979, the County of Los Angeles issued a Conditional Certificate of
Compliance (CC 1971) on the property to “legalize” the pursuant to the Subdivision Map
Act. In 1988, the County of Los Angeles issued another Conditional Certificate of
Compliance (CC 88-0175) on the property without realizing CC 1971 existing for the
subject lot. The 1979 and 1988 Certificate of Compliances which “legalized” this lot
pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act are considered a form of subdivision and,
therefore, require a coastal development permit. However, the landowners at the time
failed to secure a coastal development permit for the Certificate of Compliance. The
applicant is now requesting after-the-fact approval to authorize the subject parcel as it
was created pursuant to the 1988 Certificate of Compliance in order to address the
unpermitted development.

in order to ensure that the matter of unpermitted development. is resolved in timely
manner, Special Condition Ten (10) requires the applicant satisfy all conditions of this
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permit which are prerequisite to the issuance of this permit within 180 days of
commission action, or within such additional time as the Executive Director may grant
for good cause.

Consideration of this application by the Commission has been based solely upon the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Review of this permit does not constitute a
waiver of any legal action with regard to the alleged violation nor does it constitute an
admission as to the legality of any development undertaken on the subject site without
a coastal permit.

G. Local Coastal Program
Section 30604 of the Coastal Act states:

a) Prior to certification of the local coastal program, a coastal
development permit shall be issued if the issuing agency, or the
commission on appeal, finds that the proposed development is in
conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section
30200) of this division and that the permitted development will not
prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a local program
that is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing with
Section 30200). )
Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act provides that the Commission shall issue a Coastal
Development Permit only if the project will not prejudice the ability of the local
government having jurisdiction to prepare a Local Coastal Program, which conforms to
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The preceding sections provide findings that the
proposed project will be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 if certain
conditions are incorporated into the projects and are accepted by the applicant. As
conditioned, the proposed developments 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 developments, as conditioned, will not
prejudice the County of Los Angeles’ ability to prepare a Local Coastal Program for this
area which is also consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, as
requnred by Section 30604(a).

H. California Environmental Quality Act

Section 13096(a) of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission
approval of a Coastal Development Permit application to be supported by a finding
showing the application, as conditioned 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
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which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect that the activity may
have on the environment.

The Commission finds that the proposed projects, as conditioned, will not have
significant adverse effectsont

Environmental

policies of the

Coastal Act.

Quality Act of 1970. T
has been adequately mitiga

he environment w
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REQUEST FOR CERTIFICATE GF COMPLIANCE
1/We the yndertigned owner s} of record (and/or vandee(s} pursuant to a coantract o ralel in the following destribed
property within the unincorporated territory of the County of Les Angeles, herehy AEQUEST the Caunty of Loy
Angelas to determine il said property ited below ies with the provisions of the Subdivision Map Act
{Sec. 53410 ot srq,, Government Cade, State of Califoraial and the Los Angeles Code, Titte 21 [Subdivisions),

a-.ar.e

» /7& Signaturs Signarwre
Shelley-Brvnn Bennett.

4 Name {1 o printed) Namva {typed or printes) Harw (voed or princag)

] z 7 e/l ;
3 . TOute Oan T . )

LEGAL DESCRIPTION .
. (TYPED)
. PARCEL 1:

THAT PORTION OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 22, ..
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANCE 17 WEST, SaN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, IN THE COUNTY OF LOS : s
ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNLA, ACCORDING TO THE QFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED ’
IN THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON AUGUST 13, 1896, DESCRIIED 45 FOLLOWS:

SEGINNING AT A POINT IN THI CENTER LINE OF LAS FLORZS CANYON ROAD, &0
FEET VIDE, AS DESCRISED IN DEED TO TMZ COUNTY OF L09 ANCELES, RECORDED MARCH :
28, 1939 AS INSTRUMENT ¥O. 11¢8 IN 300K 16529 PACT 27 OFFICIAL RLCOADS OF SAID . :
COUNTY, DISTART SOUTH 78° $1'20" WEST 104.67 FLET FRON THE EASTIALY TERMINUE '
OF TMAT CERTAIN CENTER LINE COURSEZ DESCRIBED IN SAID DEED A3 MOXTH 78° S1' 20"
EAST 249.14 FEET; THENCE SODTM 9° 08' 40" EAST 39.58 FEET TO THL BEGINNING OF
A TANGENT CUAVE CONCAVE EASTERLY RAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THERCE SOUTHERLY
ALONC THE ARC OF SAID CURVE 27.98 FEET; THURNCK TANGINT SOUTH 25° 08' 40" TAST
40.13 FEET TO THZ BECINNING OF A TANGCERT CURVE CONCAVE WESTEALY HAVING A
RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE SOUTHEALY ALONGC THE ARC OF SAID CURVE 38.40 FEEY;
THENCE TANGERT SOUTR 3° 08' 40" EAST 51.50 FEET; THENCZ SOUTR 50° 08'AD™ PAST
105.00 FEET TO YHE NORTNEASTERLY PROLONCATION OF THAT CERTAIN COURSE IN THE
NORTHWESTERLY LINE OF PARCEL 1 OF THE LAND DESCRISED IN THE DEED TO M. K. KAGAN,
RRGORDED ON NARCH 27, 1956 AS THSTRUMENT MO. SI8 IN BOOK 30704 PACE §7 OF SAID
OFFICIAL RECORDS, SHOWN THEREIN AS HAVING A LINCTH OF 285 FEET; THUENCE SOUTH
46° 00* WEST 367,70 FERT ALONG SAID PROLONGATION AND SAID CEATAIN COURSE T0 A
POINT IR TRE SOUTHWESTEZALY LINZ OF THE LAND DESCRIBED IN PARCEL 1 OF THE DEED
TO DONALD W. ELMS, RECORDED ON AUGUST 27, 1982 AS INSTRUMENT NO, 4376 IN BOOK
D-1736 PAGS 735 OF SAID OFFICIAL RECORDSt SAID POINT BEING THE TRUE POINT
] OF BEING; CONTINUING ALONG 1AE NORTHWESTERLY AND NOATHZASTERLY LINES O SAID
- LAND OF. KAGAN; THENCE SOUTH 46" 00' WEST 127.30 FIET; ARD NORTH 49° 19° 18"
|- -+ .WEST  190.05 FEET, MORE OR LESS, YO A POINT IN THE CENTER LINE OF SAID LAS

FLORES CANYON ROAD, SAID POINT BEING ON A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE WE3T DESCRISED
IV SAID DEED I0 LOS ANGELES COUNTY AS HAVING A RADIUS OF 240 FEET AND A LENGCTR
. OF 599.75 FEET, A RADIAL LI¥E 70 SAID POINT BEARS SOUTR 49° 19'38" EAST; ’

¥ THENCE NORTHEASTEALY ALONC THE ARC OF SALD CURVE, 131.32 FEET T0 A POINT O
3 WHICH A RADIAL LINE DEARS SOUTH 81° 12° 20" BAST; THENCE SOUTH 49° 18’ 36" .
EAST ALONG SAID LINE OF ELXS, 238.07 FEZIT, MORE OR L¥SS, TO TSR TAUE 2OINT
OF BECIRNING,

EXCEPTING mnnpu, THAT PORTION WITHIN SAID LAS YLORRS. CANYOM ROAD, -
EXCIPT ONE-RIGHTH OF ALL MINERALS, OIL, PRTROLEUM, ASPHALTUM, GAS, COAL - 3 : .
$30110:38 Raviees U85 : T6R592P J . A
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANGE R

AND OTHER HYDROCARBON SUBSTANCES Il, ON. HITHW ARD UNDER SAID LANDS AND
EVERY PART THEREOF, BUT WITHOUT THE RIGCHT OF ENTRY, AS RESERVED BY ELISABETH
GORDON-MC CRAY, A MARRIED WOMAN, IN DEED RECORDED MAY 23, 1955 IN BOOK 47848

PACE 6) OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

RESERVING THEREFROM AN EASEMENT FOR ROAD AND UTILITY PURPOSES, OVER THAT
PORTION OF PARCEL 1 ABOVE DESCRIBED LYING WITKIN THE LINES OF EASEMENT IN
: PARCEL KC. ) HERXAFTER DESCRIBED.
H TOGHETRER WITH, AN EASEMENT FOR ROAD AND UTILLTY PURPOSES, TQO BE USED IN
CCHMON WITH OTHERS, OVER EASEMENT PARCEL KO. 2 AND EASEMENT PARCEL NO. 3 HERE-
AFTER DESCRIBED.

PARCEL Z:
A NON-EXCLUSIVE EASEMENT FOR ROAD AND UTIL1TY PURPOSES 30 FEST WIDE, THE
CENTER LINE OF WHICH [S DESCRI1BER AS FOLLOWS:

N e et W e b,

BECIKNING AT A FOINT IN THE CIRTIR LINT OF LAS PLORES CAMVOM POAS TUAT

BEARS SOUTH 78° 51' 20" WEST 104.67 FEET FROM THE EASTERLY BND OF THE CENTER
LINE COURSE DESCRIBED AS NORTH 78° S1' 20" EAST 249.14 FEET 1IN THE DEED TO
THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGYLES, RECORDED MARCH 28, 1939 AS INSTRUMENT KO. Il5 IN
BOOK 16529 PAGE 27 OF THE OFFICIAL RECORDS OF SAID COUNTY; THENCE SOUTH 9°
08' 40" EAST 39.58 PEET TO THE BEGIKNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE EASTERLY
HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE SQUTHERLY ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE
27.93 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 25° 08' 40“ EAST 40.13 FEET TO THE BECINNING OF A
TANGENT CURVE COMCAVE WESTERLY MAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FIET; THENCE SOUTHERLY
ALORG THE ARC OF THE LAST MZNTIONED 100 FOOT RADIUS CURVE 38,40 FEET; THENCE
SOUTH 8° 08'40" EAST 8.02 FEST TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE
HORTHEASTERLY HAVING A RADIUS CURVE 82.03 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 50 8' 40" EAST
83,67 FEET TO THE BECINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWEST HAVING A
RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE 48.6) FEET; THENCE
TANCENT SOUTH 25° OB*' 40™ EAST 65.20 FEET YO THE BECINNING OF A TANCENT CURVE
CONCAVE WESTERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG THE
ARC OF SAID CURVE 34.§1 FEET; THENCE TANGCENT SOUTH 5° 08° 40 EAST 115.00
PEET.

PARCEL 31
A NON-EXCLUSIVE EASEMENT FOR RQAD AND UTILITY PUR?0SES 30 FERT WILE THE SOUTH-
EASTERLY SIDE LINE COURSE OF WHICH 1S DESCRIBED AS FOLLOUWS:

. BECINNING AT A POINT DISTANT SOUTR 3 Q&' 40" EAST S1.53 FECT Faoy Tu%
WORTHERLY TERMINUS OF THAT CENTEALINE COURSE DESCRIBED AS SOUTH 3° 08' 40"
EAST 8.02 FEXT IN PARCEL 2, HERZINABOVE DESCRIBED; THENCE SOUTH 77° 43' 36"
WEST 102.50 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 6° 14' 30" WEST 247.52 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 42°
00" 00" WEST 206.30 FEET. THE NORTHUISTERLY SIDE LINE OF SAID 3O FOOT EASENENT
IS TO BE SHORTENED OR PROLONCEL A3 TO TERMINATE OF PARCEL 2 HEREINABOVE
DESCRIBED AND TO TERMINATE OH A LINE BRBARING NORTH 49° 19' 56" WEST FROM THE
SOUTHWESTERLY EXTREMITY OF THE SIDELINE COU"St ABOVE DESCRIBED AS SOUTH 46°
00' 00" WEST 206.30 FEET.
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CONDITIONAL CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE -

- CONTINUATION rccaa-ous

DETERMINATION OF CONDITIONAL COMPLIANCE
The above described parcel was not created in complisnce with State and County Subdivision regula-
tions. Under current State law, THE PROPERTY MAY BE SOLD, LEASED, FINANCED OR
OTHERAWISE CONVEYED WITHOUT RESTRICTION. HOWEVER, THE CONDITIONS LISTED
BELOW MUST BE FULFILLED BEFORE ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT OR OTHER
DEVELOPMENT APPADVAL. Thwse conditions are in addition 1o any permit requirervents which
may be imposed.

CONDITION(S):

l. OFFER for toad right-of-way any partion of the subject property
wvithin 30 feet of the centerline for Las Flores Canyon Road
and Slope Easements Ad]acent thereto, to the SATISFACTION of
Csunty Public Works Cfficlals.

2. DEDICATE to the County the right-to-restrict-access from the
subject property to said Las Plores Canyon Road.

3. DEDICATE to the County the r!ght—to-restrict-erectlon of
buildings and/or other structures, because the property
and/or its access is vwithin a FLOOD-PRONE and/or other
HIGH=HRAZARD area.

4. PROVIDE evidence of vater-mains with & fire-hydrant sccessible
to property, providing a minimum fire~flow as CERTIFIED by
County Pire Officials and/or to :ho SATISE‘ACTION of the 4
Planning Divector.

5.. PROVIDE evidence that the property is served by publiic severa,
or. can PROVIDE for on~site sevuge disposal SATISFACTORY to
the County Health Services Officials and/or the Planning
Director.

6.7 COHPL! with County zqnlng roqulrcmntn for Undor-slud
" parcels, for Zone A-l-]l . HNo BUILDING PERMITS will be
issued until a Zone Change/Variance or Director's Reviev
is granted. CONFER vith Intor-Dopattmontnl Information
\Canu'. .
GEOLOGIC, soils nna/or drainage conditions on the subject propozty
may limit development or necessitate that nnedhl measures be take
in ocrder to obtain.a Building Pcrnic. 'T

PROSPECTIVE purchasers should check site conditions and applicable
development codes to delermine vhether the property is suitable for
their intended use.

o | 88- 501890 |

AMS. 4453-19-28

DEPARTMENT OF ARGIONAL FLANNING s AdmjAk
c-uﬂv- Lae Angeias, Stam of Cakilamis

. . One:
7'1'0,

F R e L TR VP VA

765198 -~ P8 2908

_—— - ir e gr—




e i s ot

e -
PR A | §
! <
. ! =
e —— ' P
T MR
\ ——— i b
e T ” ] : -
T L. — =\ — : : I Lu;§
- <7 T | R ix
l i 2ge
t - ! QO 428
| e ! Qac
" S W
\ o | ¢ ' & 583
. B |- - ! S 2832
N \i 4 : 801
\ \ “g l |
\ N 3 : .
W 1 .
A i ;
| ,
. | |
{ " v .
\ [ _ ' -
. 1 8
: )
! hel
71
| Q EB
. 38 gg
' : ; s
e L2238
H i =Ry
“ ; D23
S% | 58
£ 5 |
: [
a.. ' - Project No.
]
: l ; 2003-08
; :
¢ B ( 1
‘g ?‘A: '!mvp: owin0}
- !
o
N \\_
\
\‘
. \ I
| . gLt L 2T \ |
{ 1 CXSITNG VRET, 470
. 1wsitph wati) ez e o ‘ .
' I ine I o 1 CHnING TR BT T
. Il&ﬁ%lvll(:‘.zoi e ‘ :
L\ e -

W2

EXSITNG TREE. 37
cxsn THLE.
ExitNG TRTE,

A}
3

/8" =
. e
e
EXISTING SITE PLAN T B— N — =
. | : & " : foc i - 't SPRINKLEKED 1. ML DASEWSIONS TO FACE OF STRUCTURE
. ‘ ADRAIC HIANNON :‘ 2 -story sagle 1amity dwelling with ge cy Grom: Grown \élrin%:Lwan: s o L5
. 2910 ARIZONA AV APT 1 hasenart . orve: T
SANTA MONICA, CA 90404 o s o SR |
< ) - front
cn . H {213) 804 -9787 Required : I‘%‘—?_ Min. s oo . l
o L) Propased M- Hasoer of Stares, ] Y. |
e u E ARGHITECT (APFLICAN] . rory Satoack SR o _
s ;:‘”20‘;3"; MKAIN 5T, #0240 Reor R:;u"l; l5:—0: Win, . 1ot Acoa: 24,824 SF (5699 ACRES) © o [' S”E N
A "U E= bt m;;r;.t:.l;;u a00t Proposed . MO o aareroqn GSAY: - o
23) 227-92 R . .
12~ a2, ;z:; 227-49997 FAX LEGAL DESCRIPTION e b - . S e |
E‘ [} - . Tract Number: — Roaived s vn ! PLAI
- . Lot Number: - by is-en
B S g t EJSIS LAl anessar Porcel Number: 4453-019-028 Mm"‘”‘“’"ww o - . . mes0 _k
. . Do 2385 L.cl{M-\ A S Thomas Culde Reference: e | 35-0" Mox o popoces -
[} NALBU, CA 302658 Mo o : e ;5 | |
| ™~ W o Prcposen 330 TES S . 4 | )
S . NTS NO > ... ANTS. ;
: e e . -




3208 D ‘aEN
pecy uoAue) se.01d SE

25UapisaY uouueH

1666 LZZ L8 ‘4 4586 LTTETE L

39/4403F1UAIMS

$£006 YD 'SerabuUy 507 05 # 1S VIEN HON 0202

e .FZ«..I\.:‘:, - i - .v e e
EROBL

(poaaand} savods 7
soa0dy T

B -1 STIVR
QIWIDAHIS AT

|

. avey :HSW\'-".HD

\.Twﬂ._m Wt

e AT i
+ »u«_.n_l«.\ln_ g - -

P

A

: £~

(ov1urzz O35 ol $0330x3

3538 1TRUE
IAWUND, 208V} 0-St
v E

e L1~
s:dn.««dus.?.ﬂ

0-$

(or1erIz I35 ¥3d
02 SQIIOXI 0T 101 WWI3W) - 0-$

(89 *0-81

{oe10zee 91) O-8

L8

 (ogrozze 9L 0=

2/ 8-St

- (op0'er'ZZ '335 ¥1J ¥OZ $OTIKI
3005 1071 FSMVI38 ININRRNOM
Sovars 0=0T 0 %08) -

H-01

i

£ oG 'y dnoD
LNVRKIS KT SRSV ORIROY
OLO-610-C5YY ;Wi

13

CDP 4-04-032

~ Y

P

\- ¢ cow 15
. intes MOV

NY1d 3dv2Sa

o
— -

:

i
g

VoK NOANYD sauo-r syl

S NOIVOHIGON TaNd | .

NV 31IS NOWLVHIRRIAE ==

e § ¢ e =



‘.
.

) B .
A\M ) )
w owsopLY b::oo mu_ov.z $07} 'NQUON n | ot m
[ py uokuo) §3.ol4 SO o w T

¢ ION30ISTY NONNVH ? @

{ e o I 8.1
& dvid TWOINHO31039 - A I
i o - &9 B
< g ;
H

: s & B
{ 28 38
! m O 0

w TWAXES NI SE Yivmar MDA SE

§ o S avd 5 (ovs1-8r xumzuc

] 4330 0% PRI . s

i WMo 09 aldnvG 0% W 0061 350 D ot .

,M Shid NOISNYAXS T 1d ARYNiEd T DINVL 0dTS )

s +

. | mexs @ @0 e / LI
[ \
CERN Lo i‘l.!ll—l V
4 “ N e
2] R ;
: P I B llll-d.‘-lln ‘l@
¥
‘Btlll.‘lt Ll e
| ————) votery - _
' p 1
w.d\r,u \ ey fmreg oSy = WA ) !
ot \ (- 1
< ! oweaw S veRSImy - S ) |
g1 9 = :
: wonsewy by = e )
Z 5=
g 4 -5
Z puUSEsT
O
w -
A

tAS FLCR
—

w, - T .u.:u_& =20
o oy T e N :
| S T

N O S CmT N _
T . . N ._., ,. .

B ) \ \
i S B i e e ;. A B
. ! ,/ T N t N ;, 0y = II/ - Al._, ../|/I|I_
§ —t N . orws N N SN Ny
E RS [ \ G ~ S bl -
2 i LI N . © e B N N NN \
M \ X immros na WIT R A U
hY N TNUSIL) 0 T el N L) Ay
. N N * Ny
% \ ~ \ Y \ \ Y
3 R N
i N )
&




v . NY1d ¥O0d gNOJ3S.
; (27 is mw -
. ’ . o .
. P -]
H00T | o 1)
: : : i ;
: | v @ % -8
: . —y ——
m oy “
: - . : B w»
L 2 M
H o A : H
M ,.@w \bx“.ﬂ.iuﬂx y " m
” W . , |
i N i
! GNAR 3 !
— , . - Ty oy
3] £ by
N i
e i O p s
5 : p G i
gy 2 D e R
: R A
'
t w
: N A . 19 ¢
"ON 103l0ig w !
i i i
FEZ | @y : & @rr 3
o H H ;
223 ; A
3 : ' i i
m 2g | .,_ %
H ! ; ; !
o) i ; i 4
28 S _ i
iz | . : |
g By ey _ .
i 2w i : ha : f
{ . : :
. ” - p .
] S .~ H
ig3g l A _m
P i : t i
] .M W M . . .r«. —_ ¢ [}
m o g ” i
B 9 i ,.
petl i s
ys M H B
5§59 © 3
E:m S (
£ .
g " .
, g
[}
. e v e



FNGIOFIUIMS LT )

AR

3
b

NYd 004 |
'NY1d HOOTS

i

|
i
i
|
i
|
i

A

~

i

80-€00 |
‘oN 13loid

———————

I :
gy |
geao ;
8>
2380
-]
gy _
gsag
&L, :
it
3 !
3 :
i

i

12006 7D ‘SaRbuy §67 DY £ IS VIBN LRGN 0202

(0O A0Y0BBRYMS MM

1665 [T2ETE 3 [G6E LT ETE L

0144037 TLMS

3

=

AW

| [

WAL “
RL AR B e

|
|
|
t

£

: H i
i H t o
» ) ”
' e IR - e B
| 1 i
] H i
AP -t
! R i
~ ; !
i 12..\!' B Al R
'
f
H
|
’- ,

ST

®

~ ek R— ».(ni.—LU.'.n i

X0

NV1d 40014 om_:t_

Exhibit 8

CDP 4-04-032
Third Floor
and Roof

Plan




TOOTIE WSO (3 |

e S NOIYATY ssam T T TTTTTTS3IONTWHANGO

ey L NouvAzmE IS R
. m_ _ ~
. : i [2e]
mzo_zadw .ﬁ . S = @
HORLX] | i a %. g .m
.” | 2 5 £%%
: 4 a ¢ 8 2
. B O Z%RE

NOILVAI13 HIMON

‘ON 102(04d
———————

1
z LT H
® e i
£z3 |
edgd |
892
#13 |
o

=2

(=}

(V)

W0 FOOSAYIME M

1658 (ZLETE 4 1566 LTTELTL

1E0C6 YD) 'sarebuyy SCT 072 & IS VBN KON 0z02

‘30H403TLIMS

—
]

-
G nNwd_ SITU §O1 w

|
;
—
o)

\’._‘, om0
-
N




A
)
0P UMSHR i J SQIN R Py e e e e

7O e .. _S3IONTVHINID e i) NOLLYAS13 1SV3

S T \t%l-L

t—————eveiarioe

SNOILYAITY; . .!.#
HOMILX ) _ ,
i - |
[l
|
i
_

i

CDP 4-04-032
South and

East
Elevation

Exhibit 10

IQILVAZI3 HLNO

N

e

T

WS |
TR H
T Thvdac

FOLLY

———

80°€002 |
-oN posloid |
B

5y TR IO SO
ERE o=y

-, ﬂ i
gk L
£22
gig
8 : i R
i . enmme
x &L, : . :
z _ ;
e m
2 i :
el i i
o© |

e AL L

+ -W.L,si... ey o

1ng e _
n o .
M u. z W" N
N g M- -
2N F ;
W 8z .
48 M ;
Sy |
[ ' .
385 W . i
B S ] ~ i :
gk & ! :
g2 m i i
3 H H
Q. . i { .-
2 i :
Q k \,,m..\v
&
@ N
@
- - [T P e e e







P DI
e R
R N

s 4

s

A
£ 3

Exhibit 11
CDP 4-04-032
2001 Aerial
Photo of Site




H




View of project site from Chumash Road looking north.
Exhibit 12
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Photos of Site







