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STAFF REPORT:  Request for Revocation
 
APPLICATION NUMBER: R5-05-253 
 
APPLICANT:  Mr. Ron Flury   
 
PROJECT LOCATION:   14868 & 14880 Corona Del Mar, Pacific Palisades 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION (Approved on January 11, 2006): Construction of a 12,295 

square foot, 27 foot high (from finished grade), single-family residence with 12,135 
square foot basement for storage, gym, maid’s quarters and seven car garage; 
swimming pool; 16,950 cubic yards of grading (cut) and lowering site approximately 
a maximum of 5 feet.  As part of the project, the applicant proposes to combine the 
two lots and remove the debris from the bluff face using a crane from atop the bluff. 

 
PERSON REQUESTING REVOCATION: Mr. Alan Block on behalf of Ms. Margaret Hyde 
 
 
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission deny the request for revocation on the basis that 
no grounds exist for revocation under Section 13105(b) of the Commission’s regulations. 
 

PROCEDURAL NOTE: The California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 5.5, Section 
13105 states that the grounds for the revocation of a coastal development permit (or 
permit amendment) are as follows: 
 
  Grounds for revocation of a permit shall be: 
 

a) Intentional inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information in 
connection with a coastal development permit application, where the Commission 
finds that accurate and complete information would have caused the Commission 
to require additional or different conditions on a permit or deny an application; 

 
b) Failure to comply with the notice provisions of Section 13054, where the views of 

the person(s) not notified were not otherwise made known to the Commission and 
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could have caused the Commission to require additional or different conditions on 
a permit or deny an application (14 Cal. Code of Regulations Section 13105). 

 
REQUESTOR’S CONTENTIONS: 
 
The request for revocation contends that the grounds for revocation listed in Section 
13105(b) exist because of a failure to comply with the notice provisions of the 
Commission’s regulations (see Exhibit No. 1).  The contentions raised by the request 
include the following: 

 
The contentions raised by the request indicated that, although Ms. Margaret Hyde 
owns the property immediately across the street, within 100 feet from the project site, 
and her attorney, Mr. Alan Block, submitted a letter requesting that they both receive 
notice of any future hearings on this matter, neither of them received notice of the 
Commission’s January, 2006 hearing on this matter until after it was completed, and 
Ms. Hyde never observed the site posted with notice of a pending coastal 
development permit application. 

 
 
I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON REVOCATION
 
The staff recommends that the Commission determine that no grounds exist for revocation.   
 
MOTION:  I move that the Commission grant revocation of Coastal Development 

Permit No. 5-05-253.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
The staff recommends a NO vote on the motion. Failure of this motion will result in denial 
of the request for revocation and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The 
motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of Commissioners present. 
 
RESOLUTION TO DENY REVOCATION: 
 
The Commission hereby denies the request for revocation of the Commission’s decision 
on Coastal Development Permit No. 5-05-253 on the grounds that: 

 
a) There was no failure to comply with the notice provisions of Section 13054 where 

the views of the person(s) not notified were not otherwise made known to the 
Commission and could have caused the Commission to require additional or 
different conditions on a permit or deny an application (14 Cal. Code of Regulations 
Section 13105). 
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II. Findings and Declarations
 
The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows: 
 
A.  Project Description and Background 
 
On January 11, 2006, the Commission approved, with conditions, Coastal Development 
No. 5-05-253 for the construction of a 12,295 square foot, 27 foot high (from finished 
grade), single-family residence with 12,135 square foot basement for storage, gym, maid’s 
quarters and seven car garage; swimming pool; 16,950 cubic yards of grading (cut) and 
lowering site approximately a maximum of 5 feet.  As part of the project, the applicant 
proposed to combine the two lots that comprise the site and remove the debris from the 
bluff face using a crane from atop the bluff. 
 
In response to staff’s concerns regarding the consistency of the amount of landform 
alteration envisioned in the original proposal with the Coastal Act, the applicant modified the 
project from that original proposal.  The significant change to the proposed project from the 
originally proposed project included elimination of a soil nail wall on the bluff face, and 
reduction of grading from 47,000 cubic yards to 16,950 cubic yards, a reduction of 30,050 
cubic yards.  The reduction in the grading quantity would be accomplished by reducing the 
amount of grading for the basement, eliminating the proposal to lower the bluff 15-25 feet, 
as originally proposed, and instead, lower the inner portion of the lot by approximately 4-8 
feet.  As revised, the proposed project will not require grading on the bluff face. 
 
The Commission approved the project with eleven special conditions, which included: (1) A 
minimum setback of 45 feet from the bluff edge for the main structure and a 10 foot setback 
for ancillary structures; (2) No future bluff protective device; (3) Subsurface impervious clay 
layer;(4) Landscaping plan; (5) Swimming pool leak detection; (6) Erosion and runoff control 
plan; (7) Conformance with Geotechnical Recommendation; (8) Assumption of risk; 
(9) Future development restriction; (10) Lot merger; and (11) recordation of a deed 
restriction referencing all of the special conditions.  
 
The proposed project site is located off Corona Del Mar, between Corona del Mar and 
Pacific Coast Highway in the Pacific Palisades area of the City of Los Angeles.  The subject 
site consists of two relatively flat graded bluff top lots totaling approximately 1.87 acres.  The 
lots extend south approximately 140 feet from the frontage road to the bluff edge, where the 
property then drops down a steep approximately 155 foot high bluff.  
 
The two lots were previously developed with two single-family dwellings.  The dwellings 
were extensively damaged, and one partially slid down the slope, due to the 1994 
Northridge earthquake.  All development has since been removed from the site, except for 
debris remnants that have fallen onto the bluff face.  The applicant proposes to combine the 
two lots as part of this application and remove the debris from the bluff face using a crane 
from atop the bluff 
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The proposed project site has been subject to historic and prehistoric landslides.  The 
subject parcel is located in the Huntington Palisades area of Pacific Palisades, a planning 
subarea of the City of Los Angeles.  Numerous past landslides have occurred in the 
Huntington Palisades area over the years.  Major recorded landslides occurred in October 
1932, March 1951, February 1974, March 1978, February 1984, November 1989, January 
1994, and March 1995.  The landslides that occurred in 1974, 1978, 1984 and 1995 were 
correlated with rainfall that was much higher than average seasonal amounts.  The loss of 
the previous residential structures  on these two separate lots occurred as a result of slope 
failure induced by the 1994 Northridge earthquake.  The most recent landslide on the site 
occurred in 1995, after a total seasonal rainfall that was approximately twice the average 
cumulative seasonal amount for the area. 
   
Prior Application 
 
On June 3, 2003, the applicant submitted an application (No. 5-03-241) to the Coastal 
Commission.  After requesting and receiving additional information the file was deemed 
complete in October 2004, and it was presented to the Commission at its July 13-15, 2005 
hearing.  Staff was recommending denial due to significant landform alteration along the 
bluff face and visual impacts that would have resulted from the proposal.  The applicant’s 
agent then withdrew the application in July 2005, due to the impending Permit Streamlining 
Act deadline and to allow the applicant to continue to work with staff to revise the project.  
The application was immediately re-filed in the same month as a new application (No. 5-05-
253).  After the applicant made revisions to the proposed project that reduced the amount 
of grading that would be involved and landform alteration along the bluff face, and 
minimized the visual impacts, the Commission approved Coastal Development Permit no. 
5-05-253 on January 11, 2006. 
 
Correspondence Submitted by Applicant’s Representative 
  
In response to the revocation request, the applicant’s representative, Mr. Sherman Stacey, 
has submitted a letter, dated March 22, 2006, requesting that the revocation request be 
denied (see Exhibit No. 2). 
 
B. Ground for Revocation
 
Pursuant to Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (“14 C.C.R. “) Section 13108(d), the 
Commission has the discretion to grant or deny a request to revoke a coastal development 
permit if it finds that either of the grounds listed in14 C.C.R. Section 13105 (meaning all of the 
elements listed in either subsection of 13105) exist.  14 C.C.R. Section 13105 states, in part, 
that the grounds for revoking the permit shall be as follows: (a) that the permit application 
intentionally included inaccurate, erroneous, or incomplete information where accurate and 
complete information would have caused the Commission to act differently; and (b) that there 
was a failure to comply with the notice provisions of Section 13054, where the views of the 
person(s) not notified were not otherwise made known to the Commission and could have 
caused the Commission to act differently. 
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The South Coast District office received a written request for revocation of the subject coastal 
development permit from Mr. Alan Block, representing Ms. Margaret Hyde, the owner of 
property at 200 Toyopa Drive, immediately across the street from the project site.  Mr. Block 
submitted the revocation request on February 21, 2006.  The request is based on Section 
13105 (b) that there was a failure to comply with the notice provisions of Section 13054, 
where the views of the person(s) not notified were not otherwise made known to the 
Commission and could have caused the Commission to act differently. 
 
This alleged ground for revocation contains three essential elements or tests for the 
Commission to consider as well, as follows: 
 

a. Did the applicant fail to comply with the notice provisions of 14 C.C.R. Section 
13054? 

b. Were the views of the person(s) not notified otherwise made known to the 
Commission? 

c. Had the Commission been made aware of those views, could they have caused 
the Commission to require additional or different conditions on the permit or to 
deny the application entirely? 

 
 

1.  Did the Applicant Fail to Comply with the Notice Provisions of Section 
13054?  

 
The revocation request alleges that, although Ms. Hyde is the owner and resident of the 
property at 200 Toyopa Drive, across the street from the project site, and her attorney sent 
the Commission a letter requesting that they both be added to the list of interested persons 
to receive notice of hearings on the subject application, she was not notified of the public 
hearing and Mr. Alan Block, Ms. Hyde’s attorney, did not receive proper notification as 
described in Section 13054.  The revocation request states that: 
 

Margaret Hyde purchased her property at 200 Toyopa Drive on August 17, 2004.  A 
copy of Ms. Hyde’s Grant Deed for 200 Toyopa Drive, APN 4411-026-001, dated 
August 17,2004, is attached hereto as Exhibit 4 and hereby is incorporated by 
reference.  A copy of County of Los Angeles Assessor’s map No. 4411, evidencing 
that Ms. Hyde’s property is located immediately across the street from the 
applicant’s property at 14868 and 14880 Corona del Mar, is attached hereto as 
Exhibit 5 and hereby incorporated by reference.  

 
The revocation request asserts that the applicant did not provide the required public notice.  
Section 13054 of the Commission’s regulations requires, in relevant part, that (1) the 
applicant shall provide a list of addresses of all residences and owners of parcels within 
100 feet (excluding roads) of the perimeter of the parcel on which the development is 
proposed, (2) provide a list of names and addresses of all persons known to the applicant 
to be interested in the application, (3) provide stamped envelopes for all addresses 
provided pursuant to the prior two requirements, and (4) post a notice, provided by the 
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Commission, in a conspicuous location on the project site that describes the nature of the 
project and states that an application for a permit for the proposed project has been 
submitted to the Commission. 
 
As stated above, the permit application approved by the Commission on January 11, 2006, 
was a resubmittal of a permit application that was submitted in 2003, completed in 2004, 
and withdrawn in July 2005, due to the Permit Streamlining Act time limits.  Once the 
application was withdrawn the application was immediately resubmitted along with 
supporting documentation that was part of the original application.  One of the supporting 
items resubmitted was the original mailing list.  The mailing list was not updated at the time 
of resubmittal.  Because the list was based on property ownership records from 2003, 
when the original application was submitted, and Ms. Hyde did not purchase the property 
until 2004, she was not listed as an owner, and her mailing address was not included in 
the list on the basis of her ownership.  Section 13054(a)(2) requires the applicant to submit 
names and addresses (with envelopes) “of all owners of parcels of real property of record 
located within one hundred feet.”  Although Ms. Hyde’s property is within 100 feet and 
should have received a notice, notice was not sent to the property address because the 
previous owner, Ent Nui Manina, had an off-site mailing address.  Therefore, subsequent 
noticing continued to be mailed to an off-site address rather than the property address or 
the new property owner.  In addition, in 2003, Mr. Block had not yet sent his letter 
requesting that he and his client be listed as interested parties.  Thus, they were not 
included on that original mailing list by virtue of being interested parties, either.   
 
At the time of resubmittal of the application, in July of 2005, the applicant should have 
updated the mailing list, which would have included Ms. Hyde as the current property 
owner.  In addition, the applicant should have checked with Commission staff to determine 
whether there were any additional known interested parties.  By that time, Commission 
staff had received Mr. Block’s letter asking that he and his client, Ms. Hyde, be listed as 
interested parties, as well as a letter from Mr. Block opposing the application on behalf of 
Ms. Hyde. 
 
With regards to Ms. Hyde indicating that she did not see the site posted, staff recalls 
discussions with the applicant’s representative, Gary Morris, that they did post the site with 
the “Notice of Pending Permit”.  However, there is no evidence in the file that would 
indicate that the site was posted.  Although there is no clear evidence either way regarding 
the posting, Ms Hyde, as nearby property owner, and Mr. Block, as known interested 
party, should have been notified.  Thus, the applicant did fail to satisfy the requirements of 
14 C.C.R. Section 13054.  However, inadequate notice by itself is not adequate grounds 
for revocation.   
 
 2.  Were Ms. Hyde’s Views Otherwise Made Known to the Commission? 
 
The second question asked is whether the views of persons that were not notified were 
otherwise made known to the Commission.  Under Section 13054, the question asked is 
whether their views were made present at the Commission hearing prior to any action 
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taken on the permit application?  Although Mr. Block’s revocation request letter did not list 
the views of Ms. Hyde that they claim were not made known to the Commission, it did list 
the following views: (1)  “the applicant was proposing to build far too large a home…far too 
close to the edge of this highly visible and geological [sic] challenged coastal bluff;” and 
(2) the amount of grading proposed represented “a very substantial amount in excess of 
the Commission’s grading guidelines.”  In support of the these views, his letter states that 
(a) the site has been the subject of historic and prehistoric landslides; (b) homes on the 
subject property and the adjacent parcel have been lost as a result of slope failure, in one 
case as a result of an earthquake; (c) the applicant’s consultant’s geological and 
geotechnical reports “provided that the minimum required safety factor of 1.5 could only be 
achieved if any future development on the parcel is set back a minimum of 70 feet from the 
edge of the bluff;” (d) the applicant proposed 16,950 cubic yards of grading; and (e) the 
revised plans indicate that the applicant is proposing a setback of 42 feet landward from 
the bluff edge, with a swimming pool and associated grading within 10 feet of that edge. 
 
The concerns raised by Ms. Hyde and her representative, Mr. Block, regarding size of the 
residence, geologic hazards, grading, bluff setbacks and public views, were addressed in 
the staff report that was provided to the Commissioner’s prior to the hearing.  With regards 
to grading being a “very substantial amount in excess of the Commission’s grading 
guidelines”, the Commission established general development guidelines in 1980 to assist 
local governments, regional commissions, the commission and the public in applying the 
policies of the Coastal Act to permit decisions for areas without certified local coastal 
programs.  The guidelines for the South Coast Region, did not establish a limit on grading 
quantity for development in the Pacific Palisades.  The standard of review is the Coastal 
Act, and more specifically, with regards to grading and visual resources, Section 30251, 
which states in part that development shall, “minimize the alteration of natural landforms”.  
The Commission has consistently analyzed grading for each project on a case-by-case 
basis.  In this particular case, the amount of grading and the visual impact of the project 
was addressed in the Commission’s staff report, and the amount of grading and landform 
alteration was significantly reduced by the applicant from the originally proposed project 
due to staff’s concerns.  Therefore, the Commission knew of the issues regarding grading, 
geologic hazards (current and historical), and public view issues prior to acting on the 
permit. 
 
Therefore, the revocation letter does not present evidence that views of any persons not 
notified were not made known to the Commission.  Therefore, the second element in 
deciding whether there was failure in the notice requirement is not met, and since all three 
elements must be met for the Commission to grant revocation, revocation must be denied. 
 

3. Had the Commission been made Aware of Those Views, Could they have 
Caused the Commission to Require Additional or Different Conditions on 
the Permit or to Deny the Application Entirely? 

 
Lastly, the third question asked regarding the revocation of a permit due to failure to 
comply with the notice requirement is whether, had the Commission been aware of the 
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views that were not made known to the Commission, it could have caused the Commission 
to require additional or different conditions or deny the permit.  The letter from Mr. Block 
addressed the issues relative to grading, setbacks, geologic hazards, and visual impacts 
(Exhibit No. 1).  The Commission was made aware of such issues prior to taking action on 
the permit.  In fact, because of staff concerns regarding grading, geologic hazards and 
visual impacts, the project was significantly modified from the original submittal and the 
permit included special conditions including geologic setbacks, erosion control, and 
landscaping to further address geologic hazards, erosion, and view issues.  With regards 
to the geologic setback, the permit was condition to be setback a minimum of 45 feet and 
that the project be sited behind the City’s theoretical 1.5 Factor of Safety line.  As 
conditioned, the main residential structure will vary from approximately 45 feet to over 90 
feet from the bluff edge, with ancillary structures, such as hardscape, patios, sheds, and 
swimming pools, setback a minimum of 10 feet from the bluff edge.  The original staff 
report that was prepared for the originally submitted project indicated that the City’s 
theoretical 1.5 Factor of Safety line was approximately 70 feet from the bluff edge.  
However, based on additional information, including geological cross-sections, it was 
determined that the 1.5 Factor of Safety line varied in distance from the bluff with the 
minimum distance from the bluff edge of approximately 32 feet, as stated in the staff report 
for the approved permit.  The proposed structure was designed, and conditioned by the 
permit (Special Condition No. 1), to be setback a minimum of 45 feet from the bluff edge, 
as well as be setback behind the City’s theoretical 1.5 Factor of Safety line.  As designed, 
the main structure was setback from the bluff edge from 45 feet at the northwest corner to 
over 70 feet at the southwest corner.  As conditioned, the project meets the City’s 
minimum requirement of a 1.5 factor of safety for the residential structure and is consistent 
with Commission’s past coastal development permit approvals for achieving a 1.5 factor of 
safety for the building area.          
 
Moreover, because the Commission was aware of the issues related to development on 
this bluff top and the views of Ms. Hyde has not raised any new issues, the Commission 
finds that, by definition, knowledge of these views could not have altered the Commission’s 
actions.  Any views that may have been raised with respect to such issues could not have 
caused the Commission to either require additional or different conditions or deny the 
permit application.  Therefore, the third element in deciding whether there was a failure in 
the notice requirement is not met, and the request for revocation must be denied.  
 
The staff report has analyzed each of these contentions.  The information does not 
constitute views that could have caused the Commission to require additional or different 
conditions on the permit or to deny the permit application.  Therefore, since there is no 
evidence supporting two of the three necessary elements for satisfaction of Section 
13105(b), the Commission finds that the basis for revocation has not been met. 
 
D. Conclusion 
 
For the reasons set forth above, the Commission finds that the request for revocation does 
not meet the requirements contained in Section 13105(b).  Therefore, the Commission 
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finds that the revocation request must be denied on the basis that no grounds exist 
because there is no evidence that the notice provisions of Section 13054 were not 
complied with where the views of the person(s) not notified were not otherwise made 
known to the Commission and could have caused the Commission to require additional or 
different conditions on a permit or deny an application. 
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