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Item W 11f  
 
 
DATE: November 9, 2007 
 
TO: Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM: South Central Coast District Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Item 11f, Wednesday, November 14, 2007, Permit Application No. 
4-06-135 (Goodfriend) 
 
The purpose of this addendum is to present two comment letters that have been 
received concerning the project and report other permitting activity associated with one 
of the properties that is the subject of application 4-06-135.  

Note:  Strikethrough indicates text to be deleted from the October 31, 2007 staff report 
and underline indicates text to be added to the October 31, 2007 staff report. 
 
1) Two comment letters have been received to date concerning the project.  Both are 
attached as exhibits to this addendum.  One dated is from Pat Foley of BP West Coast 
Products.  BP West Coast Products owns the property southwest of the project and the 
letter voices support for the applicant.  The second letter is from Natasha Roit who owns 
two of the properties that are the subject of this application.  Ms. Roit is not a co-
applicant to CDP application 4-06-135, but has given permission for the project.  Ms. 
Roit’s letter requests clarification in the Commission staff report that Mr Goodfriend was 
responsible for construction of a pool and patio on the subject property, not a previous 
landowner.  Whether or not Mr. Goodfriend constructed the pool and patio or a previous 
landowner, it is now Mr. Goodfriend’s responsibility as owner of the property at 2925 
Malibu Vista Road to resolve any potential violations of the Coastal Act that may be 
associated with his property.  In response to these comments, Section B., Page 8 of the 
October 31, 2007 staff report shall be modified as follows: 
 

The single family residence at 3925 Malibu Vista Road was also built in 1962.  
According to aerial photos, the site has been developed since 1977 with the existing 
single family residence and small viewing platform west of the residence.  Between 
1977 and 1986 it appears that the previous owner of the residence constructed a 
pool and patio area was constructed directly south of the residence.   

 
2)  Commission staff note the receipt of an exemption request 4-07-077-X from Marvin 
Goodfriend on October 25, 2007 for after-the-fact approval of a 407 sq. ft. addition and 
remodel at 3925 Malibu Vista Drive, Malibu.  Commission staff are in the process of 
reviewing this application to determine how close the addition is to the top of the coastal 
bluff on the property.   
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LAW OFFICES OF NATASHA ROIT 
______________________________________________________________________________
3929 MALIBU VISTA DRIVE, MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 90265 
TELEPHONE    (310) 657-7871 FACSIMILE     (310) 657-3026 
E-MAIL             NatashaRoit@yahoo.com 
 
 
November 9, 2007 
 
VIA FAX NO. (805) 641-1732 
Ms. Melissa Hetrick, Planner 
California Costal Commission 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001-2801 
 

Re:  3925 Malibu Vista Drive; Application No. 4-06-135 
 
Dear Ms. Hetrick: 
 
Thank you so much for forwarding to us the Staff Report and for yours and the Commission’s 
hard work on this project. 
 
Our only comment at this time is that the Staff Report seems to indicate that the construction of 
the pool and deck on the Goodfriend Property without Coastal approval was done by a prior 
owner (Section B, page 8): 
 
 Between 1977 and 1986 it appears that the previous owner of the residence constructed a 
 pool and patio area directly south of the residence. 
 
However, that work was done during Mr. Goodfriend’s ownership of the property and by Mr. 
Goodfriend.  I am attaching herewith an excerpt from Mr. Goodfriend’s deposition wherein he 
admits the same (p. 605, lines 20-24) 
 
It is also our understanding that at the time of applying for the pool permit, Mr. Goodfriend 
requested a permit for importation of fill on his property which request was rejected.  
Photographs within our possession demonstrate that the Goodfriend property used to have an 
upper level, a down slope, and a lower level, much like our adjoining property, which visibly is 
not the case today leading to the conclusion that fill was brought in at that time.  I am attaching 
herewith another excerpt from Mr. Goodfriend’s deposition wherein he admits to putting in the 
deck, doing grading at the same time, and attempting to level the property (p. 369 line 6 to 371 
line 23). 
 
Further, I am attaching a drawing submitted at that time (the stamp on the back of the drawing 
seems to reflect the date of September 1, 1978) by Mr. Goodfriend to the Department of Public 
Works in conjunction with pulling permits, which depicts the slope as it existed at that time, the  
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LAW OFFICES OF NATASHA ROIT 
Page Two 
Re:  3925 Malibu Vista Drive; Application No. 4-06-135 
November 9, 2007 
 
 
then existing dwelling without the current addition, and the garage without the currently existing 
workroom and guesthouse.  
 
Thank you again and we look forward to the hearing on November 14, 2007. 
 
 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
      /s/ 
NATASHA ROIT 
NR/wp 
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MY ADVICE IS RELATIVE TO MY CLIENT. 

BUT WE'LL GO AHEAD AND ANSWER THIS 

QUESTION, UNDERSTANDING THAT WE'RE NOT GOING TO 

ALLOW COUNSEL TO GO FAR AFIELD AND UNDULY HARASS YOU 

WITH RESPECT TO INFORMATION THAT'S NOT RELEVANT TO 

THIS LAWSUIT. 

THE WITNESS: IT APPEARS THAT THIS DRAWING 

IS ABOUT 25 YEARS AGO, AND I DON'T RECOLLECT 

SPECIFICALLY WHAT WAS DONE 25 YEARS AGO. 

BY MS. ROIT: 

Q. THAT WASN'T MY QUESTION, SIR, 

MY QUESTION I KNOW THERE WAS A LOT OF 

COLLOQUY IN BETWEEN MY QUESTION AND YOUR ANSWER, SO 

• 14 LET ME ASSIST YOU WITH RECALLING WHAT MY QUESTION 

WAS. 

16 YOU TESTIFIED THAT THERE WERE EIGHT OR TEN 

17 

18 

19 

21 

22 

23 

24 

STEPS, AND YOU PLACED THEM FOR ME. 

MY QUESTION TO YOU IS, WHEN WERE THOSE 

STEPS PUT IN? 

A. I BELIEVE THEY WERE PUT IN AT THE SAME TIME 

THAT THE SWIMMING POOL WAS PUT IN, AROUND 1979. 

Q. AND YOU DID THAT; RIGHT? YOU HAD THE 

SWIMMING POOL PUT IN? 

A. YES. 

Q. AND I JUST WANT TO MAKE ABSOLUTELY CERTAIN 
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A. No. 

Q. If you don't have a purged schedule, can 

you think of any reason at all that you would not have 

maintained this document? 

A. I cannot give you a reason. 

Q. Did you do any grading when you were 

doing your deck construction? 

A. Yes, I believe we did. 

Q. Where did you do this grading? 

A. We did the grading on the upper property 

leading to the lower property. 

Q. Where your deck presently sits at the 

edge that is closest to the ocean side, from that edge 

going down downhill, can you estimate for me -- first of 

all, was any grading done in that area? 

A. Not	 to my recollection. 

Q. If we took the area of the deck from the 

edge of it that's closer to the ocean, tell me in 

relation to that where you did the grading. 

A. The	 grading was done below that. 

Q. Below the deck? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What was below the deck before the 

grading was done? 

A. Ivy. 

369 I 
=~~~~~~~_~~~-=Jt,L------u:;:;	 UW.'''''''''''".. ,> . 

•
 

I 

mhetrick
Text Box
Addendum
CDP 4-06-135

Exhibit 2

Roit Comment Letter



5

10

15

20

25

•
 

• 2 

3 

4 

• 
6 

7 

• 8 

9 

•	 11 

12 

•	 
13 

14 

•	 
16 

17 

18 

• 
19 

21 

22• 
23 

24 

• 

Q. Anything else? 

A. Perhaps some ice plant. 

Q. Was it essentially level ground? In 

other words, what were you doing in terms of grading 

down below the deck? 

A. When we built the deck, we also re-did 

the landscaping in the backyard and put in a new lawn 

and palm trees and ice plant and tried to level the 

property to some extent. 

Q. When you say tried to level it, what did 

you do to try to level the property to some extent 

during that time? 

A. I don't remember the specifics. I just 

don't remember. 

Q. Did	 you bring dirt in? 

A. We	 might have. I don't remember. 

Q. Can you give me an explanation, sir, or 

visual as to when you say you "tried to level the 

property," did you raise it in points an inch, two 

inches, feet? Give me a sense. 

A. I remember that after building the deck 

sometime in '89 that we moved earth and planted new ice 

plant below the deck and some palm trees and a path. 

That's all I remember. 

Q. Respectfully, sir, that's not what I'm 

I 
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asking you. I'm asking you in terms of dirt 

importation. When I said earlier did you bring in dirt, 

last time in your session you indicated you did not. In 

this session you indicated you may have. I'm following 

up on what the circumstances are. 

So in relation to the time that you put 

in the deck, did you bring in dirt in order to do some 

leveling of your property? 

A. I don't remember. 

Q. When you say earlier you did some 

grading, did you lower the higher portions of your 

property as opposed to raise the lower portions of your 

property? 

A. I don't remember. 

Q. Let me divide the question. Did you 

lower any portions of your property, in other words, 

take dirt out? 

A. I don't remember. 

Q. Did you raise any portions of your 

property with dirt? 

A. I don't remember. 

Q. who did that work for you? 

A. I don't even remember who built the deck 

for us. 

Q. When you say you did some leveling and i,
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA -- THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY  ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor 

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

 

Filed: 5/25/07 
180th Day: 11/21/07 
Staff:  Melissa Hetrick
Staff Report: 10/31/07 
Hearing Date: 11/14/07  
 
 
 
 W 11f
 
 

STAFF REPORT:  REGULAR CALENDAR
 
 
APPLICATION NO.: 4-06-135 
 
APPLICANT: Marvin Goodfriend 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: 3925 and 3929 Malibu Vista Drive, Santa Monica Mountains, 
Los Angeles County (APN 4443-003-008, 009, 011, 012) 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicant is requesting approval for the removal of 
274 cu. yds. of demolition debris, regrading of 358 cy. yds of soil, and installation of a 
hillside drainage system. 
 
LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED:  Los Angeles County Department of Regional 
Planning Approval in Concept R007-01198 
 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: “Geotechnical Evaluations, Proposed removal of 
Construction Debris at 3925 and 3929 Malibu Vista Drive” and “Response to California 
Coastal Commission Comments” prepared by R.T. Frankian & Associates on June 1, 
2006 and February 21, 2007 respectively;  “Peizometer Installation Report” prepared by 
Steven Viani, P.E., October 2006; Final Judgment Order Case No. SC 081696 of the 
Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Los Angeles, May 17, 2004; 
“Analytic Testing Results,” AmeriSci Los Angeles, July 2007; and California Coastal 
Commission Exemption Determination 4-05-069-X. 
 
 

 
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 

Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed project with SEVEN (7) SPECIAL 
CONDITIONS regarding (1) disposal of excavated material, (2) sampling and potential 
additional remediation activities, (3) revegetation and erosion control plans, (4) plans 
conforming to geologic recommendations (5) assumption of risk (6) deed restriction, (7) 
condition compliance. 
 
The applicant proposes to remediate debris and soil along 3,600 sq. ft. on portions of 
four bluff top lots northeast of the intersection of Topanga Road and Pacific Coast 
Highway.  The remediation includes removal of 274 cu. yds of construction debris 
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dumped by the applicant, Marvin Goodfriend, in 2001 without the required authorization 
or permit from the Coastal Commission.  Following excavation of the debris, the 
applicant is also proposing to test soils under the debris, recompact 358 cu. yds of soil 
into eight inch lifts, and install a drainage system to pump water from the remediation 
area up to a storm drain in Malibu Vista Road.  The debris are located in open ground 
cracks at the headscarp (or top) of an active landslide located approximately 50-150 
southwest of single family residences located on two of the subject lots.  The applicant’s 
geotechnical consultant has concluded that the project, as conditioned, is not likely to 
negatively impact the stability of the project site and surrounding areas.  Commission 
staff geologist, Dr. Mark Johnson, has reviewed and concurred with the 
recommendations and conclusions of the applicant’s geologist. 
 
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.   
   
 
 
I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION
 
MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development 

Permit No. 4-06-135 pursuant to the staff recommendation. 
 
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. 
 
II. 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 permittee or 
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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 shall be 
pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time.  Application 
for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 
 
3. Interpretation.  Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be 
resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 
 
4. Assignment.  The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided 
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the 
permit. 
 
5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land.  These terms and conditions shall be 
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future 
owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions. 
 
III. SPECIAL CONDITIONS
 
1. Disposal of Excavated Material 
 
Prior to the issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall provide 
evidence to the Executive Director of the location of the disposal site for all excavated 
material from the site.  If the disposal site is located in the Coastal Zone, the disposal 
site must have a valid coastal development permit for the disposal of fill and/or 
hazardous material.  If the disposal site does not have a coastal permit, such a permit 
will be required prior to the disposal of material.   
 
2. Sampling and Potential Additional Remediation Activities 
 
Following excavation of the approximately 274 cu. yds of debris, as authorized under 
this permit, the applicant shall submit a report to the Executive Director outlining the 
following: 
 

a. Amount and nature of debris removed; 
b. Results of the proposed visual inspection for additional debris or contaminants 

underneath the removed debris; 
c. Results of soil sampling under the removed debris, analysis of concentrations of 

metals and asbestos found, if any, and the significance of these findings, 
including comparison to state and federal standards; and 

d. Analysis of additional excavation or remediation activities outside of the scope of 
this permit, if any, that are recommended.  
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If contaminated soils are encountered, the applicant shall backfill the site, transport any 
excavated contaminated soils offsite to an approved disposal facility, and work with Los 
Angeles County Public Works on a remediation plan.  Should additional remediation 
activities be necessary outside the scope of those permitted under this permit, the 
applicant will be required to apply for an amendment to this coastal development permit 
or new coastal development permit, unless the Executive Director determines that no 
new permit is needed.  
 
3. Revegetation and Erosion Control Plan 
 
Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit, for 
the review and approval of the Executive Director, a detailed Revegetation and Erosion 
Control Plan and Monitoring Program, prepared by a biologist or environmental 
resource specialist with qualifications acceptable to the Executive Director, for all areas 
of the project site temporarily disturbed by excavation, stabilization grading, and 
drainage improvement activities. The plans shall identify the species, extent, and 
location of all plant materials to be planted and shall incorporate the following criteria: 
 
A.. Landscaping Plan
 
The Revegetation and Erosion Control Plan shall provide for the stabilization of exposed 
soils in the project area with native plant species that are appropriate for use within the 
fuel modification zone required by the fire department for the neighboring residences. 
Within 30 days of the completion of remediation activities, the applicant shall commence 
implementation of the approved revegetation portion of the plan.  The Executive 
Director may grant additional time for good cause.  The disturbed site shall be replanted 
with native plant species which are endemic to the Santa Monica Mountains, as listed 
by the California Native Plant Society - Santa Monica Mountains Chapter in their 
document entitled Recommended List of Plants for Landscaping in the Santa Monica 
Mountains, dated 2007.  All native plant species shall be of local genetic stock.  No 
plant species listed as problematic and/or invasive by the California Native Plant 
Society, the California Invasive Plant Council, or 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 or maintained within the property.   
 
The revegetation area shall be delineated on a site plan.  All invasive and non-native 
plant species shall be removed from the revegetation area.  The plan shall include 
detailed documentation of conditions on site prior to the approved construction activity 
(including photographs taken from pre-designated sites annotated to a copy of the site 
plans) and specify restoration goals and specific performance standards to judge the 
success of the restoration effort.   
 
Site restoration shall be deemed successful if the revegetation of native plant species 
on site is adequate to provide 90% coverage by the end of the five (5) year monitoring 
period and is able to survive without additional outside inputs, such as supplemental 
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irrigation.  The plan shall also include a detailed description of the process, materials, 
and methods to be used to meet the approved goals and performance standards and 
specify the preferable time of year to carry out restoration activities and describe the 
interim supplemental watering requirements that will be necessary.  
 
B. Monitoring Program
 
A monitoring program shall be implemented to monitor the project for compliance with 
the specified guidelines and performance standards.  The applicant shall submit, upon 
completion of the initial planting, a written report prepared by a qualified resource 
specialist, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, documenting the 
completion of the initial planting/revegetation work.  This report shall also include 
photographs taken from pre-designated sites (annotated to a copy of the site plans) 
documenting the completion of the initial planting/revegetation work. 
 
Five years from the date of issuance of this coastal development permit, the applicant 
shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a Revegetation 
Monitoring Report, prepared by a qualified biologist or resource specialist, which 
certifies whether the on-site restoration is in conformance with the restoration plan 
approved pursuant to this Special Condition.  The monitoring report shall include 
photographic documentation of plant species and plant coverage. 
 
If the monitoring report indicates the vegetation and restoration is not in conformance 
with or has failed to meet the performance standards specified in the revegetation plan 
approved pursuant to this permit, the applicant, or successors in interest, shall submit a 
revised or supplemental restoration plan for the review and approval of the Executive 
Director and shall implement the approved version of the plan.  The revised restoration 
plan must be prepared by a qualified biologist or 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. 
 
C. Erosion Control Measures 
 

1) 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 delineated on the 
project site with fencing or survey flags. 

 
2) The plan shall specify that grading shall take place only during the dry season 

(April 1 – October 31).  This period may be extended for a limited period of time if 
the situation warrants such a limited extension, if approved by the Executive 
Director.  The applicant shall install or construct temporary sediment basins 
(including debris basins, desilting basins, or silt traps), temporary drains and 
swales, sand bag barriers, silt fencing, and shall stabilize any stockpiled fill with 
geofabric covers or other appropriate cover, install geotextiles or mats on all cut 
or fill slopes, and close and stabilize open trenches as soon as possible.  These 
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erosion control measures shall be required on the project site prior to or 
concurrent with the initial grading operations and maintained throughout the 
development process to minimize erosion and sediment from runoff waters 
during construction.  All sediment should be retained on-site, unless removed to 
an appropriate, approved dumping location either outside of the coastal zone or 
within the coastal zone to a site permitted to receive fill. 

 
3) The plan shall also include temporary erosion control measures should grading 

or site preparation cease for a period of more than 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. 

 
4. Plans Conforming to Geologic Recommendations
 
By acceptance of this permit, the landowners agree to comply with the 
recommendations contained in the “Geotechnical Evaluations, Proposed removal of 
Construction Debris at 3925 and 3929 Malibu Vista Drive” and “Response to California 
Coastal Commission Comments” prepared by R.T. Frankian & Associates on June 1, 
2006 and February 21, 2007 respectively.  These recommendations, including 
recommendations concerning grading, revegetation, and drainage, shall be 
incorporated into all final design and construction plans, which 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 grading, revegetation, 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). 
 
5. Assumption of Risk 
 
By acceptance of this permit, the applicant acknowledges and agrees (i) that the site 
may be subject to hazards from erosion, landslide, and slope failure; (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. 
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6. 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 
landowners have executed and recorded against the parcel(s) governed by this permit a 
deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director: (1) 
indicating that, pursuant to this permit, 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; and (2) imposing the Special Conditions 
of this permit as covenants, conditions and restrictions on the use and enjoyment of the 
property. The deed restriction shall include a legal description of the entire parcel or 
parcels governed by this permit. 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. 
 
7. Condition Compliance
 
Within 90 days of Commission action on this coastal development permit application, or 
within such time as the Executive Director may grant for good cause, the applicant and 
landowners 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 
Chapter 9 of the Coastal Act. 
 
IV. Findings and Declarations
 
The Commission hereby finds and declares: 
 
A. Project Description and Project Area 
 
The applicant is requesting approval for the remediation of debris and soil along an 
approximately 3,600 sq. ft. area southwest of Malibu Vista Road and northeast of the 
intersection of Topanga Road and Pacific Coast Highway in the Santa Monica 
Mountains in Los Angeles County (Exhibits 1 and 5).  The remediation will occur on 
portions of four bluff top lots owned by Marvin Goodfriend (APN 4443-003-008 and 009; 
3925 Malibu Vista Drive) and Rebecca Rickley and Natasha Roit (APN 4443-003-011 
and 012; 3929 Malibu Vista Drive).  Two single family residences are currently 
developed on the two easternmost lots adjacent to Malibu Vista Drive.  The 
westernmost lots have landscaping and fencing, but are devoid of structures and 
steeply slope to the south.  The two easternmost lots and portions of the westernmost 
lots are covered in non-native vegetation that has been disturbed and cleared.  The 
areas surrounding the project area to the west include undeveloped areas of Topanga 
State Park and Topanga Creek.  The areas to the north, east, and south of the project 
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area are densely developed with single family residences.  An active landslide is 
mapped at the toe of the slope below the residences and has been the site of frequent 
slide activity.  In 2000, Caltrans constructed a tieback wall retaining system at the toe of 
the landslide along Pacific Coast Highway and Topanga Road.   
 
The proposed remediation would include the removal of 274 cu. yds. of demolition 
debris that was dumped in the rear yards of both residences by Mr. Goodfriend in 2001 
(Exhibit 2).  The demolition debris includes vegetation, topsoil, concrete, reinforcement, 
stucco, roofing tile, etc.  Testing of the project site has shown no “toxic materials” 
although traces of asbestos and lead that are non-friable have been found (Superior 
Court of California Findings of January 17, 2006 on Rickley vs. Goodfriend SC0844).  
The debris is located in open ground cracks at the headscarp area (or top) of the active 
landslide approximately 50-150 feet from the residences onsite.  Upon completion of the 
excavation of construction debris, including debris in the fissures onsite, the site will be 
inspected to verify that all debris and have been removed from the properties.  Soil 
samples will also be taken and analyzed for metals and asbestos and a report with 
analytical results will be produced.  Once the debris is removed and testing completed, 
the applicant is proposing to excavate the upper 3 feet of soil (approximately 358 cu. 
yds) and recompact the soil in 8 inch moisture conditioned lifts using small or hand held 
equipment.  In addition, the applicant is proposing to install a drainage system, including 
an automatic sump pump and piping, along the remediation area to convey runoff to a 
drain at the top of the hill in the storm drainage system at Malibu Vista Drive.  The site 
will also be graded in order to provide appropriate drainage into this system.   
 
B. Background 
 
The single family residence at 3929 Malibu Vista Road includes a main house, patios, 
landscaping, and a small rear secondary structure.  This house was built in 1962 and 
has remained relatively unchanged since that time with the exception of changes to the 
landscaping, patios, and secondary structure in the rear yard.  No coastal permits are 
on file for this residence.  Commission enforcement staff are investigating whether any 
of the development that occurred on the lot since the effective date of the Coastal Act 
required a coastal development permit. 
 
The single family residence at 3925 Malibu Vista Road was also built in 1962.  
According to aerial photos, the site has been developed since 1977 with the existing 
single family residence and small viewing platform west of the residence.  Between 
1977 and 1986 it appears that the previous owner of the residence constructed a pool 
and patio area directly south of the residence.  In 2001, Marvin Goodfriend, the current 
owner of the property, constructed an addition to the main residence.  It was during the 
construction of this addition that approximately 274 cu. yds of demolition debris was 
dumped at the four lots that are the subject of this application.  Following this activity, 
the owners of two of the lots, Rebecca Rickley and Natasha Roit, sued Marvin 
Goodfriend.  On September 6, 2005 the Superior Court of the State of California for the 
County of Los Angeles ordered (Case SC 081696) Marvin Goodfriend to remove and 
remediate 274 cu. yds. of debris on the lots (Exhibits 4a and 4b).  The subject 
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application has been filed by Marvin Goodfriend to satisfy the requirements of the court 
order.   
 
Commission staff notes that no permits or authorizations from the Commission are on 
file for the construction of the addition or pool at 3925 Malibu Vista Road.  In 1998, Mr. 
Goodfriend submitted an application 4-98-289 for demolition of the existing house on 
the property and construction of a new residence.  However the application was 
deemed incomplete by staff and was later withdrawn by the applicant.  Mr. Goodfriend 
has submitted evidence that on September 27, 2007 he applied for after-the-fact 
approval in concept from Los Angeles County for the 2001 addition and remodel to the 
house.  However, no CDP applications or exemption requests have been received from 
Mr. Goodfriend to date for after-the-fact approval of the addition or pool.  Mr. Goodfriend 
has stated that he is putting together an exemption determination application and will be 
submitting it shortly to Commission staff.  Without complete information on the addition, 
pool, and topography of the bluff, Commission staff have not been able to determine 
whether the previous addition and pool needed a coastal development permit.   
Commission staff has determined, however, that the disposal of debris associated with 
the addition occurred within 50 feet of the coastal bluff west of the residence.   
According to Section 13250 of the California Code of Regulations, the original 
placement and proposed remediation of this debris, therefore, require a coastal 
development permit.  In 2005, the applicant applied for an Exemption Determination (4-
05-069-X) for remediation of debris on the subject lots.  Commission staff, in a letter 
dated July 25, 2005, informed Mr. Goodfriend that the remediation is not exempt from 
coastal permit requirements under any section of the Coastal Act.   
 
C. Comment Letters 
 
Several letters dated March 1, March 9, and June 11, 2007 (Exhibits 3a and 3c) have 
been received by Commission staff by Natasha Roit, one of the owners of two of the 
lots that are a subject of this application.  In these letters, Ms. Roit clarifies that she is 
not a co-applicant for application 4-06-135, but does give permission to proceed with 
permitting for the project.  She also discusses several issues concerning the previous 
court proceedings with Mr. Goodfriend, Mr. Goodfriend’s past actions, geotechnical 
conditions onsite, water levels onsite, potential additional debris onsite, the toxicity of 
debris, and the limited scope of the proposed project.  Also enclosed as Exhibit 3b is a 
letter dated March 8 from James N. Procter II, Mr. Goodfriend’s attorney, which 
responds to the aforementioned letters from Ms. Roit.  Section D. Geology and Hazards 
responds to the concerns of Ms. Roit regarding the geologic stability and water levels of 
the site.  Section E. Water Quality responds to concerns regarding toxicity of the site.   
 
Ms. Roit also has voiced concerns that additional demolition debris outside of that 
proposed for remediation at this time, may be present on the site and should be 
considered as part of this application.  Additionally, Ms. Roit asks the Commission to 
consider previous actions by Mr. Goodfriend, including remodel and expansion of the 
residence that she believes were unpermitted.  Commission staff note, as described 
above, that development has occurred at the subject lots since the effective date of the 
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Coastal Act and that no permits or authorizations from the Commission have been 
issued for this development.  Commission enforcement staff is investigating this 
development, conditions onsite, and what portions of the development would have 
required a coastal development permit, if any.  At this time, however, the Commission is 
only reviewing the remediation of soils and debris as described above in Section A. 
Project Description and the conformance of this proposed development with the 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  This staff report, therefore, will not analyze in 
detail whether additional debris may be present onsite and whether additional 
unpermitted activities have occurred at the project site.  It should be noted, however, 
that Special Condition Two (2) of this permit requires the applicant to report to the 
Executive Director the results of analytical testing of soils following excavation that will 
show whether additional debris or toxic materials are located in the project area.  
Should additional remediation and removal activities be required outside the scope of 
this application, the applicant shall be required to obtain an amendment to this coastal 
development permit or a new coastal development permit for the additional work.    
 
D. Geology and Hazards
 
Coastal Act Section 30253 states in part: 
 

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, geologic 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.   

 
 
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act mandates that development be sited and designed to 
provide geologic stability and minimize risks to life and property in areas of high 
geologic, flood, and fire hazard.  The applicant has submitted the following reports for 
the proposed development:  “Geotechnical Evaluations, Proposed removal of 
Construction Debris at 3925 and 3929 Malibu Vista Drive” and “Response to California 
Coastal Commission Comments” prepared by R.T. Frankian & Associates on June 1, 
2006 and February 21, 2007 respectively.   
 
The proposed development is located in the Santa Monica Mountains, an area which is 
generally considered to be subject to an unusually high amount of natural hazards.  
Geologic hazards common to the Santa Monica Mountains include landslides, erosion, 
wildfire, and flooding.  The project site is located at the top of a steep (1.5:1 to 2.5:1 
slope) coastal bluff, directly below two existing single family residences.  The site in 
underlain by certified engineered fill and terrace deposits that rest unconformable on 
marine sedimentary bedrock.  In 2001, the applicant dumped demolition and 
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construction debris into fissures at the headscarp of an active landslide that extends 
down the coastal bluff to Pacific Coast Highway and Topanga Canyon Blvd.  As 
discussed in the submitted geologic reports, this landslide is a complex and deep-
seated rotational failure that extends 550 feet along Pacific Coast Highway and involves 
most of the descending slope (approximately 180 feet in height).  Caltrans has reported 
reactivation and movement of the slide on several occasions from the 1930’s to present 
day.  The episodes seem to correspond to periods of heavy rainfall or ground motion 
(earthquakes) in the region.  According to the geologic reports, several areas of 
perched groundwater and surface seeps have also been mapped in and around the 
landslide area.  Groundwater levels play an important role with respect to gross stability 
of the landslide.  In 2000, Cal Trans constructed a waler/tieback wall retaining system at 
the toe of the slope/landslide at the intersection of Pacific Coast Highway and Topanga 
Canyon Blvd.  The retaining system was designed to increase the factor of safety of the 
slide mass and prevent further shoulder and pavement distress to Pacific Coast 
Highway.  CalTrans continues to monitor the landslide and groundwater in the area. 
 
The applicant is currently proposing to remove 274 cu. yds of demolition debris, remove 
and recompact approximately 358 cu. yds. of soil into conditioned lifts, and install a 
drainage system to pump runoff from the area up to a storm drainage system at 3925 
and 3929 Malibu Vista Road.  As discussed above in Section C. Comment Letters, one 
of the landowners of the subject properties, Natasha Roit, has voiced concerns 
regarding the high water levels at the site and the potential of the project to impact 
stability of the site.  The geotechnical reports submitted for the project by R.T. Frankian 
and Associates address the potential for the project to impact geologic stability of the 
site and groundwater levels onsite.  Specifically, their memo of February 21, 2007 
states: 
 

…the weight of the construction debris is small compared to the total weight of 
the slide mass.  The affect of the placement of construction debris on a stability 
analysis performed on a 50-scale cross section is like adding a thick pencil line in 
the area where the debris was placed.  The additional weight is almost negligible.  
The construction debris likely had a small negative affect on gross stability of the 
slide, but the affect is so small as to be within the accuracy and precision of the 
analytical technique used to perform the analysis.  So too, removal of the 
construction debris will likely have a small positive affect on gross stability of the 
slide.   
 
Provided the recommendations in our June 1, 2006 report are followed, removal of 
the construction debris, processing in-place of the upper three feet of native soil, 
and installation of a piezometer will not adversely impact the existing stability of 
the landslide and will not create a hazard to the safety of the subject property or 
neighboring properties.   

 
The geotechnical reports for the project contain several recommendations to be 
incorporated into the project design and construction to ensure the stability and geologic 
safety for the proposed project site and adjacent properties.  These recommendations 
include guidance for removal of construction debris, site preparation, recompaction, 
groundwater levels, revegetation and irrigation of the site, among other things.  The 
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Commission’s staff geologist, Dr. Mark Johnson, has reviewed the proposed plans and 
recommendations of the geotechnical consultant and has found the conclusions and 
recommendations of the consultant to be protective of stability and safety of the project 
site and surrounding area.  To ensure that the recommendations of the consultant are 
incorporated into all proposed project activities, the Commission, as specified in 
Special Condition Four (4), requires the applicant to comply with and incorporate the 
recommendations contained in the submitted geologic reports into all final design and 
construction, and to obtain the approval of the geotechnical consultants prior to 
commencement of the remediation.   
 
The applicant is proposing, as part of this application, to sample soils and conduct a 
visual inspection following excavation of the debris, in order to ensure that no additional 
work is needed.  Additionally, comments received by Ms. Natasha Roit (Exhibit 3a and 
3c) concerning the project site refer to the potential that additional debris may be onsite 
and additional future work may be needed onsite.  The geotechnical analysis conducted 
by the applicant’s consultant only covers the limited remediation work currently 
proposed in this application.  In order to ensure that any additional work proposed 
onsite undergoes geologic and coastal review and is in conformance with Section 
30253 of the Coastal Act, Special Condition Two (2) requires the applicant to submit 
the results of all inspections and sampling onsite and to report to the Executive Director 
on the need for any additional work.  Should additional work be needed, the applicant 
shall be required to apply for an amendment to this coastal development permit or a 
new coastal development permit, unless the Executive Director determines that no new 
permit is needed.   
 
The Commission finds that minimization of site erosion will add to the stability of the 
site.  Erosion can best be minimized by requiring the applicant to plant all disturbed 
areas of the site with native plants.  Further, in past permit actions, the Commission has 
found that invasive and non-native plant species are typically characterized as having a 
shallow root structure in comparison with their high surface/foliage weight and/or require 
a greater amount of irrigation and maintenance than native vegetation.  The 
Commission notes that non-native and invasive plant species with high surface/foliage 
weight and shallow root structures do not serve to stabilize steep slopes, such as the 
slopes on the subject site, and that such vegetation results in potential adverse effects 
to the geologic stability of the project site.  In comparison, the Commission finds that 
native plant species are typically characterized not only by a well developed and 
extensive root structure in comparison to their surface/foliage weight but also by their 
low irrigation and maintenance requirements.  Therefore, in order to ensure the stability 
and geotechnical safety of the site, Special Condition Three (3) specifically requires 
the applicant to submit erosion control and revegetation plans for all disturbed areas on 
the project site. 
 
In addition, to ensure that excess excavated materials are moved off site so as not to 
contribute to unnecessary landform alteration, the Commission finds it necessary to 
require the applicant to dispose of the material at an appropriate disposal site or to a 



 
Permit Application 4-06-135 (Goodfriend) 

Page 13 

site that has been approved to accept the material, as specified in Special Condition 
One (1).   
 
Further, the proposed project, as conditioned to ensure that the disturbed site slopes 
are revegetated with native vegetation, has been designed to ensure slope stability on 
site to the maximum extent feasible.  However, the Coastal Act recognizes that certain 
development projects located in geologically hazardous areas, such as the subject site, 
still involve the taking of some risk.  Coastal Act policies require the Commission to 
establish the appropriate degree of risk acceptable for the proposed development and 
to determine who should assume the risk.  When development in areas of identified 
hazards is proposed, the Commission considers the hazard associated with the project 
site and the potential cost to the public, as well as the individual's right to use his 
property.  As such, the Commission finds that due to the foreseen possibility of erosion 
and slope failure, the applicant shall assume these risks as a condition of approval.  
Therefore, Special Condition Five (5) requires the applicant to waive any claim of 
liability against the Commission for damage to life or property which may occur as a 
result of the permitted development.  The applicant's 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.   
 
Special Condition No. Six (6) requires the applicant to record a deed restriction that 
imposes the terms and conditions of this permit as a restriction on the use and 
enjoyment of the property and provides any prospective purchaser of the site with 
recorded notice that the restriction are imposed on the subject property. 
 
Therefore, for the reasons discussed above, the Commission finds that the proposed 
project, as conditioned, is consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 
 
 E. Water Quality 

 
Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states: 

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

 
Sections 30231 of the Coastal Act require that the biological productivity and the quality 
of coastal waters and streams be maintained and, where feasible, restored through 
among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharge and 
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and 
substantial interference with surface water flows, maintaining natural buffer areas that 
protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams.   
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The Commission recognizes that remediation and construction activities in the Santa 
Monica Mountains have the potential to adversely impact coastal water quality through 
the removal of native vegetation, increase of erosion and sedimentation, and 
introduction of pollutants such as petroleum and other pollutant sources.  Pollutants 
commonly found in runoff associated with residential uses and construction activities 
include petroleum hydrocarbons including oil and grease from vehicles; heavy metals; 
synthetic organic chemicals including paint; dirt; and vegetation.  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. 
 
The applicant requests approval for the removal of construction debris, recompaction 
and grading of soils, and installation of a drainage system within an approximately 3,600 
sq. ft. area southwest of Malibu Vista Road and northeast of the intersection of Topanga 
Road and Pacific Coast Highway.  The purpose of the project is to remediate an area 
where debris was dumped on the site from the remodel and addition to a single family 
residence located on one of the subject properties.  The project site is located in the 
Topanga Canyon watershed.  While no development is proposed in drainages onsite, 
the proposed project is located approximately 1,000 feet above Topanga Canyon Creek 
in an area containing areas of perched groundwater and seeps.  Additionally, the 
applicant is proposing to install a drainage system that would pump water from the 
bottom of the remediation area up to storm drains in Malibu Vista Road that lead directly 
to the coastal waters offshore of the site.   
 
Should the project site contain debris or soils contaminated with pollutants, it is possible 
that remediation of the area could lead to increased availability of these pollutants to 
runoff and coastal waters, particularly during grading and removal activities.  The debris 
to be removed from the site include construction debris from a remodel of the single 
family residence onsite and include roofing tiles, concrete, stucco, etc.  Analytical tests 
of the remediation site have found trace quantities of asbestos and lead in the debris 
and soil in the area.  According to the Superior Court of California Findings of January 
17, 2006 on Rickley vs. Goodfriend (see Section B. Background) these debris have not 
been found to contain “toxic materials.”   According to this document, all asbestos and 
lead found on the site was in a non-friable state.  However, in order to ensure that all 
excess excavated debris and materials are moved off site so as not to contribute to 
landform alternation and potential pollutant sources onsite, the Commission finds it 
necessary to require the applicants to dispose of the materials at an appropriate 
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disposal site or to a site that has been approved to accept the material, as specified in 
Special Condition One (1).   
 
Additionally, the applicant is proposing to test the soils underneath the excavated 
construction debris for heavy metals and asbestos in order to ensure that all debris is 
removed and that contaminated soils, if any, are not left on the site.  Special Condition 
Two (2) requires the applicant to complete this testing and report the results to the 
Executive Director following excavation of the site.  Should contaminants or additional 
debris be found on the site and additional remediation work needed, the applicant shall 
be required to submit an amendment to this coastal development permit or a new 
coastal development permit for the work, unless the Executive Director determines that 
no new permit is needed.   
 
Furthermore, interim erosion control measures 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.  The Commission also notes that removal of vegetation, grading, 
and exposure of on-site soils can increase erosion on site and would subsequently 
result in a potential increase in the sedimentation of the downslope Topanga Canyon 
Creek.  The Commission finds that the minimization of site erosion will minimize the 
project’s potential individual and cumulative contribution to adversely affect the adjacent 
watershed and stream.  Erosion can best be minimized by requiring the applicant to 
revegetate all disturbed areas of the site with native plants, compatible with the 
surrounding environment.  Therefore, to ensure that revegetation and erosion control of 
the remediated slope is successful to minimize increased erosion and sedimentation of 
nearby sensitive habitat, Special Condition Three (3) requires the applicant to submit 
a Revegetation and Erosion Control Plan, prepared by a biologist or environmental 
resource specialist, for the review and approval of the Executive Director.  Native plant 
species that are appropriate for site’s mixed coast sage scrub and chaparral plant 
community shall be used to cover all areas along the outboard slope where chaparral 
vegetation has been temporarily disturbed or removed and soils are exposed due to as-
built roadside slope stabilization activities. The disturbed site shall be replanted with 
native plant species which are endemic to the Santa Monica Mountains. In addition, 
Special Condition Three (3) also requires the applicant to implement a five year 
monitoring program to ensure the success of the replanting.  
 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, is consistent 
with Sections 30231 of the Coastal Act. 
 
 
F. Unpermitted Development  
 
Development has occurred on the subject site without the required coastal development 
permits, including, but not limited to, dumping of construction debris within 50 feet of a 
coastal bluff west of the single family residence at 3925 Malibu Vista Road in the Santa 
Monica Mountains.  As discussed is Section B. Background, additional unpermitted 
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development may have occurred on the properties associated with this permit.  
Commission enforcement staff is investigating the development that has occurred on 
the subject parcels to determine if coastal development permits would have been 
required.  The subject application, however, pertains only to the removal of 274 cu. yds. 
of debris dumped behind the residence at 3925 Malibu Vista Road in 2001 by Mr. 
Marvin Goodfriend.   
 
The applicant is proposing to remove 274 cu yds. of construction debris, recompact and 
regrade the hillside in the area of the debris, and install a drainage system to direct 
runoff away from a landslide on the properties.  In order to ensure that the components 
of this application involving unpermitted development are resolved in a timely manner, 
Special Condition Six (6) requires that the applicants satisfy all conditions of this 
permit that are prerequisite to the issuance of this permit within 90 days of Commission 
action, or within such additional time as the Executive Director may grant for good 
cause. 
 
Although development has occurred prior to submission of this permit application, 
consideration of this application by the Commission has been based solely upon the 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  Commission review and action on this permit 
application 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 with 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  The preceding sections provide findings that the 
proposed project will be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 if certain 
conditions are incorporated into the project and are accepted by the applicant.  As 
conditioned, the proposed development will not create adverse impacts and is found to 
be consistent with the applicable policies contained in Chapter 3.  Therefore, the 
Commission finds that approval of the proposed development, as conditioned, will not 
prejudice the 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 
required by Section 30604(a). 
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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 
which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect that the activity may 
have on the environment. 
 
The Commission incorporates its findings on Coastal Act consistency at this point as if 
set forth in full.  These findings address and respond to all public comments regarding 
potential significant adverse environmental effects of the project that were received prior 
to preparation of the staff report.  As discussed above, the proposed development, as 
conditioned, is consistent with the policies of the Coastal Act.  Feasible mitigation 
measures which will minimize all adverse environmental effects have been required as 
special conditions.  As conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures available, beyond those required, which would substantially lessen 
any significant adverse impact that the activity may have on the environment. Therefore, 
the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned to mitigate the identified 
impacts, can be found to be consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act to 
conform to CEQA. 
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