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STAFF REPORT: AMENDMENT
APPLICATION NO:

4-99-098-A2

APPLICANT: Coastline Views LLC
PROJECT LOCATION: 18049 Coastline Drive in the unincorporated Malibu area of
Los Angeles County; Los Angeles County (APN: 4443-009-045)
DECRIPTION OF PROJECT PREVIOUSLY APPROVED:

Construct a 5,166 sq. ft.
three-unit apartment building with storage room and three detached garage structures totaling
twelve parking spaces. Grading of 1590 cu. yds. (795 cu. yds. cut and 795 cu. yds. fill).

PREVIOUSLY AMENDED IN CDP AMENDMENT NO. 4-99-098-A1 to: Revise the floor
plan of the structure by increasing the interior square footage from 5,166 sq. ft. to 7,295 sq.
ft. with no increase in height of the structure and a very minor increase in the building
footprint.
DESCRIPTION OF AMENDMENT: Revise the floor plan of the structure by increasing
the interior square footage from 7,295 sq. ft. to 8,317 sq. ft.; add a new 1,390 sq. ft. exterior
patio/deck; and an approximately 10 ft. increase in height of an approximately 800 sq. ft.
portion of the structure (no portion of the structure will exceed 35 ft. above existing grade).
No significant changes to the previously approved grading plan are proposed; however, this
amendment will correct an error in the calculations of the previously approved plan to clarify
that the project will involve an additional 100 cu. yds. of grading for a total of 1,690 cu. yds.
of total grading (1,281 cu. yds. cut and 409 cu. yds. of fill).
LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED:

Approval in Concept from Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning.

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS:

Mountain Geology, Inc.: Addendum Engineering Report
No. 4, January 5, 1999; Addendum Engineering Report No. 3, June 29, 1998; Addendum Engineering
Report No. 2, May 27, 1998; Addendum Engineering Report No. I, April 5, 1998; Preliminary Engineering
Geologic Report, January 14, 1998; West Coast Geotechnical: Update Geotechnical Engineering Report,
January 11, 1999; Addendum Geotechnical Engineering Report No. 4, September 1, 1998; Supplemental
Geotechnical Engineering Letter, July 28, 1998; Addendum Geotechnical Engineering Report # 2, June 4,
1998; Addendum Geotechnical Engineering Report # 1, April 13, 1998; Geotechnical Engineering
Investigation, January 15, 1998; Coastal Development Permit (CDP) 4-99-098 and CDP Amendment 499-098-A1.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends that the Commission approve the proposed amendment with one
new special condition regarding indemnification of the Commission by the applicant. All
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standard conditions and Special Conditions attached to the previously approved Coastal
Development Permit 4-99-098, as previously amended, remain in effect. The standard
of review for the proposed amendment is the Chapter Three policies of the Coastal Act.
The project site is located at the intersection of Coastline Drive and Surfview Drive one
block inland of Pacific Coast Highway and just west of the Los Angeles City limit, in an
unincorporated area of Malibu known as the Sunset Mesa subdivision (Exhibit 1). The
surrounding area is densely developed with a mixture of single family residential and
multi-family residential development consisting of both apartment and condominium
units. The vacant subject parcel is sparsely vegetated with some native and non-native
vegetation and does not contain any environmentally sensitive habitat due to its location
within a densely built-out subdivision. In addition, due to surrounding development and
intervening topography, the development on the subject site, as proposed to be
modified by this amendment, is only visible from a very short segment of Pacific Coast
Highway from the intersection of Coastline Drive and Pacific Coast Highway and will not
result in any new significant impacts to public views from Pacific Coast Highway or any
other significant public viewing areas (Exhibit 6).
This amendment was also originally determined to have no potential to result in any
adverse effects to any coastal resources by the Executive Director and was; therefore,
determined to be immaterial pursuant to 14 Cal. Admin. Code 13166(a). The notice of
intent to issue an immaterial amendment was issued on December 4, 2006, and was
scheduled to be reported to the Commission at its December 2006 meeting. However,
on December 12, 14, and 18, 2006, the Commission received four letters from
neighboring property owners including: Kenneth and Yvonne Aldrich, Malibu Coastline
Condominium Association, Laura and Irwin Snyder, and the 18049 Coastline Drive
Homeowners Association (Exhibits 4a-d). The four letters raise many of the same
issues that were raised in objection to the previous amendment (CDP Amendment 4-99098-A1) to the project including potential impacts to private views, geologic safety, and
the potential for the creation of illegal units at the site. Some of the four letters also
raise several points which do not have a basis for review by the Commission in relation
to the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act including whether or not the proposed
addition would serve to increase the number of private parties expected to be held by
future residents and a reference to a private dispute involving the use of a shared
funicular. However, in order to respond to the issues raised by the four letters of
objection, this item has been re-agendized for Commission action as a material
amendment.
In regard to potential impacts to views, the relevant Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal
Act provide for the protection of public views only and do not relate to the protection of
private views. Thus, potential effects of the proposed development to private views is
not relevant to the Commission’s review of this amendment. However, In regard to
potential impacts to public views, because the subject site is located in a densely
developed residential area and only partially visible from a very short segment of Pacific
Coast Highway, the new proposed additions and change in height will not result in any
new adverse impacts to public views.
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In addition, in regards to potential geologic issues, the applicant’s geotechnical
consultants previously found that the originally approved project would not have an
adverse affect on the stability of the subject site or immediate vicinity, provided the
consultants’ recommendations are made part of the development plans and are
implemented during construction. In the case of this new proposed amendment, in
order to ensure the structural and geologic stability of the project site and the adjacent
properties, the applicant has already submitted new revised project plans for the
proposed revisions to the project which have been stamped in approval by the
applicant’s geologic and engineering consultants as conforming to all of the
recommendations of their previous reports.
Further, in regards to the concern that the proposed addition to the previously approved
structure will result in the potential for the creation of illegal units at the site, the
Commission notes that this same assertion was previously raised by the same party in
regards to the previous amendment for this project. In response, the Commission finds
that no new additional units are proposed as part of this application and that Special
Condition One (1) of the original permit remains in effect and requires the recordation of
a deed restriction which effectively ensures that no additions or changes to the
approved project, such as the creation of additional units, may be made without a new
coastal development permit or amendment to this permit in order to address any
potential cumulative impacts.

PROCEDURAL NOTE: The Commission’s regulations provide for referral of permit
amendment requests to the Commission if:
1) The Executive Director determines that the proposed amendment is a
material change,
2) Objection is made to the Executive Director's determination of
immateriality, or
3) The proposed amendment affects conditions required for the purpose of
protecting a coastal resource or coastal access.
In this case, the proposed amendment is a material change to the original permit. If the
applicant or objector so requests, the Commission shall make an independent
determination as to whether the proposed amendment is material (§13166 of the
California Code of Regulations).
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I.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution:
MOTION:

I move that the Commission approve the proposed
amendment to Coastal Development Permit No. 4-99-098
pursuant to the staff recommendation.

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

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

II. SPECIAL CONDITIONS
NOTE: All standard conditions and seven (7) Special Conditions attached to the
previously approved Coastal Development Permit 4-99-098, as previously
amended, remain in effect. In addition, the following new special condition is
hereby imposed.
8.

Indemnification by Applicant

Liability for Costs and Attorneys Fees: By acceptance of this permit amendment, the
Applicant/Permittee agrees to reimburse the Coastal Commission in full for all Coastal
Commission costs and attorneys fees -- including (1) those charged by the Office of the
Attorney General, and (2) any court costs and attorneys fees that the Coastal
Commission may be required by a court to pay -- that the Coastal Commission incurs in
connection with the defense of any action brought by a party other than the
Applicant/Permittee against the Coastal Commission, its officers, employees, agents,
successors and assigns challenging the approval or issuance of this permit, as
amended. The Coastal Commission retains complete authority to conduct and direct the
defense of any such action against the Coastal Commission.
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III.

FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A.

Amendment Description and Background

The proposed amendment includes a revision to the floor plan of the previously
approved structure by increasing the interior square footage from 7,295 sq. ft. to 8,317
sq. ft.; add a new 1,390 sq. ft. exterior patio/deck; and an approximately 10 ft. increase
in height of an approximately 800 sq. ft. portion of the structure in order to add a private
observation room (included as part of the overall increase of 1,022 sq. ft. to the interior
sq. ft. of the entire structure) to one of the three units with an interior stairway
connecting the room to the lower levels of the residence (no portion of the structure will
exceed 35 ft. above existing grade). No significant changes to the previously approved
grading plan are proposed; however, this amendment will correct an error in the
calculations of the previously approved plan to clarify that the project will involve an
additional 100 cu. yds. of grading for a total of 1,690 cu. yds. of total grading (1,281 cu.
yds. cut and 409 cu. yds. of fill).
The project site is located at the intersection of Coastline Drive and Surfview Drive one
block inland of Pacific Coast Highway and just west of the Los Angeles City limit, in an
unincorporated area of Malibu known as the Sunset Mesa subdivision (Exhibit 1). The
surrounding area is densely developed with a mixture of single family residential and
multi-family residential development consisting of both apartment and condominium
units. The previously approved three-unit condominium structure that is the subject of
this amendment application is adjacent to an existing four-unit condominium complex on
the adjacent parcel immediately to the west. Several other large residential structures
are located on the other properties to the west along the north (inland) side of Coastline
Drive and are visible in photographs of the subject site and the surrounding area
(Exhibits 7 and 8).
The vacant subject parcel is sparsely vegetated with some native and non-native
vegetation and does not contain any environmentally sensitive habitat due to its location
within a densely built-out subdivision. In addition, due to surrounding development and
intervening topography, the development on the subject site is only visible from a very
short segment of Pacific Coast Highway from the intersection of Coastline Drive and
Pacific Coast Highway and will not significantly impact views from Pacific Coast
Highway or any other significant public viewing areas (Exhibit 6).
The project site has been subject to previous Commission action. On September 14,
1999, the Commission approved the underlying coastal development permit (CDP) 499-098 for construction of a 5,166 sq. ft. three-unit apartment building with storage
room, three separate detached garage structures totaling twelve parking spaces, and
1,590 cu. yds. of grading (795 cu. yds. cut, 795 cu. yds. fill). CDP No. 4-99-098 was
approved with five special conditions including the recordation of a future improvements
deed restriction, submittal of plans conforming to geologic recommendations, submittal
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of landscaping and erosion control plans for the review and approval of the Executive
Director, removal of natural vegetation, and a wildfire waiver of liability.
The underlying permit has been extended annually five times since its original approval.
A sixth request for an extension (4-99-098-E6) was submitted on August 15, 2006 (prior
to expiration date of the permit as extended pursuant to 4-99-098-E5) and is currently
scheduled to be reported to the Commission as an immaterial extension for the
Commission’s April 2007 meeting. Pursuant to CDP 4-99-098-E6, the underlying permit
would continue to be valid until September 16, 2007, unless further extended.
In addition, CDP Waiver 4-04-047-W was issued after being reported to the
Commission on June 9, 2004, for the subdivision of a 1.58 acre parcel into two separate
parcels of 0.46 acres in size (Lot 1) and 1.12 acres in size (Lot 2). Lot 2 is the subject
parcel that is the subject of CDP 4-99-098 and this pending amendment application.
Lot 1 is the neighboring parcel immediately west of the subject site that is developed
with an existing 4-unit multi-family residential structure. CDP Waiver 4-04-047-W also
authorized the conversion to condominium units of both the existing 4-unit structure on
Lot 1 and the 3-unit structure that has been previously approved on Lot 2 (the subject
site) pursuant to CDP 4-99-098.
Further, the underlying permit (CDP 4-99-098-A1) has been subject to one previous
amendment (CDP 4-99-098-A1) which was approved by the Commission in April 2004
to revise the floor plan of the previously approved 3-unit structure by increasing the
interior square footage from 5,166 sq. ft. to 7,295 sq. ft. with no increase in height of the
structure and a very minor increase in the building footprint. CDP Amendment 4-99098-A1 was originally determined by the Executive Director to be immaterial pursuant to
14 Cal. Admin. Code 13166(a) and issued a notice of that determination on January 6,
2004. However, the Commission subsequently received two letters from neighboring
property owners; Kenneth Aldrich and the Malibu Coastline Condominium Association
objecting to the determination of immateriality on grounds of potential private view
issues, geologic safety, surface and subsurface drainage, and the potential for the
creation of illegal units at the site. In order to respond to the issues raised in these
letters, the item was agendized for the April 2004 Commission meeting as a material
amendment and a full staff report was prepared. The staff report for the previous
amendment has been included as Exhibit 5 of this report and the two previous letters of
objection to the previous amendment are included as Exhibits 15 and 16 of that report.
The Commission approved CDP Amendment 4-99-098-A1 subject to two special
conditions which required the applicant to submit updated plans approved by the project
geologist, as well as drainage plans that incorporate structural and non-structural Best
Management Practices (BMPs) designed to control the volume, velocity and pollutant
load of stormwater up to and including the 85% percentile runoff event. In its approval
of CDP Amendment 4-99-098-A1, the Commission found that the previously required
“future improvements” deed restriction required by Special Condition One (1) of the
original permit remains in effect, and effectively ensures that no additions or changes to
the approved project, such as the creation of additional units, may be made without a
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new coastal permit or amendment to the underlying permit in order to ensure due
consideration of the potential cumulative impacts.
In this case, the application for this amendment (CDP 4-99-098-A2) was also originally
determined to have no potential to result in any adverse effects to any coastal resources
by the Executive Director and was; therefore, also determined to be immaterial pursuant
to 14 Cal. Admin. Code 13166(a). The notice of intent to issue an immaterial
amendment was issued on December 4, 2006, and was scheduled to be reported to the
Commission at its December 2006 meeting. However, on December 12, 14, and 18,
2006, the Commission received four letters from neighboring property owners including:
Kenneth and Yvonne Aldrich, Malibu Coastline Condominium Association, Laura and
Irwin Snyder, and the 18049 Coastline Drive Homeowners Association (Exhibits 4a4d). The four letters raise many of the same issues that were raised in objection to the
previous amendment to the project including potential impacts to private views, geologic
safety, and the potential for the creation of illegal units at the site. Some of the four
letters also raise points which do not have a basis for review by the Commission in
relation to the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act including whether or not the
proposed addition would serve to increase the number of private parties expected to be
held by future residents and a reference to a private dispute involving the use of a
shared funicular. However, in order to respond to the issues raised by the four letters of
objection, this item has been re-agendized for Commission action as a material
amendment.
In regards to the assertion by one of the letters that the proposed addition to the
previously approved structure will result in the potential for the creation of illegal units at
the site, the Commission notes that this same assertion was previously raised by the
same neighbor in regards to the previous amendment for this project. In response, the
Commission finds that no new additional units are proposed as part of this amendment
and that, further, Special Condition One (1) of the original permit remains in effect and
requires the recordation of a deed restriction which effectively ensures that no additions
or changes to the approved project, such as the creation of additional units, may be
made without a new coastal development permit or amendment to this permit in order to
address any potential cumulative impacts.

B.

HAZARDS AND GEOLOGICAL STABILITY

The proposed development is located on a steeply sloping historic ocean bluff slope on
the landward side of Pacific Coast Highway in the unincorporated area of Malibu, an
area generally considered to be subject to an unusually high amount of natural hazards.
Geologic hazards common to the Malibu include landslides, erosion, and flooding. In
addition, fire is an inherent threat to the indigenous chaparral community of the coastal
mountains. Wild fires often denude hillsides in the Santa Monica Mountains of all
existing vegetation, thereby contributing to an increased potential for erosion and
landslides on property.

4-99-098-A2 (Coastline Views LLC)
Page 8

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act, which is incorporated as part of the Malibu LCP,
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.

Section 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. As originally approved,
the proposed development involves a moderate amount of grading (795 cu. yds. cut,
795 cu. yds. fill). No significant changes to the previously approved grading plan are
proposed; however, this amendment will correct an error in the calculations of the
previously approved plan to clarify that the project will involve an additional 100 cu. yds.
of grading for a total of 1,690 cu. yds. of total grading (1,281 cu. yds. cut and 409 cu.
yds. of fill). The applicants submitted several geologic reports with their initial
application ("Mountain Geology, Inc.: Addendum Engineering Report No. 4, January 5,
1999; Addendum Engineering Report No. 3, June 29, 1998; Addendum Engineering
Report No. 2, May 27, 1998; Addendum Engineering Report No. I, April 5, 1998;
Preliminary Engineering Geologic Report, January 14, 1998; West Coast Geotechnical:
Update Geotechnical Engineering Report, January 11, 1999; Addendum Geotechnical
Engineering Report No. 4, September 1, 1998; Supplemental Geotechnical Engineering
Letter, July 28, 1998; Addendum Geotechnical Engineering Report # 2, June 4, 1998;
Addendum Geotechnical Engineering Report # 1, April 13, 1998; Geotechnical
Engineering Investigation, January 15, 1998.) The reports make numerous
recommendations regarding grading, foundations, retaining walls, construction, and
drainage. The project as originally proposed was found consistent with Section 30253
provided the geologic consultants' recommendations were incorporated into final plans.
These reports make additional recommendations regarding grading, foundations,
retaining walls, construction, and drainage, including the installation of a hydrauger
system to prevent subsurface water from perching on the terrace bedrock contact. The
West Coast Geotechnical, Inc. report dated February 20, 2004 states:
It is the opinion of the West Coast Geotechnical that the proposed development
will be safe from landslide, settlement or slippage, and that the proposed
development will not have an adverse affect on the stability of the subject site or
immediate vicinity, provided our recommendations are made part of the
development plans and are implemented during construction.

Therefore, based on the recommendations of the applicants' geologic consultants, the
development, as originally approved by the Commission, is consistent with the
requirements of Section 30253 of the Coastal Act, so long as the geologic consultants'
recommendations are incorporated into the amended project plans and designs. In the
case of the proposed amendment, one of the letters of objection raised concerns
regarding “grading and the potential for destabilization of the slope.” This same issue
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was previously raised by the same party in objection to the previous amendment to this
project in 2004. In its approval of CDP Amendment 4-99-098-A1, the Commission
required that Special Condition Six (6) of the underlying permit be updated to require
the applicant to submit updated plans approved by the project geologist to ensure that
all recommendations of the previously submitted geologic/engineering reports had been
incorporated into the final project plans. In the case of this new proposed amendment,
the applicant has already submitted new revised project plans for the proposed
revisions to the project which have been stamped in approval by the applicant’s
geologic and engineering consultants as conforming to all of the recommendations of
their previous reports.
Thus, the Commission finds that, as proposed, the amendment has been designed in a
manner that will ensure structural and geologic stability of the project site and the
adjacent properties consistent with the provisions of Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.

C.

VISUAL RESOURCES

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act requires that views of public importance within coastal
areas shall be considered and protected, landform alteration shall be minimized, and
where feasible, degraded areas shall be enhanced and restored. Section 30253 of the
Coastal Act states that:
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 Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and
Recreation and by local government shall be subordinated to the character of its setting.

The project site is located at the intersection of Coastline Drive and Surfview Drive one
block inland of Pacific Coast Highway and just west of the Los Angeles City limit, in an
unincorporated area of Malibu known as the Sunset Mesa subdivision (Exhibit 1). The
surrounding area is densely developed with a mixture of single family residential and
multi-family residential development consisting of both apartment and condominium
units. The previously approved three-unit condominium structure that is the subject of
this amendment application is adjacent to an existing four-unit condominium complex on
the adjacent parcel immediately to the west. Several other large residential structures
are located on the other properties to the west along the north (inland) side of Coastline
Drive and are visible in photographs of the subject site and the surrounding area
(Exhibits 7 and 8).
Due to surrounding development and intervening topography, the development on the
subject site is only visible from a very short segment of Pacific Coast Highway from the
intersection of Coastline Drive and Pacific Coast Highway and will not significantly
impact views from Pacific Coast Highway or any other significant public viewing areas
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(Exhibit 6). Thus, in its approval of the underlying development, the Commission found
that the 3-unit multi-family structure on the subject site would not result in any significant
adverse impacts to public views. In the case of the proposed amendment, the applicant
is proposing to add 1,022 sq. ft. to the previously approved structure, increase a portion
of the structure by 10 ft., and add approximately1,390 sq. ft. of new exterior patio area.
However, because the subject site is located in a densely developed residential area
and only partially visible from a very short segment of Pacific Coast Highway, the new
proposed additions and change in height will not result in any new adverse impacts to
public views. Further, the proposed changes to the approved project are consistent with
the densely developed nature of the surrounding area. Several of the letters of concern
that have been received raise objections to the proposed enlargement of the previously
approved structure based on impacts to the private views across subject site. However,
Section 30251 does not relate to the protection of private view issues. Thus, potential
effects of the proposed development to private views is not relevant to the
Commission’s review of this amendment since Section 30251 only provides that views
of public importance shall be considered and protected.
Therefore, for the reasons discussed above, the Commission finds that the proposed
amendment will not result in any new potential adverse impacts to public views and is,
therefore, consistent with Section 30251

D.

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 City of Goleta’s 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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E.

CEQA

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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