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ADDENDUM

DATE: May 2, 2008
TO: Commissioners and Interested Parties
FROM: South Central Coast District Staff

SUBJECT: Items W19a-e
Dispute Resolution Nos. A-4-07-067-EDD (Lunch Properties LLLP)
A-4-07-068-EDD (Vera Properties LLLP)
A-4-07-146-EDD (Mulryan Properties LLLP)
A-4-07-147-EDD (Morleigh Properties LLLP)
A-4-07-148-EDD (Mulryan & Morleigh)

The purpose of this addendum is to: (1) attach and respond to correspondence received from the
applicants’ agent, Schmitz & Associates, on April 30, 2008 (Exhibit 1), and (2) attach two letters of
correspondence to the Commission received from Mr. James Smith on April 24 and April 30, 2008
(Exhibit 2).

1. The applicants’ agent submitted analysis to address one of the application incomplete items
requested by staff that is being disputed in the subject appeal—the Water Source Alternatives
Analysis. The applicants’ agent states that an alternative to the proposed water line extension
from Costa Del Sol would be drilling a well on the subject properties. However, the agent
states that geologic testing that has previously been conducted on the sites did not encounter
groundwater up to a 160-foot depth, but that drilling test wells beyond that depth would be
required to definitively determine whether or not water wells are feasible. The applicants are
unwilling to drill test wells because wells are not proposed as part of the projects. While the
submitted analysis provides some information about the feasibility of water wells, the letter
does not conclude whether water wells are feasible or not. However, staff is willing to proceed
with the information provided by the applicants regarding this filing requirement because the
issue can be further analyzed by staff and considered by the Commission in its review of the
applications. Especially on large parcels in the Santa Monica Mountains, such as the subject
properties, it is staff's experience that although water may be difficult to reach given its depth,
it is not impossible to find water that is suitable for residential development.

2. The letters submitted by Mr. James Smith, a Sweetwater Mesa Road resident, express
support for staff's recommendation and highlights geologic constraints associated with the
proposed projects and City of Malibu-related issues regarding the proposed projects.



April 25, 2008
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California Coastal Commission -

South Central Coast Area ) I
89 South California Street, Suite 200 ‘
Ventura, CA 93001

Attn: Deanna Christensen, Coastal Program Analyst

Re:  CDP Application 4-07-067: (APN: 4453-005-037)
Applicant: Lunch Properties, LLLP

Potable Water Source Alternatives Analysis
Dear Ms. Christensen,

We are in receipt of your letter dated February 29, 2008, in which you requested that the
applicant provide an analysis of alternatives to the proposed water main line from Costa
Del Sol to serve the subject property. In response to that request and pursuant to our
meeting with Staff on April 10, 2008, please see below.

The alternative to connecting the proposed residence to Las Virgenes Municipal Water
District’s public water line at Costa Del Sol would be drilling a well on the subject
property to provide a private source of potable water. To confirm the availability of
groundwater and the viability of utilizing groundwater as a private source of potable
water, the applicant would be required to drill a test well(s). In the geologic testing that
has been conducted to date, the project geologist encountered no groundwater up to a
depth of 160 feet as confirmed in the previously submitted geologic report.

Even if it was determined that a water well is feasible as an alternative, it is not the
preferred alternative based upon Los Angeles County Code and the policies of the
Coastal Act.

Section 508.1.1 of Los Angeles County Code states that:

Except as otherwise provided by this section, every application for a building
permit shall be accompanied by:

1. Evidence indicating to the building official that the proposed structure will be
provided with a reliable water supply. The building official may accept as
sufficient evidence a certificate from a water utility that it can supply water to the
proposed structure in compliance with Title 20 of the Los Angeles County Code,
except that if the building official knows that such water utility cannot so suppl
water the official may reject such certificate; or
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2. A certificate from the fire department that there is, or is under construction, a
private water supply which, in the fire code official’s opinion, is adequate for fire
protection. (emphasis added)

As evidenced by the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District’s approval of the proposed
water line extension, it is clear that the water utility can provide a reliable water supply to
the proposed residence. Therefore, the exception identified in part 1 of Section 508.1.1
would be inapplicable. Part 2 of Section 508.1.1 relies on the opinion of the fire
department to determine the adequacy of a private well to provide fire protection. Los
Angeles County Fire Department Head Fire Prevention Engineer James Bailey previously
submitted a letter to Coastal Staff stating that, “it is far superior from a fire safety
standpoint to have public mains and hydrants as opposed to relying on water wells and/or
tanks. Public mains provide a much more reliable and consistent source of water with
sufficient flow rates to adequately protect the residents and structures in the area.”

As stated previously, drilling a test well(s) would be required to confirm groundwater
levels, flow-rates, etc. However, the Fire Department has stated that the water line is a
superior alternative to private water wells. This indicates that the Fire Department would
be significantly more likely to approve the proposed water line extension over a private
water well due to the superiority of the water line’s ability to provide a reliable,
consistent, and adequate supply of water.

Section 20.16.060 of Los Angeles County Code establishes the minimum fire flow and
fire hydrant requirements. This section states that in Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zones, in which the subject property is located;

...the fire flow duration should be provided from storage located at an elevation

capable of delivering the fire flow by gravity. Pumping stations in gravity feed
systems shall have available two separate means of pumping; one such means may
be either a portable emergency generator or portable pumping unit driven by an
internal combustion engine. An alternative system employing dual pumping
facilities utilizing two independent sources of power, one of which shall be an
internal combustion engine utilizing natural gas piped to the site or other fuel
stored on the site, may be substituted for a gravity system. (emphasis added)

Extending the proposed water line from Costa Del Sol utilizes Las Virgenes Municipal
Water District’s existing storage located at a higher elevation than the subject property.
The proposed water line uses this elevation differential to deliver water to the subject
property via a gravity system consistent with Section 20.16.060.

In our above-referenced meeting, Staff expressed concerns pertaining to potential habitat
impacts associated with the proposed maintenance road. As noted on the exhibit our
office submitted to you on January 30, 2008, the approximate area of potential habitat
disturbance associated with the water line maintenance road is less than 0.4 acres
(approximately 17,100 sq. ft.).

Ms. Deanna Christensen
4/25/08 — CDP 4-07-067 .
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Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states that:

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those
resources shall be allowed within those areas.

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts
which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with
the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas.

It should be noted that the area of the proposed water line is not located within any
mapped Sensitive Environmental Resource Areas in the 1986 Land Use Plan, including
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA).

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

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

The proposed water line would provide a reliable source of water that would not only
protect the subject property, but would also assist fire fighters in minimizing and
containing the spread of wildfire into adjacent areas such as Serra Retreat and Carbon
Canyon. Minimizing the spread of wildfire in this manner reduces the area impacted by
the fire itself, as well as potential habitat impacts {rom emergency fire fighting practices
such as fire breaks and the use of fire retardants. Fire fighting measures such as fire
breaks and fire retardant are necessary in emergency situations to protect life and
property from imminent danger. However, improving water supply to allow for
increased containment to minimize the impacted area would inherently reduce and
minimize these potential impacts. Emergency fire breaks can extend up to a mile or more
and inherently require extensive brush clearance without any level of prior environmental
review.

An additional factor to consider in weighing the potential habitat impacts associated with
widespread wildfire damage is revegetation. After a wildfire, there is competition
between native and invasive species to establish/reestablish themselves. Certain invasive
species can quickly establish themselves in burned/disturbed soils and displace
previously existing native vegetation due to the fact that there are no natural means in
place to check the growth and spread of these invasive species. The spread of invasive
weeds can negatively impact the structure and function of the native species and can
negatively impact their ability to recover. The larger the impacted area, the more
widespread these potential impacts become and the more difficult it is to monitor and
remove invasive species. Therefore, measures to reduce the area impacted by a fire
incident would minimize potential widespread threats to native species and habitat.

Ms, Deanna Christensen
4/25/08 - CDP 4-07-067
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A recommendation of denial, due to the potential impacts associated with the water line

and maintenance road (i.e. less than 0.4 acres of disturbance) based upon a misapplication

of Section 30240 alone would take a narrow view of potential impacts to costal resources.
Viewing the broad potential impacts of wildfire and measures to minimize those impacts
demonstrates the proposed water line’s consistency with Section 30253 and Section

30240 in protecting life, property, and native habitat throughout the Santa Monica -
Mountains.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. Based upon the foregoing, we
respectfully request that Staff provide a recommendation of approval for the proposed
water line based upon its consistency with all policies of the Coastal Act. If you have any
questions or comments regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me at (310) 589-
0773.

Sincerely,

SCHMITZ & ASSOCIATES, Inc.
i“. | \/

Wi W\

Matt Jewett

Project Team Manager

Cc: Lunch Properties, LLLP
Jack Ainsworth, Deputy Director
Steve Hudson, District Manager

Ms. Deanna Christensen
4/25/08 — CDP 4-07-067
Page 4 of 4
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California Coastal Commission ’ cor AT
South Central Coast Area

89 South California Street, Suite 200

Ventura, CA 93001

L2

Attn: Deanna Christensen, Coastal Program Analyst

Re:. CDP Application 4-07-068: (APN: 4453-005-018)
Applicant: Vera Properties, LLLP

Potable Water Source Alternatives Analysis

Dear Ms. Christensen,

We are in receipt of your letter dated February 29, 2008, in which you requested that the
applicant provide an analysis of alternatives to the proposed water main line from Costa
Del Sol to serve the subject property. In response to that request and pursuant to our
meeting with Staff on April 10, 2008, please see below.

The alternative to connecting the proposed residence to Las Virgenes Municipal Water
District’s public water line at Costa Del Sol would be drilling a well on the subject
property to provide a private source of potable water. To confirm the availability of
groundwater and the viability of utilizing groundwater as a private source of potable
water, the applicant would be required to drill a test well(s). In the geologic testing that
has been conducted to date, the project geologist encountered no groundwater up to a
depth of 160 feet as confirmed in the previously submitted geologic report.

Even if it was determined that a water well is feasible as an alternative, it is not the
preferred alternative based upon Los Angeles County Code and the policies of the
Coastal Act.

Section 508.1.1 of Los Angeles County Code states that:

Except as otherwise provided by this section, every application for a building
permit shall be accompanied by:

1. Evidence indicating to the building official that the proposed structure will be
provided with a reliable water supply. The building official may accept as
sufficient evidence a certificate from a water utility that it can supply water to the
proposed structure in compliance with Title 20 of the Los Angeles County Code,
except that if the building official knows that such water utility cannot so supply
water the official may reject such certificate; or
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2. A certificate from the fire department that there is, or is under construction, a
private water supply which, in the fire code official’s opinion, is adequate for fire
protection. (emphasis added)

As evidenced by the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District’s approval of the proposed
water line extension, it is clear that the water utility can provide a reliable water supply to
the proposed residence. Therefore, the exception identified in part 1 of Section 508.1.1
would be inapplicable. Part 2 of Section 508.1.1 relies on the opinion of the fire
department to determine the adequacy of a private well to provide fire protection. Los
Angeles County Fire Department Head Fire Prevention Engineer James Bailey previously
submitted a letter to Coastal Staff stating that, “it is far superior from a fire safety
standpoint to have public mains and hydrants as opposed to relying on water wells and/or
tanks. Public mains provide a much more reliable and consistent source of water with
sufficient flow rates to adequately protect the residents and structures in the area.”

As stated previously, drilling a test well(s) would be required to confirm groundwater
levels, flow-rates, etc. However, the Fire Department has stated that the water line is a
superior alternative to private water wells. This indicates that the Fire Department would
be significantly more likely to approve the proposed water line extension over a private
water well due to the superiority of the water line’s ability to provide a reliable,
consistent, and adequate supply of water.

Section 20.16.060 of Los Angeles County Code establishes the minimum fire flow and
fire hydrant requirements. This section states that in Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zones, in which the subject property is located;

...the fire flow duration should be provided from storage located at an elevation
capable of delivering the fire flow by gravity. Pumping stations in gravity feed
systems shall have available two separate means of pumping; one such means may
be either a portable emergency generator or portable pumping unit driven by an
internal combustion engine. An alternative system employing dual pumping
facilities utilizing two independent sources of power, one of which shall be an
internal combustion engine utilizing natural gas piped to the site or other fuel
stored on the site, may be substituted for a gravity system. (emphasis added)

Extending the proposed water line from Costa Del Sol utilizes Las Virgenes Municipal
Water District’s existing storage located at a higher elevation than the subject property.
The proposed water line uses this elevation differential to deliver water to the subject
property via a gravity system consistent with Section 20.16.060.

In our above-referenced meeting, Staff expressed concems pertaining to potential habitat
impacts associated with the proposed maintenance road. As noted on the exhibit our
office submitted to you on January 30, 2008, the approximate area of potential habitat
disturbance associated with the water line maintenance road is less than 0.4 acres
(approximately 17,100 sq. ft.).

Ms. Deanna Christensen
4/25/08 — CDP 4-07-068
Page 2 of 4




Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states that:

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those
resources shall be allowed within those areas.

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts
which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with
the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas.

It should be noted that the area of the proposed water line is not located within any
mapped Sensitive Environmental Resource Areas in the 1986 Land Use Plan, including
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA).

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

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

The proposed water line would provide a reliable source of water that would not only
protect the subject property, but would also assist fire fighters in minimizing and
containing the spread of wildfire into adjacent areas such as Serra Retreat and Carbon
Canyon. Minimizing the spread of wildfire in this manner reduces the area impacted by
the fire itself, as well as potential habitat impacts from emergency fire fighting practices
such as fire breaks and the use of fire retardants. Fire fighting measures such as fire
breaks and fire retardant are necessary in emergency situations to protect life and
property from imminent danger. However, improving water supply to allow for
increased containment to minimize the impacted area would inherently reduce and
minimize these potential impacts. Emergency fire breaks can extend up to a mile or more
and inherently require extensive brush clearance without any level of prior environmental
review.

An additional factor to consider in weighing the potential habitat impacts associated with
widespread wildfire damage is revegetation. After a wildfire, there is competition
between native and invasive species to establish/reestablish themselves. Certain invasive
species can quickly establish themselves in burned/disturbed soils and displace
previously existing native vegetation due to the fact that there are no natural means in
place to check the growth and spread of these invasive species. The spread of invasive
weeds can negatively impact the structure and function of the native species and can
negatively impact their ability to recover. The larger the impacted area, the more
widespread these potential impacts become and the more difficult it is to monitor and
remove invasive species. Therefore, measures to reduce the area impacted by a fire
incident would minimize potential widespread threats to native species and habitat.

Ms. Deanna Christensen
4/25/08 — CDP 4-07-068
Page 3 of 4



A recommendation of denial, due to the potential impacts associated with the water line
and maintenance road (i.e. less than 0.4 acres of disturbance) based upon a misapplication
of Section 30240 alone would take a narrow view of potential impacts to costal resources.
Viewing the broad potential impacts of wildfire and measures to minimize those impacts
demonstrates the proposed water line’s consistency with Section 30253 and Section
30240 in protecting life, property, and native habitat throughout the Santa Monica
Mountains.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. Based upon the foregoing, we
respectfully request that Staff provide a recommendation of approval for the proposed
water line based upon its consistency with all policies of the Coastal Act. If you have any
questions or comments regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me at (310) 589-
0773.

Sincerely,
SCHMITZ & ASSOCIATES, Inc.

Wi

H i |
Matt J e%ett
Project Team Manager

Cc: Vera Properties, LLLP
Jack Ainsworth, Deputy Director
Steve Hudson, District Manager

Ms. Deanna Christensen
4/25/08 — CDP 4-07-068
Page 4 of 4
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California Coastal Commission ' St
South Central Coast Area T

89 South California Street, Suite 200 o

Ventura, CA 93001 I

Attn: Deanna Christensen, Coastal Program Analyst
Re: CDP Application 4-07-146: (APN: 4453-005-092)

Applicant: Mulryan Properties, LLLP
Potable Water Source Alternatives Analysis

Dear Ms. Christensen,

We are in receipt of your letter dated February 29, 2008, in which you requested that the
applicant provide an analysis of alternatives to the proposed water main line from Costa
Del Sol to serve the subject property. In response to that request and pursuant to our
meeting with Staff on April 10, 2008, please see below.

The alterative to connecting the proposed residence to Las Virgenes Municipal Water
District’s public water line at Costa Del Sol would be drilling a well on the subject
property to provide a private source of potable water. To confirm the availability of
groundwater and the viability of utilizing groundwater as a private source of potable
water, the applicant would be required to drill a test well(s). In the geologic testing that
has been conducted to date, the project geologist encountered no groundwater up to a
depth of 160 feet as confirmed in the previously submitted geologic report.

Even if it was determined that a water well is feasible as an alternative, it is not the
preferred alternative based upon Los Angeles County Code and the policies of the
Coastal Act.

Section 508.1.1 of Los Angeles County Code states that:

Except as otherwise provided by this section, every application for a building
permit shall be accompanied by:

1. Evidence indicating to the building official that the proposed structure will be
provided with a reliable water supply. The building official may accept as
sufficient evidence a certificate from a water utility that it can supply water to the
proposed structure in compliance with Title 20 of the Los Angeles County Code,
except that if the building official knows that such water utility cannot so supply
water the official may reject such certificate; or
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2. A certificate from the fire department that there is, or is under construction, a
private water supply which, in the fire code official’s opinion, is adequate for fire
protection. (emphasis added)

As evidenced by the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District’s approval of the proposed
water line extension, it is clear that the water utility can provide a reliable water supply to
the proposed residence. Therefore, the exception identified in part 1 of Section 508.1.1
would be inapplicable. Part 2 of Section 508.1.1 relies on the opinion of the fire
department to determine the adequacy of a private well to provide fire protection. Los
Angeles County Fire Department Head Fire Prevention Engineer James Bailey previously
submitted a letter to Coastal Staff stating that, “it is far superior from a fire safety
standpoint to have public mains and hydrants as opposed to relying on water wells and/or
tanks. Public mains provide a much more reliable and consistent source of water with
sufficient flow rates to adequately protect the residents and structures in the area.”

As stated previously, drilling a test well(s) would be required to confirm groundwater
levels, flow-rates, etc. However, the Fire Department has stated that the water line is a
superior alternative to private water wells. This indicates that the Fire Department would
be significantly more likely to approve the proposed water line extension over a private
water well due to the superiority of the water line’s ability to provide a reliable,
consistent, and adequate supply of water.

Section 20.16.060 of Los Angeles County Code establishes the minimum fire flow and
fire hydrant requirements. This section states that in Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zones, in which the subject property is located;

...the fire flow duration should be provided from storage located at an elevation
capable of delivering the fire flow by gravity. Pumping stations in gravity feed
systems shall have available two separate means of pumping; one such means may
be either a portable emergency generator or portable pumping unit driven by an
internal combustion engine. An alternative system employing dual pumping
Sacilities utilizing two independent sources of power, one of which shall be an
internal combustion engine utilizing natural gas piped to the site or other fuel
stored on the site, may be substituted for a gravity system. (emphasis added)

Extending the proposed water line from Costa Del Sol utilizes Las Virgenes Municipal
Water District’s existing storage located at a higher elevation than the subject property.
The proposed water line uses this elevation differential to deliver water to the subject
property via a gravity system consistent with Section 20.16.060.

In our above-referenced meeting, Staff expressed concerns pertaining to potential habitat
impacts associated with the proposed maintenance road. As noted on the exhibit our
office submitted to you on January 30, 2008, the approximate area of potential habitat
disturbance associated with the water line maintenance road is less than 0.4 acres
(approximately 17,100 sq. ft.).

Ms. Deanna Christensen
4/25/08 — CDP 4-07-146
Page 2 of 4




Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states that:

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those
resources shall be allowed within those areas.

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts
which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with
the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas.

It should be noted that the area of the proposed water line is not located within any
mapped Sensitive Environmental Resource Areas in the 1986 Land Use Plan, including
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA).

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

(I ') Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire
hazard. (emphasis added) '

The proposed water line would provide a reliable source of water that would not only
protect the subject property, but would also assist fire fighters in minimizing and
containing the spread of wildfire into adjacent areas such as Serra Retreat and Carbon
Canyon. Minimizing the spread of wildfire in this manner reduces the area impacted by
the fire itself, as well as potential habitat impacts from emergency fire fighting practices
such as fire breaks and the use of fire retardants. Fire fighting measures such as fire
breaks and fire retardant are necessary in emergency situations to protect life and
property from imminent danger. However, improving water supply to allow for
increased containment to minimize the impacted area would inherently reduce and
minimize these potential impacts. Emergency fire breaks can extend up to a mile or more
and inherently require extensive brush clearance without any level of prior environmental
review.

An additional factor to consider in weighing the potential habitat impacts associated with
widespread wildfire damage is revegetation. After a wildfire, there is competition
between native and invasive species to establish/reestablish themselves. Certain invasive
species can quickly establish themselves in burned/disturbed soils and displace
previously existing native vegetation due to the fact that there are no natural means in
place to check the growth and spread of these invasive species. The spread of invasive
weeds can negatively impact the structure and function of the native species and can
negatively impact their ability to recover. The larger the impacted area, the more
widespread these potential impacts become and the more difficult it is to monitor and
remove invasive species. Therefore, measures to reduce the area impacted by a fire
incident would minimize potential widespread threats to native species and habitat.

Ms. Deanna Christensen
4/25/08 — CDP 4-07-146
Page 3 of 4



A recommendation of denial, due to the potential impacts associated with the water line
and maintenance road (i.e. less than 0.4 acres of disturbance) based upon a misapplication
of Section 30240 alone would take a narrow view of potential impacts to costal resources.
Viewing the broad potential impacts of wildfire and measures to minimize those impacts
demonstrates the proposed water line’s consistency with Section 30253 and Section
30240 in protecting life, property, and native habitat throughout the Santa Monica
Mountains.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. Based upon the foregoing, we
respectfully request that Staff provide a recommendation of approval for the proposed
water line based upon its consistency with all policies of the Coastal Act. If you have any
questions or comments regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me at (310) 589-
0773.

Sincerely,
SC,WV{II)TZ & ASSOCIATES, Inc.
o "

[ ; i ///
T
Pty

Matt Jewett
Project Team Manager

Cc: Mulryan Properties, LLLP
Jack Ainsworth, Deputy Director
Steve Hudson, District Manager

Ms. Deanna Christensen
4/25/08 — CDP 4-07-146
Page 4 of 4
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California Coastal Commission o
South Central Coast Area SRS
89 South California Street, Suite 200

Ventura, CA 93001 - : B
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Attn: Deanna Christensen, Coastal Program Analyst

Re: CDP Application 4-07-147: (APN: 4453-005-091)
Applicant: Morleigh Properties, LLLP
Potable Water Source Alternatives Analysis

Dear Ms. Christensen,

We are in receipt of your letter dated February 29, 2008, in which you requested that the
applicant provide an analysis of alternatives to the proposed water main line from Costa
Del Sol to serve the subject property. In response to that request and pursuant to our
meeting with Staff on April 10, 2008, please see below.

The alternative to connecting the proposed residence to Las Virgenes Municipal Water
District’s public water line at Costa Del Sol would be drilling a well on the subject
property to provide a private source of potable water. To confirm the availability of
groundwater and the viability of utilizing groundwater as a private source of potable
water, the applicant would be required to drill a test well(s). In the geologic testing that
has been conducted to date, the project geologist encountered no groundwater up to a
depth of 160 feet as confirmed in the previously submitted geologic report.

Even if it was determined that a water well is feasible as an alternative, it is not the
preferred alternative based upon Los Angeles County Code and the policies of the
Coastal Act.

Section 508.1.1 of Los Angeles County Code states that:

Except as otherwise provided by this section, every application for a building
permit shall be accompanied by:

1. Evidence indicating to the building official that the proposed structure will be
provided with a reliable water supply. The building official may accept as
sufficient evidence a certificate from a water utility that it can supply water to the
proposed structure in compliance with Title 20 of the Los Angeles County Code,
except that if the building official knows that such water utility cannot so suppl
water the official may reject such certificate; or
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2. A certificate from the fire department that there is, or is under construction, a

private water supply which, in the fire code official’s opinion, is adequate for fire

protection. (emphasis added)

As evidenced by the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District’s approval of the proposed

water line extension, it is clear that the water utility can provide a reliable water supply to

the proposed residence. Therefore, the exception identified in part 1 of Section 508.1.1 -
would be inapplicable. Part 2 of Section 508.1.1 relies on the opinion of the fire

department to determine the adequacy of a private well to provide fire protection. Los
Angeles County Fire Department Head Fire Prevention Engineer James Bailey previously
submitted a letter to Coastal Staff stating that, “it is far superior from a fire safety .

standpoint to have public mains and hydrants as opposed to relying on water wells and/or
tanks. Public mains provide a much more reliable and consistent source of water with
sufficient flow rates to adequately protect the residents and structures in the area.”

As stated previously, drilling a test well(s) would be required to confirm groundwater
levels, flow-rates, etc. However, the Fire Department has stated that the water line is a
superior alternative to private water wells. This indicates that the Fire Department would
be significantly more likely to approve the proposed water line extension over a private
water well due to the superiority of the water line’s ability to provide a reliable,
consistent, and adequate supply of water.

Section 20.16.060 of Los Angeles County Code establishes the minimum fire flow and
fire hydrant requirements. This section states that in Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zones, in which the subject property is located;

...the fire flow duration should be provided from storage located at an elevation
capable of delivering the fire flow by gravity. Pumping stations in gravity feed
systems shall have available two separate means of pumping; one such means may
be either a portable emergency generator or portable pumping unit driven by an
internal combustion engine. An alternative system employing dual pumping
JSacilities utilizing two independent sources of power, one of which shall be an
internal combustion engine utilizing natural gas piped to the site or other fuel
stored on the site, may be substituted for a gravity system. (emphasis added)

Extending the proposed water line from Costa Del Sol utilizes Las Virgenes Municipal
Water District’s existing storage located at a higher elevation than the subject property.
The proposed water line uses this elevation differential to deliver water to the subject
property via a gravity system consistent with Section 20.16.060.

In our above-referenced meeting, Staff expressed concerns pertaining to potential habitat
impacts associated with the proposed maintenance road. As noted on the exhibit our
office submitted to you on January 30, 2008, the approximate area of potential habitat
disturbance associated with the water line maintenance road is less than 0.4 acres
(approximately 17,100 sq. ft.).

| Ms. Deanna Christensen
4/25/08 — CDP 4-07-147
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Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states that:

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those
resources shall be allowed within those areas.

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts
which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with
the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas.

It should be noted that the area of the proposed water line is not located within any
mapped Sensitive Environmental Resource Areas in the 1986 Land Use Plan, including
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA).

Section 30253 of the Coasfal Act states that new development shall:

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

The proposed water line would provide a reliable source of water that would not only
protect the subject property, but would also assist fire fighters in minimizing and
containing the spread of wildfire into adjacent areas such as Serra Retreat and Carbon
Canyon. Minimizing the spread of wildfire in this manner reduces the area impacted by
the fire itself, as well as potential habitat impacts from emergency fire fighting practices
such as fire breaks and the use of fire retardants. Fire fighting measures such as fire
breaks and fire retardant are necessary in emergency situations to protect life and
property from imminent danger. However, improving water supply to allow for
increased containment to minimize the impacted area would inherently reduce and
minimize these potential impacts. Emergency fire breaks can extend up to a mile or more
and inherently require extensive brush clearance without any level of prior environmental
review.

An additional factor to consider in weighing the potential habitat impacts associated with
widespread wildfire damage is revegetation. After a wildfire, there is competition
between native and invasive species to establish/reestablish themselves. Certain invasive
species can quickly establish themselves in burned/disturbed soils and displace
previously existing native vegetation due to the fact that there are no natural means in
place to check the growth and spread of these invasive species. The spread of invasive
weeds can negatively impact the structure and function of the native species and can
negatively impact their ability to recover. The larger the impacted area, the more
widespread these potential impacts become and the more difficult it is to monitor and
remove invasive species. Therefore, measures to reduce the area impacted by a fire
incident would minimize potential widespread threats to native species and habitat.

Ms. Deanna Christensen
4/25/08 — CDP 4-07-147
Page 3 of 4
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A recommendation of denial, due to the potential impacts associated with the water line
and maintenance road (i.e. less than 0.4 acres of disturbance) based upon a misapplication
of Section 30240 alone would take a narrow view of potential impacts to costal resources.
Viewing the broad potential impacts of wildfire and measures to minimize those impacts
demonstrates the proposed water line’s consistency with Section 30253 and Section
30240 in protecting life, property, and native habitat throughout the Santa Monica
Mountains.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. Based upon the foregoing, we
respectfully request that Staff provide a recommendation of approval for the proposed
water line based upon its consistency with all policies of the Coastal Act. If you have any
questions or comments regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me at (310) 589-
0773. '

Sincerely,
SCHMITZ & ASSOCIATES, Inc.

Project Team Manager

Cc: Morleigh Properties, LLLP
Jack Ainsworth, Deputy Director
Steve Hudson, District Manager

Ms. Deanna Christensen
4/25/08 — CDP 4-07-147
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APR 2 4 2008
JAMES P. SMITH

COASTALEOMMBSON 3148 SWEETWATER MESA
SOUTH GENTRAL COAST DISTRICT M H l. I B U c n g 0 2 6 5

310 456-2781
FAX 310 456-5467
Cell  310422-2130

April 23 , 2008

Deanna Christenson
Re: Extension of Sweetwater Mesa Rd.
Coastal Commission

Deanna ,

The applicants appeal claiming County Geology review of the road has weak merit .
Enclosed are two exhibits from the file at your office plus one page from Cal West’s report on the
road portion within the City of Malibu .

Exhibit “2” shows borings # B-6 and B-9 circled in blue . For B-6 bedrock was hit 59.5
feet down as shown by the number in the triangle . B-9 hit bedrock at 52 feet . The pink line is the
edge of a landslide which is labeled QLS meaning landslide .

Exhibit #1” shows 3 manufactured slopes . Using the yellow reference point on both
exhibits you can see slopes “A” and “B” are on the landslide . The page from Cal West
addresses a similar section of the road on landslide at the LA County - Malibu boundary extending
850 feet into Malibu . I have discussed the 850 foot section with engineers and there is doubt that
the recommended piles can actually be built . It would require about 100 piles at depths of around
100 feet . In addition , slope “B” is a cut slope . You can not do cut slopes and bench drains on a
landslide . Slopes B and C in pink are cut slopes . Slope A in blue is a fill slope .

The elevation of the toe of slope “A” is 1,064 feet . The elevation of the top of cut on slope
“C” is 1,284 feet . This means the vertical total amount of manufactured slopes A , B and C with
bench drains and down drains is 220 feet high .

Also included are the conditions the City of Malibu placed on the variances to build the
1,600 feet of road in Malibu . Condition “I” requires a CDP before Malibu grants a permit . It
would certainly be to the applicants benefit to forestal the geology issue until after a CDP is
approved as that would enable aggressive pursuit of a road permit from Malibu .

Coastal’s request for County geology review is reasonable and valid .

Regards , %
% au v ;’” EXHIBIT NO. Z

APPLICATION NO.

etal A

Corres bedoqc,&

A-H-07-0¢7-EDD

um




© Resolution No. 04-29
Page 6 of 10

Section 6. Qgi&gmm_

o : Based on the forcgmng ﬁndmgs and evidence contamed wrlthm the record, thc City
.. Council hereby approves of Plot Plan Review No, 00-0%4 and Variarice No 00-036, subject to
‘the conditions listed below: _

-A. Th¢ permxt and ngbts confemad in this approval shall not be effective md no.
- bmldmg permits shall be issued. until the applicant-signs, potarizes and records fhe. afﬁdawt :
accepting the conditions set forth. below with the Los Angeles County Recorder. The apphc&m' '
T and/or Property owner ‘shall provide the City Clerk a certified copy of said recozdanon mﬂm 60 L
L days of L’ne City (,ouncﬂ’s decxsxan, 1o lam than August 14, 2004

SRR ;'B.. Tlus approval is contmgent ipon t!;e apphcant pmvxdmg evidence to the Plannmg
¢ ‘Manager and ilie City Attorney approval for the location of at least one residence on one of the
: five lots by the Los Angeles County Public: Works Department and Los Angeles County Health

quaitmient

L B C ~ Prior o the issuance of a gradmg pmmt for the petmauent mad the appkamt :
. shali provide proof of purchase ‘of 10-acre parcel, identified as APN 4453-005-013 and shall
! " record a deed restriction against the title that prevents this parcel from access to the south via
L ;ﬁgematex Mesa Road: The form.of. the deed restriction shall besubnutted to-the City of
L ibu Planning Division mafoqnacceptablctoﬂxeCltyAﬂomey o

D. Pnor to the issuance of a grading permit for the permanent road appmval for a

. | temporary, exploratory road shall be obtained from the Planning -Division and ‘the Building

.20~ . Official. The teraporary road shall be constructed. alang the identical alignment of the permanent-

- road. The ternparary road shall be no greater than ten feet in width. The appheant shall provum
for erosxon conh'o! in aocmdance wﬂh C;ty standards and ordmanm :

E. Pmof‘ of appmval byf‘tht. s Angeles Couqty Heal(h Depamnem and Los‘
s Goﬁdty P}lblw ‘Works Depéartment “that” s Jedst’ one: - 6fMhé - five fesidential lofis . <o
D "'fordcvelopmentmdwoeptablefmawastcdmpomsymshnﬂbe. -
- pm(gdéd 5} the Planning Division. if hone of the five sites are to be found 16 be geolagically - -
i xadequam for development and acceptablé for a wasté disposal system, or if thé County findg for = - -~
o anyreasonﬁmtncannotappmcahomeonanyoneofdwﬁve lots; the apphmmshaﬂbe
-’u.reqmmd to fully restore the temporary- road and any associated. grading with the road ' -
- ‘constmcu(m to,its natuzal stat:,that cxlsicd prior to constructlon. :

. The apphcant sha.ll provide - title rcports 10 lhe Planning Division for. all o
snrmundmg properties. mdwatmg the nghts of access held by those properties to the neatest
public right-of-way, if any. -If there is access to Sweetwater Mesa ‘Road from any of the

surrounding properties, the variance shall not be éffective unless this condition is amended or
waived by the City Council through a noticed publu: hearipg. .

21
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Resolution No. 04-29
Page 7 of 10

G.  Sweetwater Mesa Road shall be terminated affer the access point to Lot 5. Prior
to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall record a deed restriction, in a form
acteptable to the City Attorney, limiting the access nghts to ‘this portion of Sweetwater Mesa
: Roadtoﬁve lots

” -H;' The apphcants and property owners, and their successors in interest, sha!l

: mdemmiy and defend the City of Malibu and its officers, einployees and agents from and against

all- liability and costs relating to the City's actions conceming this project, including (withont
limitation) any award of litigation expénses in favor of any person or entity who seeks 13

_challenge the validity of any of the €ity's actions or decisions in cohnection with this. project

.-~ 'The City shall have the sole right to chaoge its counsel and property owners shall rennburse the
*" City's expenses incurred in its dcfensc of any lawsmt challengmg the City’s actions com:ermng
- this prjcC’L _

L AmmqmmtmumonslmuheMnedpmrtowsumof

_* building permits. If a coastal development permit is denied for the project, this approval shall .be -
-~ " null and void. NOTE: A Project with Approval in Concept may require significant =
. - modifications to comply with Local Coastal Program, and in some cases, compliance may not be

“possible,  Additionsl ‘subsequent approvals may be required dependent on the extent’ of

: g ;modﬁicaum;s that 'may be requiréd.)

.- The proposed dcvelopmcm shall be constmctad in substantial conformance with
»the project pluns submitied to the Planning Division on Deceniber 6, 1999. . ‘In the event the

L _lpm)ect plam; conflict with any condition of approval, the condmon shall control.

LK 'Ihe Planning Manager is authonzcd to make minor changes to the approved plans’

“Loor any of the conditions if such modifications shall achieve substantially the same resxi‘lt 8s
wonld strict comphance with said plans and condmoni '

L

'Pcrmit and the plans to be submittad m the Enwmamentnl and Bmldmg Safety Dmsmn for plan

. chcck, the applicant shall provids the Planning Division w:th five completc sets of the work.mg

R dmwmgs for Appmval-m-(,onceptstamps

0. Subsequent to final buﬂdmg approval, the apphcant shall reccive planmng s:gw
_ oﬂ' for oomphancc w:th these conditions of approval.

ANt LA, e .x wa. A v = aa - L * d— 4 e am—— 4 e mamaar s

N Pnor to subnmttmg to thc Environmental and Building Saﬁ:ty Division for plan‘

Vzolahen of any of the oondmons of ﬂm approvni shall be cause for rcvocaﬁon.}‘ T

“M anwmpmmm'mmmmmmmmm elmllbeeopled m*;’ SRR
AR 1ts ‘enfiréty and place directly -onto a“separate ‘plan shieet behind the cover sheet of ‘the:
Lo deVeIobmcnt plans tobe sﬂbmitted entity rcsponsxble -for issuing the Coastal Developmant!
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Lunch Properties, LLLP May 16, 2007
Project No. 4743

alignment of the currently constructed temporary 10 foot wide equipment access road. Subsurface
conditions along the proposed access road alignment vary from south to north, and consist of
surficial soil over volcanic bedrock for approximately 700 lineal feet of the road alignment. The
remaining portion of the access road (within the limits of the City of Malibu), approximately 850
feet of road alignment is underlain with landslide debris of varying thickness ranging from 36
feet at the intersection with Cross-section D-D’ to up to 91 feet at the intersection with Cross
section C-C’, underlain by sedimentary bedrock, as interpreted by the project engineering
geologist, Mountain Geology Inc.

Based on our slope stability analyses, included in Appendix E, the proposed access road,
(specifically the portion above the landslide debris mass), exhibit factors of safety below the 1.5
and 1.1 for the static and pseudo-static conditions respectively, as required by the City of Malibu
Department of Building and Safety with the pseudo static condition posing the most critical
scenario.

Slope stability analyses were performed to establish the Geotechnical Foundation Setback Plane
(GFSP), with minimum factor of safety of 1.5 and 1.1, for the static and pseudo-static conditions,
respectively. Conveniently, directly beneath the proposed access road the Geotechnical
Foundation Setback Plane (GFSP) coincides with the landslide debris/bedrock contact plane.

From a geotechnical perspective, the proposed access road starting at the terminus of the paved
section of Sweetwater Mesa, extending approximately 700 lineal feet to the north, located to the
southeast of the Geotechnical Foundation Setback Line (GFSL), is underlain with surficial soil
over sedimentary bedrock and may be constructed at the proposed grade elevation. However, the
portion of the access road, which encroaches into the landslide mass west of the Geotechnical
Foundation Setback Line (GFSL), {measuring approximately 850 lineal feet), should be
supported with soldier/friction piles tied together with a structural grade beams, founded below

. the-.Geetechnical Foundation Setback Plane (GFSP).- The soldier/friction piles should be

~ embedded a minimum depth of 15 feet into site bedrock; to a depth that complies with the
foundation setback recommendations presented in the later sections of this report, or to the depth
specified by the project civil/structural engineer, whichever is greater.

It should be noted, given the geologic setting, i.e. landslide debris within portions of the access
road alignment up to 90 feet thick, the calculated equivalent fluid pressures seem excessive and
possibly beyond the realm of conventional design. However, the project civil/structural engineer
should evaluate the design data presented in this report, and based on their evaluation, provide
the appropriate plan details. The equivalent fluid pressure analyses, corresponding loading
diagrams and summaries are included in Appendix F.

12
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JAMES P. SMITH
gy 3140 SIWEETWATER MESA

MALIBU, CA. 90265
310 456-2781
FAX 310456-5467
Cell 310422-2130

April 28 , 2008

Deanna Christensen
Coastal Commission

Re: Dispute Resolutions Lunch Properties et. all
Extension of Sweetwater Mesa Rd.

Dear Deanna ,

The Coastal Staff Report refers to Coastal’s request for evidence of City of Malibu
approval for the portion of road within Malibu. Exhibit 3 ,the applicants letter hand delivered March
24,2008 , on page 2 paragraph 3 states they are seeking approval from the City prior to obtaining
approval from Coastal . When Malibu granted the variances July 12 , 2004 condition “T *
required a CDP before Malibu would approve the road . This was before the LCP was finalized and
it was the City Councils intent to avoid having a portion of road within the City built to the County
boundary without knowing that the applicant’s project would be permitted . Another party is legally
obligated to pay for the Malibu portion of road so the applicant could demand the road to be built
without concern of cost or need . The Council clearly wanted Coastal approval BEFORE City
approval . The applicant is now trying to reverse this sequence .

The applicant did not obtain a permit from Malibu for the road for which the variances were
granted . The Malibu LCP became law and all new permits have to comply with it . The applicant
has to receive new variances from the Malibu Planning Commission and that has not yet been done.

Numerous violations of the July 12, 2004 conditions of approval have occurred . Since the
variances approved are no longer valid , these issues can be addressed by the Planning Commission
when new hearings are conducted . The City Council was very concerned about having a road built
behind Serra Retreat to the LA County boundary and then having numerous County projects
approved with the City unable to be involved . This was the main reason for Condition “I”.

Some examples of the deceptive history of this project :

1. At the July 12, 2004 City Council hearing the City was told no easements existed to the
North . On December 9, 2003 , an easement was recorded granting the applicant a utility easement
20 feet in width with rights to grade slopes outside the easement . The 20 feet width meets Fire
Dept. requirements and the grade of the route also meets Fire Dept. requirements . The Utility
easements includes ingress egress rights for the grantee and prohibits blocking off the utility road .
Exhibit “M”

2. On June 24 , 2004 , 18 days before the City Council approved the variances , Whitson
Engineering had completed a revision to easement “M” which slightly adjusted the route and gave
the applicant easement rights for “ALL PURPOSES”. This was not disclosed to the City . If the
Council knew about this , the variances would not have been granted at that time . On July 30, just
16 days after the Council acted , this easement was signed by the applicant and recorded . Condition



“F” calls for a public hearing by the City Council because of this . It is quite apparent that the
direction the various easements are headed for is to creat a connection between Piuma Road and
Sweetwater Mesa , another throughfare over the Santa Monica mountains . There is the Debell
easement which historically gives ingress egress rights to several hundred acres which this project
would provide most of the road necessary to make the connection . Exhibit “N”

3. Condition “C” requires deed restrictions on parcel 4435-005-013 preventing this parcel
from accessing Sweetwater Mesa . The City was trying to limit amount of development that could
access Sweetwater Mesa . On June 28 , 2004 , fourteen days before the Council approved the
variances , the applicant recorded easements rights to Sweetwater Mesa for this parcel and did not
disclose it to the Council . Condition “A” required the applicant to record an affidavit stating they
accepted the conditions . This was done . On August 15 , 2005 over one year later , the applicant
recorded a second easement expanding the route for this parcel to access Sweetwater Mesa . This is
blatant defiance of the conditions of approval . Exhibits “O” and “P” .

4. Council for the applicant wrote a letter to the City of Malibu June 14 , 2004 , one month
before the Council acted . His letter declares Northern Access Is Not Available . Ten days later on
June 24 , just such an access had been completed by Whitson Engineering and as mentioned in
item 2 above was recorded shortly after the Council acted . Exhibit “Q”.

The current applicant has continued to use the same team of consultants and advisors as
mentioned in these facts . The current applicant is also bound by the conditions approved and
recorded and can be considered as having accepted them . This project is for four spec homes plus
a home the owner says he wants to live in . It will involve extensive grading in landslides , high
visibility for miles and significant impact in an ESHA . The grading in landslide areas might not be
able to get County approval . Coastal Staff is being asked to accept a possibly undoable project and
then seek Coastal approval for it .

The staff’s request for more information is ligitiment and necessary .

Sincerely , % { ; W



" Resolution No. 04—29
‘Page 6 of 10

Section 6 _ Condmons of Approval

, Based on the foregomg ﬁndmgs and evrdence contamed wnhm the record the Crty
P Councll hereby approves of Plot Plan Revrew No. 00-094 and Vanance No. 00-036 ‘subject to
'the conditions listed below '

: AL The permrt and nghts conferred in this approval shall not. be effective and no. -
o bmldmg permits shall be issued. until the applicant-signs, notarizes and records the affidavit
accepting the condmons set forth below with the Los Angeles: County - Recarder. The apphcant' '

and/or property owner shall prov1de the City Clerk a certified copy of said recordatron w1thm 60

o days of the C1ty ‘Council’s decision, no later than August 14 2004. -

a :B;f ‘ Thls approval 1S contmgent upon the apphcant provrdmg evrdence to the Plannmg

| "Manager and the City Attorney approval for the locatior ‘of at least one residence on-one of the -

' :ﬁve lots by the Los Angeles County Public! Works Department and Los Angeles County Health
'_Depent

- C  Prior. 10 the issuance of a gradmg perrmt for the _permanent road the apphcant.
shall provrde proof of purchase of 10-acre parcel, identified as' APN. 4453-005-013 and shall.

* record a deed restriction against the title. that prevents this parcel from access to the sotith via
" Sweetwater Mesd Road: The form'of.the deed restriction shall be submitted to- the Clty of
_'Mahbu Planmng vaxsron in a form acceptable to the Cxty Attomey ' -

D. ' Pnor to the i issuance of a gradmg permit for the permanent road approval fora

s ..;.V..' * témporary, exploratory road shall be obtainéd .from the Planning-Division and -the Building. '
i . “Official. . The temporary road shall be constructed along the identical alignment of. the ‘permanent -

, road. The temporary road ‘shall be no greater than ten feet in \mdth The apphcant shall prowde-'
- _for erosron control in accordance w1th Clty standards and ordmances S

e .J'-.adequate for development and acceptable for a waste dlsposa.l system, or 1f the County ﬁnds for .. -
" any.reason that it cannot approve a home on any oné of ‘the five lots; the applicant shall be. .
-required - to fully restore the temporary road and any assocrated gradmg w1th the road -
SR 'constructron to its natural state that existed prior to constructlon S

F. The apphcant shall prov1de trtle reports to the Planmng D1ws1on for. a]l

- j_surroundmg propertres 1nd1catmg the nghts of access held by those properties to the nearest .

" public nght—of-way, if any. - If there is access to Sweetwater Mesa Road from any of the

~ surrounding properties, the variance- shall not be. effective unless this ‘condition is amended or

'walved by the City Council through a‘noticed pubhc heanng

DADvriartciCriisatviator AacatQinastuator Rocs DA D A INNND Lrte nnli D acabui AnNANK T A Ann
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Resolution No: 04-29
Page 7.0f 10

G. | Sweetwater Mesa Road shall be tenmnated after the access point to Lot s, Pnor

to .the issuance .of a grading permit, the applicant shall record a deed restriction, in a form -

= -acceptable to the City: Attorney, hmltmg the access nghts to ‘this portlon of Sweetwater Mesa:
L ‘Roadtoﬁvelots . .

.~H ~The appllcants and property owners, and their successors in interest, shall '

E -mdemmfy and defend the City of Malibu and its officers, employees and agents from and against
all liability afid costs relating to the City's actions concerning this project, mcludmg (wﬂ.hont
_.lnmtatqon) any award of litigation expénses in faver of any person or entity - -who seeks -tg:

- _challenge:the validity of any of the City's actions or decisions in connection with this project.” - -
-'The City shall have the sole right to chadse its counsel and property owners shall reimburse the ~
L -Clty 5 expenses incurred in 1ts defense of any lawsmt challengmg the C1ty s actions concermng :
tluspro;ect R : = :

: A'I.' A coastal development permit or exemptron shall be obtamed pnor to issuance of

3 bulldmg perxmts If a coastal development permit is denied for the project, this approval shall be
= null "and’ void. (NOTE: A Project with Approval in Concept may require significant
I 'f',:‘.modlﬁcatlons to comply with Local Coastal Program and in some cases, compliance may not be

".--fjpossrble .Additional ‘subsequent approvals may be required dependent on - the ‘extent of

'-'-; modtﬁcatlons that: may be reqlnred )

.:J. _ The proposed development shall be constructed in substantlal conformance with
-the prOJect plans ‘submitted t6 the Planning Division on Decernber 6, 1999. In the event the

. - pro;ect plans confhct w1th any condition of approval the condltlon shall control.

_ e ~'K. ' The Planning’ Manager is authonzed to make minor changes to the approved plans' _
“. or any of ‘the conditions if such modifications -shall achieve substantiaily- the - samie: result as -

- would strict: compllance w1th sard plans and condmons

dri termmatron of al - rights'there. under

/;«"4’3

: f any of the condltlons of thls approval shall be cause for revocatlon TR

2T ML Prior to stamping plans / pproved—m-Concept this Resolition shall e copnedjn” AR
___ilts entxrety and place dxrectly onto a “separate ‘plan - sheet behmd the- cover sheet of ‘the.
.~ development’ plans tobe sibmitted entity responsrble for issuing the Coastal D 'CVClOpment'

‘Permit and the plans to be submrtted to the Envrronmental and Bmldmg Safety D1v1s1on for plan S .

o Az,-check.

oL ' N Pnor to submltung to the Environmental and Burldmg Safety D1v1s1on for plan' 7
L check, the apphcant shall provide the Plannmg Division wrth five complete sets of the workmg

R dramngs for Approval-m—Concept stamps ' : . :

0. Subsequent to final bulldmg approval, the appllcant shall receive planmng s1gn-

. off for- compllance wﬂh these condmons of approval

[ 1 VU DAL ¥ S Y UL Y Y - ex - - e I,
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.Recording Requested By and

When Recorded, Mail To: 0 3 3 72 17 O 9

Catherine A. Philipovitch

Bosso, Williams, Sachs, Atack, Gallagher & Sanford
P.O. Box 1822

Santa Cruz, CA 95061-1822

The undersigned grantor(s) declare(s).

Documentary transfer tax is $0 - Consideration less than $100

{ ) computed on full value of property conveyed, or

( ) computed on full value less liens and encumbrances remaining at time of sale.

( x ) Unincorporated arca: () City of

GRANT OF EASEMENT o

FOR VALUABILLE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged,
STEPHEN P. VERNON, a married man as his sole and separatc property, does hereby
GRANT to JEAN ROSS, LLC, a California limited liability company, MIKA HEIGHTS,
LLC, a California limited liability company, CATHERINE ISABEL, LLC, a California
limited liability company, and BRIAN A. SWEENLEY, a married man as his sole and
scparate property who took title as Brian A. Swceney, a single man, a non-exclusive
casement for utility purposes over, under and on the real property described in Exhibit A,
attached hercto and incorporated herein by this reference (the "Easement Area"). The

aforcsaid casement shall be appurtenant to and for the benefit of the real property

ot 2/

= M

o
v



LIRCERTIFIED ey %"2

03 3721709

5.037,4453-005-18, 4453-005-038,

- commuonly known as A#@N?EKM‘SE}Q"@H‘S-OI3;'474’

453:005-091 and-4453-005-092%n Los Angeles County, California, legal descriptions of

which are attached hereto as Exhibit B and incorporated herein by this reference (the
"Benefited Property”). This cascmém shall include the right to grade slopes adjacent to
the Easement Arca if reasonably necessary for the construction of improvements
consistent with this eascment. Grantor also grants to Grantees-a lt’,;mporary construction
easement over portions of Grantor's rcal property as reasonably necessary for purposes of
constructing improvements consistent with this easement.

At Grantees' written request, Grantor shall agree to slight modifications as to the
location of the Easement Arca if required by any utility company serving the Benefited
Property, or if rcasonably necessary due to actual construction conditions. Under these
circumstances. Grantor and Grantee shall execute and record a modification to this
Easement.

Grantee shall permit Grantor to connect to all utilities encompassed within said
easement, including but not limited to, the main water line installed by Grantee pursuant
to this Easement at no charge to Grantor for the benefit of Grantor's real property
described in Exhibit C attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference
("Grantor's Parcels"). Grantor shall permit Grantee to construct, at Grantee's expense, a
main water line leading from the terminus of the existing main water liﬁe to Grantor's

Parcels, and Grantor shall thercafter permit Grantee to connect to said main water line for
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purpeses of using this Easement. Grantee shall construct one hydrant on cach of

ot's Parcels when the main water line is constructed within the Fasement Area.

gressyincluding but not limited to vehicular ingress and cgress) for unrestricted purposes

by Grantor or Grantor's agents or invitees. over the Easement Arca.

Dated: NerassaDor, N .
S NG

STEPHEN P. VERNON
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B Grantor and Grantee desire to modify the location of the Easement, as more
particularly set forth below
Agreement
Now, therefore, for good and valuable consideration, receipt of which 1s hereby
acknowledged, the parties agree as follows

1) Modification of Easement Area. Exhibit A of the Easement (the “Old

Description™) is hereby deleted 1n its entirety, and 1s replaced with the legal
description attached hereto as Exhibit A, and incorporated heremn by this
reference (the “New Description™) Grantor hereby grants to Grantees an

easement over, under and on theg

terms as are contained 1n the Easement Grantees hereby quitclaim unto
Grantor all right, title and interest of Grantees in the Old Description

2) Remaining Terms Except as expressly modified herein, the Easement shall

remain 1n full force and effect

N T

X N
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Hanley W. Lam; -
ey Al .
Wﬁm -
FieNo. 40462 ’
June 14, 2004 | - FILED 7
City Council f | Officn oF B
City of Malib ] &. ﬁff Clegk
23815 Stusrt Ranch Road | MeetingDate_ 1 04
Malibn, CA 90265 4861 5 v
: - oL : ] MMLA q .
Re m Nk 'W-hs*;) e iati b an

Dear Mayor Barovsky ané Membars of the City Council:

Werzpmmtnﬂmswmey Mika Heights, LLC, Cathexine Taabel, LIC and
Jeati Ross, LLC, tho applicants in this procecding (“Applicants™, The variance and plot plan
application before you piw is the sume application thit the (Sty Comdcil dinied on June 22,
2002. The Applicants challenged that decision in the Lot Angetes Supariar Cout, whish on
Deceniber 15, 2003 ruled that the City had ao logal basis to deny the spplication. The Cot,
mmwmmmmnmwucmcﬂm!hmmmmm;m
naling. . ,

mmidwmmmmmmmmmn@om First, the Smﬁ‘
MmmMmmmepMdmmwmkwmwwummgm
that norther access ig oot a relevant consideration. Second, the Staff Report discussion
regarding conditions in the two Centificates of Complianee recanded on August 13, 1987 with
rospect to the twd sorthemmont Jots in Seation 28 is indomrect. -

- naammﬁumwmwmwmmmummm
it nobrelevaitt 4 the dbtdmiizaHA of wmwmmmnwmmm@ﬂm
mmmmmmﬂlhm The &bt conomind.

In sddressing the la:ﬂ:cfgvidemem swmmmﬂmms Applitants could -
obtain access from the north, the Court mado it clear that norther aceess is not a relevant

_ considetation. The Court began the discussion rogarding the lack of evidence by staling, “[ejven -

if access to the north were & relevant constderation, no svideco supparts the spoculation in
the recorit that petitioners could obtain sn easement to the aarth or that if would constituts 2
visble option.” (emphasis adduﬁ.)

CC: Cwnecil: o, CA; Pi&nm’rﬂ} mw to & g(zd

»—  wywomcasdecom Lo= Angeles | Comany § Sun Pronciso P a3

> Q7
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, The Staff R eport fails to recognized that the Comrt dicd not consider rorthern acccss fo bo
a relavant consideration. The Staff Report’s continned emphasis on potential northem access as
a consideration in the decision to spprove the variance is misplaced. | ,

2 iummmmmm&

. “The first full pafagraph on page 5 of the Staff Repot states that “Although the Costa del
Sol easement ends at this point, staff bad been provides with additional evidence that wouli -

-allow the applicant to pursue an eszement from the terminus of the Costa del Sol easement tothe 7

spplicant’s property.” The Staff Report then states, “On August 13, 1987, fwo Cestificates of *

Complinnce wera 1ecorded for tho tive northerm most lots in Section 28 (the Vernon propertics).
Inchudest within these Corfificates of Compliance were coniitions requiting the owner of these
propesties to allow access eassments to other propesty owners with Scotion 28.”

- The foregoing statement is incorrect. The Certificstos of Compliancs do not require the
owner of the Vernon properties to grant an cazoment that would conpect the Applicans’
properties to Costd dei Sol Road. The conditions require only that the owner dedicate 2 righi-of-
way over the portion of the road that exists eu the Vemnon lots and grant an eascment over ayly

thut dedicated right-of~way, which does not curm!ly exist and which has no polential to connect

tolhc Appt{mnm' properties.

" Vemon pmpmnes conatst of two lots that are mdo-by-nd& 'lhecemﬁcate for the westemn
lotunqmtu; the mwmoﬁa'anm-oﬂwaymmypemdqunqg Sol Way on the
nnd'offbr om mou“udks#&oﬁwvmm proparty awners in Sectiovn 28.
However, Coila det Sol Way docs not eurreutly oxtend to this Vemon lot andd theae is no

evidence the road will ever & 80. To-the txient the extension of Cosia dcl&ol Way surresponds .

t the November 4, 1957 eascment reforenced on page 5 of the StaERenart, the casament atgps
atmsfnrnonbwem camer of the Vemnon lot and does not reach the Applicants’ properties. (See
Ex. “1.") The Certificate of Compliance does not require that Vemon, propexty owner has to

gnnun casement for the Applicants to cross the Vernon property to reach the right-ofiway,

. Thesn;ne mhmﬁm&ﬁrmmhwﬁmmmymmvf
Bunmtbdvcmta ﬂwﬁehabpdmmuamgymm Veérnon- properties. . (oo Bx,
. “1.") Onuc aggin, cvei if the 1987 casement were constied 2 the extension 6f Summit Drive

on paper, the sasement stops at the northwest coimer of the Viernon property and does not sxtend

over the mors than 30 awres between the end of the 1987 casement and the Applicants’
properties. Ogcg again the Certificate of Compliance does not requite the Vernon propesty

_ owner o gront an ensement for the Applicants to cross the Vemon property to roach the right-of-
way. Neither requirement spplies until Vernon dpveh:pshlsdu,whim:my never bappes.

Both certifirates require Vemeon properiy awner o constroct sl weather m:cm% toa
public street, but neither requires the owner 1o dedicste an cssement to the Applicants over thal
accest, :
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Thus, thens is uomqmmnmnhauhnowwoﬂhe Vormnon properties grant an eascaient
to the Applicants fo access north.of the Applicants® pmputms. The Applicants agros witkihe
Siaff Report thial to the extent the Certificates of Complisnce impose such & requiremeént, whidh
is cleardy not the case, oo sugh.casement is foathcoming. Neither Cestificate of Coraplisnce
conditian npplies upii} Vamﬁmpmmdevelm the Jot, which may never happm.

Furthermore, Stepbhra Vemon, the covent owaer, has repeatedly sisted that he does ot intend to-

grwhi\q:plmmts ap casement evex the. Vernon Properties for the Jegitimate reason that “to
to Costa Del Sof Wiy, inysoad from [Petitionors" ]pnrceln would fikely advergely
ﬁm tuidlding mea onmy patcels.”

Thase are the mmmmummﬁammm&mm"mme

mﬁa&hsﬁmﬂﬂmhhmﬂﬁm{ﬂwmm] cotiid obtein an easemont 1o tha gerth

or that it would constitute & viable option.” The Stff Report is intaryect to the extent it suggests
that the Cestificates of Complianse for&emepqtu:mmtheownu to graot an
zepement to the Applicants over those propeities,

The Applicants reqiiest that the City Council consider ths recond in Hight of the ﬁm*gnmg
corrections jo the discussion intho Staff Report and apmve the-variance and plot plan review.

Very truly youss,

.%W%ﬁf 3

SWLml

MWV!Chn

o Mz isti J 1
M. Scott. Alh‘)pn
M. Don Seimitz

W



STATE OF CALIFORNIA -- THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION Submitted: 3/24/08

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA Staff: D. Christensen
89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 200 ’

VENTURA, CA 93001 Staff.Report: 4/21/08
(805) 585-1800 W 1 a_ e Hearing Date:  5/7/08

STAFF REPORT: APPEAL OF EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR DETERMINATION

DISPUTE RESOLUTION NOs: A-4-07-067-EDD, A-4-07-068-EDD, A-4-07-146-EDD,
A-4-07-147-EDD, and A-4-07-148-EDD

APPLICANTS: Lunch Properties LLLP, Vera Properties LLLP, Mulryan
Properties LLLP, and Morleigh Properties LLLP

AGENT: Schmitz & Associates, Inc. (Don Schmitz)

PROJECT LOCATION: North of Sweetwater Mesa Road (APNs 4453-005-037, -018,
-091, and -092), Santa Monica Mountains, Los Angeles
County

EDD APPEAL DESCRIPTION: Appeal of the Executive Director's Determination
deeming Coastal Development Permit Applications 4-
07-067, 4-07-068, 4-07-146, 4-07-147, and 4-07-148
incomplete, pursuant to Section 13056(d) of Title 14
of the California Code of Regulations.

MOTION & RESOLUTION: Page 2

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission concur with the Executive Director’s
determination that the subject coastal development permit applications are incomplete.
Commission staff requested several documents, information, confirmations of approvals
by other agencies, and/or types of analyses (collectively, “incomplete items”) that staff
felt were needed in order to complete the applications. Although the applicants have not
objected to all of these requests, they do now appeal the Executive Director’s
determination with respect to five (5) of the requested incomplete items. There are still
other information requests outstanding that the applicants’ agent has indicated will be
satisfied.

Upon further consideration of the five incomplete items that are the subject of these
appeals, Commission staff has concluded that two of the five incomplete items were
requested to address issues that can be adequately addressed after filing of the
applications, for example through the imposition of conditions of approval, if the
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applications are approved. Thus, staff will no longer require that those items (City of
Malibu Approval and Alternative Parcel Configuration Analysis) be provided as a
prerequisite to the filing of the applications. The remaining three disputed incomplete
items are necessary for staff's analysis of the development proposals, and for the
Commission’s consideration of the CDP applications, to determine whether the projects
comply with all relevant policies of the Coastal Act. Due to the related nature of the five
coastal permit applications and their incomplete status, the subject appeals are being
addressed in one staff report.

. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following findings and resolution to
uphold the Executive Director's determination that the applications remain incomplete.

MOTION: | move that the Commission reject the Executive Director’s
determination that the applications are incomplete.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends a NO vote on the motion. Failure of this motion will result in (1) the
Commission upholding the Executive Director’'s determination that the applications are
incomplete, pursuant to Section 13056 of the Commission’s regulations, (2) the
applications remaining unfiled, and (3) the Commission’s adoption of the following
resolutions and findings. A majority of the Commissioners present is required to
approve the motion.

RESOLUTION:

The Commission hereby (1) finds that the applications are incomplete, pursuant to
Section 13056 of the Commission’s regulations, and (2) adopts the following findings in
support of its decision.

. APPEAL PROCEDURES

Pursuant to Section 13056(d) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, an
applicant may appeal to the commission a determination by the executive director that
an application is incomplete. The executive director shall schedule the appeal for the
next commission hearing or as soon thereafter as practicable but in no event later than
sixty (60) calendar days after receipt of the appeal of the filing determination and shall
prepare a written recommendation to the commission on the issues raised by the
appeal of the filing determination. The Commission may overturn the executive
director’'s determination and/or direct the executive director to prepare a different
determination reflecting the commission’s decision. Otherwise, the executive director’s
determination shall stand.
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In this case, the Commission received the appeals on March 24, 2008. The 60" day
after commission receipt of the appeals is May 23, 2008. Therefore, in accordance with
Section 13056(d), the subject appeals have been scheduled for the May 2008
commission hearing.

lII. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

The Commission hereby finds and declares:

A. PERMIT APPLICATION BACKGROUND AND APPEAL OF
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION DEEMING
APPLICATIONS INCOMPLETE

On July 16, 2007, the Commission received Coastal Development Permit (CDP)
Application Nos. 4-07-067 (Lunch Properties LLLP) and 4-07-068 (Vera Properties
LLLP) for residential development on two adjacent vacant properties. On August 10,
2007, Commission staff sent a letter to the applicants’ common agent, notifying them
that the applications were incomplete and outlining the items that needed to be
submitted in order for Commission staff to deem the applications complete. On
November 30, 2007, the Commission received CDP Application Nos. 4-07-146 (Mulryan
Properties LLLP), 4-07-147 (Morleigh Properties LLLP), and 4-07-148 (Mulryan
Properties LLLP and Morleigh Properties LLLP) for development on two other adjacent
properties (including a lot line adjustment between the two lots and residential
development on each lot) that are contiguous with the properties of application 4-07-067
and 4-07-068. The same agent who represented the original two applicants was also
listed as representing these two new applicants. On December 17, 2007, Commission
staff sent a letter to that agent, notifying him that these applications were incomplete
and outlining the items needed in order to deem the applications complete. This initial
staff correspondence (incomplete letters no. 1 of 2) to the applicants for each
application is attached as Exhibit 5.

The subject properties are contiguous and located on the southern flank of the Santa
Monica Mountains, east of Malibu Canyon Road, west of Las Flores Canyon Road, and
near the terminus of Sweetwater Mesa Road about a mile inland from Pacific Coast
Highway (Exhibits 1, 2). The properties are situated along a ridgeline separating the
Sweetwater Canyon and Carbon Canyon watersheds. The area is characterized as
undeveloped, rugged hillside terrain blanketed by relatively undisturbed contiguous
native chaparral habitat (Exhibit 15).

In 2004, the Commission granted CDP No. 4-01-108 to improve an existing 1,750 ft.
long jeep trail to provide access to the undeveloped parcel that is the subject of the first
application listed in this section (APN 4453-005-037), for geologic testing purposes. The
approved pilot access road (part of which was approved by the Commission and part of
which was approved by the City of Malibu) traversed north from the terminus of
Sweetwater Mesa Road in the City of Malibu, across three parcels within the jurisdiction
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of the City of Malibu, and across two of the parcels that are the subject of these permit
application appeals: APN 4453-005-018 (associated with CDP application No. 4-07-
068) and APN 4453-005-092 (associated with CDP application No. 4-07-146). Special
conditions of the Commission’s permit approval related to revegetation of graded and
disturbed slopes, erosion control and drainage, and City of Malibu approval of the
improvements within their jurisdiction.

Each of the subject properties is owned by a separate Limited Liability Limited
Partnership (LLLP).

The project descriptions for each permit application are as follows:

CDP Application No. 4-07-067 (Lunch Properties LLLP) (APN 4453-005-037)

The applicant is proposing to construct a two-story, 10,251 sq. ft. single-family
residence on an approximately 20-acre parcel, with an attached 698 sq. ft. garage, 750
sg. ft. detached guest house, swimming pool, spa, wine cellar, driveway, septic system,
and 1,230 cu. yds. grading (1,050 cu. yds. cut; 180 cu. yds. fill) (Exhibits 7, 8, 10). The
proposed project includes a 2,450 ft. long, 20 ft. wide access road to connect
Sweetwater Mesa Road north to the subject property, involving 8,950 cu. yds. grading
(5,300 cu. yds. cut; 3,650 cu. yds. fill), retaining walls, drainage improvements, and
turnarounds. A water main line proposed as part of CDP application 4-07-068 below will
also serve the proposed project.

CDP Application No. 4-07-068 (Vera Properties LLLP) (APN 4453-005-018)

The applicant is proposing to construct a two-story, 8,674 sq. ft. single-family residence
on an approximately 20-acre parcel, with a 2,372 sq. ft. detached garage, 750 sq. ft.
detached guest house, swimming pool, septic system, 292 ft. long driveway, retaining
walls, and 8,390 cu. yds. grading (8,250 cu. yds. cut; 140 cu. yds. fill) (Exhibits 7, 8, 10,
13). The proposed project will utilize the access road proposed in CDP application 4-07-
067 described above. The proposed project also includes extension of an 8-inch
diameter water line down to the subject property from an existing municipal water main
beneath Costa Del Sol Way to the north. The total length of the proposed water line is
approximately 7,800 feet. In addition, a 10-ft. wide maintenance road is proposed along
a portion of the proposed water main alignment. According to preliminary grading plans,
the proposed water line maintenance road will require retaining walls and approximately
1,145 cu. yds. grading (1,135 cu. yds. cut; 10 cu. yds. fill).
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CDP Application No. 4-07-146 (Mulryan Properties LLLP) (APN 4453-005-092)

The applicant is proposing to construct a two-story, 10,802 sq. ft. single-family
residence on an approximately 40-acre parcel, with a 995 sq. ft. garage, swimming pool,
septic system, access drive, and 5,250 cu. yds. grading (4,750 cu. yds. cut; 500 cu. yds.
fill) (Exhibits 7, 11). The proposed project will also utilize the access road proposed in
CDP application 4-07-067 described above, and 4-07-147 described below. A water
main line proposed as part of CDP application 4-07-068 above will also serve the
proposed project.

CDP Application No. 4-07-147 (Morleigh Properties LLLP) (APN 4453-005-091)

The applicant is proposing to construct a three-story, 10,720 sqg. ft. single-family
residence on an approximately 40-acre parcel, with a 991 sq. ft. garage, swimming pool,
septic system, access road, driveway, and 31,150 cu. yds. grading (27,400 cu. yds. cut;
3,750 cu. yds. fill) (Exhibits 7, 12). The proposed project will extend the access road
proposed in CDP application 4-07-067 described above to the proposed building site. A
water main line proposed as part of CDP application 4-07-068 above will also serve the
proposed project.

CDP Application No. 4-07-148 (Mulryan and Morleigh) (APNs 4453-005-092, -091)

The applicants of this CDP application propose a lot line adjustment between their two
vacant 40-acre parcels in order to optimally site future residential development
proposed in CDP applications 4-07-146 and 4-07-147 above. The size of each parcel
will not change as a result of the proposed reconfiguration (Exhibits 2, 7, 14).

Commission staff received additional information from the applicants’ agent on January
30, 2008 (regarding applications 4-07-146, -147, and -148) and February 20, 2008
(regarding applications 4-07-067 and -068). Some of the information that staff had
initially requested was provided at this time. However, several outstanding items
remained, and additional information/clarification based upon the agent’s submittals was
needed. Commission staff sent a follow-up letter (dated February 29, 2008) to the
applicants’ agent for each of the permit applications, noting the items still needed and
requesting additional information and clarification based upon the new information
provided by the agent (Exhibit 4).

The applicant’s agent submitted a letter in response to staff's February 29, 2008 letter
for each application, dated March 24, 2008, stating that several of the staff's information
requests were “irrelevant, onerous, or impossible to provide” and that the applicants
wished to appeal the Executive Director’s “incomplete” determination to the Commission
pursuant to Section 13056(d) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (Exhibit
3). Due to the related nature of the proposed development for each application and
similarity of issues, the items requested by staff in each incomplete letter were nearly
identical. Note that the applicants are not objecting to all of the information requests as
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part of the subject appeal, just several of them. There are still other information requests
outstanding that the applicants’ agent has indicated will be satisfied. The applicants
object to five (5) requested items in this appeal, which are outlined in the table below.
All five issues pertain to the applications proposing residential development. One of the
five issues pertains to the lot line adjustment application as well. Analysis of the subject
appeals are provided in the following section.

CDP 4-07-067 CDP 4-07-068 CDP 4-07-146 CDP 4-07-147 CDP 4-07-148
APN 4453-005-037 APN 4453-005-018 APN 4453-005-092 APN 4453-005-092 Lot Line Adj.

Water source alternatives analysis/address feasibility of on-site well / water tank -

County-approved Geologic Review Sheet -

City of Malibu approval of proposed access road segment within City jurisdiction -

Alternative Parcel Configuration Analysis

gl iwiN|F-

County Approval-In-Concept for the water main line/maintenance road | -

B. ANALYSIS OF APPLICANTS’ APPEALS OF EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR DETERMINATION DEEMING APPLICATIONS
INCOMPLETE

As mentioned previously, the applicants’ agent submitted a letter in response to staff’'s
February 29, 2008 incomplete letter for each of the subject permit applications, dated
March 24, 2008, stating that several of the items requested by staff were “irrelevant,
onerous, or impossible to provide” and that the applicants wished to appeal the
Executive Director’s “incomplete” determination to the Commission pursuant to Section
13056(d) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (Exhibit 3). The applicants’
objections are addressed individually below, in the order that they appear in the table
above and the subject appeals.

Objection 1. Water Source Alternatives Analysis

In each incomplete letter to the applicants regarding CDP applications 4-07-067, 4-07-
068, 4-07-146, and 4-07-147, Commission staff requested they provide an analysis of
alternatives to the proposed water main line and address the feasibility of an on-site well
to supply the proposed development with potable water. In the subject appeals for each
of those applications, the applicants’ agent argues that the proposed water line
extension would provide a more reliable and consistent source of water for development
within a high fire hazard area. The letters states that:

Staff’'s assertion that the applicant should incur the time and expense to drill a test well
as an “alternative” that would place life and property in greater jeopardy is unacceptable
and inconsistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act.

In essence, the applicant's agent is asserting that because they have chosen a
“superior” method to provide water (for household use as well as potential fire-fighting
needs) to the proposed project site, there is no reason to analyze alternative methods to
adequately meet the water needs of the proposed project.
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However, even if the Commission were to agree that the proposed method for providing
water would be more reliable than using an on-site well (a proposition that is not before
the Commission at this point and on which it takes no position), that would not end the
Commission’s analysis. The Commission is required to consider a range of factors in
addition to reliability/safety, such as the environmental impacts of a reasonable range of
alternative approaches. See, e.g., 14 CCR 8§ 13053.5(a). The Commission cannot
simply conclude that a proposed method of development is acceptable without
assessing whether it is the environmental preferred alternative, which, in turn, requires
analyzing a range of project alternatives and their associated environmental impacts.
Given the remote locations of the subject sites, extending a water line will not be without
significant impacts. The proposed projects involve extending an 8-inch diameter water
line across undeveloped, rugged hillside terrain down to the subject properties from an
existing municipal water main beneath Costa Del Sol Way to the north. The total length
of the proposed water line will be approximately 7,800 linear feet (well over a mile), with
approx. 3,600 ft. of that amount traversing nine other vacant properties beyond the
proposed development properties. In addition, a 10-ft. wide maintenance road is
proposed along an approximately 900 linear foot long portion of the proposed water
main alignment. According to preliminary grading plans, construction of the proposed
water line and maintenance road will require retaining walls, approximately 1,145 cu.
yds. grading (1,135 cu. yds. cut; 10 cu. yds. fill), steep west-facing cut slopes (1:1 to %2
:1), and removal of relatively undisturbed native chaparral vegetation.

While the staff review of the proposed projects has not been completed, staff's
preliminary review of aerial photographs and submitted biological reports indicates that
the proposed water main line alignment will adversely impact relatively undisturbed
chaparral vegetation that is part of a very large, unfragmented block of habitat. The
chaparral habitat in this area would likely meet the definition of an environmentally
sensitive habitat area (ESHA) pursuant to Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act. Section
30240 of the Coastal Act states that environmentally sensitive habitat areas (“ESHAS")
must be protected against significant disruption of habitat values. In this case, the water
line extension element of the proposed projects would not serve to avoid or minimize
impacts on ESHA to the greatest extent feasible.

In its future consideration of the four subject applications, the Commission must
consider alternatives to the proposed projects to determine if there is an alternative that
would lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts to ESHA to such an extent that
it would be consistent with Section 30240, as well as considering consistency with
Section 30253’s mandate to minimize risks to life and property. As such, staff requested
that the applicants provide information regarding potential alternatives to the proposed
water line aspect of the proposed projects. Staff requested that this analysis include, but
not be limited to, the feasibility of using one easily identified alternative to the proposed
water main construction, which is the use of on-site water wells with tanks. Wells and
water tanks are often used to serve single family residences in areas of the Santa
Monica Mountains that are not connected or easily connectable to existing water
systems. The Fire Department has found these wells with tanks to be adequate for fire
safety purposes in the past. This information is necessary in order to analyze which
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project alternative would serve to minimize impacts to coastal resources, consistent with
Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. Staff has met the applicants’ agent regarding the
subject appeals and clarified why the water source alternatives analysis was requested
as a filing requirement. The applicants’ agent agreed to provide the analysis or
acknowledgment that on-site wells were a feasible alternative. However, the applicants
did not withdraw this objection from the subject appeals.

In conclusion, the Commission finds that the Water Source Alternatives Analysis is
information necessary for the Commission’s consideration of the subject applications
and their consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the
Commission concurs with the Executive Director’s determination regarding filing.

Objection 2. County-approved Geologic Review Sheet

In each incomplete letter to the applicants regarding CDP applications 4-07-067, 4-07-
068, 4-07-146, and 4-07-147, Commission staff requested a County-approved Geologic
Review Sheet for all proposed development. In the subject appeals for each of the
permit applications, the applicants’ agent argues that further review by the County
Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division would require preparation of working
drawings, costing the applicants tens of thousands of dollars, without knowing whether
the project, as it is proposed, will ultimately be found consistent with the Coastal Act.
The appeal letter states that: “This places an onerous and uncertain burden on the
applicant that is unnecessary, unfair, and in direct conflict with the discretionary review
process and good planning practices”.

In an effort to address the applicants’ concerns regarding the expense of preparing full
working drawings for each residence to proceed with County geologic review,
Commission staff has recently contacted County District Engineer, Soheila Kahlor, who
indicated that the County is willing to proceed with geologic review of grading plans only
(and not require full working drawings for the residences too), given the concern of the
geologic and grading issues in this case. County review of the grading portion of the
project would be adequate to ensure that that true impact area can be identified and so
Commission staff is willing to forego County geologic review of the proposed buildings
themselves. This would eliminate the applicants’ concern regarding working drawings.
Staff conveyed this to the applicants’ agent. However, the applicants’ agent still
opposes this filing requirement.

Staff is requesting this information in order to ensure that all potential impacts of the
proposed development can be evaluated by staff in its preparation of its
recommendation and can be considered by the Commission in its action on the
applications. The County Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division reviews and
analyzes geologic/soils reports associated with proposed development to verify
compliance with County Building and Grading Code requirements. The Division will not
recommend approval of project plans until they receive all the information needed for
complete review and until project plans are in conformance with the County Building
and Grading Code. In addition, the Division will not recommend approval until the
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applicants apply for a County Grading or Building Permit and submit final working
drawings. It is true that the geologic review process requires an applicant to provide a
significant amount of information to the County regarding the geology and engineering
of a proposed project. For this reason, staff only requires such review prior to filing in
cases with complex geology or soils, or where there are significant geologic hazards
present. This requirement is necessary in these cases both to ensure that the geologic,
soils and geotechnical reports provide the necessary information, and more importantly,
to ensure that the proposed project will meet the County standards regarding such
issues as maximum slope angle for cut and fill slopes, remedial grading, siting of roads
and pads, foundation design, etc. It has been the Commission’s experience that for
projects on sites with complex geologic issues, including landslides, the County
geologic review process often results in significant project redesign that can greatly alter
the area of the site that will be impacted, as well as the significance of impacts. Without
this information, the Commission cannot ensure that it is considering the true impacts of
a proposed project.

In this case, the geology of the parcels is complex. According to submitted geologic and
geotechnical engineering reports, landslide debris (as deep as 60 feet in some areas)
underlies the majority of parcel 4453-005-092 (CDP App. 4-07-146, Mulryan
Properties), the proposed development area of parcel 4453-005-037 (CDP App. 4-07-
067, Lunch Properties), as well as portions of the proposed access road to the south of
those properties. The reports also note that given the geologic setting within areas of
proposed development and portions of the access road alignment, calculated active
loads seem excessive and possibly beyond the realm of conventional design. In
addition, the applicants of CDP applications 4-07-146 and 4-07-147 are also proposing
a lot line adjustment in CDP application 4-07-148 in order to site future development
outside of landslide areas. Further, the proposed access road to serve all of the
proposed residences traverses through the identified landslide area.

In response to staff’'s request for evidence of the County’s approved geologic review of
the projects, the applicants’ agent provided copies of their Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works-Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division “Geologic
and Soils Engineering Review Sheets” for each project, dated November 21, 2007
(Exhibit 6). The submitted review sheets for the proposed projects provide a list of
remarks and items needed by the Division for further review and for a favorable
recommendation. Each permit application review sheet indicates elements of the
proposed project that currently do not comply with County Code requirements and
specify additional analysis needed. What may come from the County’s geotechnical
review process is that the projects may need to be adapted or re-designed in order to
meet County requirements for health and safety, especially in regards to additional
grading and landslide remediation work that may be required. Therefore, prior to filing
the permit applications and analyzing impacts to coastal resources, the Commission
finds it necessary to know what the full extent of impacts are and whether the project, as
it is currently proposed, would meet County Code requirements. Commission staff
geologist, Mark Johnsson, also provides staff with assistance in analyzing projects that
have significant geologic issues for consistency with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act.
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Section 30253 requires that new development minimize risks to life and property in high
hazard areas, as well as assure stability, structural integrity, and neither create nor
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or
surrounding area. In order for Commission staff, including Dr. Johnsson, to carry out a
review of the proposed projects for consistency with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act,
the same level of geologic, soils, and engineering information required by the County
would be necessary.

As mentioned above, in an effort to address the applicants’ concerns regarding the
expense of preparing full working drawings for each residence, Commission staff has
spoken with the County District Engineer, Soheila Kahlor, specifically regarding this
issue and the subject project. She indicated that the County can proceed with geologic
review of grading plans only (and not require full working drawings for the residences
too), given the concern of the geologic and grading issues in this case. In fact, she
noted that the applicants are already in process with the County for obtaining this
review. County review of the grading portion of the project would be adequate to ensure
that that true impact area can be identified and so Commission staff is willing to forego
County geologic review of the proposed buildings themselves. This would eliminate the
applicants’ concern regarding working drawings. Staff conveyed this to the applicants’
agent. However, the applicants’ agent still opposes this filing requirement.

In conclusion, the Commission finds that the County-approved Geologic Review Sheet
is information necessary for the Commission’s consideration of the subject applications
and their consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the
Commission concurs with the Executive Director’s determination regarding filing.

Objection 3. City of Malibu Access Road Approval

In each incomplete letter to the applicants regarding CDP applications 4-07-067, 4-07-
068, 4-07-146, and 4-07-147, Commission staff requested evidence of the City of
Malibu’s approval of the proposed access road segment within the City’s jurisdiction.
The proposed project includes a 2,450 ft. long, 20 ft. wide access road to connect
Sweetwater Mesa Road north to the subject properties, involving 8,950 cu. yds. grading
(5,300 cu. yds. cut; 3,650 cu. yds. fill), retaining walls, drainage improvements, and
turnarounds. A significant portion of this access road, approximately 1,500 linear feet,
lies within the City of Malibu’s permit jurisdiction. Due to the significant geologic
constraints in this area north of Sweetwater Mesa Road, staff requested evidence of the
City’s permit approval in order to ascertain that that portion of the road alignment would
be 1) approved by the City, and 2) not change significantly in a manner that would result
in a reconfiguration of the remainder of the proposed road alignment within the
Commission’s jurisdiction (unincorporated Los Angeles County).  Without this
information, it is difficult to determine the final alignment of the road and its
environmental impacts.

In the subject appeals for each of the applications, the applicant’s agent argues that the
Commission has required such other local government or agency approvals as a
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special condition of permit approval on other projects in the past, and that it would also
be appropriate in this case. Upon further consideration, staff has concluded that while it
would be better to know the final configuration of the road that will be approved within
the City of Malibu, the Commission can require evidence of the City of Malibu’s approval
of the proposed road segment within the City boundaries as a special condition of
approval for the subject permit applications (should the applications be approved)
instead of a filing requirement. If the City does require that the road be relocated, the
corresponding relocation of the portion of the road in the Commission’s jurisdiction
could then be required to come back before the Commission for further review.
Commission staff met with the applicant’s agent recently and indicated that this is no
longer required for filing the applications.

Objection 4. Alternative Parcel Configuration Analysis

In each incomplete letter to the applicants regarding CDP applications 4-07-067, 4-07-
068, 4-07-146, 4-07-147, and 4-07-148, Commission staff requested that, in addition to
analyzing siting and design alternatives to cluster and minimize impacts to ESHA, the
applicants should analyze alternative parcel configurations that would minimize grading,
fuel modification, landform alteration, and serve to cluster all development to the
maximum extent feasible, in order to minimize impacts to coastal resources, consistent
with Coastal Act Sections 30240, 30231, and 30251. The applicants’ agent has
provided some information about siting and design alternatives and has agreed to
provide additional information about alternatives that was requested by staff.

However, the applicants’ agent has stated that they will not provide any analysis of
alternative lot configurations. In the subject appeals for each of the above-mentioned
applications, the applicants’ agent argues that the subject parcels are separately
owned. Information has been provided regarding the ownership and staff has confirmed
that each of the subject properties is legally owned by a separate Limited Liability
Limited Partnership (LLLP), each of which has a different General Partner. The
applicants’ agent has not provided any information regarding what, if any, relationship
exists between the four LLLPs. In the appeal letter, the applicants’ agent further states
that lot reconfiguration to facilitate clustering is not feasible because of the separate
ownership of the parcels. This statement is somewhat ironic given that one of the
applications at issue is for a reconfiguration of two adjacent parcels, so at least two of
the owners are already actively working together to reconfigure their parcels. Further,
various other elements of the proposed projects (such as the proposed water line
extension and the access road), not to mention the coordinated timing of the
applications, and the fact that they all have the same agent, suggest that the separate
owners have been unified and collaborative in their project planning.

Nonetheless, the applicants’ agent provides several legal arguments why, in their
opinion, it is beyond the Commission’s legal ability to require lot reconfiguration. Based
on their arguments that the Commission cannot require the land owners to reconfigure
their parcels, they conclude that: “The Commission does not have the authority to
require such an analysis in order to complete the applications”. Staff is willing to forego
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an analysis of alternative lot configurations prepared by the applicants. This issue can
be further explored by staff (including the Commission’s legal staff), and considered by
the Commission in its review of the applications.

Objection 5. County Approval-In-Concept of Water Line Extension Development

In each incomplete letter to the applicants regarding CDP applications 4-07-067, 4-07-
068, 4-07-146, and 4-07-147, Commission staff requested Los Angeles County
approval-in-concept for the proposed water main line and maintenance road portion of
the proposed development. County approval-in-concept is a typical CDP filing
requirement to assure that the proposed project conforms to the County’s land
use/zoning regulations and Code requirements prior to Commission approval. This
allows for a more streamlined permitting process. In this case, the applicants provided
County-issued approvals-in-concept for the residential development and lot line
adjustment elements of the projects, but not for the development associated with the
water line extension and maintenance road (i.e. grading).

In the subject appeals for each of the applications, the applicant’s agent argues that Los
Angeles County review and approval is not required for the water line extension
because Las Virgenes Municipal Water District (LVMWD) is the responsible local
agency. The appeal asserts that Government Code Section 53091(d) and (e) exempts
the construction of water district facilities for the production, generation, storage,
treatment or transmission of water by a public utility from local zoning and building
codes. Staff review of Section 53091 indicates that it pertains to “Local Agencies” (such
as water districts) and the requirement (or lack thereof) of such agencies to obtain
planning or zoning approvals from local governments for their own projects.

However, in this case, the water line extension is not a Local Agency project, although it
has been approved by the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District and would be built to
its standards. The applicants submitted a report entitled, “Water System Design Report
for Sweetwater Mesa Properties,” prepared by Boyle Engineering Corp., that was
accepted by the Board of the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District on January 23,
2007. The report was prepared at the request of the applicants and investigated the
feasibility of the proposed water main line extension to the subject parcels and
developed criteria for the facilities required to provide adequate water service. LVMWD
assumes no financial participation in the new water system facilities proposed by the
applicants. The report states that Los Angeles County is the “lead agency” for the
environmental review of the project under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), while LVMWD is a “responsible agency” for purposes of environmental review
under CEQA, suggesting that County approval is required. The report also states that
the applicants are solely responsible for securing necessary project approvals from
state, regional, and local agencies with jurisdiction by law without the express or implied
intervention or support of LVMWD. As such, it is clear that the proposed water line
extension is a private project subject to local building and zoning ordinances, not a
public utility or local agency project that may be exempt from building and zoning
ordinances pursuant to Government Code Section 53091(d) and (e). In addition, staff
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contacted the Los Angeles County Regional Planning staff, who indicated that County
review and approval was indeed required for the grading work associated with
installation of the proposed water line and maintenance road development. However,
the applicants’ agent has indicated that County staff told him otherwise. Therefore,
Commission staff has notified the applicants’ agent that evidence from the County that
their review and approval is not needed for construction of the proposed water line and
maintenance road would be adequate to satisfy the subject filing requirement. The
applicants’ agent indicated that they will provide evidence that County approval is not
required, but such evidence has not been provided yet, nor has this objection been
withdrawn from the applicants’ appeal.

In conclusion, the Commission finds that the County Approval-In-Concept of Water Line
Extension Development (or evidence that it is not required) is information necessary for
the Commission’s consideration of the subject applications and their consistency with
the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission concurs with the
Executive Director’s determination regarding filing.

C. CONCLUSION

The Commission concurs with the Executive Director's determination that the subject
coastal development permit applications are incomplete. There are five (5) information
requests that the applicants object to in these appeals, two (2) of which are no longer
being required, and the other three (3) of which have been analyzed in the above
section. The Commission concludes that these remaining three (3) items are necessary
for staff's analysis of the development proposals, and for the Commission’s
consideration of the CDP applications to determine whether the projects comply with all
relevant policies of the Coastal Act.
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California Coastal Commission
South Central Coast Area
89 South California Street, Suite 200
Ventura, CA 93001

Attn:  Jack Ainsworth, Deputy Director

Re: CDP Application 4-07-068: (APN: 4453-005-018)
Appeal of February 29, 2008 Incomplete Application Letter
Applicant: Vera Properties, LLLP

Dear Mr. Ainsworth,

We are in receipt of Staff’s second request for additional information pertaining to CDP
application 4-07-068. As you know, the subject property is located north of Sweetwater
Mesa Road, in Malibu.

In this second request for information, which is dated 2/29/08, Staff is requesting some
information that is irrelevant, onerous, or simply impossible to provide. The following
are some examples of the untenable situation in which Staff has placed the applicant.

1. Staff is requiring the applicant to drill a test well, when no water well is proposed
for the subject application. The applicant has obtained conceptual approval from
Las Virgenes Municipal Water District to extend water service from a public main
that would provide a more reliable and consistent source of water in a Class 4 Fire
Zone. The Fire Department has written a letter of support for the proposed water
line confirming its superior ability to minimize risks to life and property in areas
of high fire hazard consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. The
importance of adequate water supply for fire suppression purposes, in this area,
was clearly demonstrated during the recent fires that occurred in Malibu. The
subject properties burned in the 2007 Canyon fire and there is no question that a
public water main would provide superior protection against future fire hazards.
Staff>s assertion that the applicant should incur the time and expense to drill a test
well as an “alternative” that would place life and property in greater jeopardy is
unacceptable and inconsistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act.
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2. Staff is requiring the applicant to obtain a County “Approved” Geologic Review
Sheet. The applicant submitted the requested County Geology Review Sheet in a
previous submittal. The County was willing to review the proposed application,
but has advised our office repeatedly that they do not issue “conceptual
approvals”. The County review sheet that was submitted to Staff clearly states
that further review requires submittal of a Grading and/or Building Permit
application. This would require the applicant to incur tens of thousands of dollars
in costs to prepare working drawings, with no guarantee that the Coastal
Commission will even issue conceptual approval for the residence as currently
proposed. This places an onerous and uncertain burden on the applicant that is
unnecessary, unfair, and in direct conflict with the discretionary review process
and good planning practices. If the purpose of the CDP process is to ensure that
impacts to Coastal resources are minimized through an evaluation of alternatives
(discussed further below), then the applicant cannot be required to prepare final
working drawings before an application is even deemed complete.

3. Staffig requiring the applicant to obtain a CDP from the City of Malibu for the
portion of the proposed access road that lies within the City’s jurisdiction before
Staff will even deem the subject application to be complete. As Staff is aware,
the CDP application at the City of Malibu is pending. The necessity of ensuring
that development cannot commence within the CCC’s jurisdiction in
unincorporated LA County without first obtaining approval for development of
the connecting access road in the City of Malibu is readily understood by the
applicant. For this reason, we proposed a Special Condition of approval, which
would require the applicant to obtain approval from the City of Malibu prior to
issuance of Building or Grading Permits necessary to commence development.
Staff did not acknowledge this proposed condition of approval in our last
submittal packet, nor the fact that this is exactly how the CCC dealt with this issue
for the pilot road CDP. Requiring City of Malibu CDP approval in order to deem
the subject application complete creates yet another delay in the processing
timeline for the discretionary review process that is patently unnecessary and
unacceptable.

4. Staff makes reference to several “interrelated” applications in the area, which are
currently pending. The applicant has provided the previously requested
alternatives analysis. However, now Commission staff has requested that the
applicant provide an analysis of alternative parcel configurations that cluster
development to the maximum extent feasible. As explained further below, the
Commission cannot require the applicants to reconfigure their lots. As a result,
the requested alternative analysis is not potentially feasible and, therefore, the
Commission cannot require the applicant to provide the analysis.

The subject parcels are all separately owned legal parcels for which the County
has issued certificates of compliance. The California Supreme Court has been
clear that the Subdivision Map Act prevents agencies from requiring that legal

Mr. J ack Ainsworth
3/24/08 — CDP 4-07-068
Page 2 of 5

exrd



parcels be merged as a requirement to issue a development permit. (See Morehart
v. County of Santa Barbara (1994) 7 Cal.4th 725, 732.) In deciding Morehart,
the California Supreme Court held that the Subdivision Map Act supersedes local
regulation of the creation and reconfiguration of lots. The Court held that absent
authority in the Map Act that would allow a city or county to compel a merger,
any such city or county requirement is null and void. This would even be the case
if the parcels were held by the same owner, which they are not. (Gov. Code, §
66451.10 (previously-created contiguous parcels are not deemed merged by virtue
of the fact they are held by the same owner).)

While Morehart concerned whether a county could require a merger as a
condition of permit approval that was not authorized by the Map Act, the
conclusion would be the same here. The Commission seeks to compel the land
owners to engage in a lot line adjustment, which the Map Act does not authorize a
city, county or the Commission to require. Under Morehart, the Commission
cannot require the land owners to reconfigure their parcel as a condition of
obtaining a CDP.

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) does not provide any
authority to require this alternatives analysis. Under CEQA, an alternative must
be “potentially feasible” in order to be considered. (CEQA Guidelines, §
15126.6(a).) The law is clear that an alternative that is legally impossible or
beyond the powers of the agency is infeasible. (See Kenneth Mebane Ranches
(1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 276, 291-292 (extraterritorial eminent domain was
infeasible because it was “impossible in law”); Sequoyah Hills Homeowners
Ass’'nv. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 717 (reduced density
alternative was infeasible because City had no legal power to reduce density of
project); Marin Mun. Water District v. KG Land Cal. Corp. (1991) 235
Cal.App.3d 1652, 1666 (reducing water delivery to air force base was infeasible
because of legal commitments); CEQA Guidelines, § 15364 (factors to consider
as to whether an alternative is feasible is whether it is “legal”.)

Furthermore, the Supreme Court has held that CEQA cannot be used as “a tool to
expand the Commission’s authority” beyond its jurisdiction. (See Sierra Club v.
California Coastal Commission (2005) 35 Cal.4th 839, 859.) The Coastal
Commission’s ability to consider impacts under CEQA is limited to conditions it
otherwise has the authority to impose under the Coastal Act. (Id.) CEQA does
not provide any independent authority to mitigate impacts. (/d., Pub. Resources
Code, § 21004.) The Commission cannot use the alternatives analysis to do
indirectly what it cannot do directly under the Subdivision Map Act. (/d. at 852.)

For these reasons, our clients are not providing the alternative lot configuration
requested. The Commission does not have the authority to require such an
analysis in order to complete the applications.

Mr. Jack Ainsworth
3/24/08 — CDP 4-07-068
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5. Lastly, Staff is asserting that local approval in concept is needed from the County
for the proposed water line extension. Government Code section 53091(d) & (e)
exempts the construction of water district facilities for the production, generation,
storage, treatment or transmission of water by a public utility from local zoning
and building codes. It states,

"(d) Building ordinances of a county or city shall not apply to the location
or construction of facilities for the production, generation, storage,
treatment, or transmission of water, wastewater, or electrical energy by a
local agency.
"(e) Zoning ordinances of a county or city shall not apply to the location
or construction of facilities for the production, generation, storage,
treatment, or transmission of water, or for the production or generation of
electrical energy, facilities that are subject to Section 12808.5 of the
Public Utilities Code, or electrical substations in an electrical transmission
system that receives electricity at less than 100,000 volts. Zoning
,-ordinances of a county or city shall apply to the location or construction of
facilities for the storage or transmission of electrical energy by a local
agency, if the zoning ordinances make provision for those facilities."

Los Angeles County zoning ordinances do not apply; therefore, Los Angeles
County Dept. of Regional Planning review and approval is not required. The
applicant has already obtained the requisite approval in concept from Las
Virgenes Municipal Water District, which is the responsible local agency. Staff’s
efforts to require the applicant to provide “local approvals” from agencies that are
not responsible for the proposed scope of development in the conceptual planning
phase is, once again, an excessive measure that is time-consumptive, and
unnecessary. '

Based upon the above-referenced disproportionate handling of the application review
process, please be advised that the applicant is appealing the determination by the
executive director that the subject application is incomplete pursuant to Section 13056(d)
of the California Coastal Commission Administrative regulations. Section 13056(d)
requires the executive director to schedule the appeal for the next commission hearing or
as soon thereafter as practicable but in no event later than sixty (60) calendar days after
receipt of the appeal of the filing determination. Therefore, this appeal must be brought
before the Commission no later than the May 7-9 hearing in Marina del Rey.

Mr. Jack Ainsworth
3/24/08 — CDP 4-07-068
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Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. If you have any questions or
comments regarding the foregoing, please feel free to contact me at (310) 589-0773.

Sincerely,
SCHMITZ & ASSOCIATES, Inc.

Matt Jewett
Project Team Manager

Cc: Vera Properties LLLP
Steve Hudson, District Manager
Deanna Christensen, Coastal Program Analyst

Mr. Jack Ainsworth
3/24/08 — CDP 4-07-068
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SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT

California Coastal Commission

South Central Coast Area

89 South California Street, Suite 200

Ventura, CA 93001

D F(C'SU\/”FD

Attn: Jack Ainsworth, Deputy Director

Re: CDP Application 4-07-146: (APN: 4453-005-092)
Appeal of February 29, 2008 Incomplete Application Letter
Applicant: Mulryan Properties, LLLP

Dear Mr. Ainsworth,

We are in receipt of Staff’s second request for additional information pertaining to CDP
application 4-07-146. As you know, the subject property is located north of Sweetwater
Mesa Road, in Malibu.

In this second request for information, which is dated 2/29/08, Staff is requesting some
information that is irrelevant, onerous, or simply impossible to provide. The following
are some examples of the untenable situation in which Staff has placed the applicant.

1. Staffis requiring the applicant to drill a test well, when no water well is proposed
for the subject application. The applicant has obtained conceptual approval from
Las Virgenes Municipal Water District to extend water service from a public main
that would provide a more reliable and consistent source of water in a Class 4 Fire
Zone. The Fire Department has written a letter of support for the proposed water
line confirming its superior ability to minimize risks to life and property in areas
of high fire hazard consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. The
importance of adequate water supply for fire suppression purposes, in this area,
was clearly demonstrated during the recent fires that occurred in Malibu. The
subject properties burned in the 2007 Canyon fire and there is no question that a
public water main would provide superior protection against future fire hazards.
Staff’s assertion that the applicant should incur the time and expense to drill a test
well as an “alternative” that would place life and property in greater jeopardy is
unacceptable and inconsistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act.
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2. Staff is requiring the applicant to obtain a County “Approved” Geologic Review
Sheet. The applicant submitted the requested County Geology Review Sheet in a
previous submittal. The County was willing to review the proposed application,
but has advised our office repeatedly that they do not issue “conceptual
approvals”. The County review sheet that was submitted to Staff clearly states
that further review requires submittal of a Grading and/or Building Permit
application. This would require the applicant to incur tens of thousands of dollars
in costs to prepare working drawings, with no guarantee that the Coastal
Commission will even issue conceptual approval for the residence as currently
proposed. This places an onerous and uncertain burden on the applicant that is
unnecessary, unfair, and in direct conflict with the discretionary review process
and good planning practices. If the purpose of the CDP process is to ensure that
impacts to Coastal resources are minimized through an evaluation of alternatives
(discussed further below), then the applicant cannot be required to prepare final
working drawings before an application is even deemed complete.

3. Staff is requiring the applicant to obtain a CDP from the City of Malibu for the
portion of the proposed access road that lies within the City’s jurisdiction before
Staff will even deem the subject application to be complete. As Staff is aware,
the CDP application at the City of Malibu is pending. The necessity of ensuring
that development cannot commence within the CCC’s jurisdiction in
unincorporated LA County without first obtaining approval for development of
the connecting access road in the City of Malibu is readily understood by the
applicant. For this reason, we proposed a Special Condition of approval, which
would require the applicant to obtain approval from the City of Malibu prior to
issuance of Building or Grading Permits necessary to commence development.
Staff did not acknowledge this proposed condition of approval in our last
submittal packet, nor the fact that this is exactly how the CCC dealt with this issue
for the pilot road CDP. Requiring City of Malibu CDP approval in order to deem
the subject application complete creates yet another delay in the processing
timeline for the discretionary review process that is patently unnecessary and
unacceptable.

4. Staff makes reference to several “interrelated” applications in the area, which are
currently pending. The applicant has provided the previously requested
alternatives analysis. However, now Commission staff has requested that the
applicant provide an analysis of alternative parcel configurations that cluster
development to the maximum extent feasible. As explained further below, the
Commission cannot require the applicants to reconfigure their lots. As a result,
the requested alternative analysis is not potentially feasible and, therefore, the
Commission cannot require the applicant to provide the analysis.

The subject parcels are all separately owned legal parcels for which the County
has issued certificates of compliance. The California Supreme Court has been
clear that the Subdivision Map Act prevents agencies from requiring that legal

Mr. Jack Ainsworth
3/24/08 — CDP 4-07-146
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parcels be merged as a requirement to issue a development permit. (See Morehart
v. County of Santa Barbara (1994) 7 Cal.4th 725, 732.) In deciding Morehart,
the California Supreme Court held that the Subdivision Map Act supersedes local
regulation of the creation and reconfiguration of lots. The Court held that absent
authority in the Map Act that would allow a city or county to compel a merger,
any such city or county requirement is null and void. This would even be the case
if the parcels were held by the same owner, which they are not. (Gov. Code, §
66451.10 (previously-created contiguous parcels are not deemed merged by virtue
of the fact they are held by the same owner).)

While Morehart concerned whether a county could require a merger as a
condition of permit approval that was not authorized by the Map Act, the
conclusion would be the same here. The Commission seeks to compel the land
owners to engage in a lot line adjustment, which the Map Act does not authorize a
city, county or the Commission to require. Under Morehart, the Commission
cannot require the land owners to reconfigure their parcel as a condition of
obtaining a CDP.

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) does not provide any
authority to require this alternatives analysis. Under CEQA, an alternative must
be “potentially feasible” in order to be considered. (CEQA Guidelines, §
15126.6(a).) The law is clear that an alternative that is legally impossible or
beyond the powers of the agency is infeasible. (See Kenneth Mebane Ranches
(1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 276, 291-292 (extraterritorial eminent domain was
infeasible because it was “impossible in law”); Sequoyah Hills Homeowners
Ass’n v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 717 (reduced density
alternative was infeasible because City had no legal power to reduce density of
project); Marin Mun. Water District v. KG Land Cal. Corp. (1991) 235
Cal.App.3d 1652, 1666 (reducing water delivery to air force base was infeasible
because of legal commitments); CEQA Guidelines, § 15364 (factors to consider
as to whether an alternative is feasible is whether it is “legal”.)

Furthermore, the Supreme Court has held that CEQA cannot be used as “a tool to
expand the Commission’s authority” beyond its jurisdiction. (See Sierra Club v.
California Coastal Commission (2005) 35 Cal.4th 839, 859.) The Coastal
Commission’s ability to consider impacts under CEQA is limited to conditions it
otherwise has the authority to impose under the Coastal Act. (Id.) CEQA does
not provide any independent authority to mitigate impacts. (/d., Pub. Resources
Code, § 21004.) The Commission cannot use the alternatives analysis to do
indirectly what it cannot do directly under the Subdivision Map Act. (Id. at 852.)

For these reasons, our clients are not providing the alternative lot configuration
requested. The Commission does not have the authority to require such an
analysis in order to complete the applications.

Mr. Jack Ainsworth
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5. Lastly, Staff is asserting that local approval in concept is needed from the County
for the proposed water line extension. Government Code section 53091(d) & (e)
exempts the construction of water district facilities for the production, generation,
storage, treatment or transmission of water by a public utility from local zoning
and building codes. It states,

"(d) Building ordinances of a county or city shall not apply to the location
or construction of facilities for the production, generation, storage,
treatment, or transmission of water, wastewater, or electrical energy by a
local agency.
"(e) Zoning ordinances of a county or city shall not apply to the location
or construction of facilities for the production, generation, storage,
treatment, or transmission of water, or for the production or generation of
electrical energy, facilities that are subject to Section 12808.5 of the
Public Utilities Code, or electrical substations in an electrical transmission
system that receives electricity at less than 100,000 volts. Zoning
.ordinances of a county or city shall apply to the location or construction of
" facilities for the storage or transmission of electrical energy by a local
agency, if the zoning ordinances make provision for those facilities."

Los Angeles County zoning ordinances do not apply; therefore, Los Angeles
County Dept. of Regional Planning review and approval is not required. The
applicant has already obtained the requisite approval in concept from Las
Virgenes Municipal Water District, which is the responsible local agency. Staff’s
efforts to require the applicant to provide “local approvals” from agencies that are
not responsible for the proposed scope of development in the conceptual planning
phase is, once again, an excessive measure that is time-consumptive, and
unnecessary.

Based upon the above-referenced disproportionate handling of the application review
process, please be advised that the applicant is appealing the determination by the
executive director that the subject application is incomplete pursuant to Section 13056(d)
of the California Coastal Commission Administrative regulations. Section 13056(d)
requires the executive director to schedule the appeal for the next commission hearing or
as soon thereafter as practicable but in no event later than sixty (60) calendar days after
receipt of the appeal of the filing determination. Therefore, this appeal must be brought
before the Commission no later than the May 7-9 hearing in Marina del Rey.

Mr. Jack Ainsworth
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Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. If you have any questions or
comments regarding the foregoing, please feel free to contact me at (310) 589-0773.

Sincerely, i
SCHMITZ ‘ ASSOCIATES, Inc.

f

Matt Jewett
Project Team Manager

Cc: Mulryan Properties, LLLP
Steve Hudson, District Manager
Deanna Christensen, Coastal Program Analyst

Mr. Jack Ainsworth
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SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT

California Coastal Commission
South Central Coast Area

89 South California Street, Suite 200
Ventura, CA 93001

Attn: - Jack Ainsworth, Deputy Director

Re: CDP Application 4-07-148: (APN: 4453-005-091, APN 4453-005-092)
Appeal of February 29, 2008 Incomplete Application Letter
Applicants: Morleigh Properties, LLLP & Mulryan Properties, LLLP

Dear Mr. Ainsworth,

We are in receipt of Staff’s second request for additional information pertaining to CDP
application 4-07-148 (Lot Line Adjustment). As you know, the subject properties are
located north of Sweetwater Mesa Road, in Malibu.

In this second request for information, which is dated 2/29/08, Staff makes reference to
several “interrelated” applications in the area, which are currently pending. The
applicants have provided the previously requested alternatives analysis. However, now
Commission staff has requested that the applicants provide an analysis of alternative -
parcel configurations that cluster development to the maximum extent feasible. Apart
from the lot line adjustment proposed between the two above-referenced parcels, no
parcel reconfiguration is proposed as part of this application. As explained further below,
the Commission cannot require the applicants to reconfigure their lots. As a result, the
requested alternative analysis is not potentially feasible and, therefore, the Commission
cannot require the applicants to provide the analysis.

The subject parcels are all separately owned legal parcels for which the County has
issued certificates of compliance. The California Supreme Court has been clear that the
Subdivision Map Act prevents agencies from requiring that legal parcels be merged as a
requirement to issue a development permit. (See Morehart v. County of Santa Barbara
(1994) 7 Cal.4th 725, 732.) In deciding Morehart, the California Supreme Court held
that the Subdivision Map Act supersedes local regulation of the creation and
reconfiguration of lots. The Court held that absent authority in the Map Act that would
allow a city or county to compel a merger, any such city or county requirement is null
and void. This would even be the case if the parcels were held by the same owner, which
they are not. (Gov. Code, § 66451.10 (previously-created contiguous parcels are not
deemed merged by virtue of the fact they are held by the same owner).)
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While Morehart concerned whether a county could require a merger as a condition of
permit approval that was not authorized by the Map Act, the conclusion would be the
same here. The Commission seeks to compel the land owners to engage in a lot line
adjustment, which the Map Act does not authorize a city, county or the Commission to
require. Under Morehart, the Commission cannot require the land owners to reconfigure
their parcel as a condition of obtaining a CDP.

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) does not provide any authority to
require this alternatives analysis. Under CEQA, an alternative must be “potentially
feasible” in order to be considered. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(a).) The law is clear
that an alternative that is legally impossible or beyond the powers of the agency is
infeasible. (See Kenneth Mebane Ranches (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 276, 291-292
(extraterritorial eminent domain was infeasible because it was “impossible in law”);
Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Ass’n v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 717
(reduced density alternative was infeasible because City had no legal power to reduce
density of project); Marin Mun. Water District v. KG Land Cal. Corp. (1991) 235
Cal.App.3d 1652, 1666 (reducing water delivery to air force base was infeasible because
of legal commitments); CEQA Guidelines, § 15364 (factors to consider as to whether an
alternative is feasible is whether it is “legal”.)

Furthermore, the Supreme Court has held that CEQA cannot be used as “a tool to expand
the Commission’s authority” beyond its jurisdiction. (See Sierra Club v. California
Coastal Commission (2005) 35 Cal.4th 839, 859.) The Coastal Commission’s ability to
consider impacts under CEQA is limited to conditions it otherwise has the authority to
impose under the Coastal Act. (Id.) CEQA does not provide any independent authority
to mitigate impacts. (/d., Pub. Resources Code, § 21004.) The Commission cannot use
the alternatives analysis to do indirectly what it cannot do directly under the Subdivision

‘Map Act. (/d. at 852.)

For these reasons, our clients are not providing the alternative lot configuration requested.

The Commission does not have the authority to require such an analysis in order to
complete the applications.

Based upon the foregoing, please be advised that the applicants are appealing the
determination by the executive director that the subject application is incomplete
pursuant to Section 13056(d) of the California Coastal Commission Administrative
regulations. Section 13056(d) requires the executive director to schedule the appeal for
the next commission hearing or as soon thereafter as practicable but in no event later than
sixty (60) calendar days after receipt of the appeal of the filing determination. Therefore,
this appeal must be brought before the Commission no later than the May 7-9 hearing in
Marina del Rey.

Mr. Jack Ainsworth
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Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. If you have any questions or
comments regarding the foregoing, please feel free to contact me at (310) 589-0773.

Sincerely,
SCHMITZ & ASSOCIATES

o

Matt Jewett
Project Team Manager

Cc: Mulryan Properties, LLLP
Morleigh Properties, LLLP
Steve Hudson, District Manager
Deanna Christensen, Coastal Program Analyst

Mr. Jack Ainsworth
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -- THE RESOURCES AGENCY ) ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA

89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 200 4-07-067
VENTURA, CA 93001 (Flle NO)
(805) 641 - 0142
Lunch Properties LLLP
(Applicant)
Schmitz & Associates
(Agent) e

4453-005-037
North of Sweetwater Mesa Road, SMM

{Proiect Street and Citv)

Thank you for the additional information provided for the subject permit application. However,
upon review of the additional information, the file remains incomplete at this time. Before it can
be accepted for filing and tentatively scheduled for a Commission meeting, the information
indicated below must be submitted. Numbers correspond to original incomplete letter dated
August 10, 2007.

14.  Two sets of detailed, engineered final grading and drainage plans for the proposed
water main line/maintenance road with representative cross-sections and
quantitative breakdown of grading amounts (cubic yards of cut and fill). The plan
provided appears to be outdated because it shows previously proposed
development sites and access road configuration. In addition, please clarify why
no grading is required above station 28+00 and when the existing road above that
station was graded and if it is associated with a permit. Lastly, please address why
the propcsed maintenance road stops at station 38+00 before reaching the access
road on parcel 4453-005-091. Please also show Fire Department-approved water
line hydrant locations on the grading plans. While the water line was not made
part of the project description for the subject application, it is related development
that will serve the proposed project and must also be analyzed in relation to the
proposed project.

16.  County “Approved” Geologic Review Sheet (for all proposed development). Your
letter of February 19, 2008 states that the County will not issue a geology
approval-in-concept. We understand this. However, GMED can provide geologic
and soil engineering review sheets that recommend approval of the grading plans.
Due to the known geologic issues in this area, we need GMED to recommend
approval of the grading plans. The review sheets provided merely indicate the
items they need in order complete their review.

17.  County “Approval-in-Concept” of the proposed water main line/maintenance
road. While we understand that LVMWD must authorize this line extension, as
they have conditionally, the County must also authorize the physical development
associated with it, as does the CCC. Therefore, we need their approval-in-concept
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description for the subject application, it is related development that will serve the
proposed project and must also be analyzed in relation to the proposed project.

Preliminary Fire Department approval of the access road leading up to the subject
parcel. The Fire Department-approved site plan you have submitted is only for the
subject parcel, not the proposed off-site access road length. In addition, the
submitted Fire Department-approved site plan notes that a 32° centerline turning
radius is required for the access road loop near the proposed residence. Please
revise your site and grading plans to satisfy this requirement. In addition, Fire
Department approval is needed for the proposed water main line hydrant locations
and maintenance road.

Staff Comments

Potable Water Source Alternatives Analysis. Provide an analysis of alternatives
to the proposed water main line from Costa Del Sol to serve the property. Address
the feasibility of an on-site well to supply the proposed development with potable
water.

Visual Analysis. Thank you for the visual analysis you have provided. However,
it is difficult to analyze the potential visual impacts by an arrow on a photo. Due
to potential visibility from public viewing areas, we will require that the mass of
the structure be physically depicted by staking the site at a later date, i.e. story
poles & flagging. The staking must accurately reflect the location and height of all
proposed structures, including the comners, edges, and roof ridgelines with
prominently visible poles and orange flagging. The staking must be coordinated
with Commission staff to ensure that it is assembled when staff is available to
view it. Staking the project site will not affect the filing date of this application.

City of Malibu Approvals. Please provide evidence of City of Malibu approval
of the proposed access road segment within their jurisdiction. In this case, this
requirement is not something we can condition. :

Development Area/Alternatives Analysis. It appears from your disturbed area
exhibit that the proposed development area has not been designed to minimize
grading, length of driveway, fuel modification, or conform to the maximum
10,000 sq. ft. development area requirement. For proposed development on sites
containing ESHA, such as the subject property, the Commission has consistently
allowed a maximum development area of 10,000 sq. ft. However, siting and
design alternatives must be considered in order to identify the alternative that can
avoid and minimize impacts to ESHA to the greatest extent feasible consistent
with the allowance for an economically viable residential use. In the case of the
proposed project, it does not appear that impacts to ESHA are minimized to the
greatest extent feasible. The proposed driveway configuration and Fire
Department turnaround area exceeds what may be excluded from the total
development area calculation because it does not appear to be the minimum
design necessary. In addition, the undisturbed atrium at the center of the proposed
residence must be considered part of the development area. Only the minimum
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required access drive and one hammerhead turnaround may be excluded from the
development area calculation. All other areas, structures, and graded slopes must
be considered part of the development area. Please provide both a siting/design
alternatives analysis to minimize grading, fuel modification, development area
size, and driveway length, and a revised development area calculation with exhibit
that is inclusive of all areas that must considered part of the dev. area.

Lastly, as you know we now have several interrelated permit applications for

development in this area (CDP Applications 4-07-146 (Mulryan), 4-07-147.

(Morleigh), 4-07-0148 (Mulryan/Morleigh LLA), 4-07-067 (Lunch), 4-07-068
(Vera), and the soon-to-be submitted Ronan property). Please provide a detailed
analysis of alternative building site and parcel configurations that would minimize
grading, fuel modification, landform alteration, and serve to cluster all
development to the maximum extent feasible. The analysis must include detailed
topographic, geologic, grading, fuel modification, access, septic, water, visual,
and other relevant constraint information. The analysis should be in both narrative
and exhibit format.

By:  Deanna Christensen
Coastal Program Analyst

Date: February 29, 2008
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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 . : 4-07-068

VENTURA, CA 93001 (Flle NO)

(805) 641 - 0142
Vera Properties LLLP
(Applicant)
Schmitz & Associates
(Agent)

4453-005-018
North of Sweetwater Mesa Road, SMM

(Proiect Street and Citv)

Thank you for the additional information provided for the subject permit application. However,
upon review of the additional information, the file remains incomplete at this time. Before it can
be accepted for filing and tentatively scheduled for a Commission meeting, the information
indicated below must be submitted.- Numbers correspond to original incomplete letter dated
August 10, 2007. :

14.

16.

17.

26.

Two sets of detailed, engineered final grading and drainage plans for the proposed
water main line/maintenance road with representative cross-sections and
quantitative breakdown of grading amounts (cubic yards of cut and fill). The plan
provided appears to be outdated because it shows previously proposed
development sites and access road configuration. In addition, please clarify why
no grading is required above station 28+00 and when the existing road above that
station was graded and if it is associated with a permit. Lastly, please address why
the proposed maintenasice road stcps at station 38+00 before reaching the access
road on parcel 4453-005-091. Please also show Fire Department-approved water
line hydrant locations on the grading plans.

County “Approved” Geologic Review Sheet (for all proposed development). Your
letter of February 19, 2008 states that the County will not issue a geology
approval-in-concept. We understand this. However, GMED can provide geologic
and soil engineering review sheets that recommend approval of the grading plans.
Due to the known geologic issues in this area, we need GMED to recommend
approval of the grading plans. The review sheets provided merely indicate the
items they need in order complete their review.

County “Approval-in-Concept” of the proposed water main line/maintenance
road. While we understand that LVMWD must authorize this line extension, as
they have conditionally, the County must also authorize the physical development
associated with it, as does the CCC. Therefore, we need their approval-in-concept

" of the water line extension.

Preliminary Fire Department Access Approval. I don’t see a Fire Department-
approved site plan for access in the information you have submitted. Please
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provide their approved plans. In addition, Fire Department approval is needed for -

the proposed water main line hydrant locations and maintenance road.

Staff Comments

Potable Water Source Alternatives Analysis. Provide an analysis of alternatives
to the proposed water main line from Costa Del Sol to serve the property. Address
the feasibility of an on-site well to supply the proposed development with potable
water. :

Visual Analysis. Thank you for the visual analysis you have provided. However,
it is difficult to analyze the potential visual impacts by an arrow on a photo. Due
to potential visibility from public viewing areas, we will require that the mass of
the structure be physically depicted by staking the site at a later date, i.e. story
poles & flagging. The staking must accurately reflect the location and height of all
proposed structures, including the corners, edges, and roof ridgelines with
prominently visible poles and orange flagging. The staking must be coordinated
with Commission staff to ensure that it is assembled when staff is available to
view it. Staking the project site will not affect the filing date of this application.

City of Malibu Approvals. Please provide evidence of City of Malibu approval
of the access road segment within their jurisdiction. While the lower portion of
the access road was not made part of the project description for the subject
application, it is related development that will serve the proposed project and must
also be analyzed in relation to the proposed project.

Development Area/Alternatives Analysis It appears from your disturbed area
exhibit that the proposed development area has not been designed to minimize
grading, length of driveway, fuel modification, or conform to the maximum
10,000 sq. ft. development area requirement. For proposed development on sites
containing ESHA, such as the subject property, the Commission has consistently
allowed a maximum development area of 10,000 sq. ft. However, siting and
design alternatives must be considered in order to identify the alternative that can
avoid and minimize impacts to ESHA to the greatest extent feasible consistent

‘with the allowance for an economically viable residential use. In the case of the

proposed project, it does not appear that impacts to ESHA are minimized to the
greatest extent feasible. It appears the proposed development can be further
clustered and configured in closer proximity to the existing access road
configuration. The proposed access road/driveway configuration on the property
does not appear to be the minimum design necessary and exceeds what may be
excluded from the total development area calculation. Only the minimum required
access drive and one hammerhead turnaround may be excluded from the
development area calculation. All other areas, structures, and graded slopes must
be considered part of the development area. Please provide both a siting/design
alternatives analysis to minimize grading, fuel modification, development area
size, and access driveway length, and a revised development area calculation with
exhibit that is inclusive of all areas that must considered part of the dev. area.

P
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Lastly, as you know we now have several interrelated permit applications for
development in this area (CDP Applications 4-07-146 (Mulryan), 4-07-147
(Morleigh), 4-07-0148 (Mulryan/Morleigh LLA), 4-07-067 (Lunch), 4-07-068
(Vera), and the soon-to-be submitted Ronan property). Please provide a detailed
analysis of alternative building site and parcel configurations that would minimize
grading, fuel modification, landform alteration, and serve to cluster all
development to the maximum extent feasible. The analysis must include detailed
topographic, geologic, grading, fuel modification, access, septic, water, visual,
and other relevant constraint information. The analysis should be in both narrative
and exhibit format.

Oak Tree Report with survey map for the entire water line extension length and
maintenance road portion of the proposed project, prepared by a qualified arborist.
Please provide an Oak Tree Report and associated survey map that identifies the
dripline of existing (and any previously removed) oak trees.

By:  Deanna Christensen
Coastal Program Analyst

Date: February 29, 2008

-
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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 4"07' 1 46
VENTURA, CA 93001 (File No.)
(805) 641 - 0142
Mulryan Properties LLLP
(Applicant)
Schmitz & Associates
(Agent) -

4453-005-092
North of Sweetwater Mesa Road, SMM

(Proiect Street and Citv)

Thank you for the additional information provided for the subject permit application. However,
upon review of the additional information, the file remains incomplete at this time. Before it can
be accepted for filing and tentatively scheduled for a Commission meeting, the information
indicated below must be submitted. Numbers correspond to original incomplete letter dated
December 17, 2007.

12, You have indicated that the proposed project will also be served by the water line
proposed under CDP 4-07-068. Provide an analysis of alternatives to the proposed
water main line from Costa Del Sol to serve the property. Address the feasibility
of an on-site well to supply the proposed development with potable water.

14.  Two sets of detailed, engineered final grading and drainage plans for the proposed
water main line/maintenance road with representative cross-sections and
quantitative breakdown of grading aniounts {cubic yards of cut and fill). The plan
provided appears to be outdated because it shows previously proposed
development sites and access road configuration. In addition, please clarify why

- no grading is required above station 28+00 and when the existing road above that
station was graded and if it is associated with a permit. Lastly, please address why
the proposed maintenance road stops at station 38+00 before reaching the access
road on parcel 4453-005-091. Please also show Fire Department-approved water
line hydrant locations on the grading plans. While the water line was not made
part of the project description for the subject application, it is related development
that will serve the proposed project and must also be analyzed in relation to the
proposed project.

16.  County “Approved” Geologic Review Sheet (for all proposed development). Your
letter of February 19, 2008 states that the County will not issue a geology
approval-in-concept. We understand this. However, GMED can provide geologic
and soil engineering review sheets that recommend approval of the grading plans.
Due to the known geologic issues in this area, we need GMED to recommend
approval of the grading plans. The review sheets provided merely indicate the
items they need in order complete their review.

Staff Comments
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5. City of Malibu Approvals. Please provide evidence of City of Malibu approval
of the access road segment within their jurisdiction. While the lower portion of
the access road was not made part of the project description for the subject
application, it is related development that will serve the proposed project and must
also be analyzed in relation to the proposed project.

8. Development Area/Alternatives Analysis It appears from your disturbed area
exhibit that the proposed development area has not been designed to minimize
grading, length of driveway, fuel modification, or conform to the maximum
10,000 sq. ft. development area requirement. For proposed development on sites
containing ESHA, such as the subject property, the Commission has consistently
allowed a maximum development area of 10,000 sq. ft. However, siting and
design alternatives must be considered in order to identify the alternative that can
avoid and minimize impacts to ESHA to the greatest extent feasible consistent
with the allowance for an economically viable residential use. In the case of the
proposed project, it does not appear that impacts to ESHA are minimized to the
greatest extent feasible. It appears the proposed development can be further
clustered and configured in closer proximity to adjacent proposed development
and the existing access road configuration. The proposed access road/driveway
configuration on the property does not appear to be the minimum design necessary
and exceeds what may be excluded from the total development area calculation.
Only the minimum required access drive and one hammerhead turnaround may be
excluded from the development area calculation. All other areas, parking areas,
structures, and graded slopes must be considered part of the development area.
Please provide both a siting/design alternatives analysis to minimize grading, fuel
modification, development area size, and access driveway length, and a revised
development area calculation with exhibit that is inclusive of all areas that must
considered part of the dev. area.

Lastly, as you know we now have several interrelated permit applications for
development in this area (CDP Applications 4-07-146 (Mulryan), 4-07-147
(Morleigh), 4-07-0148 (Mulryan/Morleigh LLA), 4-07-067 (Lunch), 4-07-068
(Vera), and the soon-to-be submitted Ronan property). Please provide a detailed
analysis of alternative building site and parcel configurations that would minimize
grading, fuel modification, landform alteration, and serve to cluster all
development to the maximum extent feasible. The analysis must include detailed
topographic, geologic, grading, fuel modification, access, septic, water, visual,
and other relevant constraint information. The analysis should be in both narrative
and exhibit format.

Water Line. While the water line was not made part of the project description for the
subject application, it is related development that will serve the proposed project and
must also be analyzed in relation to the proposed project. As such, we’ll need County
“Approval-in-Concept” of the proposed water main line/maintenance road. While we
understand that LVMWD must authorize this line extension, as they have conditionally,
the County must also authorize the physical development associated with it, as does the
CCC. Therefore, we need their approval-in-concept of the water line extension.

ev-Y
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Visual Analysis. Thank you for the visual analysis you have provided. However, it is
difficult to analyze the potential visual impacts by an arrow on a photo. Due to potential
visibility from public viewing areas, we will require that the mass of the structure be
physically depicted by staking the site at a later date, i.e. story poles & flagging. The
staking must accurately reflect the location and height of all proposed structures,
including the comners, edges, and roof ridgelines with prominently visible poles and
orange flagging. The staking must be coordinated with Commission staff to ensure that it
is assembled when staff is available to view it. Staking the project site will not affect the
filing date of this application. '

By: Deanna Christensen
Coastal Program Analyst

Date: February 29, 2008

-



STATf OF CALIFORNIA —~ THE RESOURCES AGENCY

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA
89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 200 4-07-147
VENTURA, CA 93001 (Flle NO)
(805) 641 - 0142
Morleigh Properties LLLP
(Applicant)
Schmitz & Associates
(Agent)

Thank you for the additional information provided for the subject permit application. However,
upon review of the additional information, the file remains incomplete at this time. Before it can
be accepted for filing and tentatively scheduled for a Commission meeting, the information
indicated below must be submitted. Numbers correspond to original incomplete letter dated

4453-005-091
North of Sweetwater Mesa Road, SMM

(Proiect Street and Citv)

December 17, 2007.

12.

14.

16.

You have indicated that the proposed projeet will also be served by the water line
proposed under CDP 4-07-068. Provide an analysis of alternatives to the proposed
water main line from Costa Del Sol to serve the property. Address the feasibility
of an on-site well to supply the proposed development with potable water.

Two sets of detailed, engineered final grading and drainage plans for the proposed
water main line/maintenance road with representative cross-sections and
quantitative breakdown of grading amounts (cubic yards of cut and fill). The plan
provided appears to be outdated because it shows previously - proposed
development sites and access road configuration. In addition, please clarify why
no grading is required above station 28+00 and when the existing road above that
station was graded and if it is associated with a permit. Lastly, please address why
the proposed maintenance road stops at station 38+00 before reaching the access
road on parcel 4453-005-091. Please also show Fire Department-approved water
line hydrant locations on the grading plans. While the water line was not made
part of the project description for the subject application, it is related development
that will serve the proposed project and must also be analyzed in relation to the
proposed project.

County “Approved” Geologic Review Sheet (for all proposed development). Your
letter of February 19, 2008 states that the County will not issue a geology
approval-in-concept. We understand this. However, GMED can provide geologic
and soil engineering review sheets that recommend approval of the grading plans.
Due to the known geologic issues in this area, we need GMED to recommend
approval of the grading plans. The review sheets provided merely indicate the
items they need in order complete their review.

Staff Comments
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5. City of Malibu Approvals. Please provide evidence of City of Malibu approval
of the access road segment within their jurisdiction. While the lower portion of
the access road was not made part of the project description for the subject
application, it is related development that will serve the proposed project and must
also be analyzed in relation to the proposed project.

8. Development Area/Alternatives Analysis It appears from your disturbed area
exhibit that the proposed development area has not been designed to minimize
grading, length of driveway, fuel modification, or conform to the maximum
10,000 sq. ft. development area requirement. For proposed development on sites
containing ESHA, such as the subject property, the Commission has consistently
allowed a maximum development area of 10,000 sq. ft. However, siting and
design alternatives must be considered in order to identify the alternative that can
avoid and minimize impacts to ESHA to the greatest extent feasible consistent
with the allowance for an economically viable residential use. In the case of the
proposed project, it does not appear that impacts to ESHA are minimized to the
greatest extent feasible. It appears the proposed development can be further
clustered and configured in closer proximity to adjacent proposed development
and the existing access road configuration. The proposed access road/driveway
configuration on the property does not appear to be the minimum design necessary
and exceeds what may be excluded from the total development area calculation.
Only the mihimum required access drive and one hammerhead turnaround may be
excluded from the development area calculation. All other areas, parking areas,
structures, and graded slopes must be considered part of the development area.
Please provide both a siting/design alternatives analysis to minimize grading, fuel
modification, development area size, and access driveway length, and a revised
development area calculation with exhibit that is inclusive of all areas that must
considered part of the dev. area.

Lastly, as you know we now have several interrelated permit applications for
development in this area (CDP Applications 4-07-146 (Mulryan), 4-07-147
(Morleigh), 4-07-0148 (Mulryan/Morleigh LLA), 4-07-067 (Lunch), 4-07-068
(Vera), and the soon-to-be submitted Ronan property). Please provide a detailed
analysis of alternative building site and parcel configurations that would minimize
grading, fuel modification, landform alteration, and serve to cluster all
development to the maximum extent feasible. The analysis must include detailed
topographic, geologic, grading, fuel modification, access, septic, water, visual,
and other relevant constraint information. The analysis should be in both narrative
and exhibit format.

Water Line. While the water line was not made part of the project description for the
subject application, it is related development that will serve the proposed project and
must also be analyzed in relation to the proposed project. As such, we’ll need County
“Approval-in-Concept” of the proposed water main line/maintenance road. While we
understand that LVMWD must authorize this line extension, as they have conditionally,
the County must also authorize the physical development associated with it, as does the
CCC. Therefore, we need their approval-in-concept of the water line extension.

e
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Visual Analysis. Thank you for the visual analysis you have provided. However, it is
difficult to analyze the potential visual impacts by an arrow on a photo. Due to potential
visibility from public viewing areas, we will require that the mass of the structure be
physically depicted by staking the site at a later date, i.e. story poles & flagging. The
staking must accurately reflect the location and height of all proposed structures,
including the comners, edges, and roof ridgelines with prominently visible poles and

orange flagging. The staking must be coordinated with Commission staff to ensure thatit - -

is assembled when staff is available to view it. Staking the project site will not affect the
filing date of this application.

By: Deanna Christensen
Coastal Program Analyst

Date: February 29, 2008
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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 4-07-148

VENTURA, CA 93001 (File No.)

(805) 641 - 0142
Mulryan Properties LLLP
and Morleigh Properties LLLP

(Applicant)

Schmitz & Associates
(Agent)

4453-005-091 and 4453-005-092
North of Sweetwater Mesa Road, SMM

Thank you for the additional information provided for the subject permit application.
However, upon review of the additional information, the file remains incomplete at this time.
Before it can be accepted for filing and tentatively scheduled for a Commission meeting, the
information indicated below must be submitted. Numbers correspond to original incomplete
letter dated December 17, 2007.

2.  Alternatives Analysis. The alternatives analysis provided is insufficient as it does
not consider alternative building sites and parcel configurations that would
minimize grading, fuel modification, landform alteration, and serve to cluster the
proposed building sites to the greatest extent feasible. It appears there are
alternatives to the proposed project that would accomplish these objectives, and the
feasibility of such must be analyzed. As you know we now have several inter-
related permit applications for residential development in this area (CDP

" Applications 4-07-146 (Mulryan), 4-07-147 (Morleigh), 4-07-067 (Lunch), 4-07-
068 (Vera), and the soon-to-be submitted Ronan property). Please provide a detailed
analysis of alternative building site and parcel configurations that would minimize
grading, fuel modification, landform alteration, and serve to cluster all development
to the maximum extent feasible. The analysis must include detailed topographic,
geologic, grading, fuel modification, access, septic, water, visual, and other relevant
constraint information. The analysis should be in both narrative and exhibit format.

5/6. Other Items. Although the proposed project of this application is only for a lot line
adjustment between two adjacent parcels, we must analyze the particulars of future
development on each of the LLA parcels. As you know, we have permit
applications for residential development on each of the parcels. Due to the
interrelatedness of the applications and complexity of issues/site constraints, the
information we need to analyze the LLA is the same as that of the residential
development applications. Therefore, the items we request in the incomplete letters
for 4-07-146 and 4-07-147, also dated February 29, 2008, must also be provided for
the subject application before accepted for filing. This will also allow for the
applications to proceed to hearing concurrently.

By:  Deanna Christensen, Coastal Program Analyst Date: February 29, 2008
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -- THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govermor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA
89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 200 4-07-067

VENTURA, CA 93001
(805) 641 - 0142

(File No.)

Lunch Properties LLLP
(Applicant)

Schmitz & Associates
(Agent)

4453-005-037
North of Sweetwater Mesa Road, SMM

(Proiect Street and Citv)

Your coastal permit application has been reviewed and is incomplete. Before it can be
accepted for filing, the information indicated below must be submitted.

1.

Filing fee is $ . Payable by check or money order to the California Coastal
Commission. Amount due $

Proof of the applicant’s legal interest in the property. (A copy of any of the
following will be acceptable: current tax bill, recorded deed, signed Offer- to-
Purchase along with a receipt of deposit, signed final escrow document, or current
policy of title insurance. Preliminary title reports will not be accepted.)

Assessor’s parcel number as indicated on a property tax statement. The property
legal description as contained in a Grant Deed is not the assessor’s parcel number.
See page 2, item 1 of the application packet.

Assessor’s parcel map(s) showing the applicant’s property and all other
properties within 100 feet (excluding roads) of the property lines of the project
site. (Available from the County Assessor). Drawings or facsimiles are not
acceptable.

Stamped envelopes addressed to each property owner and occupant of property
situated within 100 feet of the property lines of the project site (excluding roads),
along with a list containing the names, addresses and assessor’s parcel numbers of
same. The envelopes must be plain (i.e., no return address), and regular business
size (9 1/2 x 4 1/8”). Include a first class postage stamp on each one. Metered
envelopes are not acceptable. Mailing list must be on the format shown on page
C-1 of the application packet.

Enclose appropriate map(s) indicating location of property in relation to the
coastline. Thomas Brothers map, road map or area maps prepared by local
governments may provide a suitable base map.

EXHIBIT 5

A-4-07-067-EDD
A-4-07-068-EDD
A-4-07-146-EDD
A-4-07-147-EDD
A-4-07-148-EDD

Commission
Incomplete

Letters #1




_15.

Cost valuation by city/county or contractor for the development.

Copies of required local approvals for the proposed project, including zoning
variances, use permits, etc. Include minutes of any public hearing.

Verification of all other permits, permissions or approvals applied for or granted

~ by public agencies (e.g., Dept.. of Fish and Game, State Lands Commission, U.S.

Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Coast Guard).

. Where septic systems are proposed, percolation test prepared by a qualified

sanitarian or soils engineer.

. County or City Health Department review of septic system.

Where water wells are proposed, evidence of County or City review and approval.

. ___ set(s) of project drawings including site plans, floor plans, and all elevations.

Drawing must be to scale with dimensions shown. Trees to be removed must be
marked on the site plan. All oak trees and riparian vegetation (canopy), streams
and drainages, wetlands, easements, and public hiking and equestrian trails
(including existing offers to dedicate trails) must be identified on the site plan.
Plans must be approved by the planning department and stamped “Approval-in-
Concept.” We need __ more set(s).

. Two sets of detailed, engineered grading and drainage plans with cross-sections

and quantitative breakdown of grading amounts (cubic yards of cut and fill).
Plans must be to scale and prepared by a registered engineer. (for the proposed
water main line/maintenance road).

e In regards to the proposed access road grading plan, please provide
representative cross sections through the access road (perpendicular),
and retaining wall and drainage swale details. Same for water line
grading plan.

e Provide evidence that the proposed plans are in compliance with Los
Angeles Co. engineering standards.

Two copies of a comprehensive, current (not more than 1 year old), site-specific
geology and soils report (including maps) prepared in accordance with the
Guidelines for Engineering Geologic Reports, prepared by the State Board of
Registration for Geologists & Geophysicists (11/93). Copies of the guidelines are
available from the Coastal Commission District Office.

. A current (not more than 1 year old) City or County “Approved” Geologic Review

Sheet (for all proposed development).

. “Approval-in-Concept” form completed by the planning department or other

responsible department. (for the proposed water main line/maintenance road)




18.

19.

_20.

21

22.

23,

27.

28.

Current zoning for project site.

A reduced set of legible drawings to 8 1/2 x 11” in size. The reduced set shall
include a site plan, grading plan, elevations and topography if required for
submittal.

For projects which include demolition, two copies of a site plan and elevations or
photographs of the structure to be demolished. Demolition must be included in
the “Approval-in-Concept” project description.

Remodel projects must include percent of walls to be demolished (interior and
exterior), and indicate walls to be demolished and retained on-site plans.

City or County Environmental Review Board Approval.

A copy of any Final Negative Declaration, Draft of Final Environmental Impact
Report (FIR) or Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEES) prepared, for the
project. Comments of all reviewing agencies and responses to comments must be
included.

. All projects in or adjacent to a Stream, Wetland , or possible Wetland - California

Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service approvals.

. Fire Department approved fuel (vegetation) modification plans.

. Driveways, access roads, and turn-around areas - preliminary Fire Department

Approval. In addition, Fire Department approval is needed for the proposed water
main line hydrant locations and maintenance road.

Preliminary approval from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Single
family dwellings and additions to existing structures are excluded.

An archaeological report developed by a qualified archaeologist regarding the
presence and significance of archaeological and cultural resources.

STAFF COMMENTS

Under certain circumstances, additional material, not previously indicated, may be
required before an application can be deemed complete. The following additional
material is required for the completion of this application:

1.

Lot Legality. Please provide the Certificate of Compliance for the subject parcel
in addition to the chain of title with legal descriptions mapped out.

Potable Water Source Alternatives Analysis. Provide an analysis of alternatives
to the proposed water main line from Costa Del Sol to serve the property. Address

ev.S



10.

the feasibility of an on-site well to supply the proposed development with potable
water.

Easement Information. Please provide evidence of easements held by the
property owner, including a map, for the portions of the proposed development
(water main line, access road, driveways) that bisects other parcels.

Visual Analysis. Provide a visual analysis of the proposed development as seen
from public viewing areas in the vicinity, such as public parkland, trails, and
roads.

City of Malibu Approvals. Please provide evidence of City of Malibu approval
of the proposed access road segment within their jurisdiction.

Pilot Access Road. It appears that the configuration of the proposed access road
differs from that of the previously approved temporary pilot access road. Please
address the need for reconfiguration. In addition, provide a plan for restoring the
contour and vegetation of the abandoned portions of the temporary pilot access
road.

Development Area. Please provide a calculation of the area (in square feet) of the
proposed Development Area, including the building pad, graded slopes,
structures, and parking areas. The area of the access road and turnaround should
not be included in the development area calculation.

Vegetation Removal. Please provide a calculation of the area (in square feet) of
vegetation that will be removed (or otherwise altered through thinning and/or
irrigation) for the access road. In addition, provide a vegetation removal
calculation for the proposed water main/maintenance road.

As-built Grading and Vegetation Removal. It appears that vegetation has been
removed and a pad created on the subject parcel. Address when this development
occurred and if it is associated with a permit. Please quantify the amount of as-
built grading and the area of vegetation removal that has previously occurred on
the subject parcel.

Current Biological Assessment. Please provide a Biological Report, that
includes but is not limited to, a biological survey and map of biological resources
and physical site features on the subject property, and along the proposed access
road and water main line, that is prepared by a qualified biologist or resource
specialist.

By:  Deanna Christensen
Coastal Program Analyst

Date: August 10, 2007
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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 4-07-068
VENTURA, CA 93001 (Flle NO)
(805) 641 - 0142
Vera Properties LLLP
(Applicant)
Schmitz & Associates
(Agent)

4453-005-018
North of Sweetwater Mesa Road, SMM

(Proiect Street and Citv)

Your coastal permit application has been reviewed and is incomplete. Before it can be
accepted for filing, the information indicated below must be submitted.

1. Filing feeis$_ . Payable by check or money order to the California Coastal
Commission. Amount due $

2. Proof of the applicant’s legal interest in the property. (A copy of any of the
following will be acceptable: current tax bill, recorded deed, signed Offer- to-
Purchase along with a receipt of deposit, signed final escrow document, or current
policy of title insurance. Preliminary title reports will not be accepted.)

3. Assessor’s parcel number as indicated on a property tax statement. The property
legal description as contained in a Grant Deed is not the assessor’s parcel number.
See page 2, item 1 of the application packet.

4.  Assessor’s parcel map(s) showing the applicant’s property and all other
properties within 100 feet (excluding roads) of the property lines of the project
site. (Available from the County Assessor). Drawings or facsimiles are not
acceptable.

5. Stamped envelopes addressed to each property owner and occupant of property
situated within 100 feet of the property lines of the project site (excluding roads),
along with a list containing the names, addresses and assessor’s parcel numbers of
same. The envelopes must be plain (i.e., no return address), and regular business
size (9 1/2 x 4 1/8”). Include a first class postage stamp on each one. Metered
envelopes are not acceptable. Mailing list must be on the format shown on page
C-1 of the application packet.

6. Enclose appropriate map(s) indicating location of property in relation to the

coastline. Thomas Brothers map, road map or area maps prepared by local
governments may provide a suitable base map.
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Cost valuation by city/county or contractor for the development.

Copies of required local approvals for the proposed project, including zoning
variances, use permits, etc. Include minutes of any public hearing.

Verification of all other permits, permissions or approvals applied for or granted
by public agencies (e.g., Dept.. of Fish and Game, State Lands Commission, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Coast Guard).

. Where septic systems are proposed, percolation test prepared by a qualified

sanitarian or soils engineer.

. County or City Health Department review of septic system.

Where water wells are proposed, evidence of County or City review and approval.

. ___set(s) of project drawings including site plans, floor plans, and all elevations.

Drawing must be to scale with dimensions shown. Trees to be removed must be
marked on the site plan. All oak trees and riparian vegetation (canopy), streams
and drainages, wetlands, easements, and public hiking and equestrian trails
(including existing offers to dedicate trails) must be identified on the site plan.
Plans must be approved by the planning department and stamped “Approval-in-
Concept.” Weneed  more set(s).

. Two sets of detailed, engineered grading and drainage plans with cross-sections

and quantitative breakdown of grading amounts (cubic yards of cut and fill).
Plans must be to scale and prepared by a registered engineer. (for the proposed
water main line/maintenance road).

e In regards to the proposed building site and access road grading plan,
DPlease provide representative cross sections (perpendicular), and
retaining wall and drainage swale details. Same for water line grading
plan.

e The proposed 950’ long maintenance road and retaining wall for the
water line extension is not indicated on project plans. Please address.

e Provide evidence that the proposed plans are in compliance with Los
Angeles Co. engineering standards.

Two copies of a comprehensive, current (not more than 1 year old), site-specific
geology and soils report (including maps) prepared in accordance with the
Guidelines for Engineering Geologic Reports, prepared by the State Board of
Registration for Geologists & Geophysicists (11/93). Copies of the guidelines are
available from the Coastal Commission District Office.

. A current (not more than 1 year old) City or County “Approved” Geologic Review

Sheet (for all proposed development).

eX.



20

21.

22,

23,

24

_27.

__28.

-3-

. “Approval-in-Concept” form completed by the planning department or other

responsible department. (for the proposed water main line/maintenance road)
Current zoning for project site.

A reduced set of legible drawings to 8 1/2 x 11” in size. The reduced set shall
include a site plan, grading plan, elevations and topography if required for
submittal.

For projects which include demolition, two copies of a site plan and elevations or
photographs of the structure to be demolished. Demolition must be included in
the “Approval-in-Concept” project description.

Remodel projects must include percent of walls to be demolished (interior and
exterior), and indicate walls to be demolished and retained on-site plans.

City or County Environmental Review Board Approval.

A copy of any Final Negative Declaration, Draft of Final Environmental Impact
Report (FIR) or Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEES) prepared, for the
project. Comments of all reviewing agencies and responses to comments must be
included.

All projects in or adjacent to a Stream, Wetland , or possible Wetland - California
Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service approvals.

. Fire Department approved fuel (vegetation) modification plans.

. Driveways, access roads, and turn-around areas - preliminary Fire Department

Approval. In addition, Fire Department approval is needed for the proposed water
main line hydrant locations and maintenance road.

Preliminary approval from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Single
family dwellings and additions to existing structures are excluded.

An archaeological report developed by a qualified archaeologist regarding the
presence and significance of archaeological and cultural resources.

STAFF COMMENTS

Under certain circumstances, additional material, not previously indicated, may be
required before an application can be deemed complete. The following additional
material is required for the completion of this application:

L.

Lot Legality. Please provide the Certificate of Compliance for the subject parcel
in addition to the chain of title with legal descriptions mapped out.
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10.

11.

12.

Potable Water Source Alternatives Analysis. Provide an analysis of alternatives
to the proposed water main line from Costa Del Sol to serve the property. Address
the feasibility of an on-site well to supply the proposed development with potable

water.

Easement Information. Please provide evidence of easements held by the
property owner, including a map, for the portions of the proposed development
(water main line, access road, driveways) that bisects other parcels.

Visual Analysis. Provide a visual analysis of the proposed development as seen
from public viewing areas in the vicinity, such as public parkland, trails, and
roads.

City of Malibu Approvals. Please provide evidence of City of Malibu approval
of the proposed access road segment within their jurisdiction.

Pilot Access Road. It appears that the configuration of the proposed access road
differs from that of the previously approved temporary pilot access road. Please
address the need for reconfiguration. In addition, provide a plan for restoring the
contour and vegetation of the abandoned portions of the temporary pilot access
road.

Development Area. Please provide a calculation of the area (in square feet) of the
proposed Development Area, including the building pad, graded slopes,
structures, and parking areas. The area of the access road and turnaround should
not be included in the development area calculation.

Alternatives Analysis. Please provide an analysis of siting and design alternatives
for the development to minimize grading, landform alteration, fuel modification,
and impacts to native vegetation.

Vegetation Removal. Please provide a calculation of the area (in square feet) of
vegetation that will be removed (or otherwise altered through thinning and/or
irrigation) for the access road and entry gate. In addition, provide a vegetation
removal calculation for the proposed water main/maintenance road. "

As-built Grading and Vegetation Removal. It appears that vegetation has been
removed on the subject parcel. Address when this development occurred and if it
is associated with a permit. Please quantify the area of vegetation removal that has
previously occurred on the subject parcel.

Current Biological Assessment. Please provide a Biological Report, that
includes but is not limited to, a biological survey and map of biological resources
and physical site features on the subject property, and along the proposed access
road and water main line, that is prepared by a qualified biologist or resource
specialist.

Oak Tree Report with survey map, prepared by a qualified arborist. Please
provide an Oak Tree Report and associated survey map that identifies the dripline
of existing (and any previously removed) oak trees.




13. Rockfall Hazard Analysis. The submitted geologic report indicates that a
rockfall hazard analysis is needed and currently being prepared by Kane Geotech,
Inc. Please provide this analysis.

By:  Deanna Christensen
Coastal Program Analyst

Date: August 10, 2007
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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 ' 4'07'146

VENTURA, CA 93001 (Flle NO)

(805) 641 - 0142
Mulryan Properties LLLP
(Applicant)
Schmitz & Associates
(Agent)

4453-005-092
North of Sweetwater Mesa Road, SMM

(Proiect Street and Citv)

Your coastal permit application has been reviewed and is incomplete. Before it can be accepted
for filing, the information indicated below must be submitted.

1. Filing feeis § . Payable by check or money order to the California Coastal
Commission. Amount due $

2. Proof of the applicant’s legal interest in the property. (A copy of any of the following
will be acceptable: current tax bill, recorded deed, signed Offer- to- Purchase along with
a receipt of deposit, signed final escrow document, or current policy of title insurance.
Preliminary title reports will not be accepted.)

3. Assessor’s parcel number as indicated on a property tax statement. The property legal
description as contained in a Grant Deed is not the assessor’s parcel number. See page 2,
item 1 of the application packet.

4.  Assessor’s parcel map(s) showing the applicant’s property and all other properties
within 100 feet (excluding roads) of the property lines of the project site.
(Available from the County Assessor). Drawings or facsimiles are not acceptable.

5.  Stamped envelopes addressed to each property owner and occupant of property situated
within 100 feet of the propeérty lines of the project site (excluding roads), along with a
list containing the names, addresses and assessor’s parcel numbers of same. The
envelopes must be plain (i.e., no return address), and regular business size (9 1/2 x 4
1/8”). Include a first class postage stamp on each one. Metered envelopes are not
acceptable. Mailing list must be on the format shown on page C-1 of the application
packet.

__ 6.  Enclose appropriate map(s) indicating location of property in relation to the coastline.
Thomas Brothers map, road map or area maps prepared by local governments may provide a
suitable base map.

_ 7. Cost valuation by city/county or contractor for the development.

__8. Copies of required local approvals for the proposed project, including zoning variances,
use permits, etc. Include minutes of any public hearing.
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15

17

18.

19

Verification of all other permits, permissions or approvals applied for or granted by
public agencies (e.g., Dept.. of Fish and Game, State Lands Commission, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, U.S. Coast Guard).

Where septic systems are proposed, percolation test prepared by a qualified sanitarian or
soils engineer.

County or City Health Department review of septic system.

. Where water wells are proposed, evidence of County or City review and approval.

Please clarify source of potable water proposed to serve the development.

___set(s) of project drawings including site plans, floor plans, and all elevations.
Drawing must be to scale with dimensions shown. Trees to be removed must be marked
on the site plan. All oak trees and riparian vegetation (canopy), streams and drainages,
wetlands, easements, and public hiking and equestrian trails (including existing offers to
dedicate trails) must be identified on the site plan. Plans must be approved by the
planning department and stamped “Approval-in-Concept.” Weneed ___more set(s).

. Two sets of detailed, engineered grading and drainage plans with cross-sections and

quantitative breakdown of grading amounts (cubic yards of cut and fill). Plans must be
to scale and prepared by a registered engineer.

e Please provide representative cross sections through the access road and the
development area (perpendicular). Please also provide retaining wall and
drainage swale details. Clarify amount, type, linear feet, and height of all
proposed retaining structures and privacy walls.

o Clarify extent of access road proposed under this application and provide
further breakdown of proposed grading amounts, i.e. cu. yds. of cut and fill for
portion of access road in LA Co., cu. yds. for portion of access road in City of
Malibu, cu. yds. for proposed development area, cu. yds. for remedial grading,
etc.

Two copies of a comprehensive, current (not more than 1 year old), site-specific geology
and soils report (including maps) prepared in accordance with the Guidelines for
Engineering Geologic Reports, prepared by the State Board of Registration for
Geologists & Geophysicists (11/93). Copies of the guidelines are available from the
Coastal Commission District Office.

A current (not more than 1 year old) City or County “Approved” Geologic Review Sheet
(for all proposed development).

“Approval-in-Concept” form completed by the planning department or other responsible
department.

Current zoning for project site.

A reduced set of legible drawings to 8 1/2 x 11” in size. The reduced set shall include a
site plan, grading plan, elevations and topography if required for submittal.

ex.S
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For projects which include demolition, two copies of a site plan and elevations or
photographs of the structure to be demolished. Demolition must be included in the
“Approval-in-Concept” project description.

Remodel projects must include percent of walls to be demolished (interior and exterior),
and indicate walls to be demolished and retained on-site plans.

City or County Environmental Review Board Approval.
A copy of any Final Negative Declaration, Draft of Final Environmental Impact Report
(FIR) or Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEES) prepared, for the project.

Comments of all reviewing agencies and responses to comments must be included.

All projects in or adjacent to a Stream, Wetland , or possible Wetland - California
Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service approvals.

Fire Department approved fuel (vegetation) modification plans.
Driveways, access roads, and turn-around areas - preliminary Fire Department Approval.

Preliminary approval from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Single family
dwellings and additions to existing structures are excluded.

An archaeological report developed by a qualified archaeologist regarding the presence
and  significance of archaeological and cultural resources.

STAFF COMMENTS

Under certain circumstances, additional material, not previously indicated, may be required
before an application can be deemed complete. The following additional material is required for
the completion of this application:

1.

Lot Legality. Thank you for providing us with a copy of the Certificate of Compliance
for the subject parcel. However, the Certificate of Compliance is not sufficient to allow
us to determine whether the subject parcel is legal pursuant to the Coastal Act.
Therefore, please submit evidence of lot legality, including lot creation documents and
supporting information that the subject lot was created in compliance with all applicable
laws at the time of creation (i.e., when, how, and through what instrument was the lot
created). In addition, please note that CDP Application No. 4-07-148 for a proposed lot
line adjustment involving the subject parcel must be approved as a filing requirement for
the subject permit application.

Exhibit. Provide one exhibit that shows the development proposed in CDP Applications
4-07-146 (Mulryan), 4-07-147 (Morleigh), 4-07-067 (Lunch), and 4-07-068 (Vera) in
relation to each other.

Access Road. Please provide a breakdown of the total grading (cut and fill amounts) for
the proposed access road along the entire length needed for CDP Applications 4-07-146
(Mulryan), 4-07-147 (Morleigh), 4-07-067 (Lunch), and 4-07-068 (Vera). Please provide
a separate grading breakdown for each of the four parcels (post-LLA) and show on the
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exhibit requested above which portions of the road are proposed under which
application.

Easement Information. Please provide evidence of easements held by the property
owner, including a map, for the portions of the proposed development that bisects other
parcels.

City of Malibu Approvals. Please provide evidence of City of Malibu approval (CDP)
of the proposed access road segment within their jurisdiction.

Pilot Access Road. It appears that the configuration of the proposed access road differs
from that of the previously approved temporary pilot access road. Please address the
need for reconfiguration. In addition, provide a plan for restoring the contour and
vegetation of the abandoned portions of the temporary pilot access road.

As-built Grading and Vegetation Removal. It appears that vegetation has been
removed and an access road created on the subject (post-LLA) parcel. Address when this
development occurred and if it is associated with a permit. Please quantify the amount of
as-built grading and the area of vegetation removal that has previously occurred on the
subject (post-LLA) parcel.

Development Area. Please provide a calculation of the area (in square feet) of the
proposed Development Area, including the building pad, graded slopes, structures, and
parking areas. The area of the access road and minimum required Fire-Department
turnaround should not be included in the development area calculation.

Oak Tree Report. Please provide an oak tree report and associated survey map,
prepared by a qualified arborist, that identifies existing oak trees on the subject property.

By:  Deanna Christensen
- Coastal Program Analyst

Date: December 17, 2007
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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 4-07-147

VENTURA, CA 93001 (Flle NO.)

(805) 641 - 0142
Morleigh Properties LLLP
(Applicant)
Schmitz & Associates
(Agent)

4453-005-091
North of Sweetwater Mesa Road, SMM

(Proiect Street and Citv)

Your coastal permit application has been reviewed and is incomplete. Before it can be accepted
for filing, the information indicated below must be submitted.

1. Filing feeis $ . Payable by check or money order to the California Coastal
Commission. Amount due $

2. Proof of the applicant’s legal interest in the property. (A copy of any of the following
will be acceptable: current tax bill, recorded deed, signed Offer- to- Purchase along with
a receipt of deposit, signed final escrow document, or current policy of title insurance.
Preliminary title reports will not be accepted.)

3. Assessor’s parcel number as indicated on a property tax statement. The property legal
description as contained in a Grant Deed is not the assessor’s parcel number. See page 2,
item 1 of the application packet.

4.  Assessor’s parcel map(s) showing the applicant’s property and all other properties
within 100 feet (excluding roads) of the property lines of the project site.
(Available from the County Assessor). Drawings or facsimiles are not acceptable.

5.  Stamped envelopes addressed to each property owner and occupant of property situated
within 100 feet of the property lines of the project site (excluding roads), along with a
list containing the names, addresses and assessor’s parcel numbers of same. The
envelopes must be plain (i.e., no return address), and regular business size (9 1/2 x 4
1/8”). Include a first class postage stamp on each one. Metered envelopes are not
acceptable. Mailing list must be on the format shown on page C-1 of the application
packet.

_ 6. Enclose appropriate map(s) indicating location of property in relation to the coastline.
Thomas Brothers map, road map or area maps prepared by local governments may provide a
suitable base map.

__7.  Cost valuation by city/county or contractor for the development.

__8. Copies of required local approvals for the proposed project, including zoning variances,
use permits, etc. Include minutes of any public hearing.
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-2.

Verification of all other permits, permissions or approvals applied for or granted by
public agencies (e.g., Dept.. of Fish and Game, State Lands Commission, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, U.S. Coast Guard).

Where septic systems are proposed, percolation test prepared by a qualified sanitarian or
soils engineer. '

County or City Health Department review of septic system.

Where water wells are proposed, evidence of County or City review and approval.
Please clarify source of potable water proposed to serve the development.

___set(s) of project drawings including site plans, floor plans, and all elevations.
Drawing must be to scale with dimensions shown. Trees to be removed must be marked
on the site plan. All oak trees and riparian vegetation (canopy), streams and drainages,
wetlands, easements, and public hiking and equestrian trails (including existing offers to
dedicate trails) must be identified on the site plan. Plans must be approved by the
planning department and stamped “Approval-in-Concept.” We need ___more set(s).

Two sets of detailed, engineered grading and drainage plans with cross-sections and
quantitative breakdown of grading amounts (cubic yards of cut and fill). Plans must be
to scale and prepared by a registered engineer.

e  Please provide representative cross sections through the access road and the
development area (perpendicular). Please also provide retaining wall and
drainage swale details. Clarify amount, type, linear feet, and height of all
proposed retaining structures and privacy walls.

»  Clarify extent of access road proposed under this application and provide
Sfurther breakdown of proposed grading amounts, i.e. cu. yds. of cut and fill for
portion of access road in LA Co., cu. yds. for portion of access road in City of
Malibu, cu. yds. for proposed development area, cu. yds. for remedial grading,
etc.

Two copies of a comprehensive, current (not more than 1 year old), site-specific geology
and soils report (including maps) prepared in accordance with the Guidelines for
Engineering Geologic Reports, prepared by the State Board of Registration for
Geologists & Geophysicists (11/93). Copies of the guidelines are available from the
Coastal Commission District Office.

A current (not more than 1 year old) City or County “Approved” Geologic Review Sheet
(for all proposed development).

“Approval-in-Concept” form completed by the planning department or other responsible
department.

Current zoning for project site.

A reduced set of legible drawings to 8 1/2 x 11” in size. The reduced set shall include a
site plan, grading plan, elevations and topography if required for submittal.
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_ 24,
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28
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For projects which include demolition, two copies of a site plan and elevations or
photographs of the structure to be demolished. Demolition must be included in the
“Approval-in-Concept” project description.

Remodel projects must include percent of walls to be demolished (interior and exterior),
and indicate walls to be demolished and retained on-site plans.

City or County Environmental Review Board Approval.
A copy of any Final Negative Declaration, Draft of Final Environmental Impact Report
(FIR) or Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEES) prepared, for the project.

Comments of all reviewing agencies and responses to comments must be included.

All projects in or adjacent to a Stream, Wetland . or possible Wetland - California
Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service approvals.

Fire Department approved fuel (vegetation) modification plans.
Driveways, access roads, and turn-around areas - preliminary Fire Department Approval.

Preliminary approval from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Single family
dwellings and additions to existing structures are excluded.

An archaeological report developed by a qualified archaeologist regarding the presence
and  significance of archaeological and cultural resources.

STAFF COMMENTS

Under certain circumstances, additional material, not previously indicated, may be required
before an application can be deemed complete. The following additional material is required for
the completion of this application:

1.

Lot Legality. Thank you for providing us with a copy of the Certificate of Compliance
for the subject parcel. However, the Certificate of Compliance is not sufficient to allow
us to determine whether the subject parcel is legal pursuant to the Coastal Act.
Therefore, please submit evidence of lot legality, including lot creation documents and
supporting information that the subject lot was created in compliance with all applicable
laws at the time of creation (i.e., when, how, and through what instrument was the lot
created). In addition, please note that CDP Application No. 4-07-148 for a proposed lot
line adjustment involving the subject parcel must be approved as a filing requirement for
the subject permit application.

Exhibit. Provide one exhibit that shows the development proposed in CDP Applications
4-07-146 (Mulryan), 4-07-147 (Morleigh), 4-07-067 (Lunch), and 4-07-068 (Vera) in
relation to each other.

Access Road. Please provide a breakdown of the total grading (cut and fill amounts) for

the proposed access road along the entire length needed for CDP Applications 4-07-146 -

(Mulryan), 4-07-147 (Morleigh), 4-07-067 (Lunch), and 4-07-068 (Vera). Please provide
a separate grading breakdown for each of the four parcels (post-LLA) and show on the
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exhibit requested above which portions of the road are proposed under which
application.

Easement Information. Please provide evidence of easements held by the property
owner, including a map, for the portions of the proposed development that bisects other
parcels. '

City of Malibu Approvals. Please provide evidence of City of Malibu approval (CDP)
of the proposed access road segment within their jurisdiction.

Pilot Access Road. It appears that the configuration of the proposed access road differs
from that of the previously approved temporary pilot access road. Please address the
need for reconfiguration. In addition, provide a plan for restoring the contour and
vegetation of the abandoned portions of the temporary pilot access road.

As-built Grading and Vegetation Removal. It appears that vegetation has been
removed and an access road created on the subject (post-LLA) parcel. Address when this
development occurred and if it is associated with a permit. Please quantify the amount of
as-built grading and the area of vegetation removal that has previously occurred on the
subject (post-LLA) parcel.

Development Area. Please provide a calculation of the area (in square feet) of the
proposed Development Area, including the building pad, graded slopes, structures, and
parking areas. The area of the access road and minimum required Fire-Department
turnaround should not be included in the development area calculation.

Oak Tree Report. Please provide an oak tree report and associated survey map,
prepared by a qualified arborist, that identifies existing oak trees on the subject property.

Biological Resource Map. The b/w map provided in the submitted Biological Report is
not legible. Please provide either a digital or hard copy of the map in color.

By: Deanna Christensen
Coastal Program Analyst

Date: December 17, 2007
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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 ‘ 4-07-148
VENTURA, CA 93001 (File No.)
(805) 641 - 0142

Mulryan Properties LLLP
and Morleigh Properties LLLP

(Applicant)

Schmitz & Associates
(Agent)

4453-005-091 and 4453-005-092
North of Sweetwater Mesa Road, SMM

Your coastal permit application has been reviewed and is incomplete. Before it can be
accepted for filing, the information indicated below must be submitted.

1. Lot Legality. Thank you for providing us with copies of the Certificates of
Compliance for the subject parcels. However, the Certificates of Compliance are not
sufficient to allow us to determine whether the subject parcels are legal pursuant to
the Coastal Act. Therefore, please submit evidence of lot legality, including lot

- creation documents and supporting information that the subject lots were created in
compliance with all applicable laws at the time of creation (i.e., when, how, and
through what instrument was the lot created). : ‘

2. Alternatives Analysis. Please provide a detailed comparative alternatives analysis of
potential building sites for the pre- and post-lot line adjustment parcel configurations.
The analysis must include detailed topographic, geologic, grading, vegetation
removal, access, visual, and other relevant constraint information. The analysis
should be in both narrative and exhibit format.

3. As-built Grading and Vegetation Removal. It appears that vegetation has been
removed and an access road created on the subject parcels. Address when this
development occurred and if it is associated with a permit. Please quantify the
amount of as-built grading and the area of vegetation removal that has previously
occurred on the subject parcels.

4. Exhibit. Provide one exhibit that shows the development and access road proposed
in CDP Applications 4-07-146 (Mulryan), 4-07-147 (Morleigh), as well as 4-07-067
(Lunch), and 4-07-068 (Vera), in relation to each other.

5. City of Malibu Approvals. Please provide evidence of City of Malibu approv‘al
(CDP) of the proposed access road segment within their jurisdiction.

6. County Geologic Review Approval. A current County “Approved” Geologic
Review Sheet for the development proposed on the subject parcels.

7. Oak Tree Report. Please provide an oak tree report and associated survey map,
prepared by a qualified arborist, that identifies existing oak trees on the subject

property.

By:  Deanna Christensen, Coastal Program Analyst Date: December 17, 2007
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
GEOTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION

SOILS ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET

. Address: 800 S. Framont Ave., Alambra, CA 916803 District Office 9.1
"Telephone:  (626) 456-4926 Job Number ___ MMSIR
Fax: (826) 458-4913 Shaet1.0f2
. DiISTRIBUTION:
Pad for Single Family Residence and Access Road .1 _Orainege
i Oradlng
Location Sweetwaler Mesa, (Lunch Propenies, APNS 4453-005-037) 1 Geo/Solis Ceniral Flle
Daveloper/Qwnear Lunch Progg_oes ’ : -+ District Enginger
Enginear/Architect e : B -1 _ Gaalogist
Solls Enginear CalWes( Geolechnica',l“l‘gc‘ ]4743«2-Nnch) . _‘!_ Solis Engineer
Geologlst Mountain Geology (JHE727} e 1. EnginecriArchitect
Miscetlariaous Appiication No. 0708150005
Review of;
Geolachnical Report Dated §/22/07
Goologic Report Dated 5/11/07
REMARKS: .

1. Thae shear strength values (i.8. phi =23 degrees, cohasion=270 psf) utllized to raprasent landsﬁde plane malerial in the slope
stabilily anslys#s, including substantiating calculationa for the proposed stabllization, appear high for “sheared clay”. in addition,
the back-caleulation discussed on page 8 of the geolechnlizal report, revealed considerably lowsr shesr sirengih valuss for the
landslide plans material. Provide additional shear les! results for the aciuai landsiide plane material ta {uther substantiate the
values ulllized in the slope stability analyses and stabilizallan dsleulstions. The shear strength values sblainad from shear testing
should correlate to reteroncod values for similar materiats found in the vicinly of the subjent stta Rnvisy slope stabllity anslyses
and sisibzalion culewlalivns'as necescary. Recommend mitigation if factors of safely sre below Counly minimum standards,

Provids the shaar strengll garainetzis and dele wiiizad i the ansolrople unction i the slope statulity analyses Clanty whats the
funcuon was utilizad in the sicpe stability anafyses. Verify and addiess the gaologic mode! uilize: for the anisolropic funchion for

the rapresented cross section.

(]

3. Provide lhe stress-strain gropns ond graphs of the failure gnvelope for all direct ahear lest results. Par Couniy policy, the sirass-
slrain graphs and the graphs of the failure envolopa must be submitted fo justity all residual shear sitengths fo be wtifized in the

siope slability analyses.

4. Claady indicate the lype of shear sleength paramelers (i.e. rasidual, pesk, repeated reshoear, stc.) used in the sicpe stability
anclyses.

5, Additional slopa stability analysis may be required when tha gco(ogy of the site i3 conclusively determinad.

6. Cross Seclion K-K' of the submitied report indicates that the recommendad Geolechnical Foundation Setback Plene axtends balnw
the propased gradad building pad. All areas of proposad grading (not aonly (he proposed structiras) must exhibit factors of safaty
“equal to or above County minimum standards, Verify and make revisions as necessary: .

7. Spacitically address the faaslhility af tha mcammended sozdie; pilas 16 mitigale the landslide debris ¢onaidering the calculaled
Iaterat load conditions {up 10 117 kips) and the proposed length of soldler piles (min embedded 15 faat balow Geotechnical
Foundation Setback Plane, approx. 8U teel). Alsa verlty the direction of lateral load conditions considering the predicted direction
ol the fandshds fallura and the proposad access rood alignment  Provide substantiating ealeuations {structuraticivil) that considus
the slrength of marertsls for the proposed soldier piles end predicled (oading conditions 83 necessary.

3:‘?;54:7;~A-
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
GEQTEGHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION

SOILS ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET

Miscellaneous Application No. 0706150005 Shest 2012

REMARKS {cont.).

B. Provide dataon me possible adverse impact of the privale sewage disposal system(s) relative 1o 'sita stabliity and adjacent
properties. Digcuss the path of migration of the effluent and whather panding or daylighting of the effiuent will occur. Slope
stabilty anulysea inust consider tha effoct of effiuent discharge a3 necessary.

0 The Departmant of Public Works “Geologic Site Inspection” review Is intended 1o preliminarify telt you If readily apparent
conditions indicate that a geofogy or solls rapor{ inay be required andfor to fentatively indicate possible conditions that may
have to be mist prior 1o Issuance of 8 permit.. Any commants. determinalions, opinlons or other statements concerning the.
propesty which are contalned in this review shael are tentative and subject to change. Additional data may be brought 1o the
Depadmont's alontion which may materially alfect endlor suparseds statements made hereln Bacauss af the very imied
nature of {he réview conducled by the Dapariment, any slatemants mada in this roview sheel are N4t binding on: this:
Depadment and are not to be relied upon by snyane in decing wheitwr 1o build on or buy any propery. Further ravizw

requires subrittal of 5-permh application for Grading anc/or Bunding.

NOTE(S) T THE PLAN CHECKER/ABLILDING AND SAFETY EMGIMEED:

{1) SAFE ACGESS TO THE PROPOSED SITE IS REQUIRFD PRIOR TN GRADING P1LAN APPOVAL (2) PER THE SOILS
ENTHILER, THE FRGPGOLD LANDSULDL MITIGATIONBIEASURE S VWitL BE SUDJECT TO EACESSIVE LATERAL LOADING.

Date 112007

Heviewed by

Pleyse complete a Customer Servige Survey at http e 3 e umr
NQTICE: Public aafety, relative io geofochnical Bubasvriaca axploration, ghall ba provided In ectordance with currant tades for exl:auuhous inclygive of

the Loy Anpeles Counly Coda, Chapter 11.48, and the Slate of Caléomnia, Title 8. Construction Sefaly Ordery.
P \rosnSwputwiter Masa. (Luncn, 4351.008. 037} MA:-NA 1
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Dist. Office _ 9.1 County of Loe Angeles Department of Pubhc Wi :rks BT D|STRIBUfION
GEGTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION . . 1_ Dist. Ofﬁca

Sheet 1 of 1 GEOLOGIC REVIEW SHEET SN S0AT . Geologist’
900 So. Fremont Ave., Alhambra, CA 91803 - 1 Solis Engineer

TEL. (626) 458-4923 - GMED File
Bt ‘ 1 _Grading
“1°"“Deainage
Tract / Parcel Map Lot(s)
Parent Tract Locatlon Sweetwater Mesa (Vera)
Site Address APN 4453-005-018
Gealopist Mountzin Geology, Inc. Developar/Owner Vera Praoperties
Solis Englnger CalWest Geotechnical Englneer/Arch. ——
Review of: . . v
Mlscellanaoua Application No. 0706150002 For:_Pad for SFR and access road
Geologic Repori{s)Dated _&/1 1707 _
Solls Engineering Report(s) Daled _ 5/25/07
Gevlogy and Soils Enginsering Repori(s) Dated
Remarks/Conditions:
1. Per County code and policy. all buliding pads and access roads must be safe from landslide. seftlement, or slippage. The

proposed bullding pad and access road locations sre on or adjacent to landslides. No permits for new dwellings can be
approvad; unless detailed carrective measures and geotechnical reporte can be provided lo comply with sections 110 and
111 of thia Building Code. However, prior to geotechnical review for issuance of future permils, epecific development plans

must be submitted.

All grading in areas subject to slope Instability is spacifically prohibited by Chapter 33 of the Grading Code. All grading must
conform to Sections 3309.5 and 3309.6 of Chapter 33. The eslablishment of geotechnical setback planes, which daylight
onta building pads or roadways I8 not in conformance with the cods.

2. Additional subsurfacs exploration should be anticipated to fully characlerize the mapped landslides and design remedial
maagures es detailad plans are develaped for the project. As an example, the landslide (designated as Qisy) shown on
Geolagic Crogs-Section H-H' and J-J' 2ppears 1o have failad within an existing landslide yet the log for Boring B-14 does not
show older (andslide dabris below the younger kandslide debris. Additional borings will be necessary to prove the lack of
older landslide debris beneath the younger landslide.

3. Prior to resgubmitial and review of additional reports, the corners of the lot and the proposed residence must be flagged with
highly visitle flagging. Additionally. provide a detailed plot plan, and location map with odometer mileage from road
intersections.

NOTE: The feasibiﬂty of development of this parcel and the three adjacent parcsls (APN 4453-005-037, 091, and 082) cannat be fully
demonstrated unitil the extension of Sweetweter Mesa Road, located within the clty limits of the Clty of Mallbu, has besn approved.
As parl of the submiltia) process, the City of Malibu approval of the extension of Sweeltwaler Mesa Road must be provided to the
County. A fimited-approval by the City of Malibu has been provided that states that the extension of Sweetwater Mesa Road has
Coastal Development Review approval. However, bullding plan check submittal has not been approved.

The Dapariment nﬂ’_xiHIcWorks “Geologle Sita Inspection” review Is intandad (o preliminarily tell you if readily apparent condilions indicate that a geolagy or
aolis mport may be-luined andlor lo enlatively indicaks passible conditions that may have lo be mel privr fo issugnoe of 8 permit. Any comments,

determinglions, opinidie or other statements conceming the property, which are contained in this review sheel, ase tentative and subject io change. Additional
dals may be broughitoihe Dapartment's atlention, which may matarially aflact andior superseda statements mada hareln. Becauss of the very limilad nature
of the review conducted by tha Dapariment, any statements mads in this review shest are not binding on this Dapariment ana are ol lo be relied upon by
anyona in deciding whethar to bulld on or buy any property. Further review requires submittal of 3 permit application for Grading and/or Bullding.

Reviewed by - Date \\ rAYfa

Please completaa Customer Service Survey at hitp://dpw.lecounty.govigo/gmedsurvey

PAGmapub\Geology ReviewAForms\Fom0e.doc
82087
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
GEOTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION

SOILS ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET

Address: 900 5. Fremont Ave., Alhambra, CA 91803 District Office 9.1
Telephone:; (626) 458-4925 Job Number MMSIR
Fax: (626) 4584913 Sheet 1 of 2

DISTRIBUTION:
Pad for Single Family Residence and Access Road . _1_Drainaga

_1 Grading
Location Sweelwater Mesa. (Vera Proparties, APNH 4453-006-018) _1_Geo/Soils Cenlral File
Developer/Qwner Vera Properiles . . ___ District Engineer
Enginear/Aschitact e . _1 _Geologist
Solls Engineer _Csiwest Geotechnical, Inc. (4743-1-VERA) _1_ Golls Englneer
Geologist Mouniain Geology (JHGBO1) _1 Engineer/Archilect

Miscellaneous Application No. 0706150002

Review of:

Geolechnical Report Dated 5/25/07
Geologic Report Dated 5/11/07

REMARKS:

1.

The shear strangth volues (i.e. phi =23 degrees, cohesion=270 psf) utiized lo represen! landslide plane materal in the slope
stability analyses, including subsiantiating calculations for the proposed stabilization, appear high for "sheared clay”. In addition,
the back-calculation discussed on page 12 of the geolechnical repont, revealed considerably lawer shear strength values for the
landslide plane matarial. Provide additional shear test rasulls for the aclual landslide plane materiel ta further subslaniiate the
values utilized in the slope slabillly anslyses and stabilization calculations. The shear sirenglh values oblained from sheer testing
should correlate (o referenced values for similar materials found in the vicinity of the subject site. Revise slope stability analyses
and stabilization calculations as necessary. Recommend mitigation if factors of safety are balow County minimum standards.

Provide the stress-straln graphs and grephs of the failure envelope far sll direct shear tests perdformed. Per County policy, the
stress-strain graphs and the graphs of the faiiure envelope must be submitted to justify all residual shear strengths used in the
slope s\abilily analyses.

Clearly indicate the type of shear strenglh parameters {i.e. residual, noak, repealed reshesr, elc.) used in the slope stahility
analyses,

Additional stope slability analysis may be roquired when the geology of the sile is conclusively detemiined.

Spacifically address the feasibility of the recommended eoldier piles fo mitigale the landalide debris considering the calculaled
lateral Inad conditions (up to 133 kips) and the proposed lenglh of soldier piles (approx. B0 feet). Also verily the direction of lateral
foed conditions considering lhe predicted direction of the landslide failure and the proposed access road alignment. Provide
substantiating calcutations (structuralfcivit) that consider the strangth of malerials for the proposed soldier piles and predictod
loading condltions as necessary.

Specifically address and provide rockfall analyses and recommend mittgation, as necessary.
Verify the depth ‘of recommended removal and recompaction of the landslide (Qlsy) tocated along the northern property tine.

Provide data on the possible adverse impact of the private sewage disposal system(s) relative to site stebility and adjacent
properties. Discuss the path of migration of the effluent and whether ponding of deylighting of the effluent witt occur. Slope

stability analyses must consider the effect of effluent discharge as necessary.

YA




SE'NT BY: LA CO PUBLIC WORKS GEOTECHNICAL; 6264584913; NOV-28-07 11:24AM; PAGE 4

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT QF PUBLIC WORKS
GEOTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION

SOILS ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET

Miscellaneous Application No. 0706150002 Shest20f 2

REMARKS (cont.):

9. 1he Depanmsnt of Public Works “Geologic Site inspection” review is inlended to pretiminarily tell you if readily apparent
conditions indicate thal a gealogy or soils report may be required and/or to tentatively indicate possible conditions that may
have {0 be met.prior to issuance of a permit. Any comments, determinations, opinions or other statements concerning the
propery which are contained in this review sheet are tentative and subject fo change. Additional data may be brought to the
Depanment's. attention which may materiglly affect and/or supersede slatements made herein. Because of the very limited
nature of the review conducted by the Department. any statements made in this review sheet ere not binding on this
Department and are not to be relied upon by anyone In deciding whether to build on or buy any property. Further review

requires submittal of @ permit application for Grading and/or Building.

NOTE(S) TO THE PLAN CHECKER/BUILDING AND SAFETY ENGINEER:

(1) THE ON-SITE SOILS ARE CORROSIVE TO FERROUS METALS, (2) PER THE SOILS ENGINEER, THE PROPOSED
LANDSLIDE MITIGATION MEASURES WILL BE SUBJECT TO EXCESSIVE LATERAL LOADING.

Dete _11/20/07

Reviewed by

NOTICE: Public safely: relalive W yeutuchnical subsurface exploration.™ ;
the Los Angolas Counly Code, Chapter 11.48, and the Stale of Catifornia, Title B, Construction Safety Orders,

PiYoshiSweetwsier Mesa, (4453-003-018). MP-NA

. SO

ey.G




BENT BY: LA CO PUBLIC WORKS GEOTECHNICAL; 8284584813; NOV-28-07 11:26AM; PAGE 7/)12

Dist. Office _ 9.1 County of Los Angeles Depariment of Public Worlu - DISTRIBUTION
GEOQOTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DlWON 1 _1_ Dist Office
Sheet 1 of 1 GEQLQGIC REVIEW SHEET 1 Gaclogist
900 So. Framont Ave., Athambra, CA 91603 .y . 1. Solia Enginer
TEL. (626) 4584925 ' .1 GMEDFie
"1 Grading ™~
ST AR 1 Drwlnage
Tract / Parcel Map Lot(s) . G _ .
Parant Tract Location ____Bwestwaler Mess (Mulryan)
Geologiat Mountaln Geology: Inc DeveloperOwner Mukyan Proparties
Solis Englneer ___ CafWest Gmgg@mt E:@nndkch p— S
fiso Afglication Na, 07081
Gaologic Report{e) Dated _£/11707
Solls Enplnoecing Repori(s) Daled 610107
Geology and Soiis Engineering Reportis) Oeted _

!mm;lcendﬁonsr

1. Noblﬂmmd curently ghown on APN 4463-006-002 arid & propetty fine adjustment with the adjacent parcel (APN
Wt)mpmmedMMRWaanamdﬂubWM&ﬂW Theaublﬁtyofthhpmp«adptdwﬁ
require aditional analyels ulllizing data generalad from the referenced Dibblee map, which shows nearby landeliding, and/
sub-surfacn dela generaind by sdditiona! expiorstion.

2. Per com!g“ cade and palicy. efl bullding pads and access roads must be safe from fandslide, setiemant, or élippags. The
ikiing pad and access raad locations are on or acfacent (o landelides. No permits for new dwellings can be

approvod. iinlass detaliad corraclive maastires and geotechnicsd reports can ba provided to comply with sections 110 and

111 of thie Bullding Code. However, priortu gestechnical raview for issuance of future permits, specific development plens

muat be submitiad,

All grading in areas eubjact 1o slope Inatability |s epecifically prohibitad by Chapter 33 of the Grading Cade. Allgrading muat
conformids Beclions 3309.5 snd 330D.8 of Chapter 33. The establishmaeni of gectechnical sethack planes, which dayight
onto bullding pads of raadways Is not In conformancs with the gode,

3. Additionsl subsiiriace exploration should ba anticipated to fully chamacterze the mapped landslides and design remedial
messures s tetalied plans are developed for the project.

4, Prior o re-scibmittal and review of additiona! raports, the oamers of the lot and proposed residgrice must ba with
thly v!dble flegging. Additionally, provide a detalied plot plan, and location map with dometar mileage from read

NQTE: The hwbunyof deveiopment of this parced and the three adjacent percels (APN 4453-005-018, 037, and 001) cannot be fully
demonstrated uritf the extension of Ewestwaler Mesa Road, Iocated within the city limits of the City of Maliby, has been 8

As part of the subritial process, the Clty of Matibu spprova! of the Sweetwster Mesa Road exiension, must be provided to the
County. A limited agprovet by the City of Malibu has bean provided thet states thet the Sweetwalsr Mesa Road extenslan project has
Caaalal Davelopment Review appraval, Hawever, building plan check submitial hes not been epproved.

mDepnmnentof Puwc Worfis "Geologls Site mspection® review Is intended to pmminmm yau il readify sppereni canditions indicata thet @ gaalogy o

soils report may be sepiiied and/or o lentativaly indlcale possible mndisons may have lo be mot prior 10 Ssusnos of & pemiiL. Ay commants,
Setminations, OpiTiins oF oiNAr SISHMENIE CINcRIMIng the & whigh are contained (n this review sheey, are fentalive and subjedd to shangs. Additional
deta may be broughi Withe Depariments atsnton, which meymal (v sffact and/or sugariads stataments mtdu harain. Beceuse of tha very lieniled nigluny
of Ut faviaw CORdurt bi/ the Deprrmant, sny statimnante Madi In thik feview aheel are hot biding on hia Depiasrimant snd sie riot lo be relisd upon by
BnyonE I dacisthg whEner (0 HUId Gn of buy RAY ppeIty, Further review raquites submits] of 3 panrilt application for Giading sad/or Buiiding.

oew V[ 2) o

Please complsteé Customer Service Survey at hito://dow.lecounty.aovigo/omedsurvey : ~

ey b
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hp officejet 4100 series 4110 Personal/ Printer/Fax/Copier/Scanner

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES P ST s
Leog for . ' DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AN e, /b
Schmitz & Associates GEOTECHNIGAL ANDMATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION - 7 2005 /[ )/
3105890353 . SOILS ENGINESRING REVIEW SHEAT ., "
1/1/2000 00:00 R
Las tTeEM:‘S ACEMPAIe4025 Job Number _ MMSIR
Datefax Time ®EIGHE12 Identification Duratshedq #2gEs Resil
2 Jan 01:19 Fax Sent 13104727014 1:08 M
i - LAS TG Ny
Pad for Single Family Residence and Acesiss Roay 1 Drainage
. I Graaing
Lacation Swestwales Masa._{Mulryan Propertias, APNA4453:008-000) _1_ Geoisalis Centrdl Fiio
OeveloperiOwner . Mulyan Properties - » —._ District Enginee
EnglnsetiArchitact e e , — 3 Geologiat -
Soits Englneet CalWaest Gegtachnics], Inc. (4743-4-MJLRYAN) __ i T1_ 5oile Enginser
Gaologlet ‘Mauntaln Goology (JHE808) v — —1_ EngineeriArchitect
Miscalianeous Appiication No. p2 Qﬁ"i_i@ 00,
~ Reviaw ol:
Geotechnical Regur Dated §/01/07
Gevlogle RemRr:dehd siqor
REMARKS:

1. The shear strangth valuss (ie. phi =23 dagraes. coheaions270 psf} ulilized 1o represent landsiids plans materal In the slopa
slabllity analysss, Including substentiating calculations tor the proposed siabiizetion, appeer bigh for “sheared clay”. in addition,
{he beck-caloultion discusied on page 11 of the geotachnical repar, revesled considerebly lower ahear sitangth valyes for the
landslide plank metenial. Provide additional shesr fest results for the actul landslide plane meteral to further substantate the
valueg utilizet- I the alope stebliity enalyses and stabilizalion caleulolions, The sheer slrangth veluss obiaingd fram shaar testing
should correlate lo refarenced values Tor similar matsrials found In the vicinlty of the subiact site. Revise slopa atability anslysas
and stabilization calculations ag nacessary. Resemmend miligalion If lactors of safely are balow County minimum standards.

2. Provide the streus-sirain graphs and graphs of the fallurs envelope fr &l direct gehaar tests performed, Fer Counly policy, tha
siress-straln graphs end the graphs of tha failure snvelope must be sulmitled to justify elf residual shear strengths used In the
slope stabillly anslysas.

3. Clearly indicate the typa of chear strength parermetars (i s, residual, posk, repested reshear, efc.) uaed in the slope s‘l_abimg
analysak. s{ndﬂcag;ddten the tasting method utlized (o delermme the “along bedding® shear strength valuca provided (e.g. B-
103401“ ;811 @ 35 foel).

Additions) siops:stabliity analysis mey be required when the gaclogy of the site is concligively datarmined.

$.  Spocifically address the fepsibility of the recommendad soldisr piles lo mitigate the landsfide debils consideting the calculsted
latgral load conditions (up to 184kips) and ths propgsed length of sokdter piles (approx, 8Q feef). Also venty the direction of lateral
toed candilions considadng the pradicted direction of the landsiide failure and the propoyed nctens road slignment  Provide
substantiating calculations (atructural/clvil) that consider the strength of maderials for the proposed soldier piles and predicied
inading conditiong as necessary. V .

-

5. Varlly Uie dypth 6f recommendad removal and recompaction of the lanaslide (Qlsy) located slong the southern property line.

7. Provide deta on the possible agverse impact of (he piivele sewage disposal system(s) relative fo site slablity and adjacent
properties. Olicuss ihe path of migralion of the effiuernt and whuther ponding a1 daylighting of the effiuent will occur, Siope
siablify apelysed must consider tha affog! of efllusot discharge s noceasary,
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES A,
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
GEOTECHMICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION

S0ILS ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET

Miscalianenvs Application No. M Shaal2of 2

REMARKS (cont.):

8; The Depariment of Public Works "Geologic Site Inspaction” review is infended to preliminarily fell you If reagily spparent
conditions indicets that & geology of solis report may bs reguired and/or {o (entatively indicate possibls candilidns that mey
have (o be mét prior (o Issuance ¢f & permit. Any comments, delerminations, opinions or other siatements concerning the
property whighi ere contalnad in this review sheet are tentative and subject to change. Additional deta may be brought to the
Depanment’s sttention which may materially affest and/or superseds siatemants made hersin. Becsuse otthe lim
nature of the raview conducied by the Department, Bny statsments made in this review shest are not binding on
Depariment and ars not 1o be reliéd upon by anyone In deciding whather to build on or buy any properly. Further rewew
requires submittal of @ permit application for Grading snd/or Building.

R/BUILDING AN FETY ENGH

1 THE OH ST SOILE ARE CORROSIVE (O FERROUS METALS. (2) PER THE SOILS ENGINEER, THE PROPQSED
LARDSLIDE MITIGATION MEASURES WILL BE SUBJECT TO EXGESSIVE LATERAL LOADING.

Date  _11/20/07

¥ 3 AT A K my
y¢ relntive 1o gaolachnicel subauriace axploraliITSRiFEg provived in accordunce with cirment cotes 107 eXCavations, Wclusive ol
ihe Los Amelu Counly Coae. Chapiar 11,48, nnd \u Stuly of m&tqrmo. 'n(b 8, Conulriition Safety Orders.
L2 ¢thh\8wwm« Mors, (Mukyan A4 3-005.002), M9

£
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Dist. Office 8.1 County of Log Angsles Department of Public Works : DISTRIBUTION
GEOTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGIN!ER!HG DMSION

Shael 1 0f 1 GBOLOGIOREVIEWSHEET S e
200 So. Fremant Ave., Alhambra, CA 91503
TEL (626) 4584925 - .
Teact /ParcelMap Lat(s)
Parent Tract ‘ _ I.nmiun
Site Address —— _
Geologlst __Mountain Geology, Inc. Dﬂolopnrlmmat
Solls Englneer ___ CalWest Geotechnical Enginser/Arch.
Review of: -

Miscelianaous Afiplication No. M Fat; PadforSFRandmsmd
Genhglc Repoﬁ(i}ﬁlbd 5Iﬁi07
Soils Engineerinig:Report(s) Daled _6/MD4/07
Geology and Solls Engineering Report(s) Dalad

) Rerasrks/Conditidne:

1. mmthmmmmmm(ﬁguma)hmtmmmthe@nbchhp(Flue‘l) Based on
topographic map and serisl phatograph raview, the ge shiown on the Dibblea map appears valid ata minimum and the
landslidemay actually be larges, Shears and open lnBodngaBdB B8-17, B-19, B-22, and B-23 suggest

mm;ead

possiblisiandsiide debris. ]ﬂhalmdslideextstshthaswﬁonmamopoaedmdeandpadformhpmdmho

andwilm{iﬁrafwﬂwmkmﬂmmdmlysh Logs for Borings 8-26, B-27, and 8-28 ware not pr

report but are shown on the Geologic Map. Nthgsnmstbepm%dhruplmﬂmpoﬁxtsshmonmmcm
2. PerComlycodaandpoﬂcy allwldlngpodundmmdsmstbe safe from landelide, sattiemaen}, or slippage. The

proposetd building pad end sccess 'oad locations are on or adjacent to fandslides. No permits for new dwaellings can be

enproved; mless datalied comractive messures and geotachnics! epommnbepmidadmmpiywm\sacﬂm 110 and

111 of i Buliding Code. However, prior to geotachnical neview for Isauance of future parmits, specific development plans
must be sabmittad.

Al gradingin areas subject to siope instability Is specifically pmrﬁmunycnapmammm\gm All gteding must
confomitd Sections 3309.5 and 3309.6 of Chapter 33. The establishmant of geotechnical satback planee. whlch dayﬁght
unlobumgpadsor rmadways is not in conformance with the code.

3, Ad&wwurfaoe axpioration should be anticipated to fully characterize the mapped landslides and design remedial
measures ss detalled plans are developed for the projecs,

4 Prior to pesubrmitial and review of sdditional reports, the comers of the 16t and propoeed fesidenta mikst be fiagged with
hlghly\ﬂtlbhﬂuﬂng. Adgiitionally, pravide a delsiled plot plan, and focation map with odometsr mileage from road

NOTE.Th-f'uﬁlkyofdavobpmntafmwpm! and tha thres adjacent parcels (APN 4453-005-018, 037, and 081) cannot be fully

demonsirated untit the éxtension of Swestwater Mesa Raed, locsied within the clly limils of the City of Malibu, has besn spproved.

As part of the sulSitittal process, the Cily of Malibu approval of the Swestwster Mesa Rasd exiansion, must be provided to the

caunty Awwwmcwdmmz\mmmmammmmmmmmmmmm
stal Developiment Review approvel, Howaver, bullding plan ¢heck submiftal has nol besn approved,

The Depistment af Puibilic Warks "Geakogl; Sile mmrwuw»mnmummmmum.ma

mwmyummbmummﬁ: nasdinle conditiony that muumwn%&;m Any comments,
daterminations, opinisis or other siataments o propeity, which sre contained | WM&% sublectto thange. Additonel
data may be brought %mmm Sintemerts made heosin. Becaute ofthe very kmiled nalum

a 1o Degacment’s atiention, Suparisde
of the raview conduoied by the Depastmen, sny atatements mads i this taview $heet are not binding ot this Oe,

BNt 804 40 10! 10 be relled upon by
mmmmmmmwmwm Furnae VoW qQuinss Yubmitel of & peruk &} Gmding widior Buliding:

. m_\\'?a\lbl
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LU T COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

[ /| DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORK

Lo e ,_,,wssorecumw. AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION
SOILS ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET

RS

Address; 800'S. Fremant Ave.. Alhambra, CA 91803 District Office a1
Telsphone: (826) 458-4925 - Joby Number MMSIR
Fax: (626) 458-4913 Sheef 1 0f 2
- ; . ) DISTRIBUTION:

Pad for Single Family Residencd and Access Road _Y Dralnage
_ 1 Grading
Lacation Sweetwatar Mesa, (Moriaigh Prdpertias, ABNS 4453.005-081) _1_ Geolboils Centref Fila
Developer/Owner Mo:hi&?ropetues , __ Diatrict Engidear
Enginear/Architet! e ) _ _1_Geolagiat
Bolls Englrisar CaMmt Gooiechnk:al Ine. 64743-3-MORLE!GH) o ) 1_ Soils Enginger
Geologist Mountain Geology (JHGE04) . ” "1 Eenginger/Architect
Miscellaneous Applicatian No. 0706150004 3
gemtewd:ﬂcal Roport Dated 87410

aote e
Genlugic: Report Paled gmh—z
REMARKS:
1. Provide static shd seigmic slope stabllity snalyses, including but nol necessarily Smiled to Cross Sactions YY" and E<E, 1o verify

thee stabllity af the proposed access road an tha axisling landslige. Also, provida @ geolechnicsl cross wection, foreach section
andlyzed, gmednop go criical failure plane used in the snalyses, Indicale the various shear strenglh parsmeiers usad In the

yz
nalyses, in the'apprapriaie sagments of sach [ajkre plane, Show locations of the crass sections used ir siopa stabiil nna! 565
:n ag: geotedmba? mpg Reegmmend mitigation if fa&hm of salaly are below Counly minimum stendardy, pe v

2. Provido dota v the possible adverse impact of the private muqe disposal sysiem(s] relative 1o site stabliily and adjacent
propadties. Discuss the palh of migration of the effiuani ang whether poading of dayll hﬁng of thc effiuent will pegur. Slope.
. stabliity analyses must coninider tha effect of effluent discharga as nacessery (Cro: ).

3. Provide ths stess-slrein graphs and graphs of tha failure envelope for all direct sheaer lest resulls. Per County nolisy, he stress:
strain graphs end the graphs of the fadure gnvelope must be submitted 1o justify alf residual shear strengths lo be ulllized in the

siope stability: analysas
4 Indicate the lyps of shear strength parameters (Le. residual, peak. repeaied reshoor, etc.) used in the slope stability anal'{ses_:
‘se .,?"53.%"'@ 15m >the testing method uliized to detsrmine Lhe “slong bedding” shear srengih vakues provided (c.g. B-10 @ 21

5. Cross Section: vk aof tha submitied raport indicates that the ucamwnded Geotachnical Foundalion Setback Plarne éxler
betow (he proposed graded buliging pad. All argas s graging (no! only the proposed siructures) must exhiblt hclors of
safely equnl 0 or sbove County minimum standsrds. Verlly and mukc ravisions gs necessary.

6. Addiional sigpe stability analysis mey be required when tha geology of ihe sitd is conclusively delermined,

7. addtuss the leasibility of the recommanded soldier plies 1o mifigate the landsiids debsis cone g tha caleulsted
ta\era! Ioeg oond(ma (up io wf'fws: aid the proposed langth of wll?ﬂermbs (45( %w of lsteral load
condilions congidering the dlnn ol the landslide felkxe. P lﬂonﬁ ructuralicivit) thet
conaider the sifength of mmnus for the propessd soldivr piles and predund bwlng pre T

8. Tha Depaiimest of Publlc Works "G SHhe ins revigw Is intended 1o preliminaiily tait you if & raot conditions

. lndicatepgm a gaolopy o soils renomaym be nqukedmor fo lsntahvdy Indivale pmibto f Xﬁﬁ. m'“mn bo met

priot to kssuance-of 8 parmil. Any commaents, determinatians, opinions or athet stetements concenng the
contalned In thig review sheet sng {aniative and mh;oct 1o d;en%e. deonet date mer be brought to mc
which mey mirterialty atfact and/cr supersade ¢ wm of :ﬂ limited nature ma mim mdudoa
by the Departmsnt, any statements made i this wlw :hse{ are not b{nﬂm ment and are not 1o be rslied ypon by

any9na In daciding whethar 1o build on or buy an Further rwfmt uires luhmlmlo! 8 parmit spplication for Gradin
ang‘l)or Bding: by sny property. ‘q . PP 9

(1} ON- {ROGIVE T
PRIORTO GRAD!NG FLAN APPOVAL.

Dals 14726007

ve complate 8 cnuomor SQM« Srcvay M hplidhw. hnw n::’( “, y

mqemxcm subairiach explotation, shall ba provided
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4453-005-091
1 MORLEIGH PROPERTIES, LLLP : |
CDP APP, § 4-07-147 | 7. i 4455—005—038_
i % RONAN. PROPERTIES, LLLP
‘ - CDP APP. PENDING
H
i
!
H
PROPOSED 20' PAVED /
t DRIVEWAY; TYP, ¢
[ 4453-005-037 ¢
LUNCH PROPERTES,
LLLP
COP APP. #
—— — »—07-067
i /
1 {
4453--005—092 Ey R
MULRYAN PROPERTIES, LLLP i}gﬁ ) - .
CDP APP, § 4-07-146 i"@; ; Yar st
1 A
i e i
_ _ PROPERTY INE: TYP, /
0 300 600 500
4453-005-018
| VERA PROPERTES, LLLP & 1° = 300
| COP APP. § 4-07-068 '
_.mﬁu ggmmy UWITS. S
Aot ™ 5 TLE OF PLAN SET
APN 4453-005-037 8 CITY: CUT: 2,950% CY FILL: 1,550+ CY
COUNTY
ORIVEWAY: CUT: 5,300+ CY FLL: 3.850& CY
% RESDENCE: - CUT: 1,050 CY Fitl: 180% CY
TOTAL: CUT: 6,350+ CY FILL: 3,830 CY
APN 4453-005-091 §§ DRIVEWAY: CUT: 23,800+ CY FALL: 3,750+ CY
RESIDENCE:  CUT: 3,600+ CY FILL: 0t CY
EXISTING IOTAL CUT: 27,400+ CY FILL: 3,750% CY
SWEE TWATER
MESA ROAD APN 4453-005-092 DRIVEWAY: CUT: 3,050+ CY Fill: 400% CY
RESIDENCE:  CUT: 1,700+ CY FALL: 100+ CY
IOTAL CUT: 4,750% CY FILL: 500+ CY
APN 4453—005—-038 DRIVEWAY: CUT: 4,610+ CY FILL: 5890+ CY
RESIDENCE: CUT: 6,480+ CY FILL: 230+ CY
IOTAL CUT: 11,090 CY RALL: 6,120% CY
APN 4453-005-018 El DRIVEWAY: CUT: 3,550+ CY FILL: Q% CY
RESIDENCE:  CUT 4,700+ CY FALL: 140+ CY
TOTAL; CUT: 8,250+ CY FliLL: 140% CY
DATE: B
B¥E WHITSON ENGINEERS SWEETWATER MESA s vew| | EXHIBIT7
1960 EaM Grand Avenis « Sullit §70 » £ Saguedo, CA $0245 [LOS ANGELES COUNTY CAL FORNA [ D6 &bv: sH A-4-07-067-EDD
310 323008 « Fax 318 3723208 OVERALL EXHIBTY CHEDKED, w
Crax & « Lawes S = PG M ORAWNG 4 10wk B - 1817 vy FRAKECT ol $OE00 A-4-07-068-EDD

A-4-07-146-EDD
A-4-07-147-EDD
A-4-07-148-EDD
Combined Site Plan
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EXHIBIT 8

A-4-07-067-EDD
A-4-07-068-EDD
A-4-07-146-EDD

A-4-07-147-EDD
A-4-07-148-EDD

Access Road Plan
from Sweetwater

Mesa Road
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EXHIBIT 10

A-4-07-067-EDD
A-4-07-068-EDD
A-4-07-146-EDD
A-4-07-147-EDD
A-4-07-148-EDD

Lunch Site Plan

(4-07-067)
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EXHIBIT 12

A-4-07-067-EDD
A-4-07-068-EDD
A-4-07-146-EDD
A-4-07-147-EDD
A-4-07-148-EDD

Morleigh Site Plan
4-07-147)
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SN / . B A-4-07-146-EDD
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of proposed access road,
residential development, and
water line extension

L.A. County

City of Malibu

EXHIBIT 15

A-4-07-067-EDD
A-4-07-068-EDD
A-4-07-146-EDD
A-4-07-147-EDD
A-4-07-148-EDD

Project Vicinity -
2001 Aerial




