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Item W 12 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS 
FOR CONSENT CEASE AND DESIST ORDER 
 
 

CEASE AND DESIST ORDER: CCC-08-CD-03 

RELATED VIOLATION FILE: V-4-07-032 

PROPERTY LOCATION AND 
DESCRIPTION: 

Sandy-beach area along Escondido Beach 
located seaward of and at 27930 Pacific Coast 
Highway, Malibu, Los Angeles County, 
Assessor’s Parcel No. 4460-032-019 

PROPERTY OWNER: Five S Properties, LTD  

VIOLATION DESCRIPTION: Unpermitted beach grading, removal of sand 
from the intertidal area, and construction of sand 
berms along Escondido Beach 

PERSONS SUBJECT TO THIS 
CONSENT ORDER: 

Five S Properties, LTD  

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 1. City of Malibu certified Local Coastal 
Program 

2. Exhibits #1 through #9 

CEQA STATUS: Exempt (CEQA Guidelines (CG) §§ 15060(c)(2) 
and (3)) and Categorically Exempt (CG §§ 
15061(b)(2), 15307, 15308 and 15321). 

 
I. SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission issue the Consent Cease and Desist Order attached as 
Exhibit #9 (hereinafter “Consent Order”) to require Five S Properties, LTD (hereinafter referred 
to as “Respondent”) to cease and desist from engaging in any further development at property 
located seaward of and at 27930 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu, Los Angeles County, 
Assessor’s Parcel No. 4460-032-019 (“subject property”) (Exhibit #1), including, but not limited 
to: grading, construction of sand berms, and removal and movement of sand from intertidal 
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areas, unless authorized pursuant to the Coastal Act and, if applicable, the City of Malibu 
certified Local Coastal Program (“Malibu LCP”).  Commission staff has worked closely with 
Respondent to reach an agreement on the following Consent Order to resolve these issues 
amicably.  Respondent, through the Consent Order, has agreed to resolve all Coastal Act 
violation matters addressed herein, including resolving Coastal Act claims under Section 30805 
and 30822 of the Coastal Act.    
 
Unpermitted Development 
 
The unpermitted development that is the subject of this proceeding includes beach grading and 
construction of sand berms on Escondido Beach in the City of Malibu, specifically including: 
grading and removing sand from below and above the ambulatory mean high tide line 
(“MHTL”), construction of two approximately 6-foot high, 50-foot long sand berms, and grading 
flat other portions of the beach (See Exhibits #2-#4).  The beach grading and berming activities 
occurred both above and below the ambulatory high water mark, during an active grunion run.  
Any grunion eggs that were laid and any surface or burrowing intertidal/subtidal species that 
were present in this area would have been destroyed by the grading and berming activities.   
 
Jurisdiction 
 
The local coastal program (“LCP”) for this area of the City of Malibu was adopted by the 
Commission on September 13, 2002.  The unpermitted development occurred both on land 
owned by Respondent and on State tidelands that are located seaward of the subject property.  
The subject property is located within the City of Malibu LCP area; and State tidelands are 
located within the Commission’s retained jurisdiction.  Pursuant to California Public Resources 
Code (“PRC”) Section 30519(b), the Commission retains permitting jurisdiction over areas that 
are below MHTL.  In addition, Section 13.3.E of the Implementation Plan portion of the Malibu 
LCP, states: 
 

“Where a proposed project straddles the boundaries of the… City’s Coastal Development 
Permit jurisdiction area and the Coastal Commission’s retained jurisdiction area, the 
applicant shall obtain separate Coastal Development Permits from each jurisdiction.” 

 
Given that the development at issue here straddles the boundaries of the City’s and the 
Commissions permit jurisdiction area, this section required that the party performing the 
development obtain a coastal development permit (“CDP”) from both the City of Malibu and the 
Commission.  No CDP was issued by either the City of Malibu or the Commission for the 
development described above, in violation of the Coastal Act and the Malibu LCP.     
 
Commission’s Authority 
 
PRC section 30810 states that the Commission may issue a Cease and Desist Order whenever it 
determines that someone has undertaken “any activity that (1) requires a permit from the 
commission without securing the permit.”  PRC section 30810 also states that the Commission 
may issue a Cease and Desist Order “to enforce any requirements of a certified local coastal 
program., under any of the following circumstances: (1) The local government… requests the 
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commission to assist with, or assume primary responsibility for, issuing a cease and desist order 
[or] (2) [t]he commission requests and the local government… declines to act, or does not take 
action in a timely manner, regarding an alleged violation which could cause significant damage 
to coastal resources.” 
 
In this case, the City of Malibu has requested that the Commission assume primary responsibility 
for issuing a cease and desist order to resolve the subject violation for the area that lies within the 
City’s permit jurisdiction area.    
 
As described in more detail below, the unpermitted activity that has occurred on the subject 
property, including beach grading, removal of sand from the intertidal area of Escondido Beach, 
and construction of sand berms clearly meets the definition of “development” set forth in Section 
30106 of the Coastal Act and Section 2.1 of the Malibu LCP.  No CDP was issued by the 
Commission or the City of Malibu for the development; therefore, the development was 
undertaken in violation of PRC Section 30600 (generally requiring a CDP for all development in 
the Coastal Zone) and Section 13.3 of the Malibu LCP, as described more fully on page 7 of this 
report.   
 
Resources of Sandy Beaches 
 
While it is not an element that is required for issuance of a Cease and Desist Order, the 
unpermitted development has also adversely impacted resources protected by the Coastal Act, 
including marine resources, the biological productivity of Escondido Beach and the surrounding 
habitat, and public access along Escondido Beach.  Grading sandy beaches, constructing sand 
berms along the beach, and removing sand from the intertidal area have a number of unfortunate 
negative ecological consequences, as discussed below, given the interdependence of the 
intertidal and shoreline species. 
 
Intertidal sand is habitat to a variety of invertebrates such as amphipods, isopods, and polychaete 
worms.  All these species are very significant food resources for shore birds.  Within the swath 
of the equipment’s grading of the beach, most of these organisms must be presumed to have been 
killed, and any accumulated habitat that was present on the upper beach was destroyed. 
 
Escondido Beach is also demonstrated grunion habitat.  The unpermitted development occurred 
on July 4, 2007, during a specific period of grunion spawning.1  Unfortunately most grunion eggs 
that were laid during this run, which occurred just prior to and at the same time as the 
unpermitted grading (July 1-4, 2007) were very likely destroyed by the activity as well.  Even 
more significant is the fact that the habitat was altered in a way that would likely have reduced 
the breeding success of grunion that continued to spawn on this beach during the rest of the 2007 
spawning season (the most immediate, subsequent runs as related to the date of the unpermitted 
development occurred on July 15-18 and July 30 – Aug. 2, 2007).  The impacts caused by the 
unpermitted development are two-fold with respect to grunion spawning.  First, the intertidal 

                                                      
1 Grunion spawning occurs between the spring and summer months, starting as early as March and ending as late as 
September, with peak spawning periods between the months of April, May, and June.  Grunion spawning occurs 
during full and new moon periods throughout this time when tides are at their most extreme, creating the high tides 
necessary for successful grunion spawning.  
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area was effectively lowered and made more uniform.  Therefore, waves reached the beach 
nearest the land more frequently than before, which tends to wash out eggs prematurely.  Second, 
the foot of the steep berm was located within the intertidal zone, so the berm acted as a seawall 
reflecting wave energy and further increasing the likelihood that grunion eggs were washed out 
of the sand prematurely.   
 
Finally, public access along Escondido Beach was impacted by both the operation of the 
equipment and the physical location of the berms.  The unpermitted activity lowered the beach 
profile in the particular area where the grading occurred, thereby allowing wave run-up to move 
to a much greater distance inland on the beach.  During higher tides, wave run-up reached the 
base of the berm making it nearly impossible to pass without walking in the water or up and over 
the berm. 
 
As noted above, a tentative settlement of this matter (Consent Order) has been reached, as more 
fully described herein and as reflected in Exhibit #9.  Staff recommends that the Commission 
approve this Consent Order.  
 
 
II.  HEARING PROCEDURES 
 
The procedures for a hearing on a Cease and Desist Order are outlined in Title 14, Division 5.5, 
Section 13185 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR).    
 
For a Cease and Desist Order hearing, the Chair shall announce the matter and request that all 
parties or their representatives present at the hearing identify themselves for the record, indicate 
what matters are already part of the record, and announce the rules of the proceeding including 
time limits for presentations.  The Chair shall also announce the right of any speaker to propose 
to the Commission, before the close of the hearing, any question(s) for any Commissioner, at his 
or her discretion, to ask of any other party.  Staff shall then present the report and 
recommendation to the Commission, after which the alleged violator(s) or their representative(s) 
may present their position(s) with particular attention to those areas where an actual controversy 
exists.  The Chair may then recognize other interested persons after which time Staff typically 
responds to the testimony and to any new evidence introduced. 
 
The Commission will receive, consider, and evaluate evidence in accordance with the same 
standards it uses in its other quasi-judicial proceedings, as specified in Title 14, CCR Section 
13186, incorporating by reference Section 13065.  The Chair will close the public hearing after 
the presentations are completed.  The Commissioners may ask questions to any speaker at any 
time during the hearing or deliberations, including, if any Commissioner chooses, any questions 
proposed by any speaker in the manner noted above.  Finally, the Commission shall determine, 
by a majority vote of those present and voting, whether to issue the Cease and Desist Order, 
either in the form recommended by the Executive Director, or as amended by the Commission.  
Passage of a motion, per Staff recommendation or as amended by the Commission, will result in 
issuance of the Cease and Desist Order. 
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III. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following motion: 
 
Motion: 
 

I move that the Commission issue Consent Cease and Desist Order No.  
CCC-08-CD-03 pursuant to the staff recommendation.  

 
Staff Recommendation of Approval 
 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in issuance of the Consent 
Cease and Desist Order.  The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of 
Commissioners present.  
 
Resolution to Issue Consent Cease and Desist Order: 
 
The Commission hereby issues Consent Cease and Desist Order No. CCC-08-CD-03, as set forth 
below, and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that development requiring a coastal 
development permit from the Commission has occurred without such a permit having been 
issued, and development requiring a coastal development permit from the City of Malibu has 
also occurred without such a permit having been issued, in violation of the requirements of the 
City of Malibu’s certified local coastal program. 
 
 
IV. FINDINGS FOR CONSENT CEASE AND DESIST ORDER NO. CCC-08-CD-032  
 
A. Description of Unpermitted Development
 
The unpermitted development that is the subject matter of this Consent Order, consists of beach 
grading and construction of sand berms on Escondido Beach in the City of Malibu, specifically 
including: grading and removing sand from below and above the MHTL, construction of two 
approximately 4 to 6-foot high, 50-foot long sand berms, and grading flat other portions of the 
beach (See).  Commission staff witnessed the unpermitted development occurring at the subject 
property, and a selection of photographs taken by staff can be found at Exhibits #2-#4. 
    
B. Background: Commission’s Actions and History of Violation on the Subject 

Property
 
On July 4, 2007, Commission staff witnessed (and photographed) heavy equipment (a loader) 
entering coastal waters, scooping sand from the intertidal area, and then placing the sand on the 
upper beach area creating sand berms on the beach on and seaward of the subject property.  
                                                      
2 These findings also hereby incorporate by reference Section I of the May 22, 2008 staff report (“Staff 
Recommendation and Findings for Consent Cease and Desist Order”) in which these findings appear, which section 
is entitled “Summary of Staff Recommendation.” 
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Commission staff spoke with the equipment operator, informed the operator that the activity was 
“development” under the Coastal Act, and requested the operator to stop the activity.  The 
equipment operator agreed to stop work, however, the construction of the berms was nearly 
completed by the time Commission staff was able to stop the unpermitted development.    
 
A Notice of Violation (“NOV”) letter was sent to Respondent on August 21, 2007 (Exhibit #5).  
The letter explained that the grading and berming activities were development under the Coastal 
Act and that such unpermitted activity had adverse impacts to numerous coastal resources.  The 
NOV set a timeframe for Respondent to respond and requested technical evaluations that fully 
document the impacts of the grading and berming activities upon the coastal resources of 
Escondido Beach.   
 
On November 16, 2007, Commission staff received a letter from Respondent’s representative 
that included a report by structural engineer, David C. Weiss (Exhibit #7).  Mr. Weiss stated that, 
based on the assumption that no grading took place in the intertidal area and based on one 
observation approximately 3 months after the unpermitted activity occurred, “no damage was 
done to the beach environment.” 
 
In a January 10, 2008 letter, Commission staff responded to the November 16, 2007 letter and 
Mr. Weiss’ report (Exhibit #8).  In summary, the letter from Commission staff noted that, “the 
factual evidence does not support the findings made in Mr. Weiss’ Report.”  In addition to 
discussing the coastal resources that were damaged or destroyed by the unpermitted activity, the 
letter informed Respondent, even assuming that no resource damage had occurred from the 
unpermitted development, which did not appear to be the case, “the grading of the beach, 
construction of a berm, and removal of beach wrack is development under the Coastal Act and 
was undertaken without benefit of a coastal development permit.  Therefore a violation of the 
Coastal Act has occurred and fines and penalties lie under the terms of the Coastal Act.”   
  
Following the January 10, 2008 letter, Commission staff and Respondent began ongoing 
negotiations to resolve the subject Coastal Act violations.  Because Commission staff and 
Respondent were able to amicably resolve the violations through this Consent Order (attached as 
Exhibit #9), and because the Commission staff and Respondent wish to resolve this violation 
without requiring further resources by either party, and wish to work cooperatively in the future, 
Respondent has not submitted a “Statement of Defense” form as provided for in Section 13181 
of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations and has agreed not to contest the legal and 
factual bases and the terms and issuance of this Consent Order.  Respondent agrees that all of the 
necessary elements for issuance of an order under Coastal Act Section 30810 have been met.   
 
C. Basis for Issuance of Cease and Desist Orders 
 
The statutory authority for issuance of this Cease and Desist Order is provided in section 30810 
of the Coastal Act, which states, in relevant part: 
 

a) If the Commission, after public hearing, determines that any person…has 
undertaken, or is threatening to undertake, any activity that… requires a permit 
from the commission without first securing the permit… the Commission may 
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issue an order directing that person…to cease and desist….The order may also be 
issued to enforce any requirements of a certified local coastal program…, or any 
requirements of this division which are subject to the jurisdiction of the certified 
program… under any of the following circumstances: 

 
(1) The local government… requests the commission to assist with, or assume primary 
responsibility for, issuing a cease and desist order. 

 
(2) The commission requests and the local government… declines to act, or does not take 
action in a timely manner, regarding an alleged violation which could cause significant 
damage to coastal resources. 

 
The following paragraphs set forth the basis for the issuance of the Consent Cease and Desist 
Order by providing substantial evidence that the development meets all of the required grounds 
listed in Section 30810 for the Commission to issue a Cease and Desist Order.  
 
Development has Occurred without a Coastal Development Permit 
 
Unpermitted development consisting of beach grading, construction of berms, and removal of 
sand from the intertidal area, has occurred on and seaward of the subject property without a 
CDP.  The unpermitted development that is the subject of this Consent Order meets the 
definition of “development” contained in PRC Section 30106, as explained below.   
 
PRC Section 30600(a) and Section 13.3 of the Malibu LCP states that, in addition to obtaining 
any other permit required by law, any person wishing to perform or undertake any development 
in the coastal zone must obtain a coastal development permit.  “Development” is defined by PRC 
Section 30106 and Section 2.1 of the Malibu LCP as follows: 
 

“‘Development’ means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection of any solid 
material or structure; discharge or disposal of any dredged material or of any gaseous, 
liquid, solid, or thermal waste; grading, removing, dredging, mining, or extraction of any 
materials; change in the density or intensity of use of land… change in the intensity of use 
of water, or of access thereto; construction, reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the 
size of any structure, including any facility of any private, public, or municipal utility; and 
the removal or harvesting of major vegetation other than for agricultural purposes, kelp 
harvesting, and timber operations which are in accordance with a timber harvesting plan 
submitted pursuant to the provisions of the Z'berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973…” 

 
In this case, the grading of the beach, construction of sand berms, and the removal of sand from 
the intertidal area clearly constitute “development” within the meaning of the above-quoted 
definition and therefore are subject to the permit requirement of section 30600(a) and Section 
13.3 of the Malibu LCP.  The unpermitted activity included grading and removing materials, and 
the placement of solid materials.   
 
A coastal development permit was not issued to authorize the subject unpermitted development, 
the unpermitted development is not exempt from the permit requirements, and therefore, the 
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requirements for issuance of a Cease and Desist Order under Section 30810 of the Coastal Act 
have been met.  
 
Inconsistent with Resource Protection Policies of the Coastal Act 
 
It should be noted that this is not an element which is required for issuance of a Cease and Desist 
Order.  That is, the Commission does not have to find that the nature of the unpermitted 
development is inconsistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act or the resource 
protection policies of the Malibu LCP in order to issue Cease and Desist Orders under the 
Coastal Act (Section 30810).  However, this section is provided as background information.  The 
Commission finds that the unpermitted development is inconsistent with Chapter 3 policies of 
the Coastal Act regarding the protection of marine resources (including the loss of grunion and 
grunion eggs), the biological productivity of coastal waters, and public access along this coastal 
area.   
 
Beach grading, removing sand from the intertidal area, and construction of sand berms impacts 
marine resources, biological productivity of coastal waters, and public access.  The beaches of 
Malibu, including Escondido Beach, are known to be frequented by California grunion 
(Leuresthes tenuis), and the grunion spawning season typically runs between the months of 
March and September, with peak spawning periods occurring during April, May, and June.3  
During the grunion spawning season, eggs and developing embryos are buried in the sand to 
incubate between the highest tides of each month, at the full and new moon.  The eggs have no 
defense against any kind of interference.  Thus the California Department of Fish and Game has 
designated the sandy beaches as critical habitat for grunion management.  Unfortunately, the 
unpermitted development occurred during the July 1-4, 2007 grunion run.  In addition, the 
construction of the berms, themselves, likely affected subsequent grunion runs (at a minimum 
the July 15-18 and July 30 – Aug. 2, 2007).  Grunion spawn at the most landward point of the 
highest tides and the berm was placed in the exact location of the grunion spawning areas.  Even 
if grunion were able to spawn in front of the berm, which would have been unlikely, any eggs 
laid would have been washed out due to the refraction of wave run-up against the berm.4
 
In addition, any intertidal/subtidal species that were in this area would also have been destroyed 
when they were removed from their habitat (when the loader scooped sand from the intertidal 
area) and placed in the dry environment on the upper beach area (when the sand was placed on 
the upper beach area for the construction of sand berms).  These intertidal/subtidal species, 
                                                      
3 In a conversation between Commission staff and Dr. Karen Martin, expert in the study of California grunion and 
professor of biology at Pepperdine University, Dr. Martin confirmed that during the time of the unpermitted activity 
California grunion were likely spawning on and in the vicinity of Escondido Beach.  
 
4 There have been numerous studies and published literature on the significance and unique characteristics of the 
California grunion, and associated impacts to grunion by human interference.  See, for example: (1) Martin, K. L. 
M., C. R. Van Winkle, J. E. Drais, and H. Lakisic. 2004. “Beach spawning fishes, terrestrial eggs, and air 
breathing.” Physiological and Biochemical Zoology 77: 750-759.; and Carpenter, K.A., J.R. Pommerening, T. 
Speer, J. Flannery, and K. Martin. 2003. “Does Beach Grooming Harm Grunion Eggs?” Bulletin of the Southern 
California Academy of Sciences 102(2):S29. 
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which are dependent on submerged habitat, play a key role in the food chain for other 
invertebrates, shorebirds, fish, and marine mammals.   
 
Commission staff was on the beach at the time of the unpermitted activity and witnessed (and 
photographed), on one of the busiest beach days of the year, impacts to public access along 
Escondido Beach from both the berms and the operation of equipment on the beach.  These 
photographs were taken upon arrival to the subject property, just prior to halting the activities.  
The loader was seen driving from the intertidal area across the wet sand and up to the upper 
beach area for the construction of sand berms, criss-crossing the exact location where the public 
would have walked along the beach.  The construction activity, alone, limited and deterred 
public access along the beach area.  In addition, the physical location of the sand berms, within 
the wave run-up area and encroaching on lands subject to the public trust, prevented the public 
from walking along the beach during certain times of the day, when tides were at an average or 
above average elevation.   
 
Therefore, while not a necessary element for the issuance of a Cease and Desist Order, the 
Commission finds that the unpermitted development is not consistent with the resource 
protection policies of the Coastal Act and the Malibu LCP. 
 
D. Consent Order is Consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act
 
The Consent Order, attached to this staff report (see Exhibit #9) and signed by Respondent, and 
the activities required therein, are consistent with the resource protection policies found in 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, as also incorporated in the Malibu LCP.  The Consent Order 
requires Respondent to cease and desist from maintaining unpermitted development and from 
conducting further unpermitted development on the subject property.  In addition, the Consent 
Order specifically requires that Respondent cease and desist from beach grading, constructing 
sand berms, and removing or moving sand from the intertidal area, unless authorized pursuant to 
the Coastal Act and, as applicable, the Malibu LCP.  Therefore, the Consent Order is consistent 
with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and the Malibu LCP.   
 
E. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)  
 
The Commission finds that the issuance of Consent Cease and Desist Order CCC-08-CD-03 is 
exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000 
et seq., for multiple reasons, including that it will not have any significant adverse effects on the 
environment, within the meaning of CEQA.  The Consent Order is exempt from CEQA based on 
Sections 15061(b)(3) and is categorically exempt based on sections 15061(b)(2), 15307, 15308 
and 15321 of the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations). 
 
F. Consent Agreement: Settlement
 
Chapter 9, Article 2 of the Coastal Act provides that violators may be civilly liable for a variety 
of penalties for violations of the Coastal Act, including daily penalties for knowingly and 
intentionally undertaking development in violation of the Coastal Act.  Respondent has clearly 
stated their willingness to completely resolve the violation, including any penalties, 
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administratively and amicably, through a settlement process.  To that end, Respondent has 
committed to comply with all terms and conditions of the Consent Order, and not to contest the 
issuance or implementation of this Consent Order.  Additionally, in light of the intent of the 
parties to resolve these matters in a timely fashion and through settlement, Respondent has also 
agreed to pay a monetary penalty (see Section 10.0 of the attached Consent Order – Exhibit #9) 
to resolve the violations fully without litigation. 
 
G. Findings of Fact 
 
1. Respondent is the owner of property located at 27930 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu, Los 

Angeles County, Assessor’s Parcel No. 4460-032-019. 

2. Respondent has undertaken development, as defined by Coastal Act Section 30106, at the 
subject property, including unpermitted beach grading, construction of sand berms, and 
removal of sand from the intertidal area without a CDP, in violation of the Coastal Act.   

3. Respondent did not obtain a coastal development permit to undertake any of the above-
described unpermitted development. 

4. The unpermitted development has impacts that are not consistent with the policies in Chapter 
3 of the Coastal Act. 

5. Respondent has not submitted a “Statement of Defense” from as provided for in Section 
13181 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations and has agreed not to contest the 
legal and factual bases and the terms and issuance of this Consent Order.  Respondent also 
agrees that all of the necessary elements for issuance of a cease and desist order under 
Coastal Act Section 30810 have been met. 

 
 
Exhibit List 

 
Exhibit 
Number  Description 
 

1. Site Map and Location  
2. July 4, 2008 photograph of equipment scooping sand from the intertidal area 
3. July 4, 2008 photograph of equipment taking intertidal sand to the upper beach area 
4. July 4, 2008 photograph of unpermitted sand berm 
5. August 21, 2007 Notice of Violation letter 
6. September 7, 2007 letter from Alan Block to Commission staff 
7. November 5, 2007 letter from Alan Block to Commission staff; and Site Observation 

Report by David C. Weiss 
8. January 10, 2008 letter from Commission staff to Alan Block 
9. Signed Consent Cease and Desist Order No. CCC-08-CD-03 

  


















































