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1. On October 11, 2010, staff received a letter from the Corral Canyon Fire Safety 

Alliance expressing concern regarding fire safety and the overnight camping 
element of the proposed PWP, and requesting that the Commission incorporate the 
following conditions of plan approval: 

 
1) SMMC should conduct weather study of the canyon area 
2) SMMC should meet with the Alliance to discuss methods for mitigating 

fire risk 
3) All plans obtain final approval by CALFIRE and LACFD. 

 
This letter is attached as Exhibit 1 of this addendum. In response, Commission staff 
proposes that the following language be added to the Commission’s findings in the 
staff report:  
 
Fire risk throughout the plan area was extensively studied as part of the August 
2010 Fire Protection Plan by Dudek and the EIR. Analysis of fire hazards and 
associated mitigation/implementation measures to minimize fire hazards are 
discussed in the Commission’s September 29, 2010 staff report. As such, the 
concerns raised have been addressed. 
   

2. On October 11, 2010, staff received a letter from Una Glass, Executive Director of 
Coastwalk California, in support of the proposed PWP and the staff 
recommendation. This letter is attached as Exhibit 2 of this addendum. 

 
3. On October 11, 2010, staff received correspondence from Steve Amerikaner of 

Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck and Diane Matsinger, Esq. who are representing 
the residents of Ramirez Canyon (Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund). On 
October 12, 2010, staff received errata to the letter that corrects several 



misidentified references in the letter. The correspondence and errata is attached as 
Exhibit 3 of this addendum. The letter expresses opposition to the proposed PWP 
and the staff recommendation and asserts that it is inconsistent with the Coastal 
Act and Malibu LCP. In response, Commission staff proposes that the following 
language be added to the Commission’s findings in the staff report:  

 
The Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund correspondence states that an adequate and 
timely comment period was not provided to the public on this item. This comment is 
addressed in staff’s October 11, 2010 addendum in response to City of Malibu 
comments.  
 
The Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund correspondence states that proposed 
administrative and event uses at Ramirez Canyon Park are unlawful for inclusion in a 
public works plan because the uses are not directly related to recreation and the plan’s 
recreational facilities. The Commission disagrees. The proposed administrative and 
event uses at Ramirez Canyon Park support the SMMC public access and recreation 
programs  throughout the plan area and are appropriate for inclusion in the plan. The 
Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund correspondence also states that proposed uses at 
Ramirez Canyon Park are incompatible with the surrounding private residential uses in 
the area. The uses at Ramirez Canyon Park were analyzed in the September 29 ,2010 
staff report and found consistent with the applicable policies of the Coastal Act and 
Malibu LCP. 
 
The Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund correspondence states that the PWP submittal 
is inconsistent with the information requirements of PRC Section 13353 as it did not 
include specific enough information about the type of activities proposed related to 
Ramirez Canyon Park and that there have been unpermitted improvements to 
structures within the park that were not analyzed. The proposed PWP submittal 
included specific information regarding the proposed facilities and activities that met the 
information requirements of PRC Section 13353 and allowed sufficient analysis of all 
environmental impacts. In addition, the commenter did not provide any evidence to 
support the assertion that unpermitted structural improvements had occurred at 
Ramirez Canyon Park. Staff is not aware of any evidence of any unpermitted 
development at Ramirez that was not addressed in the Commission’s September 29, 
2010 staff report.  
 
The Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund correspondence states that for portions of the 
proposed trail network, the SMMC/MRCA does not presently possess development 
rights and that these trail segments cannot properly be included in the plan. Staff would 
note that the proposed PWP defines the proposed trail alignments and at the time a 
specific trail project included in the plan is proposed for implementation as part of a 
Notice of Impending Development, the SMMC/MRCA would have to demonstrate their 
legal ability to undertake the project. The Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund 
correspondence also states that the proposed PWP Trails Map is not consistent with the 
Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan Overlay Trails Map of the Malibu LCP. 
Staff would note that although there are some minor differences in trail alignment 
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between the two maps, the PWP trails map is a refinement of the Overlay Trails Map 
general depiction of the trail alignments and the differences between them are 
insignificant.  
 
The Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund correspondence states that the proposed 
widening of Ramirez Canyon Road would result in adverse impacts to visual resources 
and ESHA that had not been adequately analyzed. Staff would note that the proposed 
road widening along Ramirez Canyon Road and associated impacts to native and non-
native trees would not result in degradation of visual resources because the area is not 
visible from any public viewing areas and the development would not significantly alter 
the character of the area. In addition, Ramirez Canyon Road is a substantially 
developed residential corridor and the proposed road widening would not impact areas 
that are considered ESHA. Analysis of impacts to ESHA as a result of the Ramirez 
Canyon Road widening is discussed in the September 29, 2010 staff report.  
 
The Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund correspondence states that areas mapped as 
ESHA in the Malibu LCP cannot be undesignated by the Commission without going 
through a map change process that is approved by the City and the Commission. 
Commission staff would note that the Malibu LCP (LIP Section 4.3) states that the 
physical extent of habitat on a project site that meets the definition of ESHA must be 
determined by a site-specific biological assessment. If an area is not determined to be 
ESHA then the ESHA protection policies of the LCP would not apply. An official ESHA 
map change is not required to be made prior to permitting development.  
 
The Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund correspondence states that access to Ramirez 
Canyon Park should be accomplished by a direct connection to a public road and that 
the Lauber site analyzed as an alternative in the EIR is a feasible and environmentally 
preferred alternative for providing park access. However, Ramirez Canyon Road is 
currently the only means for accessing the park and is specifically contemplated in the 
Malibu LCP. The proposed Via Acero roadway is only a means for secondary 
emergency access, and as discussed in the staff report, proposed improvements to Via 
Acero Road would involve less grading and impacts to ESHA than the Lauber road 
would. As such, the Via Acero Road is the environmentally less damaging alternative to 
provide for secondary emergency access.  
 
4. On October 12, 2010, staff received a letter from the Santa Monica Mountains 

Conservancy that responds to the October 11, 2010 letter by Steve Amerikaner of 
Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck and Diane Matsinger, Esq. discussed above. This 
letter is attached as Exhibit 4 of this addendum.  
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BY E-MAIL AND HAND DELIVERY 

October 11, 2010 

Honorable Chair Neely and Members of the California Coastal Commission 
California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast District Office 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 
 
RE: Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy/Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority 
 Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Public Works Plan FEIR 
 Agenda Item 7A, Commission Meeting of October 13, 2010 

Dear Chair Neely and Members of the Commission: 
 
This letter is submitted on behalf of the Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund (Fund). 

On August 23, 2010, the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (SMMC or Conservancy) and the 
Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA) approved a Public Works Plan for 
submission to the California Coastal Commission. At the same time, both agencies certified a Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Public Works Plan (PWP).  

The Coastal Commission provided a comment letter on the Draft EIR dated April 13, 2010. The Fund 
also submitted a comment letter dated March 22, 2010. I have reviewed the Commission’s comment 
letter, the Fund’s comment letter, the FEIR, including the various studies and reports relating to the 
project’s biological impacts, and the Commission’s September 29, 2010 staff report. The purpose of this 
letter is to offer comments and conclusions on the Plan and the EIR with specific regard to road access to 
the Conservancy’s Ramirez Canyon Property, with as much detail as possible given the very limited time 
available.   

In my opinion, the FEIR does not adequately respond to the comments offered by either the Coastal 
Commission or the Fund on the Draft EIR. In addition, the FEIR is fatally flawed as a result of significant 
errors and omissions and is not an adequate environmental analysis upon which the Coastal Commission 
can base a decision regarding the PWP. Finally, I believe the PWP as approved by SMMC and MRCA is 
inconsistent with core policies of the Coastal Act and the Malibu LCP relating to protection of coastal 
resources. 

With specific reference to the analysis of biological impacts related to road access to the Conservancy’s 
Ramirez Canyon property: 

1. Impacts resulting from fuel modification zones up to 20 feet wide on each side of all fire access 
roads have not been analyzed. This includes areas within and adjacent to ESHA. 



 
Honorable Chair Neely and Members of the California Coastal Commission 
California Coastal Commission 
October 11, 2010 
Page 2 of 9 

2. Impacts to native trees along Ramirez Canyon Road/Delaplane Road are not consistently 
evaluated among the project alternatives. 

3. The analysis of alternative access routes to the Conservancy’s Ramirez Canyon property does not 
accurately and thoroughly evaluate all feasible alternatives. 

My Qualifications 
I am a biologist who has been conducting environmental impact analyses for over 35 years in southern 
California as well as throughout the U.S. I have managed entire documents as well as prepared the 
biological resources section of numerous CEQA documents, including Environmental Impact Reports 
(EIRs) and Mitigated Negative Declarations (MNDs), for many types of projects. I visited the Lauber 
property, Via Acero, and Delaplane/Ramirez Canyon roads in the fall of 2008 so am familiar with the 
biological resources present. 

Comparison of Approved Project (Via Acero/Ramirez Canyon/Delaplane Roads) 
versus Lauber Road Alternative 
The project approved by the SMMC/MRCA (entitled the “Modified Redesign Alternative” or MRA) 
includes widening of Ramirez Canyon/Delaplane roads for use as the primary access to the 
Conservancy’s Ramirez Canyon property and widening/extension of Via Acero Road for use as a 
secondary access. The Commission staff recommends a modification to specify that improvements to Via 
Acero would only be constructed if demonstrated to be “feasible and necessary.” However, from an 
environmental standpoint, the impacts of the road must be fully considered in your evaluation of the PWP 
and you must also consider feasible alternatives that would result in reduced environmental impacts. In its 
DEIR comment letter, the Fund suggested an alternative route: construction of a new access road over the 
Lauber property (“Lauber Road”) for use as the primary access to SMMC’s property. Under this 
alternative, Ramirez Canyon Road would be used as a secondary emergency access road only and would 
not be widened, and Via Acero would remain unchanged.  

The SMMC/MRCA evaluated construction of a fire access road on the Lauber property as an alternative 
in the DEIR (see 2002 LCP and Redesign alternatives). Both the Commission’s and the Fund’s DEIR 
comment letters identified gaps in the analysis of the Lauber Road alternative and requested additional 
information. The SMMC/MRCA did not provide the requested information in the FEIR with no 
explanation as to the reason for its omission. The SMMC/MRCA August 23, 2010 staff report indicated 
that the SMMC was not able to gain access to the property to conduct further on site evaluation. However, 
it goes on to state that “at the time the DEIR was circulated, Lauber Road as an alternative secondary 
access road was potentially feasible as required by State CEQA Guideline 15126.6 9 (and may still be 
fully feasible pending access to conduct the necessary studies)” (SMMC Staff Report, Aug. 23, 2010 
Hearing, page 14, note 2). The staff report further states, “The Conservancy and MRCA staffs have done 
technical analysis on the feasibility of the Lauber Road but have not determined the cost necessary for 
construction and maintenance” (Id., page 15).  

The FEIR clearly indicates that construction of all of the contemplated fire access improvements 
necessary to provide safe public access to the Conservancy’s Ramirez Canyon property will have impacts 
on sensitive biological resources. The Coastal Act requires the balancing of public safety, coastal access, 
and protection of sensitive coastal resources. Further the Act mandates that when a policy conflict exists 
the conflict shall be resolved “in a manner which on balance is the most protective of significant coastal 
resources” (PRC §30007.5). The SMMC stated that the Lauber access is technically feasible. Therefore, 
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this alternative must be fully evaluated and compared to the approved project to determine which is the 
most protective of coastal resources. 

Gaps and Errors in the FEIR Access Road Analysis 

In order to fulfill its purpose as an informational document, the FEIR should include an objective and 
complete evaluation of the biological impacts of access to the Conservancy’s Ramirez Canyon property 
for the proposed project (MRA) as compared with the Lauber access alternative, or provide a defensible 
rationale as to why this alternative would not be feasible. Unfortunately, the FEIR does not do so. The 
Lauber Road alternative access was included in the 2002 LCP and Redesign alternatives with a minimal 
and inadequate analysis in the DEIR. No corrections or improvements were made to the analysis in the 
FEIR. In addition, the FEIR substantially understates the biological impacts of the approved project and 
has many internal inconsistencies and errors. These include but are not limited to the following: 

Error #1. The FEIR’s biological impact analysis approved by SMMC substantially understates the 
biological impacts of the Plan because it does not take into account the fuel clearance requirement 
imposed by the Fire Department. 

Because Ramirez Canyon is located in the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, the Los Angeles County 
Fire Department (LACFD) will impose brush clearance requirements on all fire access roads. In a 
comment letter on the DEIR, the Fire Department stated: 

”Access roads shall be maintained with a minimum of 10 feet of brush clearance on each side or 
as determined by the Forestry Division of the Fire Department” (County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department letter, dated April 21, 2010, p. 5). 

SMMC incorporated this fire safety requirement into the PWP and in fact, proposes to increase brush 
clearance areas to 20 feet on each side of access roads in most areas, with possible reductions to 10 feet in 
ESHA (FEIR Appendix MRA-1, p. MRA-16). The Public Works Plan includes a Fire Protection Plan 
(FPP, incorporated by reference into the PWP and included as Appendix MRA-5 of the FEIR).  

However, neither the figures depicting the proposed access routes in the FPP, nor the biological impact 
figures identify the required fuel modification areas around access roads within the plan area. Further, the 
text describing the biological analysis includes no indication that impacts resulting from fuel modification 
adjacent to access roads were considered in the analysis. 

The required fuel clearance (i.e., ongoing, routine vegetation removal) will occur in part within ESHA, 
including riparian ESHA along Ramirez Canyon Road, and will result in direct, permanent impacts to 
sensitive vegetation communities. In coastal scrub (ESHA) such as that along portions of Via Acero, the 
routine removal of shrubs would eventually convert the habitat to non-native grasses and weedy species 
(non-ESHA). Thus, the FEIR substantially understates the biological impacts of fuel clearance that would 
occur as a result of PWP implementation. 
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Error #2. The FEIR and PWP include conflicting information regarding the scope of fuel clearance 
and misstate the requirements of Los Angeles County Fire Code Section 317.10. As a result, the 
environmental analysis is inadequate. 

The FPP includes the requirement that flammable growth be cleared and removed “for a minimum of 20 
feet on each side of Fire Access Roads ([Los Angeles County] Fire Code Section 317.10) or to property 
or easement line; Ramirez Canyon Road vegetation will be trimmed back, if required” (Appendix MRA-
5, p. 69). However, Los Angeles County Fire Code Section 317.101 requires a minimum of 10 feet of 
flammable vegetation clearance on each side of every roadway, whether public or private. Thus, per the 
Fire Code, fuel clearance along all fire access roads within the plan area would result in cleared areas a 
minimum of 40 feet wide (assuming a minimum 20-foot road width) regardless of the location of property 
and easement lines. If Ramirez Canyon Road is used as a fire access road, this standard will apply. As 
such, the FEIR understates the actual amount of fire clearance that would be required by the Fire Code 
and in any case, as stated above, fails to evaluate the impacts of any vegetation clearance along access 
roads within the plan area. 

Furthermore, the definition of which species are considered flammable are not described. The method of 
removal (herbicides, mowing, hand clearing only of specific plants, etc) is not described. Without a clear 
and consistent description of the standard that will be applied and figures and analysis that reflect these 
standards, it is impossible to determine the extent of the impacts. 

Error #3. The FEIR does not evaluate the biological impacts of fuel breaks created around grading, 
site work and other construction activities in areas where there is flammable vegetation.   

The project description indicates that such fuel breaks will be created (FEIR Appendix MRA-1, p. MRA-
16); however, the biological study areas and analysis do not account for them. Such fuel breaks could 
result in significant impacts to biological resources where work is occurring in or near ESHA such as the 
proposed access improvements for extension of Via Acero as well as along Ramirez Canyon Road and 
within the Conservancy’s Ramirez property. As such, the biological impacts are understated by this 
omission. 

                                                
 
1 Los Angeles County Fire Code Sec. 317.10 states in full: “Roadway clearance. The fire code official or 
commissioner may require removal and clearance of all flammable vegetation or other combustible 
growth for a minimum of 10 feet on each side of every roadway, whether public or private. The fire code 
official or commissioner may enter upon private property to inspect, remove and clear vegetation and 
growth as required by this section and may charge the responsible party for the cost of such action. This 
section shall not apply to single specimens of trees, ornamental shrubbery, or cultivated ground cover 
such as green grass, ivy, succulents, or similar plants used as ground cover, provided that they do not 
form a means of readily transmitting fire. As used in this section, “roadway” means that portion of a 
highway or private street improved, designed, or ordinarily used for vehicular travel. The minimum 
clearance of 10 feet may be increased if the fire code official determines additional distance is required to 
provide reasonable fire safety. (Ord. 2007-0112 § 20 (part), 2007)” 
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Error #4. The FEIR’s biological impact analysis is internally inconsistent concerning the widening 
of Ramirez Canyon Road and its impact on sensitive resources.   

The FEIR states, “Proposed widening/removal of encroachments along Delaplane Road/Ramirez Canyon 
Road would occur in existing developed/disturbed areas along the road shoulder and would not impact 
sensitive vegetation communities” (FEIR, Sec. 5.4, p. 5.4-86). However, this statement is contradicted by 
the information contained in Tables 5.4-10, 5.4-11, and 5.4-12 and Figures BIO-5c and BIO-5d which 
indicate direct, permanent impacts to ESHA and native trees. The text goes on to describe other indirect 
impacts to these resources. Additionally, Figure BIO-5c shows “Proposed Facilities” associated with 
Ramirez Canyon Road widening within mapped Coast Live Oak habitat. However, impacts to this area 
are not accounted for in the analysis. 

Additionally, the text on page 16 of the FEIR Native Tree Protection Plan (NTPP, Appendix MRA-10) 
indicates up to four native trees would be removed as a result of Ramirez Canyon Road widening for the 
MRA. However, this is in direct conflict with Table 7 on the following page which indicates seven native 
trees would be removed. 

Error #5. The native tree impact analysis for Delaplane/Ramirez Canyon road widening includes 
numerous errors. 

As described in the EIR, a number of trees are present along Delaplane/Ramirez Canyon roads, and some 
of those are native trees. The analysis of impacts to those native trees for each alternative, however, is 
inaccurate in both the Draft and Final EIR. This does not allow an assessment of actual impacts that could 
occur or a proper comparison of alternatives. Some of the inaccuracies are: 

1. Inconsistency between figures and tables. Tables 7 and 8 in the NTPP do not reflect what is 
shown in Figures A-2 and A-3 for numbers of trees present along the roadway. For example, the 
figures show 19 oak trees while Tables 7 and 8 indicate there is a total of 28. No alders are shown 
along the roadway but four are listed as directly affected and one indirectly affected, and the 
sycamore and black walnut numbers also do not match the number of trees shown in the figures. 
These discrepancies need to be corrected and the number of native trees affected and those to be 
removed accurately assessed. . In addition, the 2002 LCP and Redesign Alternatives have the 
same road improvements shown in Figures 8.2-1c & d and 8.2-2c & d; however, Tables 15-6 and 
15-28 show two more sycamore trees affected by the Redesign Alternative than by the 2002 LCP 
Alternative. Table 7 in the NTPP indicates no sycamore trees would be removed as a result of 
Ramirez Canyon Road widening, but the civil plans (Appendix MRA-3, Figure MRA-39) 
specifically calls out removal of one sycamore tree at the bridge widening. The civil plans also 
fail to show the removal of the black walnut trees and some of the coast live oak trees identified 
in Table 7 as trees to be removed. 

2. Mapping errors. In several cases, the labels for trees on the tree location figures in the NTPP 
(Appendix MRA-1, Figures A-2 and A-3) are not present or labels are present but no trees are 
there. This prevents a comparison with Table B of the NTPP to determine which trees are to be 
removed. 
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Error #6. The mitigation proposed for native tree impacts resulting from Delaplane/Ramirez 
Canyon road widening would be ineffective or infeasible. 

Mitigation for trees removed along Delaplane/Ramirez Canyon roads is inadequately discussed. The 
Biological Concept Mitigation/Restoration Plan states that willow scrub and sycamore-coast live oak 
habitat impacts are to be mitigated completely off site. Impacts to these plant communities in Ramirez 
Canyon would be mitigated at King Gillette Ranch (KGR). This implies that none of the native trees 
removed along Delaplane/Ramirez Canyon roads would be replaced on site. However, the NTPP, in 
Section 6 (p. 22), states that “[a]ny tree requiring removal will be mitigated with 10:1 tree planting at on-
site locations”, with no definition of where “on site” is located. The number of native trees to be removed 
for Ramirez Canyon Road widening, based on Table 7 in the NTPP, would be seven, resulting in the need 
to plant 70 trees. Given fuel clearance requirements along Ramirez Canyon Road, it is unlikely that these 
trees could be planted there. Figure 7A shows restoration sites within the Conservancy’s Ramirez Canyon 
property, and it could be assumed that the trees would be planted there. This could be construed as “on 
site,” but would not replace the ecological function of the trees at the locations where they were removed 
(see following).  

The NTPP does not specify how many of the non-native trees would be removed along 
Delaplane/Ramirez Canyon roads which prevents an assessment of the total effect of tree canopy and 
wildlife habitat loss. Further, the Los Angeles County Fire Code requires fire access roads to have “a 
minimum unobstructed width of 20 feet, clear-to-sky or provide a minimum vertical clearance of 13’6” 
under protected tree species” (Los Angeles County Fire Department letter dated April 21, 2010, FEIR 
Sec. 16.3, letter DDD). This will result in a significant, permanent loss of tree canopy along the length of 
Delaplane/Ramirez Canyon roads, which will significantly impact the biology and ecology of the area. 
The oak trees, in particular, provide food (e.g., acorns and insects) for a variety of wildlife as well as 
roosting and nesting habitat for birds. Removal or trimming of trees along this roadway, even if they are 
replaced elsewhere, would alter the local ecology. In addition to the food and habitat effects, loss of tree 
canopy (both native and non-native) would allow more sunlight to reach the ground. This would change 
soil temperature and moisture regimes that could adversely affect the remaining trees (native and non-
native) as well as understory plants. Of particular concern would be effects on remaining native trees that 
were stressed by construction activity within their root zones. 

It is possible that some native trees could be planted along the roadway for mitigation, but such planting 
would be on private property and would need approval of the landowner as well as an agreement or deed 
restriction to ensure that the trees would remain in order for the mitigation to be valid. 

Further, MM BIO-13.1 requires monitoring and replacement at 10:1 for trees that die or decline in health 
within ten years after construction. The measure does not say where the replacement trees would be 
planted. As noted above, that many new trees are unlikely to be planted along the roadway, so even more 
of the tree canopy could be lost in the future as a result of the project. Even if the new trees were planted 
there, it would take decades for oak trees to reach similar size and ecological function. 

Roadwork would occur within the dripline of native trees so that MM BIO-13.2, 13.3, 13.7, and 14 should 
be implemented. However, these measures, which call for fencing to the edge of the dripline and the use 
of hand tools for grading or excavation that encroaches in the protected zone, are not feasible for road 
construction because driplines extend into the road and proposed widening areas and road construction 
requires heavy equipment and cannot be completed with hand tools. 
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Error #7. Direct impacts to ESHA and native trees resulting from the extension and widening of 
Via Acero Road are incorrectly stated and internally inconsistent.   

The FEIR includes the following description of the biological impacts of the Via Acero Road 
improvements under the MRA as compared to the proposed Plan: 

“Via Acero Road Improvements. Improvements to Via Acero Road would result in direct 
impacts to 1.28 acres of vegetation communities/land covers under the MRA, compared to 1.01 
acres of vegetation communities/land covers under the proposed Plan. Therefore, there would be 
an increase in impacts by 0.27 acres from the proposed Plan, and no native trees or ESHA would 
be directly impacted at this location. Three native trees would be impacted; this represents an 
increase in direct impacts by 1 tree as compared to the proposed project.” (FEIR Sec. 15.0, pp. 
15-83 to 15-84) 

The paragraph is internally inconsistent in that the second sentence states there would be no direct 
impacts to native trees and the third states that three native trees would be directly impacted. Further, the 
statement above indicates there would be no impacts to ESHA. No explanation is provided as to how the 
total area of directly impacted vegetation increased by 0.27 acre while direct impacts to ESHA went from 
0.24 acre under the proposed Plan (FEIR Sec. 5.4, Table 5.4-11) to zero under the MRA. Given that the 
location of the road did not change and the area of disturbance increased from the proposed Plan to the 
MRA, this appears to be an erroneous statement. Furthermore, the statement on page 15.0-14 of the FEIR 
that more paving is needed for the MRA than the proposed Plan to meet minimum grade and width 
requirements implies that the proposed Plan would not have met those requirements. As such, the extent 
of direct impacts to ESHA that would result from the construction of Via Acero Road is unclear.  Further, 
no discussion is included regarding if/how cut slopes and graded areas outside the paved area (as shown 
in MRA Figure BIO-5b) would be restored. The Commission’s staff report provides different findings 
related to ESHA impacts associated with improvements to Via Acero. However, there is no evidence to 
support these findings. Therefore, this analysis uses the information contained in the FEIR. 

Error #8. The FEIR’s biological impact analysis does not take into account the avoided biological 
impacts resulting from using the Lauber property for access, and thus not building two homes on 
the two existing pads on the property.   

In its DEIR comment letter, the Commission recommended a quantitative comparison between the 
biological impacts associated with road development and residential development. The SMMC ignored 
this recommendation with no explanation as to why it was disregarded.   

The Lauber property consists of three parcels which can be developed for residential use. If the 
Conservancy purchased the two eastern parcels of the Lauber property to use for a fire access road and 
parking for its Ramirez Canyon property, the biological impacts associated with residential development 
on those two parcels would be avoided.2 In order to fully evaluate the environmental impacts of the 
Lauber access alternative, it is necessary to quantify (1) the biological impacts associated with road 
development as compared to residential development and (2) the area that would be available for on-site 
mitigation of biological impacts of the PWP.   

                                                
 
2An access easement over the westernmost Lauber parcel is already held in favor of the eastern parcels 
such that it would not be necessary for the Conservancy to purchase this property. 
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The Lauber property is zoned Residential Agriculture (R-A-1) by Los Angeles County. Assuming 70 
percent of the two eastern parcels remained in open space and 30 percent was developed with residential 
uses, consistent with Los Angeles County hillside management standards, the total area of development 
would be 5.4 acres (18 ac x 0.30). Further assuming that areas that are already disturbed or contain non-
sensitive vegetation (2.5 ac) would be developed before encroaching into ESHA, residential development 
would result in approximately 2.9 acres of new impacts to ESHA. By comparison, construction of an 
access road and parking as depicted in Alternative 2 of the FEIR would result in 1.59 acres of direct 
impacts to ESHA according to the FEIR.3  

The two eastern parcels of the Lauber property include approximately 2.5 acres of area classified as 
developed, ruderal, or non-sensitive vegetation according to FEIR Figure 8.2-1b and 8.2-1c. Subtracting 
the area of developed, ruderal, and non-sensitive vegetation on these two parcels that would be used for 
the fire access road, parking, and associated fuel clearance (approximately 1.5 acres), there would remain 
approximately one acre of land available for on-site biological impact mitigation. (See Exhibit B for 
details regarding the assumptions used for these calculations.) 

Error #9. The analysis of the Lauber access alternative is inadequate. 

Table 15-7 (Lauber Property/West Ramirez Canyon, Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Communities 
Under 2002 LCP) lists permanent impacts to vegetation under “parking” including impacts to coastal sage 
scrub and disturbed scrub, while Figure 8.2-1b shows parking only to be in grassland and disturbed areas 
with a very small amount of coyote brush scrub in the fuel modification buffer for parking along Kanan 
Dume Road. Therefore, it can be assumed that the shrubland permanent impacts of 1.57 acres are for the 
20-foot wide access road to Ramirez Canyon Road. The 1.57 acres would equal a 20-foot wide road plus 
a 12.5-foot buffer on each side for a road that is 1,500 feet long (estimated length in shrubland from 
Figure 8.2-1b). A permanent vegetation loss of 0.7 acre would occur under the road (20 feet x 1,500 feet). 
Since the shrubland is ESHA, I have assumed the fuel modification buffer would be the minimum of 10 
feet on each side, resulting in a permanent disturbance to 0.7 acre, but the “proposed facility” corridor on 
the figure does not include this. Based on the figure, additional areas disturbed during construction would 
occur outside the road pavement footprint, and that area could be restored. The impact to 0.02 acre of 
coast live oak listed in the FEIR would be for road construction potentially under the canopy of oak trees 
at the road connection to Ramirez Canyon Road. However, the tree location map in the DEIR NTPP 
(Figure A-3) does not show any oak trees adjacent to where the new road would be. The impact analysis 
on page 15-28 says no trees would be directly affected, which is correct. A more detailed impact analysis 
is needed in order to compare the effects of Lauber Road to those of Via Acero plus Delaplane/Ramirez 
Canyon roads. Such an analysis does not require access to the site as stated in the SMMC/MRCA August 
23, 2010 staff report. 

                                                
 
3The FEIR indicates 1.59 acres of ESHA impacts on the Lauber property. Taking the area of new paving 
plus fuel clearance in ESHA per FEIR Figures 8.2-1b and 8.2-1c shows only approximately 1.4 acres of 
ESHA would be permanently impacted. The discrepancy may exist because the FEIR analysis included 
areas to be graded outside of the road and fuel clearance areas. Since these areas can be restored 
following completion of construction, they would not be permanently impacted. However, to be 
conservative in this analysis, the larger amount was assumed. 



 
Honorable Chair Neely and Members of the California Coastal Commission 
California Coastal Commission 
October 11, 2010 
Page 9 of 9 

With the Errors Corrected, a Comparison of the Approved Project with the Lauber Alternative 
Plainly Shows that Lauber is Environmentally Superior 

Correcting for the errors identified above, a direct comparison of the approved access and the Lauber 
Road alternative shows that the Lauber alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. The 
summary table below provides a comparison of the biological impact of these two scenarios. A detailed 
table with FEIR citations and an explanation of all assumptions in this comparison is attached as Exhibit 
B. 

 Approved Access (Ramirez 
Canyon Road & Via Acero 

Road) 

Lauber Property 
Alternative 

Direct Impacts to Native Trees1 46 (9) 0 (0) 
Indirect Impacts to Native Trees 10 0 
Direct Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation ≥0.28 ac 1.59 ac 
Direct Impacts to Non-Sensitive Vegetation ≥1.29 ac <1.10 ac 
Area available on-site for biological impact 
mitigation2 None 2.2 ac 
1. Native trees removed are in parentheses and are included in the total number presented 
2. Estimated area for on-site mitigation includes graded and non-sensitive vegetation areas adjacent to Kanan Dume Road, 

excluding proposed parking area and access road areas with 20-foot fuel clearance buffer. 
 

Conclusion 
Given the errors, omissions, and inaccuracies of the biological analysis contained in the FEIR for the 
Public Works Plan, it is my professional opinion that an independent biological assessment is necessary 
to determine the actual impact of the proposed plan (MRA) and alternatives. 

Thank you for considering this information in your analysis of the proposed Public Works Plan and its 
associated Final Environmental Impact Report.   

Sincerely, 

 
Rosemary Thompson, Ph.D. 
Senior Consultant  

 
cc: Jack Ainsworth, Deputy Director, California Coastal Commission (by e-mail) 
 Deanna Christensen, Coastal Program Analyst, California Coastal Commission (by e-mail) 
 Richard Mullen, President, Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund (by e-mail) 
 

Attachments: Exhibit A – Curriculum vitae, Rosemary Thompson, Ph.D. 
Exhibit B – Comparison of Biological Impacts of Access Improvements to Ramirez 
Canyon, Conservancy Approved Access vs. Lauber Alternative 

File: ENTRIX letter to CCC re bio impacts of alt access V3.doc  
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SUMMARY OF QUALIFICATIONS 
Dr. Thompson has over 30 years of experience in studying aquatic (both 
marine and freshwater) ecology, with extensive experience in aquatic habitats 
and endemic fishes of the arid west (California, Nevada, New Mexico, 
Arizona, Texas, Idaho, and Washington). She is certified as a scuba diver, with 
many hours logged in research projects at the offshore islands (Santa Catalina 
to San Miguel) and along the coastline from San Diego to Point Estero. She 
has completed training by the American Fisheries Society and the Wetland 
Training Institute in wetlands delineation as applicable to Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. She has 
expertise in assessing barriers to fish passage in streams and also has a federal 
permit to sample for the tidewater goby, unarmored threespine stickleback, 
California red-legged frog, and California tiger salamander, and a state 
collecting permit for aquatic species. She has experience conducting visual 
surveys for steelhead and has handled individuals of this species under a 
project-specific Biological Opinion. 

She has conducted environmental studies for a wide variety of projects 
throughout the United States, including urban development, golf courses, 
wastewater treatment plants/pipelines and discharges, reservoir enlargement 
and dam repair (strengthening), cloud seeding, power plants (nuclear, fossil 
fuel, and small-scale hydroelectric), missile-system testing and deployment, 
artificial reef feasibility and design, harbor dredge and landfill, coal 
gasification, oil and gas developments (onshore and offshore), urban lake 
restoration and management, a defense emergency communication system, 
water and gas delivery pipelines, debris and water diversion basins, flood 
control maintenance in streams and sloughs, aquatic habitat restoration, bridge 
replacement or repair, stream bank repair or stabilization, harbor water quality, 
vineyard/winery development, and a management plan for petroleum 
development to minimize impacts on biological resources. These studies have 
included surveys for and analysis of impacts to species listed as threatened or 
endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act and the California 
Endangered Species Act. 

Dr. Thompson has prepared environmental reports for the above-mentioned 
projects complying with a wide range of regulatory requirements. These 
include numerous joint federal/state environmental impact statements/reports 
(EIS/EIRs) and other documentation under the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (e.g., 
environmental assessments and reports, negative declarations, and initial 
studies), Endangered Species Act Section 7 biological assessments and Section 
10 permits (including Habitat Conservation Plans), listed species protection 
plans, and mitigation plans for biological resources. She has prepared 
environmental mitigation specifications and drawings for construction contract 
bid documents as well as revegetation plans and specifications. She has also 
provided information for waterfront development permits, including U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers Sections 10 and 404, Coast Guard requirements, and 
the California Coastal Commission, and has obtained U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers Nationwide Permits (with approved mitigation plans) and individual 
permits, California Department of Fish and Game Streambed Alteration 
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Agreements, and Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 Certifications for a variety of projects in 
streams and rivers.  

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
NEPA/CEQA  
Principal Investigator — Salton Sea Species Conservation Habitat EIR/EIS, Imperial County, California 
Assisting with development of project goals and objectives as well as project alternatives. Managing and 
contributing to the biological resources section of the EIR/EIS that includes describing the existing conditions and 
analyzing effects of the alternatives.  
Principal Investigator — Development/Redevelopment Projects, Port of Los Angeles, California  
Prepared biological resources section of the Pacific Marine Terminal Crude Oil Terminal SEIS/SEIR and managed 
preparation of the water quality section. The biological section included a detailed analysis of impacts to the 
California least tern and other special status species and a biological assessment for Section 7 consultation under 
the Endangered Species Act. Also prepared a 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis. Prepared biological resources and 
water quality sections of the Berths 136-147 Terminal EIS/EIR that an included analysis of impacts to Essential 
Fish Habitat, threatened and endangered species, and marine mammals. Dredge and fill impacts to water quality 
were also addressed, and a Section 404(b)(1) analysis was prepared for the Corps of Engineers. 
Principal Investigator — Development/Redevelopment Projects, Port of Long Beach, California  
Prepared biological resource and water quality/oceanography sections of an EIR for the Piers D/E/F Terminal 
Development Project, a subsequent EIR for the Pier S Terminal Development Project, and the Pier B Railyard 
Expansion Project EIR. Prepared the biological resources and water quality sections of the Middle Harbor 
Redevelopment EIR and a 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis. 
Project Manager — Coastal Branch, Phase II, and Mission Hills/Santa Ynez Extension Project, San Luis Obispo and 
Santa Barbara Counties, California 
Managed the Mission Hills/Santa Ynez Extension EIR and associated environmental studies. For the EIR, 
managed preparation of the document, prepared the project description, coordinated with the client and other 
involved agencies (federal, state, and local), wrote portions of the biological resources section, reviewed the entire 
document for technical quality, and responded to public comments. Also prepared two addenda and two 
supplements to the EIR. Managed preparation of two Environmental Assessments under NEPA for the pipeline 
segments across Vandenberg Air Force Base and the Cachuma Recreation Area. Managed development of detailed 
biological and cultural resource mitigation plans and provided input for the Section 404 (Clean Water Act) permit 
covering the numerous stream crossings along more than 40 miles of pipeline right-of-way. Developed 
environmental mitigation specifications and drawings as part of the engineering plans, managed preconstruction 
field surveys and revegetation plan development, obtained CDFG streambed alteration agreements, performed 
quality assurance field inspections for environmental specification compliance, and assisted the client in all 
environmental issue areas including presentations at public hearings and meetings. Obtained California 
Department of Fish and Game permit for installation of a pile retard system in the Santa Ynez River where bank 
erosion threatened the water pipeline microtunnel shaft. Currently managing the revegetation monitoring program 
and preparing a Habitat Conservation Plan under Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act for operation and 
maintenance of 131 miles of the pipeline and appurtenant facilities. 
Project Manager — San Jose Creek Capacity Improvement Project, City of Goleta, California  
Managed preparation of a mitigated Negative Declaration for the San Jose Creek Capacity Improvement Project 
in Goleta. Conducted field surveys to verify that steelhead were not present. The project was redesigned to 
include a fish passage component and an addendum to the MND was prepared to address those changes. Prepared 
environmental permit applications (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and Game, and 
Regional Water Control Board) and coordinated with permitting agencies. 
Project Manager — South Coast Conduit Upper Reach Reliability Project, Santa Barbara County, California 
Managed preparation of the EIS/EIR. This included coordination with the client, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, and 
design engineers; planning field surveys; preparing two Biological Assessments for Section 7 consultation; and 
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document QA/QC. Completed environmental permit applications and is coordinating with permitting agencies 
and the Bureau of Reclamation. 
Project Manager — Lauro Debris Basin Project, Santa Barbara County, California 
Prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration, conducted a wetland delineation and a protocol survey for the 
California red-legged frog, obtained environmental permits, and managed construction environmental monitoring 
and preparation of a revegetation plan for enlargement of the basin.  
Project Manager — Mission Creek South Coast Conduit Crossing and Fish Passage Project, City of Santa Barbara, 
California  
Preparing a mitigated Negative Declaration/Environmental Assessment for constructing a fish passage project and 
relocation of the SCC to protect it from scour. Issues include the presence of steelhead and perennial flow. A 
wetland delineation and protocol California red-legged frog surveys were performed. Coordinating with 
permitting agencies and design engineers in preparation for construction. 
Principal Investigator — Flood Control Dredging Project, Santa Barbara County, California 
Prepared biological resources section of an EIR for a flood control dredging project involving five creeks and the 
Goleta Slough. Key issues included potential for impacts to sensitive species and wetlands. Prepared a supplement 
to that EIR addressing impacts to steelhead (after listed as endangered) and water quality. 
Principal Investigator — Salton Sea Ecosystem Restoration Program Programmatic EIR, Imperial County, California 
Compiled information on fish species potentially suitable for introduction into the Salton Sea; analyzed effects of 
alternative restoration designs on fish and birds.  
Principal Investigator — Santa Ana River Water Right Applications for Supplemental Water Supply EIR, San 
Bernardino County, California  
Wrote aquatic biological resources sections, with an emphasis on the Santa Ana sucker. Conducted field surveys 
to assess river habitat suitability for the Santa Ana sucker when water was flowing. 
Principal Investigator — Colorado River Shortage Guidelines EIS, Lake Powell to Mexican Border  
Prepared section on threatened and endangered fish. Wrote setting and impact analysis based on modeling of flow 
and temperature changes under different releases from Lake Powell. 
Principal Investigator — Lower Colorado River Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Program EIS/EIR, Lake Mead to 
Mexican Border  
Prepared biological resources section that covered existing conditions and impacts of the proposed action to 
vegetation, wildlife, and threatened/endangered/sensitive species for the study area as well as three alternative off-
site conservation areas in the Virgin River/Muddy River, Bill Williams River, and lower Gila River. Also 
coordinated closely with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and contractor preparing the HCP and Biological 
Assessment. 
Principal Investigator, Quantification Settlement Agreement (QSA) Program EIR, Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California, Imperial Irrigation District, Coachella Valley Water District, and San Diego County Water 
Authority  
Contributed to the biological resources section of the EIR. 
Principal Investigator, Implementation Agreement, Inadvertent Overrun and Payback Policy, and Other Related 
Federal Actions EIS, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
Prepared sections on aquatic biological resources and impacts of the proposed action and alternatives on these 
resources. 
Project Manager — Garrett van Horne Reservoir, Santa Barbara County, California 
Managed environmental support for construction and operation of the Garrett van Horne (Los Carneros) 
Reservoir. Conducted field surveys for sensitive species and cultural resources and prepared a Negative 
Declaration plus addendum. Trained construction workers regarding sensitive environmental resources and 
monitored construction activities for compliance with project conditions. Worked closely with the client, an 
environmental activist group, and the landowner to develop and implement an effective revegetation plan. 
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Project Manager — Lopez Dam Seismic Remediation Project, San Luis Obispo County, California 
Prepared a constraints analysis and EIR for the project. Conducted surveys for the federally listed steelhead and 
California red-legged frog as well as vegetation mapping. Obtained permits/certifications for construction of the 
Lopez Dan project from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (included Biological Assessments for federally listed 
species), Regional Water Quality Control Board, and California Department of Fish and Game. Coordinated with 
those agencies throughout construction in compliance with permit conditions. Construction monitoring included 
capture and relocation of steelhead during dewatering of a channel connected to Arroyo Grande Creek. 
Principal Investigator — Hanford 200 Area Environmental Assessment, Hanford, Washington  
Prepared biological resources section for an environmental assessment of a potential steam/cogeneration facility 
and its associated pipelines. Alternatives considered included fuel (coal or natural gas), facility technology 
(boilers and turbines), pipeline routes from the east and west, and plant size (steam only and cogeneration from 60 
to 300 MW). This analysis required evaluations of protected species and wetlands. GIS technology was applied to 
this comprehensive constraints and siting analysis to organize data and overlay resource constraints. Dr. 
Thompson completed a preliminary wetlands evaluation of all potential pipeline routes from sources near 
Sunnyside to Zanger Junction and impacts to threatened and endangered species from the crossing of the 
Columbia and Snake rivers. 
Principal Investigator — Oil Development Projects, Santa Barbara County, California 
Prepared the marine biology, commercial fishing, and aquatic biology sections of the Santa Ynez Unit and San 
Miguel project EIS/EIRs. Analyzed impacts of oil spills on all types of marine organisms and habitats, assessed 
impacts on commercial and recreational fishing, and evaluated impacts on freshwater habitats. Interviewed 
fishermen and developed detailed mitigation strategies for collision of oil-related vessels with marine mammals 
and for kelp canopy loss due to support vessel traffic. Responsible for budgets, schedules, and report preparation, 
including the biological assessment for marine species. Investigated commercial and recreational fishing issues 
(including kelp harvesting, mariculture, and salmonids) as well as impacts on freshwater habitats for the 
Chevron/Texaco Point Arguello field oil development project. Prepared a negative declaration and initial study for 
the Exxon El Capitan Marine Terminal removal. Work included underwater field surveys. Managed preparation of 
an addendum to the Exxon Santa Ynez Unit EIS/EIR to address potential impacts of deferring construction of the 
proposed marine terminal off Las Flores Canyon. Responsible for all resource areas. Designed and implemented 
the tidewater goby sampling program as part of the Chevron environmental quality assurance program (EQAP) 
monitoring for the pipeline from Point Conception to Gaviota. 
Principal Investigator — Mountain Home Air Force Base Realignment EIS, Idaho 
Prepared wildlife and aquatic resource sections in the Tier 1 EIS for realignment of Mountain Home AFB and the 
proposed expanded capability of Saylor Creek Range in southwestern Idaho. Responsible for data collection from 
agencies, design of detailed field studies for raptors and big game animals for the Tier 2 EIS, and preparation of 
the biological assessment for Section 7 consultation under the Endangered Species Act. Performed rare plant 
surveys and wetland delineations on the base as part of an inventory of natural resources on the facility. 
Principal Investigator — Relay Mirror Experiment Environmental Assessment, Florida and Hawaii 
Was responsible for gathering and summarizing biological resource data, analyzing impacts, and preparing 
biological sections. The biological assessment covered six endangered species on Maui, Hawaii and thirteen 
threatened or endangered species on the Florida coast. Also provided expert testimony for the U.S. Air Force in a 
court hearing for the Hawaii site. 
Project Manager — National Test Facility Project, Colorado Springs, Colorado 
Managed the preparation of an environmental assessment for the U.S. Air Force National Test Facility, a 
component of the Strategic Defense Initiative Program. Impact analysis was performed at an EIS level because 
this was a high-profile project. Was responsible for planning, schedules, budget, client liaison, staffing, report 
preparation, and response to client reviews. Also provided technical quality review and assurance. 
Principal Investigator — Los Angeles Wastewater Facilities Plan EIS, Los Angeles, California 
Completed a literature survey and field studies on the Los Angeles River, analyzed and summarized data collected 
by numerous researchers, and wrote sections on impacts on marine and freshwater organisms in Santa Monica 



 Rosemary Thompson, Ph.D. 

Exhibit A Page 5 of 7 

Bay and the Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor. Analyzed impacts on the marine ecosystem and how different 
levels of treatment and implementing source controls could affect discharge of toxic pollutants such as heavy 
metals. 
Principal Investigator — M-X Deployment Area Selection and Land Withdrawal/Acquisition EIS, Nevada, Utah, New 
Mexico 
Prepared wildlife sections of the EIS, designed and implemented aquatic field studies, and managed a 
subcontracted instream flow study (with habitat preference curves) for all fish species in the Moapa River above 
Glendale, Nevada (including Moapa dace, roundtail chub, springfish, mollies, and mosquitofish). Participated in 
field-data collection and computer simulation of suitable habitat availability using the instream flow incremental 
methodology developed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Performed field surveys of many springs in 
Nevada, Utah, and New Mexico to describe fish species present (many state or federally listed). 
PERMIT SUPPORT 
For projects where NEPA/CEQA documents were also prepared, the permitting description is included above. 
Also managed/conducted surveys for sensitive and listed species (e.g., grunion, western snowy plover, steelhead) 
in compliance with permits for a number of projects. 
Project Manager — Ranches at Figueroa Canyon, Santa Barbara County, California 
Conducted field surveys, performed agency coordination, and prepared California Department of Fish and Game 
permit applications for eleven ranch road stream crossing upgrades.  
Project Manager — Santa Barbara City College Creek Maintenance, City of Santa Barbara, California 
Developed a creek maintenance plan for Santa Barbara City College to prevent flooding of adjacent property and 
revised the Long-Range Development Plan to include this work. Obtained permits/certifications for 
implementation of the plan from the California Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, and California Coastal Commission. Monitored to ensure compliance with 
permit conditions.  
Project Manager — Chorro Valley Water Transmission Pipeline Project Name, San Luis Obispo County, California 
Managed preparation of the mitigation program for the Chorro Valley Water Transmission Pipeline that included 
dust control, erosion control, noise control, traffic control, asbestos health and safety, revegetation, and cultural 
resource mitigation plans for each of two segments. Prepared environmental mitigation drawings and 
specifications to be included in construction contracts in consultation with the design engineers and San Luis 
Obispo County by segment. Also prepared revegetation requirements jointly with the design engineers for bid 
documents. Obtained 404 permit from the Corps of Engineers and a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the 
California Department of Fish and Game for stream crossings in Segment 2. Responsible for document quality 
control, client liaison, schedule, and budget.  
Project Manager — Cabrillo Bridge Replacement Project, Mission Creek in City of Santa Barbara, California 
Preparing a Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan; a Tidewater Goby Protection and Aquatic Species 
Management Plan; and a Restoration Plan for the project. Will conduct tidewater goby surveys in April and 
August 2011 prior to construction. 
Project Manager — Dos Pueblos Golf Links Project, Santa Barbara County, California 
Prepared a Habitat Conservation Plan and Environmental Assessment for two federally listed species, tidewater 
goby and California red-legged frog. 
Project Manager — Wastewater Reclamation Project, San Luis Obispo Creek in San Luis Obispo County, California 
Analyzed potential impacts to steelhead in San Luis Obispo Creek that could result from changes in the discharge 
of reclaimed wastewater as part of a Biological Assessment. 
Principal Investigator — Oroville Dam FERC Relicensing Project, California 
Reviewed and commented on study plans for fish studies to assess efficacy and relevance to the relicensing 
process. 
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OTHER CLIENT SUPPORT 
Principal Investigator — Proposed Revised Critical Habitat Evaluations, Southern California  
Assisted Metropolitan Water District in evaluating the effects of proposed revisions to critical habitat for the 
arroyo toad, Santa Ana sucker, and thread-leaved brodiaea on operation and maintenance of their facilities. 
Project Manager — Sycamore Creek Flood Control Project, City of Santa Barbara, California  
Conducted a biological resources survey of lower Sycamore Creek from Indio Muerto Street to just downstream 
of the Union Pacific Railroad bridge. Developed an impact analysis and recommended measures to avoid or 
minimize impacts during widening the creek for flood protection. 
Project Manager — Santa Barbara Harbor Projects, California 
Managed a water quality sampling program for Santa Barbara Harbor that involved monthly sampling for 
bacteria, salinity, temperature, and dissolved oxygen at several locations. Managed air quality, water quality, and 
biological resources special studies for the Marina One and Marina Four expansion project in Santa Barbara 
Harbor. Conducted a field survey in harbor waters and prepared the biological resources study. Managed a 
monitoring program for the western snowy plover and California grunion during dredging activities and beach 
restoration at the Harbor. 
Project Manager — California Tiger Salamander Projects, Santa Barbara County, California 
Assisted in the preparation of a Low Effect Habitat Conservation Plan for vineyard development near known 
breeding ponds for the California tiger salamander. The parcel being developed also has a pond that is used by the 
California red-legged frog and assisted in developing mitigation for potential take of these two species. Performed 
an evaluation of a parcel within the known range of the California tiger salamander for upland habitat suitability 
and the potential that the species could be present. Prepared a management plan for California tiger salamanders 
on property being developed into a vineyard. 
Project Manager — Carpinteria Salt Marsh Enhancement  Project, Santa Barbara County, California 
Managed a biological evaluation of Basin 1 in Carpinteria Salt Marsh that included wetland delineations (Corps 
of Engineers and Coastal Commission methods), bird surveys, small mammal trapping, a butterfly survey, and 
recommendations for habitat restoration in the basin. Managed the biological portions of a salt marsh 
enhancement plan that included restoration of tidal flows, identification of areas for enhancement, development of 
a planting plan and construction specifications for planting, and development of a monitoring plan to ensure that 
enhancement is successful. Managed environmental monitoring during implementation of the enhancement plan. 
Principal Investigator — Bird Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) Plans, Nevada and California 
Prepared BASH plans for Fallon Naval Air Station (Nevada) and Lemoore Naval Air Station (California). 
Project Manager — Artificial Reef, Estero Bay, California 
Managed feasibility and design studies for the Texaco artificial reef. Coordinated with client and regulatory 
agencies, obtained permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the California Coastal Commission, 
prepared reports, developed construction and quality assurance specifications, and supervised reef construction. 
Principal Investigator — Power Plant Projects, Nebraska and Minnesota 
Assessed the impacts of adding a second unit to the existing Fort Calhoun Nuclear Power Plant (Nebraska) on 
aquatic or biological resources. Conducted surveys of fish impingement at the existing unit and analyzed existing 
data on aquatic organisms from plankton to fish. For the Nebraska City Fossil Fuel Power Plant, collected and 
analyzed existing data for the Missouri River, conducted fish surveys in the river and associated backwaters, and 
prepared aquatic sections of the report. Conducted intake and discharge studies on three existing power plants on 
the Mississippi River in Minnesota. For the Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Station, studied the effects of 
thermal discharges. For the Riverside and Highbridge Power Plants, conducted intake studies. These studies were 
performed under the Clean Water Act, Sections 316 (a) and (b). 

Completed a number of small projects, including performing field surveys and reporting on California red-legged 
frogs and tidewater gobies in Laguna Channel (for the City of Santa Barbara) and Eagle Canyon Creek (in Santa 
Barbara County), tidewater gobies in Arroyo Burro Creek (for Santa Barbara County Flood Control) plus red-
legged frogs (City of Santa Barbara), red-legged frogs in an irrigation drainage adjacent to the Santa Maria River 
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(for the City of Guadalupe), red-legged frogs in the Santa Ynez River (west of Buellton) and at a golf course in 
Goleta, red-legged frogs in San Bernardo Creek (in San Luis Obispo County), California tiger salamanders and 
red-legged frogs for two vineyard developments and the Santa Maria Public Airport Master Plan update, steelhead 
in Santa Monica and Franklin creeks, and western snowy plovers on Goleta Beach. Directed field surveys related 
to the Bradbury Dam safety improvements project (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation) and Rancho Canada project in 
Carmel (red-legged frogs). Monitored for and relocated red-legged frogs and tidewater gobies at an emergency 
bridge repair site on Vandenberg Air Force Base. Also conducted monarch butterfly surveys on two parcels in 
Santa Barbara and monitored a pipeline replacement project in Gaviota Creek for steelhead and tidewater gobies 
in compliance with biological opinions.  

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY 
 ENTRIX, Inc., Senior Consultant, 2009-present 

 Science Applications International Corporation, Senior Biologist, 1989-2009  

 Swift’s Environmental Analysis, President/Principal Aquatic Biologist, 1985-1995 

 URS Consultants, Inc., Senior Biologist, 1984-1989 

 HDR Sciences, Inc., Aquatic Biologist, 1974-1984  

 EG&G, Biologist, 1974 

 University of Southern California, Biologist, 1972-1973 

PUBLICATIONS 
CONFERENCE AND WORKSHOP PRESENTATIONS 
 Klug, T., R. A. Thompson, and T. W. Mulroy. 2007. Facilitating recovery of a long-disturbed maritime chaparral 

site in Santa Barbara County. Presentation at the 2007 National Meeting of the Ecological Society of America, 
San Jose California (Abstract PS 68-202). 

 Klug, T., and R. A. Thompson. 2005. Facilitating recovery of a long-disturbed maritime chaparral site in Santa 
Barbara County. Presented at the Maritime Chaparral Workshop, Moss Landing California. 

 Thompson, R. 1988. Tidewater goby monitoring for the Point Agruello Project onshore pipeline. Poster 
presented at the Riparian Systems Conference, Davis, California. 



Exhibit B: Comparison of Biological Impacts of Access Improvements to Ramirez Canyon 
Conservancy Approved Access vs. Lauber Alternative 

 
Ramirez Canyon/Delaplane 

Road Widening 
(Per Modified Redesign 

Alternative) 

Via Acero Road 
Extension/Widening  
(Per Modified Redesign 

Alternative) 

Combined Ramirez 
Canyon & Via Acero 

Access Improvements 
(Conservancy Approved Access) 

Lauber Road Access 
Improvements 

Alternative  
(2002 LCP Alternative) 

Project Specifications 

Existing conditions1 
12-20-ft wide paved roadway 
with 10-ft wide wooden bridge 
and 2 Arizona crossings 

Approx. 1,400 (linear feet) 
lf dirt road and 1,538 lf of 
10-20 ft wide paved road 

n/a 
Approx. 600 lf existing 20-
ft wide paved road, 
remainder undeveloped 

Specifications for 
proposed access 
improvements2 

Widen entire length to 20 ft 
with 26-ft width for 50 ft 
around 7 existing fire 
hydrants, 10 ft of fuel 
clearance on each side = 40-
46 ft wide road disturbance 
corridor 
 
Road length: 3,473 lf 
 
Retaining walls: unknown3 

Widen and extend to 20 ft, 
10-20 ft of fuel clearance 
on each side = 40-60-ft 
wide road disturbance 
corridor  
 
Road length: 2,938 lf  
 
Retaining walls: 1,460 lf 

See individual descriptions. 
 
Road length: 6,411 lf 
 
Retaining walls: >1,460 lf 
 
 

Construct 20-ft wide road, 
10-20 ft of fuel clearance = 
40-60-ft wide road 
disturbance corridor 
 
 
Road length: 2,095 lf 
 
Retaining walls: 1,110 lf 

New paved road area4 11,391 sf + 20% contingency 
= 13, 669 sf5 

33,695 sf + 20% 
contingency = 40,434 sf 

45,086 sf + 20% 
contingency = 54,103 sf 

41,220 sf + 20% 
contingency = 49,464 sf 

New parking6 n/a n/a 
14 spaces in 3 areas 
adjacent to Kanan Dume 
Road 

18 spaces in 2 areas on 
Lauber property and 9 
spaces in 2 areas adjacent 
to Kanan Dume Road 

Grading for access 
road improvements7 
 

Cut: 500 cy 
Fill: none 

Cut: 1,587 cy 
Fill: 2,946 cy 

Cut: 2,087 cy 
Fill: 2,946 cy 

Cut: 6,755 cy 
Fill: 1,560 cy 

Estimated fuel 
clearance areas for 
access roads8 

1.5 ac  
(includes 0.5 ac ESHA) 

2.5 ac 
(includes 0.2 ac ESHA) 

4.0 ac 
(includes 0.7 ac ESHA) 

1.7 ac 
(includes 0.7 ac ESHA) 
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Ramirez Canyon/Delaplane 

Road Widening 
(Per Modified Redesign 

Alternative) 

Via Acero Road 
Extension/Widening 
(Per Modified Redesign 

Alternative) 

Combined Ramirez 
Canyon & Via Acero 

Access Improvements 
(Conservancy Approved Access) 

Lauber Access 
Alternative 

(2002 LCP Alternative) 

Total permanently 
disturbed surface area 
(excluding parking)9 

3.6 ac 
(includes 0.5 ac ESHA) 

5.2 ac 
(includes 0.4 ac ESHA) 

8.8 ac 
(includes 0.9 ac ESHA) 

2.9 ac 
(includes 1.4 ac ESHA) 10 

Area available for on-
site biological impact 
mitigation11 

None None None 1.0 ac 

Direct Impacts to Vegetation 

Direct impacts to 
sensitive vegetation 
(excluding fuel 
clearance areas)12  

0.04 ac13 ≥0.24 ac14 ≥0.28 ac 1.59 ac15 

Direct impacts to non-
sensitive vegetation 0.25 ac16 ≤1.04 ac17 ≥1.29 ac <1.10 ac18 

Native Tree Impacts 

Direct impacts to 
native trees 4319 320 46 021 

Native trees removed 722 223 9 024 

Indirect impacts to 
native trees 825 226 10 027 

1. Appendix MRA-3, MRA Civil Plans; Appendix MRA-1, pp. 44-47; and Appendix D-2, Alternative 2 Civil Plans. 
2.  Appendix MRA-3, MRA Civil Plans; Appendix MRA-1, p. MRA-16 and pp. 44-47; and Appendix D-2, Alternative 2 Civil Plans. 
3.  The Civil Plans include notes indicating the possible need for new retaining walls and identify the relocation of some existing walls but do not provide the length of walls to be 

constructed or relocated. 
4.  Appendix MRA-3, MRA Civil Plans and Appendix D-2, Alternative 2 Civil Plans. 
5.  Ramirez Canyon/Delaplane new paved road area includes a 20% contingency but does not specifically account for the area necessary to accommodate an additional 6 feet of 

paving for a 50 foot length adjacent to existing fire hydrants as required by LACFD because this data was not provided in the FEIR.  There are seven existing fire hydrants along 
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Ramirez Canyon Road. 
6.  Appendix  MRA-3, MRA Civil Plans and Appendix D-2, Alternative 2 Civil Plans. 
7.  Appendix MRA-1, pp. 46-47 and Appendix D-2, Alternative 2 Civil Plans.  Figures exclude grading associated with new parking facilities. 
8.  The FEIR did not analyze the biological impacts of fuel clearance areas of up to 20 feet on each side of the fire access roads.  Based on Appendix MRA-1, p. MRA-16 and Los 

Angeles County Fire Code Sec. 317.10, the above totals assume 10 feet of fuel clearance on each side of access roads in ESHA and 20 feet of fuel clearance on each side of 
access roads outside of ESHA.  An estimate of the area affected by fuel clearance was derived from measurements taken from the civil plans and biological maps for each road 
(Appendices MRA-3, MRA-10 and D-2 and Sec. 8.0 Alternative 2 Impacts to biological resources figures). 

9.  The total permanently disturbed area was determined by adding the area of the proposed roads and the estimated fuel clearance areas associated with the roads.  
10.  As described in footnote 15, the FEIR appears to indicate 1.59 acres of ESHA impacts on the Lauber property.  Taking the area of new paving plus fuel clearance in ESHA per 

FEIR Figures 8.2-1b and 8.2-1c shows only approximately 1.4 acres of ESHA would be permanently impacted.  The discrepancy may exist because the FEIR analysis included 
areas to be graded outside of the road and fuel clearance areas.  Since these areas can be restored following completion of construction, they would not be permanently 
impacted. 

11.  Ramirez Canyon and Via Acero roads are private and all adjacent property is privately owned.  Therefore there is no area available for mitigation of biological impacts onsite/ 
adjacent to the roadways.  If the Conservancy purchased the two easternmost parcels of the Lauber property for parking and access to its Ramirez Canyon property and obtained 
an easement over the westernmost parcel, the property could be used for on-site mitigation of biological impacts associated with the access road and other components of the 
Public Works Plan.  The area in the table was determined based on measurements taken from Figure 8.2-1a – 2002 LCP Alternative – Impacts to Biological Resources.  The 
area includes land classified as Developed, Ruderal, or non-sensitive vegetation on the figure less area that will be used for the access road, parking and associated fuel 
clearance. 

12.  The data in this row was taken directly from the FEIR and does not account for biological impacts in fuel clearance areas of up to 20 feet on each side of all fire access roads.  An 
estimate of the area affected by fuel clearance is listed separately. 

13.  Sec. 15.0, Table 15-47. 
14.  Statement in Sec. 15.0, p. 15-83 that no ESHA is directly impacted by Via Acero improvements is inconsistent with Sec. 5.4, Table 5.4-11, which indicates 0.24 ac of direct 

impacts to ESHA would result under the proposed plan.  Because the disturbance area of the Via Acero improvements increased under the MRA as compared to the proposed 
plan, the direct ESHA impacts are assumed to be equal or greater to those reported in the DEIR for the proposed plan. 

15.  The FEIR does not specifically state the direct impacts to sensitive vegetation resulting from Lauber Road construction.  For the purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that the 
“Parking” column in Table 15-7 includes impacts associated with the proposed parking facilities on the Lauber property and the road.  The proposed parking area is located in an 
area containing non-sensitive vegetation, therefore all impacts to ESHA were assumed to be associated with road improvements. 

16.  Sec. 15.0, Table 15-47. 
17.  As stated above, the statement on Sec. 15.0, p. 15-83 that no ESHA would be directly impacted by the Via Acero improvements is inconsistent with Sec. 5.4, Table 5.4-11.  Sec. 

15.0, p. 15-83 indicates total impacts to vegetation communities increased from 1.01 ac under the proposed plan to 1.28 ac under the MRA, however no supporting data is 
provided.  Using the data from Table 5.4-11, impacts to non-sensitive vegetation were calculated to be ≤1.04 ac (1.28 ac total impacts under MRA less 0.24 ac ESHA impacts 
under proposed plan). 

18.  As stated above, it was assumed that the “Parking” column in Table 15-7 includes direct impacts associated with both proposed parking facilities and the access road on the 
Lauber property.  Impacts to non-sensitive vegetation resulting from parking facilities are included in the reported amount of 1.10 ac.  Therefore, the impacts to non-sensitive 
vegetation resulting from the road alone would be some amount less that this total. 

19.  Appendix MRA-10, Table 7. 
20.  Appendix MRA-10, Table 7. 
21.  Sec. 15.0, p. 15-28. 
22.  Appendix MRA-10, Table 7.  (Assumes conflicting text on Appendix MRA-10, p. 16 is incorrect.) 
23.  Appendix MRA-10, Table 7. 
24.  Sec. 15.0, p. 15-28. 
25.  Appendix MRA-10, Table 8. 
26.  Appendix MRA-10, Table 8. 
27.  Sec. 15.0, p. 15-28. 

  



  

 
 

 
Steven A. Amerikaner 
805.882.1407 tel 
805.965.4333 fax 
SAmerikaner@bhfs.com 

August 23, 2010 

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL AND FACSIMILE 

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 
Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority 
Attn: Chairs Schafer and Lange 
570 West Avenue 26, Suite 100 
Los Angeles, CA 90065 

RE: Comments on Malibu Public Access Enhancement Plan, Public Works Plan (Modified Design 
Alternative) and Comments on Proposed Final Environmental Impact Report (Modified 
Redesign Alternative) 

Dear Chairs Schafer and Lange and Board Members: 

Introduction  
 
This letter is submitted on behalf of the Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund (“Fund”) and pertains to the 
items on your August 23, 2010 agenda relating to the proposed “Malibu Parks Public Access 
Enhancement Plan, Public Works Plan, Modified Redesign Alternative” (PWP) and the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) prepared in connection therewith. 
 
As you will see from this letter, there are numerous legal and policy reasons for the Conservancy and 
Authority Boards to request changes to the FEIR and to defer any decision on the PWP, including the 
simple unfairness of giving people a banker’s box of material to read just a few days before an 
important hearing.  To the extent that time allowed, we have set forth the comments and objections 
required to exhaust our administrative remedies.  However, our primary purpose is to focus your 
attention on the one issue that would resolve this now 17-year controversy between your agencies and 
the Fund, i.e., access to the Conservancy’s Ramirez Canyon property.    
 
For those of you who may not be familiar with the origins of the dispute, and who might wonder why the 
Fund so strenuously objects to your proposed road improvements, please consider the following:  
 
You may know that when the Conservancy acquired the property in 1993, Mr. Edmiston promised 
everyone that it would never be used as a “park.”  It was zoned Rural Residential and was slated for 
use as an environmental think tank, which would have had limited impact on the neighborhood.  “Times 
change” - the Conservancy has consistently said so as it has greatly intensified its use of the property, 
culminating in a change of zoning to Open Space.  However, no change in the zoning of the site would 
ever resolve the question of access.  The Fund respectfully submits that your decisions with respect to 
access must fulfill the promises that were made on acquisition:  
 
In 1993, the Conservancy promised that it would “carefully evaluate all relevant issues related to its 
use, including vehicular access and impact on the neighboring community” (MOU between the 
Conservancy and Ms. Streisand).  Shortly thereafter, the Conservancy advised the Coastal 
Commission that issues “such as additional access from Kanan Dume Road . . . will be the subject of a 
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future permit application to the Commission.”   In 1994, Mr. Edmiston advised the Fund:  “Unfortunately, 
we do not currently have budgeted funds for the alternative road access, but continue to pursue such 
funds and will cooperate with the Ramirez Canyon Association and we all want and support the City of 
Malibu in obtaining this important alternative access road for ourselves and our neighbors in the 
Canyon.”  The promise was repeated in 1995:  The Streisand Center “will continue its efforts to seek 
funds to develop an alternative public access route to the site via Kanan Dume Road.”  (Draft CDP 
Application by the Conservancy to the Commission.)   
 
Over the years, the promise fell by the Conservancy’s wayside, despite continued administrative and 
legal efforts by the Fund to stop the Conservancy’s unlawful use of Ramirez Canyon Road.  When the 
alternate access did not appear in the Draft PWP or the Draft EIR, the Fund raised the issue again.  
The Conservancy’s response was to add an alternative to consider the “Lauber access.”  However, as 
you will see from the comments below, the FEIR does not adequately examine that alternative.  
Instead, the FEIR proposes to eliminate a rural residential road, framed by large, mature and 
magnificent trees, and replace it with a "highway in the Canyon"  -- a new road that is 20-26 feet wide, 
clear to the sky, with a vegetation clearance zone from the edge of pavement that is up to 20 feet wide 
on each side, for a total of 60-66 feet of vegetation clearance.  The FEIR proposes the same sort of 
highway up Via Acero to Kanan Dume.    
 
The road access issues lie at the heart of the Fund’s concerns about the Conservancy project.  As long 
as that issue remains unresolved, the Fund will be unwavering in its opposition to the Conservancy’s 
plans for its Ramirez property. 
 

I 
 

Procedural Objections 
 
The public has not been provided sufficient time to read and understand the massive amount of 
information that will be presented to the SMMC and MRCA Boards at the August 23 hearing, and the 
late release of those documents is not consistent with applicable legal requirements. 
 
SMMC and MRCA (herein “the Conservancy”) posted the agenda for the August 23, 2010 meetings on 
August 11, 2010, advising the public for the first time that the FEIR and the PWP would be considered 
on August 23.  The “Draft Final PWP,” which included 379 pages of text and 12 figures, was not 
released to the public with the agenda for the meeting; it was made available with web access on 
Saturday night, August 14.  Since the web version came out on a Saturday night, we presume that the 
document was not available to the public in print form until Monday, August 16, just one week prior to 
the hearing. 
 
This lack of adequate notice was compounded by the late release of the FEIR, which consists of 1175 
pages plus 727 pages of appendices (not including the text of the DEIR and Draft Final PWP).  That 
mass of documents was posted for the first time to the SMMC and MRCA websites during the evening 
hours of August 18, 2010, just three business days prior to the hearing.   
 
It bears noting that much of the substance of the PWP is found outside of the PWP text, in a set of 
plans and reports which lie at the heart of the PWP but which were released as part of the FEIR.  For 
example, Volume IV of the FEIR includes an Appendix MRA-5 entitled “Fire Protection Plan for the 
Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan – Public Works Plan, Modified Redesign Plan.”  That 
document was not posted to the web site until the evening of August 18 (with the FEIR), even though it 
is essential to a full understanding of the fire safety aspects of the PWP.  
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The staff reports, consisting of 20 pages each plus attachments, were not released until Friday, August 
20.  On Sunday, August 22 (as this letter was being finalized), a Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (96 pages) and proposed Resolutions and Findings (125 pages each) were posted to the 
websites.   
 
One of the essential principles of the Coastal Act (“Act”) is the importance of public participation in 
planning decisions involving the coast: 
 

The Legislature further finds and declares that the public has a right to fully participate 
in decisions affecting coastal planning, conservation, and development;  that 
achievement of sound coastal conservation and development is dependent upon public 
understanding and support;  and that the continuing planning and implementation of 
programs for coastal conservation and development should include the widest 
opportunity for public participation.  (Pub. Res. Code, sec. 30006) 

This principle is a fundamental part of the Coastal Commission’s regulations for public works projects 
(14 Cal. Code Regs., sec. 13353.5), which require that a local public hearing on a public works plan be 
held “within a reasonable time prior to submission of the plan . . .  such that the public is afforded an 
adequate and timely comment period on the proposed plan. . . ..”  These standards for public 
participation have not been met.   
 
The Resolution which was posted on Sunday at 1:00 p.m. includes 116 pages of Findings and Facts in 
Support of Findings.  Section IV (Project Alternatives), A (No Project Alternative), 1 (Summary of 
Alternatives) includes the following statement:  
 

Although trails, camping, public parking areas and other parkland support facilities 
(including park offices), and public gatherings/programs are primary permitted uses at 
the parklands included in the Plan, given the extraordinary history of debate and 
contention over development of the proposed parkland uses and facilities, and to 
provide a very conservative basis for comparative impact analysis, the No Project 
Alternative assumes no new implementation of additional recreational amenities within 
the Plan area.   (Emphasis added.)  

 
Given "the extraordinary history of debate and contention," it is particularly egregious that the 
Conservancy would act before the public was afforded a reasonable opportunity to review and 
comment upon the material. 
 
In addition, CEQA mandates that the SMMC and MRCA Boards consider the FEIR before acting upon 
it.  The "Final EIR is comprised of  [list of several components] and the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program” (MMRP, p. 4, para. 14).  Therefore, the FEIR was not fully released until 
approximately 1:00 p.m. on Sunday, August 22, just 28 hours prior to the hearing.  Under the 
circumstances, it would be impossible for the members of your Boards to fulfill their responsibilities 
under CEQA if you decide to certify the FEIR on August 23. 
 
Because the Conservancy did not provide sufficient time to allow comprehensive review, analysis, and 
comment upon the materials, the Fund incorporates by this reference all comments and evidence which 
it has submitted to the Conservancy and to the Coastal Commission during all prior proceedings on this 
Plan (i.e., back in time to and including the Draft PWP the Conservancy submitted to the Coastal 
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Commission in June of 2006).  Given the brief amount of time available to prepare this letter, we will 
limit the discussion to the most significant issues.  
 
 

II 
 

Alternate Full-Time Access Over the Lauber Property is A Far Better Alternative 
to Creating a 60 to 66-foot Wide Vegetation Clearance Zone  

Through This Rural, Rustic Canyon. 
 
 
A. The Proposed Road Widening of Ramirez Canyon Road and the Construction of a New 
Road over Via Acero Will Destroy the Rural Environment of Ramirez Canyon. 
 
The PWP includes two elements relating to access to the Conservancy’s Ramirez Canyon property 
(herein “Ramirez property”):  widening Ramirez Canyon Road and constructing a secondary emergency 
access along Via Acero.  In both cases, the Plan states that the road work would occur if required by 
the fire agency with jurisdiction.  While this might seem like a contingency, there is little doubt that the 
Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) will require the road construction prior to any 
intensification of use of the Ramirez property (see FEIR, page DDD-4, paragraphs 18 and 19).  
 
The LACFD comment letter on the DEIR also states that the Conservancy will be required to conduct 
significant vegetation removal in connection with the proposed road work, including (i) a minimum of ten 
(10) feet of brush clearance on both sides of each road (id., page DDD-5, paragraph 29), and (ii) a 
minimum unobstructed clear zone “to the sky” of twenty (20) feet for each road, except for certain 
protected tree species.  In response to the LACFD, the MRA states that there will be twenty (20) feet of 
brush clearance on each side of the road, except for native trees (see FEIR App. MRA-1, p. MRA-16).  
Since each road must be twenty (20) feet in width (plus an additional six (6) feet near fire hydrants, for a 
distance of fifty (50) feet), the proposed vegetation clearance zone will be sixty to sixty-six (60-66) feet 
in width for the entire length of each road.    
  
This extensive vegetation removal will permanently and adversely change the character of this rustic 
canyon and will significantly reduce property values.  The vegetation removal will also significantly 
impact the biological resources in the Ramirez Creek riparian corridor, including the Ramirez Creek 
ESHA, and is thus impossible to reconcile with the resource protection policies of the Act. 
 
Over the years, in various comment letters to the Conservancy and in proceedings before the Coastal 
Commission, we have provided facts and legal arguments to confirm that the Conservancy has no legal 
right to destroy the peace and tranquility of Ramirez Canyon to further its desire to convert property 
built and used for residential purposes to an office and fundraising complex.  In July of 2009, when the 
Conservancy threatened to widen the road under the “emergency” provisions of the Act, Fund President 
Richard Mullen summarized those reasons for the SMMC and MRCA Boards.  For your convenience, 
Mr. Mullen will submit a copy of that letter before the public hearing. 
 
B. There is a Better Alternative. 
 
In our October 6, 2009 comment letter on the scope of the EIR, in our oral comments at the DEIR public 
hearing on February 22, 2010, and in our March 22, 2010 comment letter on the DEIR, the Fund urged 
the Conservancy to study the “Lauber alternative” as the primary access to the Ramirez property (see 
FEIR, page YY-28 and Mr. Mullen’s comments at the February 22, 2009 meeting).    
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The FEIR discusses Lauber Road as an alternative to the proposed widening of Ramirez Canyon Road 
and construction of a new road at Via Acero (see FEIR, sec. 15.0).  It undertakes a comparison of the 
two access alternatives, and concludes that the impacts on biological resources and visual resources 
would be fairly similar.  However, the analysis is unclear on one essential point:   

Does the analysis assume that both Via Acero and Ramirez Canyon Road will have (i) twenty (20) feet 
of pavement, (ii) an additional six (6) feet of pavement for a distance of fifth (50) feet on both sides of a 
fire hydrant, and (iii) a vegetation removal zone of twenty (20) feet on each side of the road as specified 
in the Project Description?  (FEIR App. MRA-1, p. MRA-16.)  With all three elements, a new Via Acero 
and a widened Ramirez Canyon Road would require two vegetation-free swaths of land that are each 
sixty to sixty-six (60-66) feet wide – two “highways in the canyon.”   Does the impact analysis use this 
full description of the highways the Conservancy plans to build?  

If the answer to the above question is yes, then the FEIR should be clarified to plainly so state.  
However, the answer appears to be no.  This conclusion may be implied from the answers to various 
comments on the DEIR (see, for example, Comment CCC-4 from the Coastal Commission and the 
response thereto), and from the Impacts to Biological Resources Figures in the FEIR (Appx MRA-8, 
Figures BIO-5a through BIO-5d).  The biological assessment studied a fifty (50) foot buffer around the 
proposed improvements to Via Acero, but the study area for Ramirez/Delaplane was limited to forty (40) 
feet.  No fuel modification buffer is identified on any of these exhibits.   
  
If the answer is no, then the FEIR significantly understates the impact of the proposed road 
improvements.  This understatement is particularly important with respect to biological resources, 
because one of the core policies of the Coastal Act is to minimize impacts of development on sensitive 
coastal biological resources.  Ramirez Canyon Road is located in a designated riparian ESHA, which 
includes  a significant number of native trees.  Therefore, the impact of road widening and associated 
vegetation removal appears to be far most significant than analyzed in the FEIR.  

These facts compel the conclusion that the biological impact portion of the FEIR is fundamentally 
flawed and must be corrected.  In addition, two fundamental changes have occurred since the DEIR 
was circulated for public comment.  First, the LACFD issued its DEIR comment letter unequivocably 
stating that fire code compliance requires vegetation clearance for ten (10) feet from each side of the 
fire access roads, and (ii) the Conservancy made the policy decision to formulate a new alternative that 
includes a twenty (20) foot vegetation removal zone on each side of the fire access roads.  This 
additional vegetation removal will occur within a riparian ESHA.  These changes to the project -- 
occurring after the DEIR was circulated for comment -- indisputably will result in additional impacts to 
sensitive coastal biological resources compared to the project analyzed in the EIR.  These new impacts 
are reasonably likely to cause the biological impacts of the project to shift from "Less than Significant" 
to "Significant."  These changes are not analyzed in the FEIR, and must be reviewed so that the 
document fully discloses the environmental impacts of the project.  Under the circumstances, 
recirculation of the biology portion of the EIR is required under CEQA.  In addition, the new analysis of 
biological impacts of the Ramirez Canyon and Via Acero road improvements must be completed before 
any meaningful comparison of those improvements with the "Lauber Road" option can be 
accomplished.     
 
For the purpose of comparing the alternatives, it is highly significant that the Lauber property is not 
designated ESHA (PWP Fig. 6) and the FEIR does not identify any native trees on the Lauber parcel.  
 



Chairs Schafer and Lange 
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 
Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority 
August 23, 2010 
Page 6 

 

The FEIR also and inexplicably fails to analyze and/or compare the traffic and noise impacts of building 
the Lauber Road and using it as primary access to the Ramirez property, as compared to building two 
highways.  It is undisputed that exclusive use of the Lauber alternative would eliminate the proposed 80 
trips per day on Ramirez Canyon Road, with the attendant traffic congestion and noise impacts on the 
neighborhood.   
 
The FEIR also and inexplicably fails to analyze the feasibility of simultaneously evacuating staff and 
visitors to the Ramirez property and Ramirez Canyon residents in the event of a fire or flood hazard.  In 
this respect, a comprehensive analysis of the Lauber Road alternative is essential.  Neither the 
proposal to widen Ramirez Canyon Road nor the proposal to create a new road on Via Acero will 
resolve the hazard which will arise if a fire or flood blocks the entrance to the Ramirez property.   
 
For all these reasons, it is apparent that the Lauber Road access option is clearly “environmentally 
superior” to the proposal to widen Ramirez Canyon Road and build a new Via Acero.  The Lauber 
alternative will reduce traffic and noise impacts from the Ramirez element of the project and, at a 
minimum, cause no significantly greater environmental impacts in other respects.  Indeed, when the 
impacts of vegetation removal are fully considered, the Lauber Road alternative may prove to be 
environmentally superior in every way. 

Given all these facts, why does the Modified Redesign Alternative propose widening Ramirez Canyon 
Road and building a new Via Acero, rather than building the Lauber Road alternative?  The FEIR does 
not address the issue.  However, the Staff Report for the August 23 hearing includes the following 
comment: 
 

It should be noted that after issuance of the DEIR and before the draft FEIR was 
published, the [Lauber property] landowner requested a large and non-refundable sum 
of money for full MRCA/Conservancy access to conduct geologic and soil studies on 
the property.  To avoid any allegation that the payment of such an amount violates the 
prohibition on the gift of public funds contained in the California Constitution at Article 
XV, Section 6, the MRCA/Conservancy has not determined the feasibility of 
constructing and using the Lauber Road as a secondary access road at this time.  
However, at the time the DEIR was circulated, Lauber Road as an alternative 
secondary access road was potentially feasible as required by State CEQA Guideline 
15126.6 9 (and may still be fully feasible pending access to conduct the necessary 
studies).  (Staff Report, Aug. 23, 2010 Hearing, page 14, note 2.) 

There is a further explanation on the next page: 

The Conservancy and MRCA staffs have done technical analysis on the feasibility of 
the Lauber Road but have not determined the cost necessary for construction and 
maintenance. (Id., page 15.) 

The quoted explanation is noteworthy in three respects.  First, it plainly states that the road is 
technically feasible, but that the Conservancy has not yet done a cost analysis.  Second, it does not 
explain why the cost analysis has not been done.  Third, it does not find that the Lauber Road is 
infeasible.  Indeed, it could not so state because the work is not yet complete. 

Since the Lauber Road will have less environmental impacts than the access proposed by the MRA, 
and since there is no evidence upon which the Conservancy could make a finding that the Lauber Road 
alternative is infeasible, the Fund respectfully submits that CEQA does not authorize the Conservancy 
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to ignore that alternative.  The absence of a complete feasibility analysis on the Lauber Road 
alternative in the FEIR represents a significant flaw in that document which renders it inadequate under 
CEQA. 

C. Additional Factual and Legal Issues re Ramirez Canyon Road.  
 
The PWP states that the only private property impacted by the Plan is limited to the proposed trail 
corridors.   However, Figure MRA-5a-1 (Modified Redesign Alternative – Affected Parcels – Ramirez 
Canyon Park) demonstrates that the statement is not correct.  More than 80 parcels of private property 
in Ramirez Canyon would be significantly impacted by the PWP, as would Via Acero and Ramirez 
Canyon Road, private roads which traverse private properties.  
 
The PWP also states that the Conservancy’s use of the Ramirez property is by reservation “at the 
request of the neighbors.”  To the extent that the statement implies acquiescence, it is not accurate.  
For 17 years now, the neighbors have consistently objected to the Conservancy’s overuse of the 
Ramirez property and of Ramirez Canyon Road, and have preserved their right to challenge that use by 
their participation in administrative and legal proceedings.   
 
The PWP acknowledges that the Conservancy would be required to acquire property rights by 
easement or eminent domain in order to widen Via Acero and connect it to Kanan Dume.  The PWP 
does not include a similar plan to acquire the property rights necessary to widen Ramirez Canyon Road 
because the PWP assumes that the Conservancy has the lawful right to make the proposed 
improvements.  The assumption is not correct.   
 
The Conservancy has consistently refused to respond to the extensive factual and legal analysis which 
proves that the Conservancy has no right to use the road for the proposed development, and no right to 
widen the road in any event.  The Conservancy’s response to the Fund’s comments to the DEIR take 
the same approach, and states only that the claims are “unsubstantiated.”  The response does not meet 
the requirements of CEQA Guidelines, section 15088, subdivision (c).   
 
No property owner in Ramirez Canyon owns a “40-foot easement” on Ramirez Canyon Road.  The 
easement is defined by deed as an easement for ingress and egress over a 40-foot strip of land.  The 
scope of the easement was settled in the 1950’s, when the road was constructed.  The existing width of 
the road has been maintained since that time.  The owners of the parcels over which the road passes 
own the land, in fee, to the middle of the road.  Therefore, no use by a resident of the unpaved portion 
of the 40-foot strip would ever constitute an encroachment.  
 
The chain of title to properties in Ramirez Canyon demonstrates that the Ramirez Canyon Road 
easement was created to provide access for residential purposes.  The Conservancy has no right to 
change the character of the easement by using it for office and commercial use.  A change in the 
character of use of a private easement is not authorized because, as a matter of law, the change in use 
adds a “new and additional burden” not contemplated when the easement was created.1  Therefore, if 
LACFD requires code-compliant access for the proposed development, the Conservancy must 
construct an alternate vehicular access.  
 

                                                   
1  See, e.g., Wall v. Rudolph (1961) 198 Cal.App.2d 684, 686; Gaither v. Gaither (1958) 165 
Cal.App.2d 782; Connolly v. McDermott (1984) 162 Cal.App.3d 973, 976. 
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The Conservancy’s use of Ramirez Canyon Road and proposed use of Via Acero for non-residential 
purposes also violates zoning laws.   The properties over which Ramirez Canyon Road and Via Acero 
pass are zoned rural-residential (RR).  The Ramirez property is zoned open space (OS).  The use of 
land in one zoning district for ingress and egress to land in another zoning district must not exceed the 
use allowed in the first district.2  That means that, even if the Conservancy acquired the necessary 
property rights, the Conservancy would have no right to use either Ramirez Canyon Road or Via Acero 
for access for active recreation, office or commercial use unless the zoning for the properties underlying 
the road were changed.   
 
In addition, parks are allowed in RR zones only with a conditional use permit (LIP, Table B-Permitted 
Uses).  Therefore, even if the Conservancy acquired the necessary property rights, and even if the 
PWP proposed to limit the use of the Ramirez property to a park, the Conservancy would be required to 
obtain a CUP from the City of Malibu to access the property from either Ramirez Canyon Road or Via 
Acero.  
 
Finally, there is no legal or factual basis for the Conservancy’s claim of right to 80 trips per day on 
Ramirez Canyon Road, and no public agency has the power to authorize that use.3  Therefore, if the 
Conservancy does not acquire the property rights necessary to use and/or widen Ramirez Canyon 
Road, the proposed use of the Road for the development proposed by the PWP would constitute a 
“taking” for which compensation would be required.    

 
III 

 
The PWP is Not Consistent with the Malibu LCP 

 
A PWP must be consistent with the governing LCP (Pub. Res. Code, sec. 30605).  The PWP asserts 
that it is consistent with the LCP Override approved by the Coastal Commission in 2009.  However, the 
jurisdiction of the Commission to certify the Override has been challenged by both the City of Malibu 
and the Fund.  The challenge is presently pending in consolidated Los Angeles Superior Court Case 
No. BS121650.   
 
The Conservancy’s decision to go forward with administrative proceedings under the auspices of the 
Override while litigation is pending is unduly time-consuming and expensive for the taxpayers, the City, 
and the residents of Malibu.  However, because the Conservancy has chosen to do so, the Fund 
objects to the PWP because it is not consistent with the only valid Malibu LCP -- the LCP as certified by 
the Commission in 2002.  Attached as an Appendix to this letter, and incorporated herein, is an 
“Analysis of Inconsistencies” between the PWP and the Malibu LCP as certified by the Commission in 
2002.   

                                                   
2  Am. Jur., Zoning, sec. 167.  California Courts follow the rule.  (Miller & Starr, California Real 
Estate, sec. 15:54.  See, also, Teachers Ins. & Annuity Assn. v. Furlotti (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 1487 and 
City & Co. of S.F. v. Safeway Stores, Inc. (1957) 150 Cal.App.2d 327.)  
 
3  In addition, as the Conservancy has consistently acknowledged, the majority of the daily trips 
are for office use, sometimes as many as 68 trips per day.  Early Conservancy studies demonstrated 
that if the Ramirez property were used as a park, weekday daily trips would be 9-14, Saturday daily 
trips would be 13-16, and Sunday daily trips would be 24 (see “ITE Land Use 413 Trip Generation 
Rates – State Park (per acre),” submitted with 2006 version of PWP).   
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IV 

 
Comments on PWP and FEIR 

 
Without waiving any of the other objections set forth in this letter, the Fund respectfully submits the 
following comments on the Draft Final PWP (PWP) and the Draft Final EIR (FEIR) and supporting 
documentation:   
 
A. General Comments.  
 
Since 2006, when this Plan was first revealed, the City, the Fund, and on at least one occasion the 
Coastal Commission, have asked the Conservancy to provide specific information about various 
aspects of the Plan.  For all of the properties, that information includes, but is not limited to, the intensity 
of the proposed use of the properties (e.g., the number of campers, hikers, picnickers, dog-walkers, 
etc.).  For the Ramirez property, the information includes, but is not limited to, the types of “vans,” 
“shuttles” and “convoys” proposed for transporting visitors, the nature of the proposed “events,” the 
condition of the existing structures, etc.  To date, the information has still not been disclosed.  Without 
disclosure and analysis, both the PWP and the FEIR are fatally inadequate.    
 
The PWP makes repeated references to the CDP previously issued by the Coastal Commission, and 
states that it seeks to “re-establish” those entitlements at the Ramirez property.  There are no 
“entitlements” to “re-establish.”  The Conservancy’s development of the Ramirez property was instituted 
with no permits in plain violation of the Act.  The CDP was declared unlawful and set aside because 
neither the Conservancy nor the Coastal Commission considered Malibu’s land use regulations.  The 
unlawful use of property does not create any vested right or entitlement to continue that use.  (Pettitt v. 
City of Fresno (1973) 34 Cal.App.3d 813.)   
 
The PWP erroneously states that the amendments to Public Resources Code section 33208 and 
33211.5(d)(1)(2)) “overruled” the appellate court decision that held that the Conservancy is subject to 
Malibu’s land use regulations (City of Malibu vs. Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (2002) 98 
Cal.App.4th 1379).  The legislative history of the cited statutes (AB 1812) does not demonstrate any 
legislative intent to overrule the appellate decision.  Everyone in the State of California – including the 
State itself - is subject to the Coastal Act (Pub. Res. Code, sec. 21066, 30111, 30600; see also, 65 
Ops. A.G. 88).  Under the Act, with limited exceptions, the City has land use regulatory power over the 
Conservancy.    
 
The PWP includes several lengthy discussions about “process” and “history” which are editorialized and 
slanted to make it appear as if the Conservancy has consistently followed all applicable laws (see, e.g., 
PWP, pp. 2-5 – 2-9 (“Planning/Permitting” History of Ramirez); PWP, pp. 2-16 – 2-17 (PWP “process”); 
PWP, pp. 2-21 – 2-25 (“Local hearings and Community Involvement”)).  The late posting of the 
materials makes it impossible to comment on each of the misstatements contained in those passages.  
Therefore, the Fund incorporates its previous comments and objections, and reserves the right to raise 
additional objections if required during further administrative and/or legal proceedings.  
 
B. The PWP Includes Elements Which Are Not Lawfully Included in a PWP.  
 
Public Resources Code section 30114 provides for public works, which include “publicly financed 
recreational facilities” (Pub. Res. Code, sec. 30114).  At least three elements of the PWP do not 
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constitute either public works or recreational facilities.  Therefore, these elements are not lawfully 
included in the PWP.   
 
 1. Regional Administrative Offices.  As a matter of law, a public works plan may include 
only indispensable facilities, directly and immediately related to the provision of the primary service.  
Any other facilities require authorization by local authorities.  (See, e.g., City of Lafayette v. East Bay 
Municipal Utility District (1993) 16 Cal.App.4th 1005.)  The PWP admits that the proposed office use of 
the Ramirez property is not limited to the administration of the Plan.  Instead, the PWP proposes use of 
the structures as offices for “administrative responsibilities associated with open space acquisitions, 
planning, research, the management of conservation and recreation activities at Conservancy and 
MRCA holdings” (PWP, p. 2-2, emphasis added).  That use is not a proper element of a public works 
plan, 4  and it does not constitute a “recreational facility.” 5  Therefore, even if the Override were to 
stand, office use would be authorized only under a CDP issued by the City of Malibu.   
 
 2. Leasing-Out for Private Commercial Events.  The PWP proposes to lease the 
Ramirez property to private persons for “revenue-raising” large events and apparently (see discussion 
below) for revenue raising small “meetings.”  These undefined “events” and “meetings” are also not 
“public works” or “recreational facilities.”  Therefore, these events may not lawfully be included in a 
PWP for recreational purposes.  The undefined “events” and “meetings” will require permits from the 
City of Malibu (e.g., CDP, CUP or TUP).  
 
 3. A PWP Cannot Include a Hypothetical Trail System.  The PWP acknowledges that 
the Conservancy does not have land use regulatory power and does not presently hold the easements 
and/or other property interests required to develop the proposed trail network.  The PWP also 
acknowledges that there are not sufficient offers to dedicate to allow for the development of the trail 
network (see, e.g., PWP, OTD Map, Fig. 9).  There is no statutory authority for the adoption of a public 
works plan for a hypothetical project.  There is also no manner by which to comply with CEQA unless 
the “project” can be defined.  Therefore, those portions of the proposed trail network which cannot be 
developed at the present time are not properly part of the PWP.  If and when the Conservancy acquires 
the property interests necessary to construct the trail network, the Conservancy may apply for an 
amendment to the PWP.  
 
C. Issues and Uses Which Require Clarification and/or Additional Analysis.  
 
 1. Camping in Ramirez Canyon.  The PWP proposed to construct an ADA camp area 
on the tennis court site for visitors with special needs.  The Draft Final PWP refers to camping facilities 
for “visitors with special needs,” but also refers to “special camping experiences” and camping “by 
reservation.”  Throughout the PWP, there are general references to “three campground locations” (i.e., 

                                                   
4  The PWP includes a list of properties which allegedly house administrative offices similar to the 
Conservancy offices at the Ramirez property.  The evidence submitted by the Fund in connection with 
the Override hearing before the Coastal Commission demonstrated that, while some of the properties 
housed administrative offices, the administration was limited to the specific site (i.e., office use which 
might lawfully be included in a “public work”).  None of the properties housed regional executive offices 
like those proposed by the PWP.   
 
5  See, e.g., Treweek v. City of Napa (2000) 85 Cal.App.4th 221, 232 (only areas actually used for 
recreation are properly included within the scope of “recreational purpose”).    
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Ramirez, Corral Canyon and Malibu Bluffs).  Is the camping in Ramirez Canyon limited to persons with 
special needs and their companions or is it open to any member of the public?  
 
 2. “Baseline” vs. “Phase 1.”   The PWP acknowledges that the existing use of the 
Ramirez property is defined by the terms of the Stipulation entered into between the Conservancy and 
the City.  Those terms are not set forth in the PWP.  However, the Stipulation was attached as an 
Exhibit to the Staff Report for the hearing, and limits the current use of the property to the following:  
 
 a. administrative offices for up to 15 employees,  
 b. residential caretaker and family,  
 c. two special programs a week for disabled youth or seniors,  
 d. occasional training programs, 
 e. ongoing property maintenance. 
 
Under CEQA, this existing use is the “baseline.”  The PWP (a) states that Phase 1 “continues existing 
baseline uses at the park with only minor new improvements . . .”  (PWP, p. 3-81).  At the same time, 
however, Phase 1 is described as including “programs and use limitations” far more extensive than the 
baseline (see PWP, p. 3-81).  For example, in the PWP, Phase 1 changes the description of the 
existing “programs . . . for disabled youth or seniors” to “existing small events.”  Phase 1 adds an 
unspecified number of “public outreach, events, gatherings, tours, and workshops,” including use of the 
Peach House and Barn for “group gatherings and tours.”  Phase 1 also includes references to amplified 
music, a monitoring program, and revenue raising events, none of which are authorized by the 
Stipulation.      
 
Neither the “Modified Redesign Project Description” nor the “Modified Redesign Alternative” in the FEIR 
resolves the confusion.  Both documents assume that the “existing baseline” for programs is much 
greater than “two special programs a week for disabled youth or seniors” authorized by the Stipulation.  
(See FEIR App. MRA-1, pp. MRA-31 – MRA-32 (project description) and FEIR, pp. 14-11:   “While the 
number of small events is similar in the MRA (Phase 2) compared with the Proposed Plan, the MRA 
(Phase 1) is limited to continuation of existing small events (e.g., public outreach, meetings, etc.) two 
days/week (maximum 40 participants with an additional 20 staff on-site) and Conservancy/MRCA 
employee training and workshops (twice per month; maximum 60 people (FEIR, p. 14-11).)   This latter 
description differs from the baseline in both quality and quantity of use.   In addition, the summary of 
existing uses is not correct.  Other than employee training sessions (which might be characterized as 
“meetings”), “meetings” are not permitted by either the Stipulation or the Override.  In addition, the 
Stipulation does not permit 20 staff in addition to the 40 participants at the “special programs a week for 
disabled youth or seniors.”   The Override does not include any provision by which 20 staff could be 
added to any of the permissible uses.  
 
Because of the inconsistencies between and among the PWP, Draft Final EIR, and MRA, the 
environmental impact of the development proposed by Phase 1 is neither clearly disclosed nor properly 
analyzed in the FEIR.  Therefore, the FEIR does not evaluate either the impact of the proposed Phase 
1 development or the measures which might be required to mitigate that impact.  For example, LACFD 
might require a 20-foot access road for small “revenue-raising” events, but might not require a 20-foot 
access road if Phase 1 is truly limited to the baseline defined by the Stipulation.  
 
 3. “Events” and “Meetings.”   As noted above, various persons and agencies have 
requested that the Conservancy identify the nature of the proposed use of the property for groups of 40 
persons or less.  The use of the terms “event” and “meeting” throughout the discussion of Phase 1 and 
Phase 2 adds to the confusion caused by the lack of specificity.  For example, the PWP and the MRA 
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suggest that the Conservancy intends to lease the Ramirez property for small private “events” and 
“meetings.”  However, that use was not authorized by the Override.  The Commission Findings allowed 
for “public outreach,” “tours and/or small gatherings” (Rev. Findings, p. 46).  The term “event” was not 
used to describe those small programs.  The term “Special Events” was defined as a gathering “of 
guests numbering more than 40” (Rev. Findings, p. 46).  The Commission’s Revised Findings do not 
authorize any sort of “meeting.”  Without a precise definition of the scope of the use in each phase, it is 
not possible to evaluate the increase from baseline, the impacts of the Phase 1 improvements, or the 
consistency (or lack thereof) with the Override.    
 
 4.  “Facilities Plan.”   The PWP uses this term but does not define it, and definition is 
essential.  Although the term appears in various contexts (i.e., transportation, sewer outfalls, etc.), it 
does not appear in the Act, in CEQA, or in the regulations which apply to recreational facilities or to the 
processing of public works plans by the Coastal Commission.   
 
 5. Structures in Ramirez Canyon.   As noted above, this is another area in which the 
Conservancy has consistently refused to provide information.  In the response to our comments on the 
DEIR, the Conservancy invokes the CEQA “baseline” concept and relies on the existing condition of the 
structures  CEQA baseline concepts do not determine the validity of the PWP itself.  Simply stated, the 
Conservancy cannot continue to avoid any analysis of the structures on the property by simply 
“wrapping” those structures into an application for some other form of land use entitlement.   
 
This was a single-family residential compound until the Conservancy converted and developed it into an 
office park and event center without lawful permits and in violation of the governing land use principles.  
The unlawful use of property never creates any vested right or entitlement to continue that use.  (Pettitt 
v, City of Fresno (1973) 34 Cal.App.3d 813.)  Therefore, the “developed nature” of the property cannot 
justify the proposed uses.  The fact that the PWP does not call for any “new, habitable, or flammable 
structures,” does not excuse the Conservancy from the requirement that it procure entitlements for 
unpermitted improvements and otherwise bring the buildings up to the Code requirements for the public 
use of state buildings.6  This information must be disclosed and analyzed during the PWP process.   
Without it, the FEIR cannot disclose or assess the proposed use of the structures.  
 
The PWP recognizes the governing legal principles, by including methods by which to remedy the 
unlawful diversion/channelization of Ramirez Creek.  The structures are no different, and the Coastal 
Commission has advised the Conservancy on at least one occasion that any request for a land use 
entitlement must include a description of the structures, a description of any unpermitted developments, 
and proposals to remedy any violations.  
 
 6. Insufficient Responses to Comments on the DEIR.  
 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088(c) requires the lead agency to respond to public comments on a 
DEIR under the following standard: 
 

The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues 
raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or 
objections).  In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the Lead 
Agency's position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the 

                                                   
6  Contrary to the statements in the PWP, this process would also require geology and soils 
analysis, including drainage and erosion studies, for all buildings, not only for “new” structures.  
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comments must be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and 
suggestions were not accepted. There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in 
response.  Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice. 

 
Many of the comments provided by the Fund in our written comment letter dated March 22, 2010 and 
by Richard Mullen at the DEIR public hearing on Feburary 22, 2010 have not been adequately 
addressed with a reasoned analysis supported by factual information.  Given the limited time provided 
for review of the FEIR, we will highlight several while noting that others exist. 
 
  a. Intensity of Use of Properties in the Plan Area.  Despite numerous requests 
for this information, the FEIR includes no figures concerning the proposed intensity of use of any of the 
properties for camping or passive recreation (i.e., hikers, picnickers, dog-walkers, equestrians, etc.).  
Without that information, there is no manner by which to evaluate the environmental impact of the Plan.  
 
  b. Cumulative Impacts/Ramirez Canyon.  The response to comment YY-7 
clarifies that the assumed maximum number of people who might be present at the Ramirez property at 
one time is 250.  However, with the exception of the Fire Protection Plan, the response fails to indicate 
whether each of the analyses of various potential impacts in the DEIR is based on that assumption.  
The response also fails to indicate whether the analyses have been updated as necessary before 
concluding that no revision to the DEIR is required.  For example, the response indicates that the 
Utilities/Service Systems analysis in the DEIR evaluated impacts based on a 200-person event rather 
than the maximum 250 people who may be present on the site.  This analysis must be updated and 
mitigation measures proposed if the septic system is not capable of effectively receiving and treating 
the effluent generated by 250 people.  Similarly, any impacts to the land use and planning, 
transportation and parking, noise or any other issue areas must also be addressed based on the 250 
person assumption. 
 
  c. Existing Violations.  Comments YY-8, YY-13 and YY-116, among others, 
address the safety risks and other potential impacts of the current and proposed use of residential 
buildings at the Ramirez property for non-residential purposes.  As noted above, the fact that these 
buildings exist and are therefore part of the baseline does not obviate the need to evaluate any existing 
unlawful use of the structures, particularly in light of the fact that the PWP proposes to greatly intensify 
the use of these facilities.  The response indicates that the buildings proposed to be used as fire 
shelters will be retrofitted to comply with certain provisions of the Fire Code.  However, the 
improvements required by the California Building Code for a change of use from residential to public 
assembly and office extend beyond fire safety retrofits and include upgrades and changes for 
accessibility, kitchen facilities and seismic retrofits.  The response to these comments and the FEIR fail 
to adequately address these issues. 
 
  d. Transportation and Parking.  The response to comment YY-169 
acknowledges that construction related traffic trips combined with other trips associated with the 
Ramirez property could exceed the 80 trips per day threshold on Ramirez Canyon Road.  The response 
indicates that construction would be phased to avoid that excess; however, no revision to the EIR or 
PWP is proposed.  The requirement that construction at the Ramirez property, Ramirez Canyon Road 
and Via Acero be phased should be included as a mitigation measure in the FEIR to ensure that any 
potential impact is adequately monitored and mitigated. 
 
Similarly, the response to YY-172 regarding the manner in which the Ramirez property would be 
“managed” and “monitored” to limit parking to 47 vehicles and total trips to 80 per day indicates that the 
Conservancy has utilized a monitoring program in the past.  In order for this provision of the Plan to be 
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adequately monitored to ensure less than significant impacts, a management and monitoring plan must 
be included as a mitigation measure of the FEIR, analyzed for its feasibility and provided to the public 
within a reasonable amount of time before the hearing in order to allow for meaningful comment.  
 
  e. Fire Hazards.  The response to comment YY-120 indicates that the MRCA 
Executive Director states that existing MRCA staff will be able to conduct periodic and annual 
maintenance pursuant to the vegetation management plan and fire protection plans.  We reiterate our 
comment that vegetation management is extremely labor intensive and the requirements proposed by 
the plan are extensive. Without an analysis based on the area to be managed, topography, and types of 
vegetation, there is not sufficient factual information to support the conclusion that the MRCA has 
adequate existing staff to implement the proposed plan. 
 
The Fund’s comment YY-142 requested clarification concerning whether Conservancy staff would be 
present at the Ramirez property on Red Flag Days and during Flash Flood/Flood Warnings and 
Urban/Small Stream Advisories.  Clarification was requested because the traffic analysis failed to 
include any trips generated by the property over Ramirez Canyon Road under these circumstances.  
The response indicates that SMMC/MRCA staff will in fact be present on these days but fails to correct 
the traffic analysis to incorporate this fact. 
 
  f. Noise Impacts.  As noted above, despite numerous requests, the 
Conservancy has still not identified the types of vans, mini-coaches and buses that will be used to 
transport visitors to the Ramirez property.  The response to comment YY-164 acknowledges that these 
vehicles will most likely generate noise levels greater than the passenger vehicles assumed to be used 
in the noise analysis (i.e., sedans, sport utility vehicles etc.) (see, also, response to comment YY-163).  
However, the response does not quantify this noise level.  Therefore, the conclusion that the impact is 
less than significant is not supported by factual information. 
 
  g. Lighting Impacts.  The response to comment YY-28 regarding the DEIR’s 
failure to evaluate the impacts of lighting for special events recognizes that additional lighting will not 
only be allowed, but will be encouraged in some areas of the Ramirez property during special events.  
The response concludes that due to the limited duration of the events and the dense vegetation 
surrounding the Ramirez property, lighting will not have any significant impacts.  Without providing 
information regarding the permissible maximum wattage and direction of lighting, there are no facts to 
support the conclusion.  For example, high wattage spot lights or lights directed toward the sky could be 
visible even with the existing vegetation and could have a significant impact on nearby residents and 
wildlife. 
 
The response to comment YY-69 also recognizes that temporary lighting will be allowed for special 
events without any apparent restrictions.  This response also concludes, with no factual support, that 
the impact would not be significant because the lighting is limited in duration.  MM BIO-10.3 provides no 
feasible and measurable means of reducing lighting impacts for special events. 
 
  h. Alternatives Analysis – King Gillette Ranch.  Comment YY-187 and Mr. 
Mullen’s oral comments at the February 22, 2010 public hearing identified King Gillette Ranch (KGR) as 
a feasible alternative for some of the uses proposed by the Plan.  The Fund’s comments specifically 
listed camping, special events and administrative offices as uses which could be accommodated at 
KGR rather than the Ramirez property in order to reduce and/or avoid impacts related to traffic, fire 
safety and ESHA.  The response focuses solely on why KGR is not an appropriate alternative for 
camping and fails to address the other proposed uses.   
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 7. Jurisdiction over Fire Safety Matters.   The PWP includes conflicting and 
inconsistent references about the “appropriate” fire agency, and infers that the Coastal Commission 
might have jurisdiction over compliance with applicable Fire Codes.  The Commission has no such 
jurisdiction, and is not authorized to modify any applicable regulation.  Ramirez Canyon Road is located 
on private property, over which the LACFD has jurisdiction.  The Ramirez property is located on state-
owned property, over which CALFIRE has jurisdiction.  The entire Plan area is located in an urban-
wildland interface, which is supervised by the Director of the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection.  The appropriate fire agency for each activity should be identified.   
 
In addition, the PWP includes the following provision (PWP, p. 3-57):  
 

Where it is infeasible to meet all applicable current Building and Fire Code 
requirements for fire protection due to site or resource constraints, modifications may 
be granted pursuant to an approved Fire Protection Plan, as provided by Section 702A 
of Chapter 7A of the 2007 California Building Code and Section 4702.1 of the 2007 
California Fire Code, as may be amended. Such Fire Protection Plan will analyze the 
site fire risk at a fine scale and develop customized measure for mitigating the risk 
including design, construction, maintenance and operation requirements of the park 
improvements in compliance with applicable fire codes and, where necessary, fire 
protection enhancement requirements to provide “same practical effect” or functional 
equivalency for any non-code complying park improvement element. 

 
The sections cited from the Building and Fire Codes do not involve modifications to fire safety 
requirements.  Without the correct citations, it is not possible to evaluate the need for or impact of any 
potential modification. 
 
D. SMMC is Not Authorized by Statute to Operate and/or Maintain Recreational Facilities.  
 
The PWP is described as a “Joint Agency Public Works Plan” (PWP, p. 1-5).  However, under the 
common powers provision of the Joint Exercise of Powers Act, a joint plan would be authorized only if 
both SMMC and MRCA independently had the power to pursue the plan (Gov’t. Code, sec. 6502).  The 
PWP cites SMMC’s “Mission Statement” to support its power to participate in the Plan (PWP, p. 1-5).  
However, SMMC’s enabling act does not support the Statement.   
 
When the Legislature intends that an agency have the power to maintain and operate recreational 
facilities, the Legislature includes that power in the agency’s enabling act.7  The Legislature did not 
include the power to operate and maintain recreational facilities in SMMC’s enabling act (Pub. Res. 
Code, sec. 33000, et seq.).  With respect to recreational facilities, the Legislature included only two 
provisions, each of which constitutes a limitation.8  The legislative history of SMMC’s enabling act 
confirms that SMMC is not empowered to develop, operate, or maintain a PWP:    

                                                   
7  See, e.g., Public Resources Code, section 5786, subdivision (c) (recreation and parks districts 
are empowered to “[a]cquire, construct, improve, maintain, and operate recreation facilities”); 
Government Code, section 61100, subdivision (e) (community services districts are empowered to 
“[a]cquire, construct, improve, maintain, and operate recreation facilities”); Water Code, section 55337 
(county waterworks districts are empowered to “maintain, improve, and operate recreational facilities in 
connection with any dams, reservoirs, or other works owned or controlled by the district”).   
 
8  Public Resources Code, section 33204, subdivision c, authorizes grants to other agencies “for 
the purpose of “acquiring sites identified as necessary for park, recreation, or conservation purposes 
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“AB 1512 creates the [SMMC].  Like the Coastal Conservancy, this body is expected to 
carry out its assigned duties primarily by acquiring parcels of land and re-selling or 
otherwise conveying them to private individuals with appropriate restrictions on future 
use.   . . .  
 
Although the SMMC is authorized to acquire sites “necessary for parks, recreation or 
resource preservation,” it is prohibited from holding that land for more than 10 years.”     

 
Stats 1979, Ch. 1087 (AB 1512), Assembly Committee on Resources, Land Use, and 
Energy, Bill Analysis, pp. 1-2.  

 
E. The PWP Mis-States the Legal Principles Which Govern Development Pursuant to a 
PWP.  
 
The PWP mis-states the governing law in numerous respects, including but not limited to the following:  
 
Public Resources Code section 30606 provides:  
 

Prior to the commencement of any development pursuant to Section 30605, the public 
agency proposing the public works project, or state university or college or private 
university, shall notify the commission and other interested persons, organizations, and 
governmental agencies of the impending development and provide data to show that it 
is consistent with the certified public works plan or long-range development plan. No 
development shall take place within 30 working days after the notice.  (Emphasis 
added.) 

 
The “Development Review Procedures” described in Section 4.1.1 omit the notice mandated by Section 
30605.  Instead, they (a) provide that the NOID must include a “list of recipients of the NOID” and (b) 
require that supporting information be sent to “persons and agencies requesting” the information.  
Those provisions are not consistent with Section 30606.  Because this PWP has an impact on so many 
parcels of private property (particularly in Ramirez Canyon (see FEIR App. MRA-8, Figure MRA-5a-1)), 
Section 30606 requires - at a minimum – notice of impending development to the owner of any 
“affected parcel.”  
 
Section 4.1.5 purports to exclude certain developments from the NOID procedures.  However, Section 
30606 expressly states that a notice of impending development must be sent “prior to the 
commencement of any development pursuant to Section 30605” (emphasis added).   
 
The Coastal Commission Guidelines include detailed provisions which govern specific project review 
after the certification of a PWP (14 Cal. Code Regs., sec. 13359, et seq.).  Section 13359 mandates 
that the agency pursuing the PWP must submit the information required by Section 13353.  The “NOID 
Content” set forth in PWP, Section 4.1.1 does not include the information required by Section 13353.  
 
                                                                                                                                                                 
and for development of essential related public facilities.”  Section 33204, subdivision (d), authorizes 
advance acquisition of sites “identified as necessary for park, recreation, or conservation purposes, 
when a state or local agency is unable, due to limited financial resources or other circumstances of a 
temporary nature, to acquire the site” subject to a 10-year holding period after which, if the property is 
not acquired by the target agency, it must be sold (Pub. Res. Code, sec. 33205). 
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After the approval of a PWP by the Commission, the Commission may approve proposed projects only 
if “the proposed development is consistent with the certified public works plan.”  (14 Cal. Code Regs., 
sec. 13359, subd. (b).)  The PWP includes a definition of “Development Consistency” (p. 4-1) which is 
not authorized by either the Act or the Regulations.  
 
The PWP provides for approval of projects pursuant to NOID Content and Procedures (p. 4-1).  
However, as explained above, the PWP includes elements which may not be lawfully included in a 
PWP (e.g., offices, leasing for commercial events, etc.).  Those proposed uses require appropriate 
permits from the City of Malibu.  
 
The Commission’s Regulations include a procedure by which to amend a public works plan (14 Cal. 
Code Regs., sec. 13365).  The PWP incorrectly states that the procedure may be used to amend 
“authorization for development that has been deemed consistent with the PWP” (PWP, p. 4-4).  There 
is no such provision.  
 
F. The Proposal to Fund the PWP with Grants from SMMC to MRCA is Unlawful.  
 
The PWP states that the “project would be implemented using Proposition 84 [SMMC] funding, a 
coastal watersheds of the Santa Monica Bay component,” and from MRCA’s “annual maintenance 
budget” (PWP, pp. 4-5 to 4-6).  If these sources include grants from SMMC to MRCA, those grants 
would also violate the common powers provision of the Joint Exercise of Powers Act (Gov’t. Code, sec. 
6502) because SMMC does not have the power to grand bond funds to itself.  SMMC’s violation of the 
common powers rule is currently pending before the California Court of Appeals, Second Appellate 
District, Division One, in Case No. B216702 (L.A. S.Ct. Case No. LC077488).   
 
G. The PWP is Not Consistent with Either the LCP or the Coastal Act. 
 
The PWP includes a 98-page “Consistency Analysis” (Appendix B).  As noted above, the analysis was 
not made available within a reasonable amount of time before the hearing so as to allow for detailed 
comment.  Therefore, the Fund reserves its right to raise additional objections in future administrative 
and legal proceedings.  Insofar as the Consistency Analysis is based on the Override, the Fund repeats 
its jurisdictional objections.  However, with or without the Override, the PWP is not consistent with either 
the Coastal Act or the provisions of the Malibu LCP which implement the mandates of the Act, in at 
least the following areas:  
 
 1. Resolution of Conflicts and Protection of Resources.  “The Legislature further finds 
and recognizes that conflicts may occur between one or more policies of the division. The Legislature 
therefore declares that in carrying out the provisions of this division such conflicts be resolved in a 
manner which on balance is the most protective of significant coastal resources. . ..”  (Pub. Res. 
Code, sec. 30007.5, emphasis added; see also, sec. 30200, subd. (b).)  The PWP violates this 
fundamental principle because, even if it were limited to uses which constitute “public access,” it still 
elevates those uses over all of the provisions of the Act which mandate the protection of significant 
coastal resources.   Appendix B rarely acknowledges this fundamental policy -- particularly with respect 
to ESHA (see No. 2, below).  However, even where the PWP discusses the policy, the discussion 
makes little sense.   
 
For example, Appendix B includes the following statement about the proposed widening of Via Acero 
Road:   
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“As there appears to be a conflict between the coastal access, recreation, and ESHA 
protection policies of the Coastal Act and LCP, the Via Acero road improvements may 
be found consistent with these applicable policies because the proposed road 
improvements would, on balance, improve conditions for coastal resources subject to 
LCP policy mandate by improving emergency ingress/egress into Ramirez Canyon and 
enhancing public access and recreation opportunities at Ramirez Canyon Park.”  
(PWP, App. B, p. 37.)   
 

The proposed widening of Via Acero will involve the destruction of significant amounts of ESHA, for the 
sole purpose of allowing the Conservancy to lease the Ramirez property to large groups for private 
events.  There is no manner by which that destruction of ESHA “improve[s] conditions for coastal 
resources.”   
 
The Consistency Analysis does not even mention the mandatory provisions for the resolution of 
conflicts in the discussion of the proposed widening of Ramirez Canyon Road – the entirety of which is 
located in the riparian ESHA for Ramirez Creek.  Instead, Appendix B simply characterizes the 
improvements as “minor” (PWP, App. B, p. 37).  The improvements are not “minor.”  The Conservancy 
proposes to take an existing narrow rural road, 12-20 feet wide, and change it into a 20-26 foot wide 
asphalt strip, with an additional 20 feet of ESHA brush clearance on either side (see No. 4, below).    
 
 2. ESHA.  The Coastal Act mandates the protection of environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas (Pub. Res. Code, Secs. 30210, 30236, 30240, and 30250).  Sections 30210 and 30240 authorize 
public access and recreation only where consistent with the protection of natural resource areas from 
overuse.  Almost all of the properties in the Plan area are designated ESHA; the entirety of the Ramirez 
property within the City of Malibu is so designated (PWP Fig. 6).  The PWP obliterates the protective 
mandate of the Act by allowing broadly defined “support facilities” in ESHA, including but not limited to 
regional offices, grading and brush clearance for campsites and 4 to 5 foot wide trails, extensive utility 
trenching (2 to 3 feet wide by 3.4 to 4 feet deep), chemical toilets, increased canine and equestrian use, 
large “special events,” and parking lots within 25 feet of stream banks.  None of these uses are 
“resource-dependent.”   

Section 30250 not only prohibits commercial development in ESHA, it prohibits commercial 
development near ESHA if that development will have a significant impact.  The PWP proposes the 
commercial use of the Ramirez property (i.e., leasing it for private events).     

  3. Hazards.  Public access must be consistent with “public safety” (Pub. Res. Code, sec. 
30210).  The PWP is not consistent with this requirement.  The LACFD DEIR comment letter confirms 
that allowing camping in Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones presents an unacceptable risk to public 
safety.   
 
The PWP states that if there are no funds for maintenance and supervision of campgrounds, the 
campgrounds will be closed.  The PWP then claims:  “Unmaintained campgrounds would not pose a 
greater fire danger than existing wildland conditions at the site under current conditions.” (PWP, p. 4-7).  
No evidence is offered to support that claim, and experience confirms that the statement is not true.  
Unmaintained and unsupervised public lands create an attractive nuisance, as evidenced by the Corral 
Canyon fire, which was started on improved, but unmaintained and unsupervised State Park land.   
 
The information the Fund has submitted during prior proceedings on this project demonstrates that 
leasing the Ramirez property for large events also presents an unacceptable risk of fire.  Limiting the 
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number of those events and/or limiting the season in which they may be held (i.e., March through 
October) does not alleviate the hazard, because the California fire season is now all year long.  

 4. Neighborhood Compatibility.  Public access and recreational opportunities can be 
provided only if they are “consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights 
of private property owners and natural resource areas from overuse” (Pub. Res. Code sec. 30210).  
The PWP violates this policy in numerous respects.  The proposal to widen Via Acero and Ramirez 
Canyon Road to 20-26 feet, with 20 feet of brush clearance on either side, will fundamentally change 
the character of these neighborhoods.  Therefore, even if the Conservancy acquires the property rights 
necessary for these improvements, this proposed development will violate the Coastal Act.  

Section 30214 requires that implementation of public access policies take into account, among other 
things, the “proximity of the access area to adjacent residential uses.”   The Ramirez Canyon residents 
have not objected to the use of the Ramirez property for passive recreation (e.g., camping and other 
facilities and programs that increase the level of accessibility for disabled visitors, children’s educational 
programs, riparian interpretative trails, picnic facilities, senior and public outreach programs, canyon 
and garden tours, and hiking, picnicking, etc.). However, any use of the property seven (7) days per 
week is not consistent with the Act.  Regional office and commercial use of the property (until 11 p.m.) 
also violates the Act’s mandate for neighborhood compatibility.  

 5. Use of Upland/Inland Properties.   The PWP is premised on providing “public 
access.”  However, as noted above, several elements of the proposed PWP do not involve public 
access (i.e., regional offices, leasing the property for private events, etc.).  In addition, the public access 
provisions of the Act do not apply to the inland development proposed by the PWP for Ramirez 
Canyon.   
 
The “public access” provisions of the Coastal Act are specifically designed to provide access to the 
coastline and the beach.”   These provisions are part of the Constitutional right of public access to 
navigable waters (see, Chap. 3, Coastal Resources Planning and Management Policies, Article 2; Pub. 
Res. Code, sec. 30210, et seq.; Cal. Const., Art. X, sec. 4).9  
 
The recreation provisions of the Coastal Act are set forth separate and apart from the public access 
provisions (see Chap., Coastal Resources Planning and Management Policies, Article 3.)10  The Malibu 
LUP confirms these statutory principles.  Section 7.2 of the LUP (p. 123) provides:  “Publicly financed 
recreational facilities and access improvement projects, including all projects of the State Coastal 
Conservancy, shall be permitted consistent with the policies contained in the Access and Recreation 

                                                   
9  The legislative history of the Coastal Act confirms that these provisions set the “goal of 
maximum public access to coast.”  (SB 1277, Assembly Committee on Resources, Land Use, and 
Energy, Bill Analysis, as amended 8/5/76, p. 2.)  See, also, Chap. 6, “Implementation,” Art. 3, “Coastal 
Public Access Program,” Pub. Res. Code, sec. 30530, et seq. (requiring the preparation and 
implementation of a “program to maximize public access to and along the coastline”). 

10  This Article refers to the use of “upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational use” 
(see, e.g., Pub. Res. Code, sec. 30223).  However, the recreation provisions of the Act focus on “water-
oriented recreational activities” (sec. 30220), “oceanfront land suitable for recreational use” (sec. 
30221), and use for “coastal recreation” (sec. 30222).  The legislative history of the Act confirms that 
these provisions “protect shorefront property suitable for recreation; encourages use of private lands for 
recreation and recreational boating facilities in certain areas.”  (SB 1277, Assembly Committee on 
Resources, Land Use, and Energy, Bill Analysis, as amended 8/5/76, p. 2, emphasis added.) 
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section of the LCP and the Access and Recreation policies of the Coastal Act when located between 
the sea and the first public road.”    
 
 6. Water Quality.   Public Resources Code section 30231 mandates that the “biological 
productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to 
maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human health shall be 
maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of 
waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water 
supplies and substantial interference with surface waterflow, encouraging waste water reclamation, 
maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of 
natural streams.”  Numerous provisions of the PWP violate this mandate, including but not limited to, 
increased canine and equestrian use of riparian ESHA, placement of chemical toilets in watersheds, 
grading for creek crossings, campsites and 4 to 5 foot wide trails, and grading and trenching for utility 
lines.   
 
Sincerely, 

BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK 

By:   

 
Steven A. Amerikaner     
 

 

 

 

Diane M. Matsinger 

cc: Richard Mullen, President, Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund 
 Christi Hogin, Malibu City Attorney 
 California Coastal Commission, attn:  Deanna Christensen, Coastal Program Analyst  
 
Appendix:  Analysis of Inconsistencies Between the Malibu Local Coastal Program and the Malibu 
Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan Public Works Plan 
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APPENDIX A TO AUGUST 23, 2010 COMMENT LETTER BY THE RAMIREZ CANYON 
PRESERVATION FUND REGARDING DRAFT FINAL MALIBU PARKS PUBLIC ACCESS 
ENHANCEMENT PLAN, PUBLIC WORKS PLAN, MODIFIED DESIGN ALTERNATIVE. 

The Comment Letter explains that the Coastal Commission did not have jurisdiction to utilize the 
override procedures of the Coastal Act to approve MAL-MAJ-1-08.  Therefore, MAL-MAJ-1-08 does not 
provide the proper standard of review for PWP consistency.  The proper standards of review are set 
forth in the Malibu Local Coastal Plan (LCP), Land Use Plan (LUP) and Local Implementation Plan 
(LIP) (sometimes collectively referred to herein as “LCP”), all as certified by the Commission in 2002.  
In addition, because SMMC is subject to Malibu’s local land use regulations, any proposed 
development must also be consistent with the Malibu Municipal Code (MMC).   

The PWP is inconsistent with the LCP and the MMC in numerous respects, including, but not limited to 
the following:  

1. Permissible Uses in Open Space.    

The properties in the plan area are designated Open Space (LCP, Land Use Maps 2 and 3, Zoning 
Maps 2 and 3).  Only “passive recreation, research and education, nature observation and recreational 
and support facilities” are allowed in open space (LUP, p. 99, emphasis added).  No government offices 
are allowed in Open Space (LIP, Table B, Permissible Uses).  The PWP proposes regional 
administrative offices for both SMMC and MRCA in Ramirez Canyon.  Residences are not allowed in 
Open Space (LIP, Table B, Permissible Uses).  The PWP proposes a ranger/maintenance supervisor 
residence in Ramirez Canyon and ranger/host housing at other properties.  Events require temporary 
use permits and are limited to four per year on any parcels under contiguous ownership (LIP, pp. 24-25 
and sec. 13.4.9 (p. 216); MMC, Chap. 17.68).  The PWP proposes numerous small and large events in 
Ramirez Canyon with no requirement for temporary use permits.   

Support facilities permitted in Open Space are limited to picnic areas, restrooms, trash receptacles, 
parking and construction of access improvements for trails (LUP, pp. 11, 19 and 26).  The PWP defines 
“support facilities” as including “parking, public restrooms, picnic amenities, ranger/maintenance 
supervisor housing, nature centers, administrative personnel facilities related to the daily operation and 
maintenance of parklands and park programs.”  The PWP also states that “existing and proposed 
support facilities provided for in the Plan are those facilities deemed necessary to support the primary 
permitted land use.”   
 
2. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas.    

Most of the properties for which the PWP proposes development are designated ESHA (LCP, ESHA 
Overlay Maps, No. 2 and No. 3).  Use of property within ESHA is restricted to “accessways, trails, 
directional signs, interpretive signage, restoration projects and projects designed to protect and 
enhance habitat values” (LIP, sec. 4.5.3 (p. 127); see, also, LUP, sec. 3.9 (p. 50)).  In all of the plan 
area, the PWP proposes to develop ESHA with the following:  parking lots, maintenance vehicles, 
chemical restrooms, grading and construction of retaining walls and brush clearance.  In three of the 
park areas, the PWP proposes to develop housing, camping, and grading/trenching for utility lines.  In 
Ramirez Canyon, the PWP proposes to develop personnel facilities, small and large events, and a 
regional office.     
 
Applications for “development on sites containing or adjacent to a stream . . . shall include evidence of 
preliminary approval from the California Department of Fish & Game” (LIP, sec. 4.4.1 (p. 124)).  The 
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Fish and Game Code regulates streambed alteration by “any person, state or local governmental 
agency, or public utility” (Fish and Game Code, sec. 1601).  The PWP proposes extensive restoration 
of Ramirez Creek and numerous streambed alterations on other properties for vehicular and pedestrian 
crossing.  The PWP does not include the requirements of either the LCP or the Department of Fish and 
Game.  
 
The LCP requires buffers of various widths around coastal sage scrub ESHA and chaparral ESHA to 
ensure that no required fuel modification area will extend into the ESHA and that no structures will be 
within 100 feet of the outer edge of the plants that comprise the plant community (LIP, sec. 4.6.1, paras. 
E and F (p. 129)).  The PWP proposes development in these buffer zones, and makes no provision for 
ESHA buffers.  

The mandatory 100 foot buffer for stream/riparian ESHA shall be measured “from the outer edge of the 
canopy of riparian vegetation.  Where riparian vegetation is not present, the buffer shall be measured 
from the outer edge of the bank of the subject stream” (LIP, sec. 4.6.1, para. A (p. 128)).  The PWP 
proposes only that “facilities” be located a minimum of 100 feet “to the maximum extent feasible.”  In at 
least several instances, development is proposed within 25 feet of stream/riparian ESHA.  
   
3. Parking, Vehicular Access and Use of Private Roadways.   

The MMC includes conditions for the joint use of parking facilities and requires that agreements for joint 
use include the City as a party (MMC, sec. 17.48.040).  The PWP proposes offsite parking to 
accommodate the demand created by the use of the Ramirez property for groups of 200 people, and 
deletes the conditions and the requirement for participation by the City.  

The LCP requires compliance with all Fire Safety Statutes and Regulations (Chap. 4, pp. 90-91).  Title 
19, California Code of Regulations, section 3.05 provides that vehicular access from every public 
building to a public street must be not less than 20 feet in width.  There are no exceptions and there are 
no provisions for waiver of the minimum width requirement.11 The only vehicular access to the Ramirez 
property is by Ramirez Canyon Road – a rural, very narrow (less than 20 feet in some places), private 
roadway.  For the reasons stated in the comment letter, SMMC has no lawful right to, inter alia, widen 
Ramirez Canyon Road.  Therefore, the PWP does not provide for fire compliant access.  
 
The properties on which Ramirez Canyon Road and Via Acero are located are designated “rural-
residential” (RR).  Active recreation, camping, office and commercial uses are not allowed in an RR 
zone (LIP, Table B-Permitted Uses).  The “use of land in one zoning district for an access road to 
another district is prohibited where the road provides access to uses that would themselves be barred if 
they had been located in the first zoning district; in such a situation, the access is considered to be in 
the same use as the parcel to which the access leads.12  Therefore, even if SMMC had a lawful right to 
use either Ramirez Canyon Road or Via Acero, SMMC would not have the right to use either road for 

                                                   
11  See, also, L. A. County Fire Code, which mandates that all fire apparatus access roads have 
an unobstructed width of not less than 20 feet and an unobstructed vertical clearance clear to the sky.  
(See Los Angeles County Fire Code § 902.2.2.1.)  The required width may be increased when, in the 
opinion of the Chief of the Fire Department, widths are not adequate to provide fire apparatus access.  
(Ibid.)  The Chief does not have the authority to decrease the required width.  

12  Am. Jur, Zoning, sec. 167.  California courts follow the rule.  Miller & Starr, California Real 
Estate, sec. 15:54.  See, also, Teachers Ins. & Annuity Assn. v. Furlotti (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 1487 and 
City & Co. of S.F. v. Safeway Stores, Inc. (1957) 150 Cal.App.2d 327.  
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access for active recreation, camping, office and/or commercial use.  In addition, parks are allowed in 
RR zones only with a conditional use permit (LIP, Table B-Permitted Uses).  Therefore, even if the 
PWP proposed to use the Ramirez property only as a park, SMMC would be required to obtain a CUP 
from the City of Malibu to access the park over either Ramirez Canyon Road or Via Acero.  
 
4. Hazards.  
 
The LCP governs Hazards in the portion of the plan area that lies within the City of Malibu (LUP, p. 76, 
et seq. and LIP,p. 165, et seq.) and the MMC adopts the General Hazards Policies of the Los Angeles 
County Code (sec. 8.16).    
 
All of the properties proposed for development are located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.  
Development in this zone must be “sized, designed and sited to minimize risks to life and property from 
. . . fire hazard” (LUP, secs. 4.1 and 4.2 (p. 80)) and can be approved only if the “project, as proposed, 
will neither be subject to nor increase . . . . fire hazards” [or] have “significant adverse impacts on . . . . 
fire hazards” (LIP, sec. 9.3 (pp. 166-167)).  The LACFD has confirmed that elements of the 
development proposed by the PWP (e.g., camping and events in Ramirez Canyon) create fire hazards 
and unnecessary risks to life and property (LACFD, Comments on DEIR).  
 
Public access shall not be required where it is “inconsistent with the public safety . . .”  (LIP, sec. 12.6 
(p. 195)).  Numerous proposals in the PWP are inconsistent with public safety (e.g., camping in high fire 
danger areas and active and intense recreational and commercial use of Ramirez Canyon).  
 
5. Trails.    
 
The LCP provides for a trails system designed (a) to connect parks and recreational facilities within 
Malibu and with trails systems of adjacent jurisdictions, (b) to accept offers to dedicate, and (c) to 
expand parking and other support facilities (LUP, pp. 24-29; LIP, Chap. 12, pp. 191-208).  The LCP 
also provides that the acceptance of offers to dedicate and implementation of a trail system shall be 
determined through “coordination” with the National Park Service, the State Department of Parks and 
Recreation, the State Coastal Conservancy, Los Angeles County, SMMC, the Santa Monica Trails 
Council, and nonprofit land trusts and associations (LUP, sec. 2.46 (p. 25), and sec. 2.54, et seq. (pp. 
27-29)).  Only the City of Malibu and the County of Los Angeles have the regulatory power to plan for 
recreation and trails within the plan area, subject to certification by the Coastal Commission.   The PWP 
purports to adopt alternative trail alignments, which are inconsistent with the LCP, and which do not 
require any consultation with the City for their implementation.  
 
The LCP provides for “trail access” to provide “public access (i.e., hiking and equestrian) along a 
coastal or mountain recreational path, including to and along canyons, rivers, streams, wetlands, 
lagoons, freshwater marshes, significant habitat and open space areas, or similar resource areas, and 
which also may link trails or recreational facilities to the shoreline” (LIP, sec. 12.3, para. D (p. 193)).  
Trails on roadways are not authorized.  The PWP includes several trail alignments on roadways.  

The LCP provides that public access shall not be required where inconsistent with the “protection of 
fragile coastal resources” (LIP, sec. 12.6 (p. 195)).  The PWP proposes to allow “trail construction 
resulting in unavoidable impacts to ESHA.”  
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6. Water Quality and Wastewater Treatment.   

The LCP includes an exhaustive Water Quality Protection Ordinance (LIP, pp. 258-289), under which 
“recreational facilities” are treated as “commercial development” and are subject to extensive and strict 
regulation (LUP, pp. 66-74).  The PWP substitutes its own water quality and treatment standards for 
those set forth in the LCP and LIP.   
 
7. Grading and Runoff. 

The Malibu Grading Ordinance (LIP, p. 162, et seq.) governs grading in the portion of the plan area that 
lies within the City of Malibu.  Section 3.46 of the LUP (p. 57) requires that “grading or earthmoving [in 
ESHA] exceeding 50 cubic yards shall require a grading permit” from the City of Malibu.  Most of the 
projects proposed by the PWP involve a substantial amount of grading, brush clearance and 
destruction of ESHA, and the PWP substitutes its own grading and runoff standards for those included 
in the LCP.  
 
SB 555042 v7:011142.0011  

























































 

SB 506061 v6:011142.0001  1 

THERE IS EXTENSIVE UNPERMITTED DEVELOPMENT 
ON THE CONSERVANCY’S RAMIREZ CANYON PROPERTY. 

 
THE CONSERVANCY’S PENDING “OVERRIDE” APPLICATION 

DOES NOT RESOLVE THE VIOLATIONS. 
 

As a matter of policy, where there has been unpermitted development on a site, the 
Commission requires applicants proposing new development to include measures to 
legalize the unpermitted development.   
 
There is extensive unpermitted development on the Conservancy’s Ramirez Canyon 
property.  The pending “Override” application by the Conservancy does not propose any 
remedial measures, and the Conservancy’s proposed “Override” would delete the 
provisions of the City’s LCPA that require Coastal Development Permits.   
 
For that reason alone, the Conservancy’s Override should be denied.  
 
The History of the Unpermitted Modification and Channelization of the Streambed 
 
December, 1993   The Conservancy acquired Ramirez Canyon property by gift from 
Barbra Streisand.  At that time, previous owners had made the following unpermitted 
improvements to Ramirez Canyon Creek as it runs through the property:   
 
 Approximately nine hundred (900) feet of the stream’s east bank has been 
 improved with a grouted rock revetment from the northern edge of the property to 
 the driveway bridge near the southern entrance.  This includes the eastern edge of 
 the stream along the meadow and Barn and Peach House, where weddings and 
 other large attendance events take place.  
 
 Three hundred and fifty (350) feet of the west bank has been similarly improved – 
 in front of the Barwood house and from the driveway bridge to the southern edge 
 of the property.  
 
 Five hundred (500) feet of the stream has been re-aligned upstream of the 
 Barwood house.  
 
 Nine (9) checkdams and other structures have been constructed in the creek 
 channel for flood and sediment control (referred to variously as “impoundment 
 structures,” “waterfalls” and/or “drainage systems”).  
 
 Five (5) bridges have been constructed over the creek - two (2) of which connect 
 Barwood, two (2) decorative pedestrian bridges near the barn, and one (1) bridge 
 near the tennis court. 
 
December 23, 1993   Mr. Edmiston advised Ms. Grove, Commission District Director 
that “[i]ssues such as additional access form Kanan-Dume Road, stream mitigation, and 
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vegetation restoration will be the subject of a future permit application to the 
Commission.”  
 
January 26, 1994   Mr. Edmiston advised Ms. Grove, Coastal Commission District 
Director, that the Conservancy accepted the Commission’s conclusion that a CDP to 
remedy the unpermitted streambed modifications was necessary.  Mr. Edmiston further 
stated:   
 

“Stream Mitigation.  First priority is deciding what mitigation is necessary, and 
applying for the necessary coastal and stream alteration permits.  . . .  This 
mitigation is our highest priority because it affects the natural resources of the 
property, and the amount we need to spend on this phase of the project will to 
some extent determine what is left for other aspects.”  (Emphasis added.) 

 
June 10, 1994   Coastal Commission requested that Conservancy address 
unpermitted streambed violations in order to avoid an enforcement action.  
 
Early 1995    Conservancy submitted application for CDP to Commission which 
included proposed uses as well as permit for streambed modifications.  
 
January 8, 1995   Draft Agreement between the Conservancy and California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).  
 
May, 1995    Conservancy withdrew CDP application.  
 
December 21, 1998 Conservancy filed another CDP application, but did not address 
streambed improvements and would not commit to a time frame for doing so.  
 
October, 1999   City of Malibu urged Commission to deny the Conservancy’s 
Application for CDP 4-98-334, in part, because of unpermitted streambed modifications.  
 
January, 13, 2000   During the hearings on CDP 4-98-334, the Conservancy promised 
to submit the application for the CDP for the streambed modifications within three 
months.   Commissioner Wan stated:   
 

“It had better be in front of this Commission in 90 days, because I have to tell you 
I am going to take a very dim view of that.  That is very disturbing to me.  That is 
a real permit violation.”   (Transcript of Jan. 31, 2000 hearing, p. 152.)  

  
April 11, 2000 One day before the April Commission meeting, the Conservancy 
filed a very cursory application for CDP for the streambed modifications.   
 
April 12, 2000  During the final hearing on CDP 4-98-334, the Conservancy 
advised the Commissioners that it had submitted the application.  Commissioner Wan 
stated:   
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“You met your commitment to the Commission in terms of getting it in before 
this meeting.  I want a commitment that you are going to proceed with this, and 
actually get this through in as expeditiously a manner as is possible, because 
otherwise, I think, you are going to have some unhappy Commissioners here.”   

 
Mr. Edmiston responded:   
 

“The last thing we want is unhappy Coastal Commissioners.  You have my 
promise.”  (Transcript of April 12, 2000 hearing, p. 53.)  

 
May 10, 2000  Coastal Commission advised Conservancy of need to obtain 
approval of “still undefined” project description from CDFG.  
 
May 17, 2000  Conservancy advised Commission that it would submit revised 
project description to CDFG.    
 
May 23, 2000  Commission advised Conservancy that the application for CDP 
was still incomplete and project description still lacking.  
 
January 18, 2001  In the litigation filed by the City of Malibu over CDP 4-98-334, 
the Conservancy stipulated to the fact that it had not obtained a CDP for the unpermitted 
streambed modifications.     
 
May 7, 2001  In the litigation filed by the City of Malibu over CDP 4-98-334, 
Judge Kellegrew declined to rule on the streambed modification issue because the 
Commission had “undertaken review.”  
 
January, 2002 Final Agreement between the Conservancy (and MRCA) and 
CDFG.    
 
January 12, 2003 CDFG inquired about the status of the work under January, 2002 
Agreement.  No response in the record.  
 
There is no evidence of any further efforts by Conservancy to obtain permits.   
 
Additional Comments 
 
The unpermitted streambed modifications are not addressed in the Conservancy’s 
proposed “Override.”  Instead, there is simply a promise to initiate a “site-specific 
comprehensive analysis” of the issue (Override, Land Use Implementation Plan, p. 14, 
Sec. 7, B).  The Conservancy’s “Override” would also delete the existing LCP 
requirement that streambed modification proposals “are subject to a [CDP] and all other 
relevant permits from appropriate agencies.” (Id.)  
_______________________________________________________________________ 
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The History of Unpermitted Improvements to the Structures 
 
1993   The Conservancy acquired Ramirez property by gift from Barbra 
Streisand.  Five structures, all previously used as residences:  Barn (“Lodge”); Art Deco 
House; Ranger Residence; Peach House (or “Mediterranean House”) and Barwood.   
Some improvements were permitted, some were not.   
 
1993   Conservancy changed the use, which required that all structures be 
brought up to existing Codes.  
 
1995   Draft CDP Application by the Conservancy to the Coastal 
Commission noted the following unpermitted improvements:  
  
 Conversion of previous garage of Art Deco house to living space, addition of a  
 new garage and second story, and expansion of footprint of Barwood 
 Headquarters;   
 
 Lighting of pre-existing tennis court and addition of a two story viewing structure;  
 
 Site grading to channelize the stream and construction of weathered rock channel 
 retaining walls, installation of foot bridges over creek and two concrete waterfalls, 
 and construction of on-site aboveground and underground drainage system;  
 
 Grading to create two meadow areas, construction of garden terraces, patio areas, 
 and terraced rock retaining walls;  
 
 Installation of decorative driveway and walkway paving.  
 
November 5, 1998  Mr. Edmiston advised Mr. Timm, Coastal Commission Program 
Manager, South Coast District, that the Conservancy used the property for administrative 
offices, garden tours, special events, but had “not made any structural changes to the 
property.”   
 
October, 1999 Coastal Commission Public Hearing Notice:  Project Description:  
“The applicant requests ‘after the fact’ approval to convert 5 existing single-family 
residences on five lots to use for offices . . .”    
 
October, 1999  Coastal Commission Staff Report:  Described the project as a 
request for “after the fact” approval.  
 
December, 1999  Staff Report:  Dropped the words “after the fact” – no further 
mention.  Project Description:   “The applicant requests approval to convert 5 existing 
single family residences on 6 lots for use for offices and appurtenant facilities . . ..”  
 
January 13, 2000  Coastal Commission Hearing on CDP 4-98-334:  The Conservancy 
advised the Commissioners that it had not made a “single physical change” to the 
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property (Transcript of Jan. 13, 2000 hearing, pp. 29-30).  For fire safety purposes (i.e., 
“hunkering down” in case of a fire), the Conservancy proposed to install double paned 
windows in Art Deco house, and replace wooden shingles and replace them with fire 
retardant materials (Id., p. 9).  
 
June, 2006  The Conservancy submitted application for a Public Works Plan to 
Commission.  The Commission staff requested information on unpermitted development.  
The Conservancy did not provide that information and later withdrew the Plan.  
 
Early 2007  The Conservancy filed an application with the City of Malibu for 
an LCP Amendment.  Malibu certified the LCPA, but with requirement that Conservancy 
obtain coastal development permits.  
 
April 14, 2008  The Conservancy submitted its application to the 
Commission to “Override” the Malibu LCPA.  The “Override” deletes the City’s 
requirement for coastal development permits, and does not address any of the 
unpermitted development.   
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A BRIEF HISTORY OF ALTERNATIVE ACCESS 
ACROSS THE LAUBER PROPERTY 

 
 

Alternate Vehicular Access to the Conservancy’s Ramirez Property is an 
Essential Public Safety Component of Any Development Plan. 

 
The Conservancy Has Promised and Planned for that Access since 1993.    

 
The City’s LCPA Requires Alternate Access as a Pre-Condition of 

Intensification of the Use of the Property.   
 

The Commission Should Support That Condition. 
 
 

 
A Brief History of the Alternative Access Issue 

 
1993      The Conservancy promised that it would “carefully evaluate all 
relevant issues related to its use, including vehicular access and impact on the 
neighboring community.”  (Memorandum of Understanding between the Conservancy 
and Ms. Streisand.)   

1993     The Conservancy promised the Ramirez Canyon residents:  
 

“The Streisand Center property is a donation and therefore it will never have to be 
and will never be dedicated to park purposes.  We are realists enough to realize 
this is not a place that lends itself to public use or access, and certainly we 
have a long road of Ramirez that is narrow, and does not lend itself to safe 
access, and in fact, with the stream coming through, it may be washed out a good 
portion of the year.  . . .”  

 
December 23, 1993 The Conservancy advised Ms. Tami Grove, Coastal 
Commission District Director:  “Issues such as additional access from Kanan-Dume 
Road, stream mitigation, and vegetation restoration will be the subject of a future permit 
application to the Commission.”  
 
January 1994  The City of Malibu indicated that it would support a CDP 
application by the Conservancy if primary access were provided from Kanan Dume 
Road, rather than Ramirez Canyon Road.  
 
1994   The Conservancy advised the Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund:  
“Unfortunately, we do not currently have budgeted funds for the alternative road access, 
but continue to pursue such funds and will cooperate with the Ramirez Canyon 
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Association and we all want and support the City of Malibu in obtaining this important 
alternative access road for ourselves and our neighbors in the Canyon.”  
 
1995     The Conservancy writes that the Streisand Center “will continue its 
efforts to seek funds to develop an alternative public access route to the site via Kanan 
Dume Road.”  (Draft CDP Application by the Conservancy to the Commission.)     
 
December 3, 1996 The Conservancy acquired an easement from Kanan Dume Road 
to the Ramirez Canyon Property from Mr. Lauber, Ms. Stevinson and Mr. and Mrs. 
Smith.  
 
January 13, 2000   Coastal Commission Hearing on CDP 4-98-334:  The fact 
that Ramirez Canyon Road is “substandard” (i.e., less than the 20-foot width required by 
state and local Fire Codes) was raised in the original staff report and staff stated that 
“evacuation is impossible.”  No “modification” of that requirement was granted by the 
State Fire Marshall or the Los Angeles County Fire Department.  (See Briefing Paper:  
Ramirez Canyon Road Does Not Meet The Mandatory  20-Foot Width Required By State 
And Local Fire Codes.  The Issue Was Raised, But Not Resolved, During The 
Proceedings On CDP 4-98-334.”)  
 

There was no mention of the fact that the Conservancy had acquired the 
easement from Kanan-Dume Road to the Ramirez property in the staff reports 
or at the Commission hearings. 

 
At the January 13, 2000 hearing, Commissioner Daniels noted the existence of the “back 
road” and asked:  “Is that in any way feasible?”  (Transcript of Jan. 13, 2000 hearing, p. 
144).  Commissioner Hale said the question was “complicated” (Id., p. 145).  Executive 
Director Douglas stated:  “Well we have looked at that . . .  we have made it very clear 
that an alternative road, or an additional accessway here would be environmentally 
disruptive that we couldn’t see a way to recommend approval under the Coastal Act, so 
we have pretty much made it clear that if that is what is required, that isn’t going to be – 
certainly in our view – permissible under the Coastal Act.”  There is no evidence in the 
record to support the statement.  Attached is a photograph of the current condition of the 
hillside over which the road would pass.   
 
April 12, 2000 Coastal Commission approved CDP 4-98-334, which allowed 
extensive use of the Ramirez property with substandard Ramirez Canyon Road as the 
sole means of access.  
 
May 16, 2000   The Conservancy quitclaimed the easement back to Mr. Lauber, 
Ms. Stevinson and Mr. and Mrs. Smith.  
 
Early 2007  The Conservancy filed an application with the City of Malibu for 
an LCP Amendment.  
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August, 2007  The Conservancy granted $7,000,000 to the Mountains Recreation 
and Conservation Authority to acquire the parcels between the Conservancy Ramirez 
property and Kanan Dume (SMMC Grant No. 07-76), all three of which are now owned 
by Mr. Lauber.   
 
November 2007  The Conservancy amended the scope of Grant No. 07-76 to 
include “planning for and development of . . .  vehicular access from Kanan Dume Road 
to Ramirez Canyon Park.”   
 
December 5, 2007 The City of Malibu approved the Conservancy’s Application for 
LCPA and, for the Conservancy’s proposed development in Ramirez Canyon, 
conditioned certain intensification of use on the construction of the alternate vehicular 
access.  
 
April 14, 2008  The Conservancy submitted its application to the Commission to 
“Override” the Malibu LCPA.  The “Override” deletes the City’s requirement for 
alternate access.  
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A COMPELLING PRECEDENT:  BRAZIL RANCH (BIG SUR) 
 
 

 BRAZIL RANCH 
(Consistency Analysis, 2007) 

 

RAMIREZ CANYON 
(Proposed, 2009) 

 
Location 
 

Big Sur 
 

Malibu 
 

Size 
 

1200 acres 22 acres 
 

Applicant U.S. Forest Service 
 

Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy 

Zoning 
 

Watershed and Scenic 
Conservation 

ESHA and Open Space 

Calif. Fire Designations 
 
 

Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone  
 
Wildland/Urban Community  
at Risk 

Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone  
 
Wildland/Urban Community  
at Risk 

Agency Executive Offices No Yes 
 

Weddings, Family Retreats 
 

No Yes 

Special Events Allowed for 
Any Purpose 

No 
Limited to conservation 
purposes 

Yes 

Camping 
 

No * 
 

Yes 

Unsupervised Hiking No.    Guided Hikes Only  
(to prevent damage from 
“volunteer” trails created by 
users on their own) 

Yes 
 

Large Group Events  
Per Year 

4 32 

Max. Visitors at Large 
Group Events (per year) 

600 
150 people per event 

6400 
200 people per event 

Max. Visitors Per Event 
 

70 200 

Max.Visitors Per Year 
 

None stated 44,240 

 
* “Intensive visitor-serving recreation facilities and activities 
(such as visitor centers or campgrounds) will not be considered.”   
From the Forest Service Plan, quoted in Coastal Commission Staff 
Report, 2/9/06, page 16.  
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RAMIREZ CANYON ROAD TRAFFIC TRIP CALCULATIONS 
(December 2008) 

 
 
 

  Monitoring Period (2008)      Per day average 
 
  September – October 5    499.9 
  October 6 – October 12    566.7 
  October 13 – October 19    517.6 
  October 20 – October 26    554.1 
  October 27 – November 2    566.1 
 
  Average over monitoring period   540.9 (see Note 1) 
 
  Less:  Trips generated from SMMC property    36.7 (see Note 2) 
 
  Equals:  Trips generated from canyon homes  504.2 
 
 
  Divided by number of homes (= 60)   8.4 daily trips per home 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes:  

1. Traffic counter placed on Ramirez Canyon Road just north of intersection 
 with Delaplane. 
2. SMMC traffic generation based on counts taken from November 10, 2008 
 to December 7, 2008 just outside the gate to the SMMC property. 
3. Traffic count records available upon request. 
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BRIEFING PAPER 
 
 
 

THE ADVERSE IMPACTS OF THE  
 

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY’S 
 

APPLICATION TO “OVERRIDE” THE  
 

CITY OF MALIBU’S LOCAL COASTAL PLAN 
 

AND INTENSIVELY DEVELOP PROPERTIES  
 

IN THE MALIBU FOOTHILLS  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund 
May 2009 
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EVACUATION IS “IMPOSSIBLE” 

 

 

“Thus, emergency evacuation for the lots developed with residences, 

together with the additional lots on Ramirez Canyon Road that are eligible 

for future residential development, could entail as many as 93 families trying 

to evacuate the canyon on the same substandard road; if the additional 

burden of trying to evacuate 200 guests is added to the burden already 

placed on the roadway, the scenario for evacuation becomes virtually 

impossible to execute.” 

Coastal Commission Staff Report, CDP 4-98-334,  
Oct. 14, 1999, page 15, emphasis added. 
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Summary of Key Points 
 

Malibu Welcomes Visitors.  The City of Malibu has a long history of welcoming 
visitors.  Each year, millions of people visit the City, more visitors per capita than any 
other city in California.  Many of these guests stay overnight in the campgrounds located 
in or near Malibu, which area has about 400 campsites that can accommodate 2700 
guests.    
 
The Conservancy’s Dangerous Proposal.   The City of Malibu is proud of its record of 
keeping its visitors safe.   This commitment to public safety is directly challenged by the 
Conservancy’s application to “Override” the Malibu LCP and allow intensive 
development – not along the coast – but in Malibu’s up-canyons.  The Conservancy 
properties at issue are located in the most fire-prone portions of Malibu, including a 
luxurious residential estate formerly owned by a Hollywood star.  These parcels sit at the 
end of narrow box canyons -- far from safe access routes.  The Conservancy wants to 
develop these parcels with projects that will bring large groups of visitors to places where 
fire and flood are constant threats and evacuation is impossible. 
 
The Conservancy’s proposal should be rejected by the Coastal Commission because it: 
 

Would bring up to 45,000 people each year into a state-designated Very High 
Fire Hazard Severity Zone, surrounded by residential neighborhoods, without safe 
evacuation routes for visitors or residents. 

 
Would build 25 hike-in and trail campsites which are impossible to monitor in dry 
box canyons with high fuel loads (100% ESHA) accessed only by narrow and 
winding dead-end roads. 

 
Ignores much safer alternate locations and mitigation measures. 

 
Would increase fire fighting costs in an urban area while the State is facing an 
unprecedented financial crisis and fire suppression budgets are strained. 

 
Is not supported by any showing of public need. 

 
Would place executive offices for top agency officials on a luxurious, isolated, 
gated residential estate. 

 
Runs roughshod over local land use authority, in violation of the fundamental 
policies of the Coastal Act. 
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Description of Conservancy Properties  
and Summary of Proposed Uses 

 
The three Conservancy properties proposed for development have some important 
characteristics in common.  They are all: 

 
In the Malibu foothills above Pacific Coast Highway. 
 
Adjacent to and surrounding residential neighborhoods. 
 
In a State-designated “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone”1 
 
In a State-designated “Wildland/Urban Community at Risk”2 
 
All 100% ESHA; primarily chaparral, highest fuel load 3 

 
Ramirez Canyon:  Former Barbra Streisand Estate, gated, 22 acres.  Five residential 
structures built in the 1960’s and 70’s, no evidence that structures have been brought up 
to State Building and/or Fire Codes.  Only access is 5000 feet up a private dead-end road 
through a residential neighborhood; the Road is too narrow to meet the Fire Code 
requirements.  (Note:  These issues were not resolved during the earlier hearings on the 
2000 CDP, which was later declared invalid.)  
 

Proposed Development:  The Conservancy is requesting authorization to use the 
former estate for the following activities each year in addition to daily use of the 
estate as an executive office complex for top agency management and five new 
campsites.  Some of the proposed uses are for revenue-raising purposes only, for 
example, leasing for private, “special events.” 

 
 Activity    Participants/Events Events/Year   Participants/Year 
 
 Special Events    200        32       6,400 
 Tours/Small Events     60      144       8,640 
 “Public Outreach”     40      7304     29,200 
 

Total (annual)       906     44,2405 
 
The events would occur seven days a week, dawn to dusk; some weekends until 11 pm. 

 
Escondido Canyon:  narrow box canyon; dead-end, winding access road.   

 
Proposed Development:  Eight hike-in and trail campsites; pave over meadow for 
parking lot to increase equestrian use of an area with known watershed quality 
issues. 
 

Corral Canyon:  dry foothills.  Location of a catastrophic 2007 fire (see below). 
 
Proposed Development:  Sixteen hike-in and trail campsites (two accessible).  
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Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
There is no safe way to accommodate the Conservancy’s proposals for camping and large 
group gatherings in these isolated, dry box canyons. 
 
SAIC Recommendations 
 
The Analysis of Issues prepared by Science Applications International Corporation 
(SAIC Report) examines the impacts of the Conservancy’s proposals and makes the 
following recommendations: 
 

“Recommendation No. 1: No camping in any of the three canyons (except for 
accessible camping at Ramirez provided there is close supervision of such 
activities) and no special events at Ramirez. 
 
“Recommendation No. 2: No trail camping in Ramirez and Escondido 
canyons. 
 
“Recommendation No. 3: If camping is allowed at any of the three canyons, 
or special events and/or offices are allowed in Ramirez Canyon, additional 
precautions must be taken.”   SAIC Report, page 29-30. 

________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund Recommendations 
 
In addition to the SAIC recommendations, the Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund asks 
that the Coastal Commission reject the Conservancy’s “Override” Plan unless it is revised 
to meet the following criteria: 
 

a. Strict enforcement of state/local Fire Codes for property in the Very High 
Fire Hazard Severity Zone (“High Fire Areas”) (no modifications, no waivers). 
 
b. No intensive public uses should be allowed in High Fire Areas. 
 
c. Conditional use permits should be required for all non-residential uses in 
High Fire Areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[For further details, see “A Brief Summary of the Issues” below,  
including references to source material cited above] 
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A Brief Summary of the Issues 

1. People Cause Fires; Camping Causes Fires.  The majority of fires within 
California, and specifically within Los Angeles County, are caused by humans – on 
average ten times more than by natural causes.  During the last 20 years in California, 
142 fires were started by campfires alone; those fires burned more than 360,000 acres and 
cost more than $140 million to suppress.6  Campfires and cooking were the #5 cause of 
wildfires in the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area in 1981-2003.  
Smoking is the #12 cause.7   
 
2. The Conservancy’s Proposals Would Create Unnecessary Risk to Visitors 
and Residents Because These Canyons Do Not Have Safe Access Roads for Fire 
Apparatus.  Most people who die in wildland fires do so while evacuating.  Evacuation 
operations require large commitments of firefighters who could be better utilized for fire 
suppression.  Evacuation operations also impair traffic, which affects firefighter 
response.8   The properties on which the Conservancy is proposing camping and special 
events do not have safe access roads for fire apparatus. 

 
The Ramirez Canyon estate is located at the furthest up-canyon point of Ramirez 
Canyon, one mile up a dead-end road.  The road is only 13-feet wide in places; 
state and local Fire Codes require fire apparatus access roads to be a minimum of 
20-feet wide.  The Road crosses a blue line stream with old, narrow bridges and 
Arizona crossings; there are nine speed bumps.  The substandard nature of 
Ramirez Canyon Road was not resolved during the hearings on the 
Conservancy’s 2000 CDP (which was ultimately declared void by the courts). 

 
The Escondido Canyon property is accessed by Winding Way, a winding, dead-
end road which travels up and over a hill with hairpin turns. 

 
The Corral Canyon property is adjacent to Pacific Coast Highway, but the 
proposed campsites are located up-canyon, with no vehicular access. 

 
The Conservancy’s proposals for each of these Canyons should not be considered  unless 
the Conservancy can provide two safe and Fire Code-compliant means of ingress and 
egress.  No waivers or modifications of fire code standards should be allowed. 
 
3. Malibu’s Fire-Prone Foothills Are The Wrong Place to Locate More 
Overnight Camping. 

There is No Demonstrated Need for More Camping Facilities in Malibu.  
There are nearly 400 public campsites with capacity for nearly 3000 campers in 
and around Malibu.9  Most are along the beach, on properties which are not 
heavily vegetated, and outside of the high fire area.  All are close to Pacific Coast 
Highway or adjacent to a major cross-mountain highway for easy access. 

Even if There Were a Need, Malibu’s Isolated Canyons Are Not the Place to 
Offer Additional Camping Opportunities.  Malibu’s canyons are isolated and 
heavily vegetated with dry chaparral and coastal sage scrub ESHA that has not 
burned in decades.  Canyon residents have endured numerous and devastating 
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wildfires.  There were at least two significant fires in 2007, the last of which (in 
Corral Canyon, one of the sites included in the Conservancy’s development 
proposal) destroyed 63 homes and damaged another 54 homes, along with the 
Malibu Presbyterian Church, Our Lady of Malibu and Webster Elementary 
School.  Six firefighters were injured, including one who suffered second-degree 
burns to his face.  That disaster was started by young people building an illegal 
campfire on state-owned property who apparently disregarded the “No Fires” 
signs. 

There are Safer Alternative Locations and Reasonable Mitigation Measures 
to Reduce Fire Risk.  The Conservancy should not build campgrounds and other 
facilities in high fire areas unless it can demonstrate a compelling need and no 
feasible alternative locations.  Even then, the Conservancy should be required to 
prove that there is both (i) a means of ingress and egress that meets Fire Code 
standards, and (ii) guaranteed 24/7 monitoring of campers.   

Posting Signs and Periodic Ranger Visits is Not Enough.  People ignore posted 
signs.  Indeed, the devastating 2007 Corral Canyon fire was started by people who 
ignored the prominent No Fires signs.  Periodic ranger visits are not sufficient, 
because people will do what they want when no one is watching.  And, promises 
of adequate on-site supervision (i.e., to enforce no fire and no smoking 
regulations) are not enough, since no one can predict whether the Conservancy 
will have the funds in future years to fulfill that promise.   

4. Are the Ramirez Structures Fire Safe?   During past Commission proceedings, 
the Commission asked the Conservancy to provide information about the unpermitted 
development on the property.  To our knowledge, the Conservancy has never responded, 
and the information is not included in the Conservancy’s Application.  In response to a 
recent Public Records Act request for all documents concerning improvements on the site 
since 1993, the Conservancy did not produce any documents showing that the wood-
sided structures on the Ramirez property were brought up to State Building and Fire 
Codes when the Conservancy changed the use from residential to public/commercial, nor 
that any fire protection measures (sprinklers, fire safe walls, windows, and doors) were 
installed.10  If visitors are trapped at the Ramirez property, will they be protected?11 
 
5. An “Event Center” Does Not Belong At the End of a Dead-End Substandard 
Road in a Dry Box Canyon.  
 

There is No Public Need for an “Event Center” in Ramirez Canyon.  Malibu 
has a long history of welcoming large group events.  There are 23 event, catering 
and conference facilities in the Malibu area that can each accommodate 100 to 
500 people.  The estimated total capacity of these facilities is approximately 6045 
people.12  There is no evidence that additional facilities are necessary and, even if 
there were a need, there are safer and more suitable alternate locations, e.g., King 
Gillette Ranch, a 500-acre parcel close to Malibu near the intersection of 
Mulholland Highway and Malibu Canyon Road (id.).  King Gillette has plenty of 
space, adequate parking, good access and existing buildings. 
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Incompatible with Neighboring Uses.   Ramirez Canyon is a rural, residential 
neighborhood with one narrow private road, overgrown and mature vegetation, 
and many wood-sided houses built decades ago right next to the road.  The 
Streisand property was built as a single-family estate, and operated that way for 
years.  It is designated ESHA and zoned for Open Space uses only.  Putting a high 
intensity use like an event and catering center on that property – in that 
neighborhood – violates fundamental principles of land use compatibility. 

 
6. An Executive Office Complex for Top Agency Officials Does Not Belong in 
Old Residential Structures in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone With Just 
One Narrow Access Road. 
 

Fire Danger.  The Conservancy is requesting authorization to use the 22-acre 
gated Streisand estate as an executive office complex for itself and a sister 
agency.  As noted above, there is no evidence that the structures have been 
improved for that purpose, and the access road does not meet Fire Code standards.  
In an evacuation, the Conservancy’s employees would be trying to leave Ramirez 
Canyon along with the residents of the Canyon, while fire emergency equipment 
was attempting to go up the canyon. 

 
An Extravagant Indulgence for a Public Agency’s Executive Staff.  There is 
no publicly-defensible or logical reason to place the executive offices for two 
public agencies (the Conservancy and its sister agency Mountains Recreation and 
Conservation Authority (MRCA)) on a lavish estate in a residential neighborhood 
located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.  The Conservancy and MRCA 
own numerous properties and office facilities throughout Los Angeles County and 
should locate their administrative offices in a traditional office building, just like 
every other public agency. 

 
7. Fire Dangers in California Are Growing, Along with Firefighting Costs.   
Proposals for camping in the hot and dry mountains of Southern California present 
serious public safety concerns.   
 

“In recent years, both the number of acres burned by wildland fires and the costs 
to suppress fires has been increasing.  From 1995 to 1999, wildland fires burned 
an average of 4.1 million acres each year.   From 2000 to 2004, the fires burned 
an average of 6.1 million acres per year, an increase of almost 50 percent.   
During the same periods, the costs incurred by federal firefighting entities to 
suppress wildland fires more than doubled, from an average of $500 million 
annually to about $1.3 billion annually.  Although efforts to fight these larger, 
more severe fires have accounted for much of the increase in suppression costs, 
the continuing development of homes and communities in areas at risk from 
wildland fires and the efforts to protect these structures also contribute to the 
increasing costs.  Forest Service and university researchers estimate that about 44 
million homes in the lower 48 states are located in the wildland-urban 
interface.”13 
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Fifteen of the twenty largest wildfires in California history have occurred since 1985.14   
Nearly 1.2 million acres burned in the state during the record-setting 2008 fire season 
(id.). 
 
8. State and Local Governments Are Facing Severe Financial Challenges.  The 
increased risk of wildfires cannot be managed by fire suppression strategies alone.15  The 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s fire protection expenditures 
increased from $475 million in 1996-97 to $869 million in 2006-07 – an 83% increase.16    
The 2008-08 budget for CDF is $1.6 billion.  The state’s fiscal resources are not keeping 
pace with this demand.  Los Angeles County’s fire planners say: 
 

“The most effective way to limit damage and loss due to wildfire is to prevent all 
but the most blatant ignitions due to arson or other unforeseeable 
circumstances.”17 

 
9. It is Not Fiscally Responsible To Develop New Public Facilities When The 
State Cannot Afford to Operate the Facilities It Already Owns.  The state is 
considering sale of the Los Angeles Coliseum, the Los Angeles State Office Building, 
and other facilities in order to raise money for vital programs.  It is anomalous that, at the 
same time, the Conservancy is proposing to spend public money on new public facilities 
which will increase fire suppression costs, when there is no demonstrated need for the 
facilities, and when the Conservancy cannot demonstrate that it has the funds necessary 
to maintain and supervise those facilities. 
 
10. The Conservancy’s Proposal Would Upset the Careful Balance of Authority 
Between the Commission and Local Government Reflected in the Coastal Act and 
Would “Ambush” the City of Malibu.   The Malibu LCP was certified by the 
Commission in 2002.  The elements of the Conservancy’s “Override Plan” were 
formulated before that certification occurred.  The Coastal Act allows use of the 
“override” procedures only where a specific public work was “not anticipated” by the 
applicant when the local LCP was before the Commission for certification.  That 
requirement is not met here.   
 
The Conservancy is asking the Commission to give it a long-term “blank check” with no 
local input into its development decisions.  No other agency has been granted such 
privileges. 
 
Conclusion 

The first job of government is to keep people safe.  The state’s fiscal crisis cannot keep 
up with the growing fire threat.  Given these facts, it makes no sense for public agencies 
to be developing public uses in high fire areas when they are having so much trouble 
safely operating the facilities they already own. 
 
The Conservancy’s proposal should be rejected because there are feasible and safer 
alternative locations for all of the proposed development.  At the very least, 
intensification of use should not be permitted on any Conservancy property unless it is 
served by at least one road, and preferably two roads, that meet Fire Code standards. 
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We support the Conservancy’s mission of acquiring and conserving open space lands for 
future generations.  The Conservancy should concentrate on serving environmental 
values – and not open new public facilities that create unreasonable risks to Conservancy 
visitors and nearby communities. 
 
 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
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RAMIREZ CANYON ROAD TRAFFIC TRIP CALCULATIONS
(December 2008)

Monitoring Period (2008)    Per day average

September – October 5 499.9
October 6 – October 12 566.7
October 13 – October 19 517.6
October 20 – October 26 554.1
October 27 – November 2 566.1

Average over monitoring period 540.9 (see Note 1)

Less:  Trips generated from SMMC property   36.7 (see Note 2)

Equals:  Trips generated from canyon homes 504.2

Divided by number of homes (= 60) 8.4 daily trips per home

Notes:
1. Traffic counter placed on Ramirez Canyon Road just north of intersection 

with Delaplane.
2. SMMC traffic generation based on counts taken from November 10, 2008

to December 7, 2008 just outside the gate to the SMMC property.
3. Traffic count records available upon request.
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Foreword 

Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) was engaged to analyze certain issues relating to a 
submission from the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (SMMC) to the California Coastal 
Commission dated April 14, 2008 entitled "Proposed City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Amendment 
for Incorporation of the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan Overlay District."  This 
amendment was resubmitted on July 15, 2008. 

In completing this analysis, SAIC reviewed the following documents submitted by the Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy on April 14 and July 15, 2008:  

1. Cover letter to Peter Douglas, Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 

2. Land Use Plan and Local Implementation Plan Text Amendments 

3. Current Demand and Proposed Overlay Goals 

4. Description of Plan Area 

5. Description and History of SMMC/MRCA Parklands Included in the Overlay District 

6. Purpose and Intent 

7. Planning Considerations and Constraints 

8. Standard of Review and Process 

9. Policy Consistency Analysis 

10. Public Participation, Agency Coordination, Alternatives and Public Comment Summary 

11. Resolutions Authorizing Submittal of Proposed LCP Amendment  

12. Supporting documents such as the Draft Biological Resources Letter Report, Riparian Habitat 
Evaluation for Ramirez Canyon, Alternatives Analysis for Ramirez Creek Habitat Enhancement, 
and three traffic studies. 

The following analysis and report was prepared under the supervision of Rosemary Thompson, Ph.D., 
Senior Biologist. (805-566-6430). 
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1.0 Public Need for Recreation 

1.1 Introduction 

Much of the report titled “Public Access and Recreation—Current Demand and Proposed Overlay Goals, 
Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan” dated April 14, 2008, addresses compliance with specific 
policies and guidelines.  The following comments focus primarily on the demand aspects of the report 
rather than plan/policy compliance issues. 

• Comparability with Coastal Camping Areas -- Because proposed plans for additional camping 
would not include direct beach or shore access, the list of campgrounds and beaches included in 
the Coastal Camping narrative, while relevant to a discussion of coastal parks and beaches, does 
not create a rationale to support the proposed improvements.  

• Rationale for Demand -- While many popular campgrounds throughout California are likely at or near 
capacity during peak times, the rationale for proposing additional facilities in the Malibu area itself is 
not clear.  Table 1 below identifies nearly 1,000 group and family camp sites within approximately 
one hour of the Malibu area. These camp sites are primarily located in campgrounds in the Santa 
Monica Mountains Sector of the State Park System and portions of the Los Padres National Forest. 

• Demographics and Location of Demand -- The report does not address recreation user 
demographics or where users would originate. Will the improvements primarily serve a narrow 
population demographic, a broader range of users primarily within Metro and urban Los Angeles, 
or a state-wide user population?  

• Accessibility Discussion -- Although we would not expect to see specific data on accessible 
features at this stage, some idea of the extent of camp sites, picnic areas, trails, and 
programs/exhibits (including those designed specifically for children), and other support facilities 
would establish a more clear intent about accessibility. For example, often times a small number 
of accessible camp sites is provided compared to the total.  Will most facilities be accessible or 
will only a small percentage be provided to meet minimum requirements?  Accessibility is 
discussed further in Section 1.4. 

1.2 Camping  

Within the project area, 23 different campgrounds are managed by federal, state, local, and private 
agencies and operators. These campgrounds contain both group and family campsites. There are 
approximately 27 group camp sites, which can accommodate 9-100 persons per site, but typically 
accommodate 25-50 persons. The approximately 962 family camp sites typically accommodate up to 8 
persons per site (see Table 1). 

The State of California Department of Parks and Recreation is the largest provider of individual camp 
sites in the project area, followed by the federal government.  Within the Santa Monica Mountains Sector 
of the Angeles District, which includes the Malibu area and portions of Los Angeles and Ventura 
Counties, the California State Park System contains five State Parks, three State Beaches, and one State 
Recreation Area, each of which provide overnight camping.  Table 1 lists these campgrounds.  Some of 
the campgrounds operate seasonally or close portions of the park during certain seasons.  The number of 
camp sites listed in Table 1 represents the fully open status. The National Park Service and the U.S. 
Forest Service operate 12 campgrounds within the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area (1) 
and the Los Padres National Forest (11), respectively. Within the National Forest, developed 
campgrounds within approximately 40 miles of Malibu are located in the Los Padres National Forest in 
the Mt. Pinos, Ojai, and Santa Lucia Ranger Districts. 
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Table 1. Campgrounds and Accessibility 

Name 
Owner/ 

Operator 

Type of 

Camping 

Group 

Camp 

Sites (#) 

Family 

Camp 

Sites (#) 

Capacity (per 

group site/ per 

family site) 

Site Characteristics 

and Habitat 
Accessibility Location 

Santa Monica National Recreation 
Area—Circle X Ranch 
Campground 

Federal 
Group/ 
Family 

1 0 10-75 Open grass 
No; not paved, 
slightly sloped 

Malibu 

Los Padres National Forest—
Campo Alto 

Federal 
Group/ 
Family 

2 13 25/6 Vista, pine forest No Frazier Park 

Los Padres National Forest—
Chuchupate 

Federal Family 0 30 6 Pinyon pine forest No Frazier Park 

Los Padres National Forest—Chula 
Vista 

Federal 
Family/ 
walk-in sites 

0 12 6 Pine forest, lupine No Frazier Park 

Los Padres National Forest—
Halfmoon 

Federal Family 0 10 6 Pine forest, lupine No Frazier Park 

Los Padres National Forest—
McGill 

Federal 
Group/ 
Family 

2 72 25/6 Mixed conifer forest Yes (some) Frazier Park 

Los Padres National Forest—Mt. 
Pinos 

Federal 
Group/ 
Family 

2 15 25/6 
Jeffrey Pine, sloped 
sites 

No Frazier Park 

Los Padres National Forest—Ozena Federal Family 0 10  
Riparian, scattered 
cottonwood 

No Frazier Park 

Los Padres National Forest—Pine 
Springs 

Federal Family 0 12 6 Pinyon pine No 
Frazier Park/South 
of Lockwood Valley 

Los Padres National Forest—
Wheeler Gorge 

Federal Family 1 70  
Chaparral and 
riparian 

Yes (5) North of Ojai 

Los Padres National Forest—Reyes 
Peak 

Federal 
Group/ 
Family 

0 6  

Top of ridge of Pine 
Mountain, conifers, 
with view to the 
ocean 

No Ojai 

Los Padres National Forest—La 
Panza 

Federal 
Group/ 
Family 

2 12  Oak Riparian No 
East of Santa 
Margarita; Pozo/La 
Panza Area 

Lea Carrillo State Park State 

Group/ 
Family/ 
Hike and 
Bike (H+B) 

1 
138 /4 
H+B 

50/6/2 Canyon/Beach 
Yes (7); picnic 
tables/fire grills 

14  mi NW of 
Malibu off SR1, LA 
County/Ventura 
County 

Malibu Creek State Park State 
Group/ 
Walk in/ 
Family 

1 63 50/6 Oak grassland Yes (some) 
5 mi N of Malibu 
via CO Rd N1, LA 
County 
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Table 1. Campgrounds and Accessibility (continued) 

Name 
Owner/ 

Operator 

Type of 

Camping 

Group 

Camp 

Sites (#) 

Family 

Camp 

Sites (#) 

Capacity (per 

group site/ per 

family site) 

Site Characteristics 

and Habitat 
Accessibility Location 

Point Mugu State Park/Big 
Sycamore Canyon/ Thornhill 
Broom, other 

State 
Group/ 
Family/ 
H+B 

3 138  Ocean Yes (some) 

19 mi NW of Malibu 
on SR1/15 mi SE of 
Oxnard off 
SR1,Ventura County 

Emma Wood State Beach/ 
Ventura River 

State 
Group/ 
Family 

4 90 30/6 Ocean/River No Ventura County 

Topanga State Park State H+B 0 8 4 Chaparral 

Camp sites not 
accessible/ picnic 
sites generally 
accessible 

Santa Monica 
Mountains 

Castaic Lake State Recreation Area State 
Group/ 
Family 

2 60  Lake No 
Santa Clarita,Los 
Angeles County 

Placerita Canyon State Park State Group 0 3 
Organized 

youth camping 
only 

No waterfront No 
Los Angeles County 
Newhall 

McGrath State Beach State 
Group/ 
Family/ 
H+B 

2 165/5 50/6/2 
Ocean/inland 
lagoon 

Yes (12) Ventura County 

Decker Canyon 
City of 
Los 
Angeles 

Group 4 0 
150 total; 50 at 

largest site 
Santa Monica 
Mountains 

No; not paved; 
park car, then trails 
to camp sites 

City of Los Angeles, 
Malibu 

Malibu Beach RV Park Private Family 0 35 6 Ocean views 

No; park car, walk/ 
haul-in not paved; 
terraced, sloped 
bluff; haul in up to 
5 min 

2 mi W of junction 
with Malibu Canyon 
Rd at 25801 PCH, 
Malibu 

Total NA NA 27 
962 w/o 

H+B 
NA NA NA NA 

Source:  BHFS and SAIC 2008, CSPPD 2007 
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The City of Los Angeles and a private operator in Malibu operate two additional campgrounds.   

The City of Malibu Parks and Recreation Department operates several facilities and parks, including 
Malibu Bluffs Park, Charmlee Wilderness Park, Las Flores Creek Park, Trancas Canyon Park, Malibu 
Equestrian Park, and Papa Jack’s Skate Park (City of Malibu 2008), but none of these areas provide 
overnight camping.  Similarly, beaches in the area provide outdoor recreation opportunities and facilities, 
but do not provide overnight camping, including Surfriders Beach, Zuma Beach, Malibu Lagoon State 
Beach, and Point Dume State Beach. 

1.3 Event, Catering, and Conference Facilities 

Appendix A (BHFS 2008) contains a listing of 23 event, catering, and conference facilities in the Malibu 
area that accommodate various kinds of special events.  Capacity varies from less than 100 persons to 
more than 500 persons. The list includes facilities such as restaurants, conference centers, museums, 
ranches, parks, hotels, and retreat centers.  The estimated total capacity of these facilities is approximately 
6,045 persons. Additional ranches and a nature preserve, each identifying a capacity of more than 2,000 
persons, have also been identified as event facilities but are not included in the total count. 

Event, Catering and Conference Facilities in the Malibu Area 

 Maximum Capacity (persons) 

 <100 100-<300 300-500 

# of facilities 3 13 7 

1.4 Accessibility and Children 

Several campgrounds in the project area provide at least some accessible overnight camp sites (see Table 
1).  The California Department of Parks and Recreation identifies four State Parks in the project area that 
contain “at least one camp site that should accommodate persons with disabilities” (CPRD 2008).  
Accessible features  in State Park System campgrounds vary but may include, tent or camper space, 
cooking surfaces, one or more sites with parking, site surfaces and furnishings, water faucets, restroom 
facilities (all will have this), and showers.  Leo Carrillo State Park and McGrath State Beach together 
provide 19 accessible camp sites.  In the Los Padres National Forest, Wheeler Gorge campground has 5 
accessible camp sites and McGill campground has “some” accessible camp sites. Many campgrounds also 
offer other accessible features such as picnic areas, trails, beach/shore access, and exhibits/programs.  

Parks that do not contain campgrounds may contain one or more of the accessible features previously 
listed. Parks with accessible features may also be more easily used by children because the design 
provides for greater ease of use, maneuverability, and convenience for persons both with and without 
disabilities (e.g., paving, lack of slopes and barriers). 

Although a full inventory of accessible parks and outdoor recreation facilities in the project area is beyond 
the scope of this study, accessible amenities in State Parks are listed below, including accessible picnic 
areas (7), accessible trails (3), accessible beach/shore access (1), and accessible exhibits/programs (5).  
The following accessible park features are located in Los Angeles County; some areas may be located 
outside the proximate coastal and mountain areas identified above for campgrounds: 

• Accessible Picnic Areas: Hungry Valley, Leo Carrillo, Los Encinos, Malibu Creek, Pio Pico, 
Topanga, and Will Rogers State Parks; 

• Accessible Trails: Malibu Creek, Malibu Canyon, and Antelope Valley California Poppy; 
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• Accessible Beach/Shore Access: Leo Carrillo; also Malibu Lagoon State Beach contains paths 
through the lagoon that are wheelchair accessible; and 

• Accessible Exhibits/Programs: Antelope Valley California Poppy, Hungry Valley, Pio Pico, 
Topanga, and Will Rogers. 

As described by the State Parks and Recreation Department for their facilities, accessible picnic sites 
generally include firm, level and stable surfaces with accessible tables, parking and paths of travel from 
parking to the picnic area, where parking is provided.  If provided, water spigots and heating/cooking 
facilities may also be designed to be accessible. Weather conditions such as heavy rain or blown sand 

may influence accessibility. 

Accessible hiking trails or segments of trails often lead to significant features and/or environmental 
experiences within an area. Such accessible trails or trail segments often have the following general 
characteristics: trail widths are 36" with occasional segments at 32", and surfaces are stable and firm. 
Tread obstacles, surface gaps, protruding objects, and other obstructing details are minimal. Weather 
conditions such as heavy rain or winds may affect accessibility.  Accessible trails are also typically barrier 
free, and have slopes under 9 percent. 

Beach and shore access include accessible routes to and across the surface of a beach or shore, but not 
necessarily to the edge of the water. Access to the water’s edge is primarily by beach wheelchair. 
Occasionally, beach mats, boardwalks, or paved multi-use trails along the beach provide some access. 
However, weather conditions, such as blown sand or heavy rain, may sometimes impact accessibility. 
Supporting facilities such as parking, restrooms, and dressing rooms are often also accessible. Travel 
routes from parking areas to and along the beach access routes at the parks are typically designed to be 
level, firm, stable, and unobstructed. 

Some State Parks offer interpretive programs and/or groups of exhibits to enhance visitors' experience. 
Such programs often include guided or self-guided tours or hikes to or through historic sites or natural 
features. They may also include formal educational exhibits and activities in visitor centers or museums. 
These programs and facilities may be very diverse. Routes of travel to and through the site or facility, as 
well as parking and restrooms, are accessible. Access to outdoor programs or remote facilities may be 
affected by rain, winds, or other weather conditions. 

1.5 Malibu Parks and Recreation Department 

Although much of the recreation activity within and near the City of Malibu takes place at non-City 
operated parks and facilities, the City of Malibu Parks and Recreation Department also operates a number 
of facilities and programs.  A review of the City of Malibu Council Agenda Report regarding “First 
Quarter 2008-2009 Work Program Status Report – Parks and Recreation Department” dated October 3, 
2008 found that the Parks and Recreation Department is responsible for 10 different program areas. The 
report identifies over 156,000 total units of service through program participation and facility use during 
the 2007-2008 fiscal year.  Programs and facilities include park/facility use, youth sports, aquatics, 
outdoor recreation (Charmlee and Equestrian Park), community classes, special events, senior adult 
programs, a skate park, day camps, and teen programs.  The largest attendance, over 86,000 units or 55 
percent of total use, is associated with park/facility use (private rentals and community sports programs), 
followed by youth sports (City sponsored programs) with over 27,000 units or 17 percent of total use. 
Outdoor recreation at the two City parks comprises over 9,000 units or almost 6 percent of total use.   
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1.6 Coastal Community Recreation Visitors 

Of the five coastal cities contacted through calls to city departments, local chambers of commerce, and 
visitor bureaus, annual visitor data were only available from the City of Santa Monica, which reported 
over 5.5 million visitors in Fiscal Year 2006-2007 (SMCVB 2008).  These visitors are reported as either 
hotel/motel visitors, private residence visitors, or day visitors. LA Inc., which compiles aggregated 
tourism data for Los Angeles County, does not typically report city level data (LA Inc. 2007).  Visitor 
data typically exclude overnight trips taken within Los Angeles County by residents of the County.  Los 
Angeles County hosted a record 25.4 million visitors in 2006, of which 20.7 million were U.S. residents 
and 4.6 million international visitors.  Four percent of domestic overnight visitors to Los Angeles County 
reported that the primary purpose of their trip was outdoor recreation. 

Another basis of comparison for the beach cities is the number of campgrounds available per capita. 
Compared to other similar beach cities in Los Angeles County, Malibu has more campgrounds nearby, 
including three within 20 miles or less, compared to one or none for the other three cities (i.e., Santa 
Monica, Redondo Beach, and Manhattan Beach).  When Malibu’s small population is considered, the 
extensive availability of camping and other outdoor recreation opportunities within close proximity 
becomes clear.  Malibu has less than 15 percent of the population of Santa Monica, 19 percent of the 
population of Redondo Beach, and 36 percent of the population of Manhattan Beach.  

City 
Population as of 

July 1, 2007 

Campgrounds within 

20/40/60 miles) 

Malibu 13,041 3/6/20 

Santa Monica 87,212 1/6/21 

Redondo Beach 67,019 0/5/21 

Manhattan Beach 36,536 0/6/22 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2008, Reserve America 2008. 

1.7 Summary 

A review of recreation data and reports on existing campgrounds, outdoor recreation, and accessible 
recreation features within approximately an hour of the plan area indicates that the demand basis for 
additional recreation improvements in the Malibu area has not been well established in existing 
documentation.  The number of campgrounds, parks, and beaches available within and near Malibu, given 
the size of the community, is extensive compared to similar beach cities.  In addition, the location and 
characteristics of recreation users have not been established with regard to the demand for the additional 
improvements, especially given the environmental sensitivity of the project area. 
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2.0 Fire Hazards 

2.1 Introduction 

Southern California is one of the most hazardous fire-prone areas in the country. Due to the combination 
of the vegetation, summer drought, rugged topography, and autumnal high winds, the area is inclined to 
frequent high intensity fires.  As urban centers continue to encroach into these readily-combustible areas, 
fires have become more catastrophic. Property losses continue to climb every decade despite increased 
fire suppression efforts, with several fires causing losses exceeding $1 billion each (Keeley 2002, 
Insurance Information Institute 2007). SMMC is proposing to increase recreation and camping within 
several of their parks in the City of Malibu.  This will in turn increase the potential for wildfires within 
these areas, and will bring larger numbers of visitors to these high fire areas, threatening public safety. 

The following describes wildland fire conditions within and surrounding the proposed recreational areas. 

2.2 Natural Factors Influencing Fire Conditions 

Wildland fire conditions are affected by many natural factors that vary both geographically and 
throughout the seasons. These include weather, topography, and fuels. 

Weather and Climate 

Aspects of weather such as temperature, wind, relative humidity, and precipitation all have major 
influences on fire behavior and probability of ignition.  Southern California has a Mediterranean climate, 
characterized by mild wet winters and warm dry summers.  This defined wet/dry seasonal pattern is a key 
factor in the prevalence of wild fires in the region.  Precipitation data collected at the Topanga Ranger 
Station from 1949 through 2007 show that on the average, 95 percent of the annual precipitation occurs 
from November through April (Western Regional Climate Center 2008).  Precipitation averages from 
about 15 inches per year along the coastal portions of the project region to over 30 inches per year in the 
higher elevations of the Santa Monica Mountains.  The annual average rainfall at the Topanga Ranger 
Station, about 750 feet in elevation, is 24.2 inches.  Extreme annual totals recorded between 1961 and 
1990 ranged from 7.4 to 57.4 inches.   

Although most of the precipitation in the project region is produced by winter storm systems from the 
north Pacific, summer rainfall can occur on occasion.  This precipitation occurs from the transport of 
tropical moisture into the region.  However, thunderstorms and showers from these tropical air masses are 
infrequent and mainly affect the mountain and desert regions to the east. 

Concurrent with the presence of the Eastern Pacific high pressure system west of California, a thermal 
low pressure system persists in the interior desert region due to intense solar heating.  The resulting 
pressure gradient between these two systems produces an onshore air flow in the project region for most 
of the year.  Sea breezes usually occur during the daytime and transport a relatively humid air mass into 
the onshore areas.  During the evening hours and colder months of the year, land breezes often replace sea 
breezes and typically blow in the opposite direction toward the offshore waters.  These land breezes 
continue until daytime heating reverses the flow back towards the onshore direction.   

During the colder months of the year, the Eastern Pacific high often builds into the Great Basin and 
produces a “Santa Ana” condition in the region.  Santa Ana conditions typically include low humidity, 
northeast winds, and warm to hot temperatures.  These conditions occur as air warms adiabatically as it 
descends from the higher elevations of the Great Basin to the lowlands of southern California.  Their 
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frequency of occurrence increases as Fall progresses.  As a result, they often coincide with the period of 
driest fuel moisture at the end of the fire season.  This is the reason why strong Santa Anas historically 
have produced the most violent and devastating fires in southern California.  Fires driven by Santa Anas 
have been known to burn as much as 74,000 acres in a day (Sugihara et al. 2006).  The winds themselves 
make air borne fire-fighting techniques difficult, causing problems in effectively and quickly containing 
the fire. 

Drought can also cause a significant effect on wildland fire conditions by affecting vegetative conditions 
such as reducing live fuel moisture content and increasing dead fuel loadings.   

Effects of Climate Change on the Occurrence of Wild Fires 

Recent studies predict that based upon weather conditions for future climate scenarios, the frequency of 
wild fires will increase in the Western U.S.  The first and most recent Climate Action Team Report to 

Governor Schwarzenegger and the Legislature (California Environmental Protection Agency 2006) 
concludes that wild fires will increase, especially as warming intensifies.  Predictions from this report 
state that the risk of large wildfires in California may rise almost 35 percent by mid-century and 55 
percent by the end of the century under a medium-high emissions scenario.  These predictions mainly 
apply to grassland and shrubland fuel types (Freid et al. 2006), which are typical of the area surrounding 
the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property to the west, north, and east. 

Topography 

Characteristics of topography such as degree of slope, aspect, features such as canyons, and elevation also 
have a considerable effect on fire behavior. Topography dictates diurnal upslope-downslope winds, 
influences the type of fuels present, increases preheating of fuels, or facilitates rolling debris that can 
cause spot fires.   

Slope is an indicator of fire potential: for every 20 percent increase in slope, the rate of spread of a fire 
doubles. Even very minor changes in slope have a strong effect on fire spread due to increased convection 
and radiation, which are the two elements of combustion (Char and Chatten 1977; Clayton et al. 1985).  
The aspect of a slope has several effects on fire behavior: north facing slopes typically have more 
biomass, and therefore a greater amount of fuel. South facing slopes receive greater incoming solar 
radiation, causing the fuels to be at a higher temperature and therefore ignite more easily.  

Fires starting at the base of box canyons and narrow canyons create strong upslope drafts, causing fires to 
spread rapidly upslope, creating extreme fire behavior and dangerous conditions.   Fires in narrow 
canyons can also spread to fuels at the opposite side through radiation and spotting (NWCG 1994). In 
addition, steep terrain and box canyons create extremely hazardous conditions for fire-fighting personnel, 
and limit the use of heavy equipment (such as bulldozers) in creating fire lines that inhibit the spread of 
fire. Bulldozers and fire engines cannot enter areas with rugged terrain, limiting the on-ground fire 
fighting personnel to hand crews. 

Within the SMMC’s proposed recreational areas, and specifically Ramirez and Escondido canyons, steep 
terrain and box canyons exist, increasing the potentially for extreme fire behavior and rapid spread, as 
well as dangerous fire-fighting situations.  
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Fuels 

Aspects of fuels such as type, moisture content, size and shape, loading (amount), and arrangement 
(vertical and horizontal continuity) all have major influences on fire behavior and probability of ignition.     

Vegetation in the undeveloped areas of the Santa Monica Mountains in the Malibu area is predominantly 
chaparral and coastal sage scrub with narrow riparian corridors along streams.  The chaparral provides the 
most extensive wildland fire threat in Los Angeles County and is found on the slopes of the Santa Monica 
Mountains.  The chaparral ecosystem has been defined by fire scientists as a crown fire regime, as 
opposed to a surface fire regime typically found in forests where dead brush and debris accumulate over 
time (Halsey 2004).  Biologists estimate that a natural fire interval is anywhere between 30 and 150 years 
depending on the chaparral species, topography, presence of drought, and climatic conditions.   In the 
past, scientists assumed that fire suppression within the chaparral communities led to an unnatural 
accumulation of brush, which in turn increased the likelihood of ignition and spread.  However, more 
recently, studies have shown that fuel age does not significantly affect the probably of burning.  Under 
Santa Ana winds, fire can spread rapidly through all ages of chaparral stands (Moritz et al. 2004, Zedler 
and Seiger 2000).    

Coastal sage scrub is another common vegetative community in the area.  It and the chaparral community 
have different potential accumulation of fuels (Cohen 1999). The coastal sage scrub ecosystem burns 
more frequently, carries less fuel load than chaparral, and re-vegetates at a faster rate.  

The majority of the native grasslands and a good portion of native shrublands in the region have been 
converted to non-native annual grasses such as wild oats (Avena fatua), bromes (Bromus sp.), barleys 
(Hordeum sp.), and fescues (Festuca sp.) (Keeley 1993, Sugihara et al. 2006).  These grasses generally 
germinate in the winter, curing by the summer.  As a result, these mature dry grasses provide a continuous 
fuel that is easily ignited throughout the fire season, and often contribute to an increase in fire frequency 
(Bell et al. no date). 

Vegetation information can in turn be translated into surface fuel models which can provide valuable data 
for predicting fire behavior.  Using information on crown cover, tree sizes, fire history, and plant species 
information, the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) used computer modeling to 
convert these vegetation types into the 13 standard nationally recognized and 7 custom fire behavior 
models (See Table 2 and Figure 1).  These fuel models are primarily separated by fuel loading (tons/acre) 
and fuel particle size classes.  Grass fuel models, for instance, have fine continuous fuels and fires that 
generally ignited easier and spread faster, but have a lower intensity.  Timber fuel models, on the other 
hand, may not ignite as easily, but the fires can be of much higher intensity under the right conditions. 

Tall chaparral (Fuel Model 4) has the highest fuel loading and is one of the common fuel types between 
Ramirez Canyon and Charmlee Park.  North of Ramirez Canyon and Escondido Canyon is primarily 
Intermediate Brush (Fuel Model 6) and pockets of Hardwood/Conifer Light (Fuel Model 8).  The 
southern portion of Escondido Canyon and the majority of Corral Canyon are comprised of Light Brush 
(Fuel Model 5).  The description of fire behavior within these fuel models is described in Table 2. It is 
notable that the tall chaparral common to Ramirez Canyon and Charmlee Park is extremely flammable 
with high fuel loadings. 
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Table 2. Description of Fuels Present within Los Angeles County, California 

Fuels 
Fuel 

Model 

Fuel Loading 

(Tons/acre)
 Description

 

Grass 1 0.74 Fire spreads through fine herbaceous surface fuels. 

Pine/Grass 2 4.0 Fire spreads through fine herbaceous surface fuels. 

Tall 
Chaparral 

4 13.0 Fire spreads through overstory of mature shrubs 6 feet tall or greater.    
Foliage is flammable and there is a significant amount of dead 
woody material. 

Light Brush 5 3.5 Fire spreads through surface fuels.  Shrubs are young with little dead 
material and foliage contains little volatile material.  Includes young 
stands of chaparral. 

Intermediate 
Brush 

6 6.0 Fire spreads through shrub layer.  Foliage is more flammable than 
Fuel Model 5, but requires moderate winds for fire to carry.   

Hardwood/Co
nifer Light 

8 5.0 Fires are slow-burning ground fires with low flame lengths.  Only 
under severe weather conditions do fuels pose a fire hazard. 

Medium 
Conifer 

9 3.5 Fire spreads through surface litter, with higher flame lengths and 
faster than Fuel Model 8.  Only under severe weather conditions do 
fuels pose a fire hazard. 

Heavy 
Conifer 

10 12 Fire spreads through surface litter, with higher flame lengths and 
faster than Fuel Model 9.  Dead-down fuels are a significant portion 
of the fuel loading and contribute heavily to the fire severity. Crown 
fires are more frequent and severe. 

Source: CDF 2005a, Anderson 1982. 

2.3 Fire History  

Studies show that despite suppression efforts, frequency of wildfires in southern California has not 
changed significantly in the last 500 years, and that large fires have always been a natural part of these 
ecosystems (Mensing et al. 1999).  Although these large fires are a normal part of the ecology, they are 
catastrophic due to urban development in these areas.  The Santa Monica Mountains tend to have three 
distinct fire seasons.  The first is in early May when the grasses begin to cure.  Fires during this time are 
usually restricted to grasslands or open shrublands with a grassy understory.  The second period occurs 
during the summer as the weather becomes hotter and the live-fuel moisture content decreases.    These 
fires involve chaparral and shrubland areas, but are usually small in size (less than 500 acres) (NPS 2007).  
The third phase in southern California is in the late summer and autumn, when large destructive fires most 
often occur due to Santa Ana winds.  Santa Ana conditions bring low relative humidity, high 
temperatures, and strong northeasterly winds (Mensing et al. 1999, NPS 2007).   

Figure 2 depicts the time since the last recorded burns within the Los Angeles County area. The majority 
of the area around Charmlee Park and to the northeast was last burned approximately 30-49 years ago.  
The area directly surrounding Ramirez Canyon was burned between 20-49 years ago, while the majority 
of the area around Escondido Canyon has not been burned for 50-74 years.  Corral Canyon Park has areas 
that have been burned much more recently.  To the west and north, some areas were burned in 2007.  

While older shrublands accumulate more fuels, and burn more intensely, studies have shown that during 
Santa Ana conditions, fires will even burn through shrublands that burned as recently as a few years prior. 

Figure 3 and Table 3 show the number of fires and number of acres burned by month in Los Angeles 
County within the past 20 years.  The number of fires peaks in July and August; however, these fires are 
generally smaller and less destructive than those in the fall that are driven by the Santa Ana winds.  The 
majority of the acres burned occur in October during the peak of the Santa Ana conditions. 
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Figure 3.  Number of Acres Burned in Los Angeles County by Month from 1987- 2007 

Source: CDF 2008. 

Table 3.  Number of Fires and Acres Burned by Month from 1987 to 2007 in Los Angeles 
County 

Month # Fires % Fires # Acres % of Total Acres 
January 7 2 1,002 <1 
February 3 1 278 <1 
March 3 1 363 <1 
April 13 3 712 <1 
May 33 8 15,973 2 
June 65 15 41,710 5 
July 101 23 75,771 9 
August 81 19 66,921 8 
September 53 12 289,613 33 
October 42 10 354,272 40 
November 18 4 23,164 3 
December 16 4 5,400 1 
Total 435 100 875,179 100 
Source:  CDF 2008. 

2.4 Fire Causes 

The majority of fires within California, and specifically within Los Angeles County have been ignited by 
humans.  Lightning is an uncommon source in the region (Sugihara et al. 2006), with less than one 
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percent of the fires in LA County caused by lightning (Table 4 and Figure 4).  Within the state of 
California, there have been 142 fires started by campfires within the last 20 years, burning over 360,000 
acres and costing over 140 million dollars in suppression costs.  Within the same time period, eight fires 
have been started by campfires in Los Angeles County alone. Campfires have been suspected but not 
confirmed as the ignition source of numerous other fires. These eight fires cost over 3 million dollars in 
suppression costs and burned over 2,220 acres. 

Table 4.  Number of Wildland Fires in Los Angeles County, California from 1987-2007 

Cause # fires % all fires 
% of known 

caused fires 
Acres 

% Total 

Acres 

% acres of known 

caused fires 

lightning 6 1 4 2,318 <1 <1 

equipment use 30 7 20 94,651 11 19 

smoking 5 1 3 1,457 <1 <1 

campfire 8 2 5 2,235 <1 <1 

debris 2 <1 1 179,975 21 36 

arson  27 6 18 122,543 14 24 

playing with fire 10 2 7 39,410 4 8 

miscellaneous 49 11 32 44,455 5 9 

vehicle 3 1 2 57 <1 <1 

powerline 6 1 4 6,423 1 1 

non-firefighter training 2 <1 1 948 <1 <1 

aircraft 3 1 2 8,952 1 2 

unknown 288 66 NA 373,163 43 NA 

Total 439 100 100 876,588 100 100 
Source: CDF 2008. 

Although fire department statistics demonstrate that campgrounds have very low risks for fire, opening up 
previously roadless areas to recreation increases fire risk by bringing populations to the fire zone.  
According to the National Interagency Fire Center statistics, southern California fires are on average ten 
times more likely to be human caused rather than ignited by natural causes (National Interagency Fire 
Center 2008). Arson was the leading cause of California wildland fires during the period 1984-1990.  
Data from the western United States regions consistently showed more fires per unit area on state and 
private lands than on federal lands; however, federal lands generally have fewer roads and recreational 
access into wildland areas. A fifteen year study also corroborated that a roadless area was less likely to 
have a fire outbreak than areas where new accesses and roads were built (Natural Resources Defense 
Council 2008).  Fire fighters state that the majority of human caused wildfires ignite within a few feet of a 
road (Hefland 2007).  However, arson can be prevented with increased patrols and enforcement of 
wildland recreation areas.  Case studies in the eastern United States show law enforcement is linked to a 

reduction in wildland arson rates (Butry 2006, Prestemon and Butry 2005).   

Further research has statistically linked fuels management, law enforcement, and socioeconomic variables 

to wildland arson areas burned and ignition probabilities. Poverty is found to be negatively related to 
wildfire ignitions, while the number of police patrols is correlated with fewer ignitions (Mercer and 
Prestemon 2005).  California State Park employees at Santa Monica Mountains State Parks revealed a 
significant lack of funding for ranger patrols resulting in a less than desired degree of supervision and 
manned personnel in State Park campgrounds (California State Parks, personal communication 2008).  

2.5 Housing Density 

According to the most recent Census Tract Data (2000) for Los Angeles County, all four recreation areas 
are surrounded by relatively low density housing (1 house per 20 acres or less), or no housing at all 
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(Figure 5).  However, this information is eight years old, and many residences have been constructed 
since that time.  The City of Malibu Land Use Designations shows the potential housing density allowed 
by zoning for these areas (see Figure within the SMMC Plan).   The majority of this area is designated as 
either 1 dwelling per 10 acres, 20 acres, or 40 acres. One exception is the SMC Ramirez Canyon property 
area which has land use designations of slightly higher density of 1 dwelling per 2, 5, and 10 acres to the 
west and north of the property.  Aerial photographs show that the SMMC Corral Canyon property 
currently has the least amount of adjacent development; however, an RV park is located just to the east.  
For Ramirez Canyon, recent (2008) aerial photographs show housing development to the south and west 
of the property (Figure 6). 

2.6 Fire Hazard and Fire Threat 

In the 1980’s, the CDF was directed by California Public Resources Code (PRC) 4201-4204 and 
Government Code 51175-89 to map significant fire hazard areas within California.  These areas, called 
Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ), are based on fuels, terrain, weather, and other applicable factors.  
Mitigation measures such as defensible space and building standards are designated for each zone.  In 
2007, the CDF began updating these zones using updated data and recent technological advances in GIS.  
The data presented in this report is a result of these efforts (CDF 2007).   

The FHSZ model evaluates hazard, not risk.  Hazard is the likelihood of an area to burn in the future and 
is based on physical conditions that cause damage.  Hazard does not take into account any modifications 
that a property owner may have done such as adding defensible space and sprinklers, while risk does.  
Figure 7 illustrates the fire hazard severity zones within Malibu.  Charmlee Park, as well as SMMC’s 
Corral Canyon Park, Escondido Canyon Park, and Ramirez Canyon property are located within Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zones.   

The FHSZ model incorporates data from the Fire Threat model and the Communities at Risk listing 
developed by the CDF’s Fire and Resource Assessment Program (FRAP).  The Fire Threat Model creates 
four threat classes ranging from moderate to extreme, developed using fire frequency and the potential 
fire behavior.  The higher the threat class, the more likely it is that vulnerable assets will be impacted.  
Fire Threat incorporates both fire frequency and the potential fire behavior.  Potential fire behavior is 
estimated using current vegetative fuels, topography, and potential severe weather parameters (high 
winds, low relative humidity, high temperature, and low fuels moistures).  The fuels, topography, and 
weather in this area, as previously described, all contribute to creating a Very High Threat. 

Figure 8 depicts the Fire Threat within LA County and Malibu.  The majority of the SMMC Corral 
Canyon Park and Escondido Canyon Park are within High Fire Threat Areas, and border Very High 
Threat areas to the north. The north part of Ramirez Canyon, in which SMMC has proposed “trail 
camps,” is in Very High Fire Threat areas, while the lower portion is considered High.  The northern part 
of Charmlee Park falls within both Extreme and Very High Fire Threat areas, while the northern portion 
falls primarily within High Fire Threat. 

2.7 Fuel Modifications 

2.7.1 Brush Clearance  

The SMMC property has been identified by the State and by the County of Los Angeles Fire Department 
as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) in Government Code Sections 51175 through 
51189 and (Ord. 2007-0108 § 3 (part), 2007.) This designation calls for more stringent brush clearance 
standards of up to a 200-foot fire break around structures.  The brush clearance and fire break policy, 
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referred to as a property’s defensible space for the County of Los Angeles in the California Public 
Resources Code 4291& 4292, are bulleted in Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy Research Week 5: 

Brush Clearance Policy document and is as follows.  

All trees and shrubs should be limbed up one-third of their height, up to 20 feet. Highly 

flammable, small-leaved shrubs such as Buckwheat, Chamise, and Sage should be removed 

completely within 50 feet of any structure unless their removal creates an erosion hazard. 

Horizontal separation should be at least three times the crown diameter of the larger tree 

specimens from other native shrubs or 30 feet from the nearest structure. Remove or trim all 

vegetation a minimum of ten feet from chimneys or stovepipes. Maintain around and adjacent to 

such building or structure a firebreak made by removing and clearing away, for a distance of not 

less than 30 feet on each side thereof or to the property line, whichever is nearer, all flammable 

vegetation or combustible growth. Maintain around and adjacent to any such building or 

structure additional fire protection of firebreak made by removing all brush, flammable 

vegetation or combustible growth which is located 30-100 feet from such building or structure or 

to the property line whichever is nearer, as may be required by the State Forester when he finds 

that, because of extra hazardous conditions, a firebreak of only 30 feet is not sufficient to provide 

reasonable fire safety. Grass and other vegetation located more than 30 feet from such building 

or structure and less than 18 inches in height above the ground may be maintained where 

necessary to stabilize the soil and prevent erosion. Clear all hazardous flammable vegetation to 

mineral soil for a distance of 30 feet from any structure. Cut flammable vegetation to a height of 

18 inches for another 70 feet. Maintain any tree adjacent to or overhanging any building, free of 

dead wood. Remove all flammable vegetation or other combustible growth. This does not apply to 

single specimen trees, ornamental shrubbery, or cultivated ground covers, provided they do not 

readily transmit fire. Additional clearance can be required if conditions warrant, up to 200 feet. 

Legal Brush Clearance Requirements Los Angeles County Fire Code 11.702b, 11.703 requires 

clearance of flammable vegetation for a minimum distance of 30 to 100 feet or a maximum 

distance of 50 to 200 feet around any structure located in a fire prone area. The clearance 

distance is subject to local enforcement, and in extremely hazardous areas, local fire authorities 

may require clearance beyond 100 feet. Remove and clear within 10 feet on each side of every 

roadway all flammable vegetation or other combustible growth.
1
 

The International Urban-Wildland Interface Code (IUWIC) has not been adopted into the County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department Fire Code. However, the IUWIC sets higher fire policy standards in regards to 
urban-wildland areas than the County of Los Angeles Fire Code. The IUWIC suggests the following 
policies regarding access roads and driveways. 

Driveways shall be provided when any portion of an exterior wall of the first story of a building 

is located more than 150 feet from a fire apparatus access road. Driveways shall provide a 

minimum unobstructed width of 12 feet and a minimum unobstructed height of 13 feet 6 inches. 

Driveways in excess of 150 feet shall be provided with turnarounds. Driveways in excess of 200 

feet in length and less than 20 feet in width shall be provided with turnouts in addition to 

turnarounds. A driveway shall not serve in excess of five dwelling units.
2
 

Field research and case studies show that all fuel sources removed in a 30-foot zone around homes greatly 
reduce the risk for structure loss (Cohen and Saveland 1977).  Further studies confirm the importance of 
extending this distance another 70 feet in high hazard zones to a 100-foot clearance (although the 
accumulation of non-native ladder fuels and erosion increases drastically if clearance areas are allowed to 

                                                      
1 State of California Public Resources Code 4291. Minimum Statewide Clearance of Brush; Los Angeles County Fire Code F.C. 1117.2.5,  
1117.2.4, 1117.2.2, 1117.2.3, 1117.10; County of Los Angeles Fire Department “Fuel Modification Guidelines.” 
2 International Urban-wildland Interface Code 403.2. 
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 Figure 4.  Number of Fires by Known Cause in Los Angeles County, California from 1987-2007. (Source: CDF 2008) 
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re-vegetate) (Halsey 2004).  The additional 100 feet of brush clearance for a sum of 200 feet of fire break 
around structures, mandated by the County of Los Angeles Fire Department in the VHFHSZ, has not 
been proven to alone decrease the potential for structure loss.  Although fuel reduction 200 feet from 
structures has shown promise in U.S. urban-wildland conifer forests, 200-foot brush clearance standards 
in the chaparral ecosystem have not demonstrated a means for stopping a fire (Ibid).  While there is a lack 
of research documenting that a 200-foot clearance in chaparral ecosystems alone decreases the risk of 
structure loss, a correlation exists for reduction in fire intensity, and fire speed. Fire fighters generally will 
not enter a property that is not properly cleared due to the lack of defensible space, and therefore, 
evidence substantiates an increased risk for the loss of properties that do not abide by the brush clearance 
fire code (Keeley et al.1999). The Fair Plan group made up of California insurance agencies mandates a 
200-400-foot clearance for insuring homeowners in VHFHSZ (Fair Plan 2008).  

2.7.2 Non-compliance with Brush Clearance Policy 

Studies repeatedly have concluded that fuels of native chaparral have not increased to unnaturally high 
levels in contrast to popular belief (Conard and Weise 1998; Keeley et al. 1999; Keeley and 
Fotheringham 2003; Moritz 2003).  Of the total chaparral in the Santa Monica Mountains, only 1.6 
percent has been present for more than 77 years (Halsey 2004).  However, there has been an increased 
hazardous fuel risk and poor fuel management along with non-compliance with fire code in the Santa 
Monica Mountains for non-native vegetation. Necessary clearing of non-native fuels outlined in the Los 
Angeles pre-fire management plan, at even reasonable fire breaks of 30-100 feet around structures, is 
lacking on an estimated 30 percent of private properties (LA County 2004). Non-native brush has also 
congested state and city owned property in southern California that Caltrans manages (Helfand 2007).  
Another concern is that property owners with land designated by the Coastal Commission as ESHA may 
find that adhering to the California Coastal Act clearance limitations within ESHA is in conflict with the 
County Fire Code (San Francisco Chronicle January 10, 2007). Areas burned in January 2007 along 
Malibu bluffs were fueled by coastal sage scrub; however, review of the fire found that extreme wind 
conditions existed during the fire and according to previous case studies, increased fire breaks likely 
would not have stopped the fire (Moritz et al. 2004). 

2.7.3 Prescribed Burns 

A pre-fire management strategy, beyond brush clearance mandated by the federal government and imposed 
by CDF and the National Forest Service, is prescribed burns (United States Government Accountability 
Office 2006).  Prescribed burns have focused on fuel manipulation as a means to prevent large fires. 
Although this strategy has been shown to be an appropriate fire management strategy for fires that ignite 
under calm wind conditions, large scale catastrophic fires fueled by high winds do not respond to fuel 
breaks or young fuels as a means for a barrier for the fire to spread (Witter and Taylor 2008; Keeley 2004). 
Although fire breaks may not prevent the fire from spreading, younger fuels and fuel breaks have been 
shown to decrease the fire intensity and may provide defensible space for fire suppression crews (Halsey 
2004).  Prescribed burns generally do not prevent structure loss because treatments are often remote and far 
from development due to the danger of a fire escape (Witter and Taylor 2008). 

2.8 Recommendations 

Recommendation No. 1:  No camping in any of the three canyons (except for accessible camping at 

Ramirez provided there is close supervision of such activities) and no special events in Ramirez. 

Given the very high wildland fire risk within the SMMC proposed recreational areas, we recommend that 
additional camping not be approved.  Within the SMMC’s proposed recreational areas, and specifically 



2.0  Fire Hazards 

30 Analysis of Issues Relating to SMMC’s LCP Amendment Override Application 

December 2008 

Ramirez and Escondido canyons, steep terrain and box canyons exist, increasing the potential for extreme 
fire behavior and rapid spread, as well as dangerous fire-fighting situations.  In addition, access for fire 
equipment and for evacuation of people in the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property is inadequate, thereby 
increasing the risk to people using the property.  The only access road is narrow with pavement 13 to 20 
feet wide with numerous speed bumps, two Arizona-type crossings of Ramirez Creek, and a narrow (less 
than 12 feet wide) wooden bridge over the creek.  Increased human use, particularly the proposed 
camping and special events, increases the risk of destructive wildland fires in what is already a hazardous 
fire-prone urban interface and exposes a larger segment of the public to these fire risks. 

Recommendation No. 2:  No trail camping in Ramirez and Escondido canyons. 

Trail camps are inherently unsafe in terms of fire ignition risk.  These camps are located in or adjacent to 
flammable brush and grasses, and are difficult for rangers to monitor.  The proposed trail camps in 
Ramirez Canyon are placed a significant distance from vehicular access.  Additional clearing of a buffer 
around the camps to reduce such risks would result in a greater removal of vegetation (some of which 
would be ESHA) than that needed for the camp spaces alone, thereby increasing the potential for invasion 
of weedy species and soil erosion.  Furthermore, unless clearly marked and patrolled, the cleared buffer 
could be used by campers, negating the effectiveness of the buffer. 

In Escondido Canyon Park, the area proposed for trail camps is located within designated ESHA, and 
most of the camps are within 100 feet of the creek.  The camp sites would need to be cleared of coastal 
sage scrub vegetation and graded to form level pads.  The nearest house is about 725 feet to the northeast 
and numerous houses are present within 0.5 mile upslope from the proposed camp sites.  As noted above, 
fire can move rapidly up steep slopes and would endanger those homes. 

Recommendation No. 3:  If camping is allowed in any of the three canyons, or special events and/or 

offices are allowed in Ramirez Canyon, additional precautions must be taken. 

If any camping is permitted, the following measures should be required to reduce the risk of fires from 
camping activities: 

• All camping facilities should require a conditional use permit to ensure that safety and proposed 
operation of each campsite will be evaluated on a case by case basis. 

• In addition to suspending camping during red flag days, camping should also be suspended in the 
late summer and fall when Santa Ana winds are prevalent (August – November).  Provisions need 
to be included to make sure that all campers leave the property on red flag days. 

• In addition to a no campfire policy, all camping stoves and lanterns with open flames should be 
prohibited.  Registration of all campers shall also be required as well as an on-site ranger (24/7) 
whenever campsites are in use. 

• All Park Rangers at all camping areas will patrol with a fire vehicle at all times (vehicle equipped 
with a 100-gallon water tank with a 50-gallon-per-minute pump or greater). 

• Firefighters should be on duty or at least on call when campers are present.  The number of 
firefighters and equipment available should be scaled according to the current fire danger. The 
schedule for the SMMC firefighters and where they and their equipment will be stationed is not 
provided.  This information should be included in the proposal.   

• The locations of the helicopter landing zones on SMMC property are not provided.  It is 
recommended that this be included in the proposal and that helicopter landing zones are located at 
or near each of the recreational sites that allow camping. 
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• Increase the number of firefighting personnel employed by the SMMC. 

• Given SMMC’s poor compliance history with regard to brush clearance policies, no camping 
should be allowed until SMMC comes into compliance, and all proposed recreational uses of a 
site should be suspended any time the agency is found non-compliant. 

• If the Coastal Commission allows overnight camping in any of these canyons, SMMC should be 
required to submit to the Commission and the City annual performance reports indicating the 
level of staffing provided at each facility to ensure compliance with all terms and conditions of 
any permits. 

2.9 SMMC Fire Management and Prevention 

The following information comes from the SMMC website describing their Fire Prevention Program 
(SMMC 2008).  SMMC/MRCA state that they: 

• Have a policy stating that no smoking or open fire of any kind is allowed in SMMC or MRCA 
parkland.  Smoking or open fire is punishable by a $541 fine.  This policy and sanction is not 
mentioned within the Override Plan, and should be added. 

• Spend over $1.2 million each year on brush clearance and fire prevention on their properties. 
However, SMMC owns many thousands of acres of open space, and the amount spent at the 
Ramirez Canyon, Escondido Canyon, and Corral Canyon properties is not specified. 

• Maintain constant communication with the Los Angeles County Fire Department, the Los 
Angeles City Fire Department, the Ventura County Fire Department, California State Parks and 
the National Park Service to promote cooperative efforts to prevent--and if necessary defend 
against--wildfire.  

• Employ 45 trained wildland fire fighting personnel certified to the same training standards as the 
U.S. Forest Service and provide continuous training in wildland fire behavior and urban interface 
fire fighting.   However, as noted above, SMMC owns many thousands of acres of open space, 
and there is no evidence that 45 fire fighting personnel is adequate to reduce the risk.  

• Deploy their own fire-fighting equipment including one four-wheel drive type 2 fire engine, one 
type 3 engine, one water tender, two mobile command units, 30+ chainsaws, and eight fire patrol 
vehicles equipped with a minimum of 200 gallons of water.  In addition, many of the parks store 
water for fire-fighting purposes.  

• Patrol their parklands and the Mulholland Scenic Corridor with fire-equipped vehicles.  

• House a remote automated weather service (RAS) station for the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department at Ed Edelman Park in Topanga Canyon.  

• Provide helicopter landing zones on their property for Ventura County Fire Department, Los 
Angeles County Fire Department, and Los Angeles City Fire Department helicopters.  

2.10 Inadequate Fire Access 

The only vehicular access to the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property is by Ramirez Canyon Road.  Access 
to this road from Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) southbound is via a locked gate and concrete box tunnel 
(Photo 1) under PCH that is approximately 10 feet wide.  Access from southbound and northbound PCH 
is also via Winding Way and Delaplane.  Winding Way and the first about 525 feet of Delaplane (Photo 
2) are 20-24 feet wide, but Delaplane rapidly narrows to about 14 feet and passes through a gate that is 16 
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feet wide (Photo 3).  The gate is locked on weekends.  Two speed bumps are present on Delaplane 
between the gate and Ramirez Canyon Road.  Delaplane slopes steeply to Ramirez Canyon Road and has 
a closed canopy of trees over the road (Photo 4).  

Ramirez Canyon Road is a private, rural, narrow roadway, with pavement that is generally 16 to 20 feet 
wide.  The end of the road (i.e., at the SMMC property) is a loop so cars can turn around.  At this 
turnaround loop, however, the pavement narrows to 13 feet (Photo 5).  The road is approximately one 
mile long, with two speed bumps between PCH and the intersection with Delaplane and another nine 
speed bumps from Delaplane to the end of the road at the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property.  The road 
also has two Arizona-type crossings of Ramirez Creek between PCH and Delaplane and two more from 
there to the end (Photo 6).   Just south of the turnaround loop the road crosses Ramirez Creek via a narrow 
wooden bridge (11 feet 8 inches drivable width) (Photo 7).  Parked cars as well as trash/recycle/green 
waste bins also restrict the usable the roadway width at times (Photo 8).   

2.11  Alternative Access  

Alternative access to the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property (via Kanan Dume Road) would provide 
dedicated access to the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property, and Ramirez Canyon Road should then 
become an alternative emergency access route.  An existing 30-foot dirt road is present from the SMMC 
Ramirez Canyon property westward across parcel APN 4467-002-068 .  That road ends near the northern 
boundary of the parcel just south of the National Park Service (NPS) property.  A 13-foot dirt road  
extends westward from the 30-foot dirt road along the northern boundaries of APN’s 4467-002-068, 
4467-002-067, and 4467-002-066 to the western boundary of the latter parcel, which is adjacent to 
property currently being sold by Los Angeles County to MRCA.  This property is contiguous to Kanan 
Dume Road. This dirt road has been cleared in the past, but native coastal sage scrub vegetation has 
completely grown over about 700 feet of the eastern portion (Photo 9).  Approximately 450 feet of the dirt 
road to the west has scattered native plants such as giant wild rye and purple sage as well as non-native 
species such as mustards within the previously cleared area that is about 12 feet wide (Photo 10).  The 
density of native plants is low compared to that of undisturbed adjacent habitat.  Continuing westward, 
the cleared track extends another 245 feet (Photo 11).  The distance from the end of the cleared track to an 
existing short access track (Photo 12) from Kanan Dume Road (going around the edge of parcel APN 
4467-002-066), that is not currently cleared, is 385 feet.  However, the western portion of this area is 
dominated by coyote brush, a native species that colonized disturbed areas (Photos 13 and 14) and the 
eastern part is coastal sage scrub (Photo 15).   

In addition, two tracks have been recently cleared down the ridgeline along and near the property line 
between parcels 4467-002-068 and 4467-002-067 to the end of Ramirez Canyon Road, in the area of the 
13-foot dirt road (Photos 16 and 17). These tracks are approximately 6 to 10 feet wide and are dominated 
by non-native mustard (Photo 18).  The adjacent vegetation is coastal sage scrub that is dominated by 
purple sage, California sagebrush, and giant wild rye.  

Construction of a new road from Kanan Dume Road to the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property would 
affect coastal sage scrub in an area that has been previously disturbed so that less of this plant community 
would be affected than if the road were placed through undisturbed coastal sage scrub.  This plant 
community is designated ESHA within the coastal zone as described above. 

Although such a road appears to be feasible, a number of issues would need to be resolved before it could 
be built.  These include: 

1. Property would need to be purchased or an easement obtained for the road. 
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2. A water line pump station proposed for bringing water from Ramirez Canyon Road to the 
building sites on the Lauber property may be located within the existing dirt road. 

3. Engineering feasibility of the road, including potential geologic constraints. 

4. Permitting for a road through ESHA. 

2.12 Summary 

Weather, climate, topography, and fuels all influence the frequency and severity of fires. The SMMC 
Ramirez Canyon property and Escondido Canyon, Corral Canyon, and Charmlee parks are all located in a 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.  Overnight camping, and particularly trail camps, should not be 
allowed on any of the properties due to the fire risk.  Only one substandard private road provides access to 
SMMC Ramirez Canyon property.  If any intensified use of the Ramirez property is to occur, an 
alternative access road should be constructed westward from the property to Kanan Dume Road. 
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3.0 Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) 

3.1 Introduction 

The habitat of Ramirez Canyon consists mostly of native vegetation on the slopes, primarily coastal sage 
scrub and chaparral, and tree-dominated habitats along the creek channel (Dudek 2007).  Natural habitats 
in the Santa Monica Mountains, particularly coastal sage scrub, chaparral, and riparian areas is defined as 
ESHA by the California Coastal Commission (Dixon 2003).  

The basic purpose of the Coastal Act is to protect natural resources, enhance, and restore natural resources 
where feasible, and provide for public access and public recreation.  However, public access and 
recreation must be balanced with sound resource conservation (section 30001.5).  The Coastal Act 
(section 30240) prohibits development in ESHA, except where the development is dependent on the 
resources that make up the ESHA.  The Bolsa Chica decision (Bolsa Chica Land Trust v. Superior Court 
71 Cal. Ap.4th 493, 507) confirmed that the Coastal Act requires that ESHA be avoided and buffered 
from development impacts and that providing mitigation is not sufficient justification for allowing 
development with avoidable impacts to ESHA.   

The Coastal Act (section 30212.5) states that “public recreation facilities shall be distributed throughout 
an area so as to mitigate impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse of any single area.”  
However, this is preceded by “wherever appropriate and feasible.”  The Coastal Act (section 30250) 
states that “new residential, commercial, or industrial development, … shall be located within, contiguous 
with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are 
not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have 
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources.”   

The City of Malibu Local Coastal Plan (LCP) states that natural vegetation buffers are required to protect 
the ESHA resources from being degraded, and this element specifically applies to fire clearance.  Where 
new development will occur, the following additional requirements apply: 

1. New development is to be sited and designed to minimize impacts to ESHA by minimizing 
grading, limiting the removal of natural vegetation. 

2. Grading during the rainy season is prohibited.  

3. Graded and other disturbed areas must be landscaped or revegetated with primarily native, 
drought resistant plants at the completion of grading.  

4. Measures to restore disturbed or degraded habitat on the project site shall be included as 
mitigation, if feasible.  

5. Fencing must be limited, and in or adjacent to ESHA, must be sited and designed to allow 
wildlife to pass through.  

6. Exterior lighting must be limited in intensity and shielded to minimize impacts on wildlife. 

7. New development must be sited and designed to minimize required fuel modification. 

The City of Malibu LCP further states that while public recreation, including relatively low cost 
accommodations are encouraged, they must be sited to minimize impacts to ESHA and visual resources in 
addition to being designed to meet fire safety standards. 
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3.2 ESHA in the SMMC Ramirez Canyon Property 

The SMMC properties subject to the Plan are within ESHA as designated in the Malibu LCP.  Therefore, 
the above requirements would apply to further developments on these properties, including the areas 
proposed as part of the development planned for the SMMC Rameriz Canyon property for accessible 
overnight camping activities, tours, gatherings, trail camps, special events, and offices.  None of these 
activities are allowed in ESHA.  The proximity of some residential structures to flammable vegetation has 
resulted in extensive clearing to reduce fire risk, some of which removed coastal scrub ESHA.  In 
addition, fire protection clearing results in degradation of the habitat by opening up areas to weed 
infestation and erosion. 

The development planned for the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property would result in several potential 
impacts related to increased human presence for camping and special event activities that could further 
degrade the ESHA.  Possible impacts include: degradation/removal of ESHA to construct camp grounds 
and fire clearance areas around them, increased fire risk, increased presence of non-native animals, the 
potential to introduce and/or spread infestations of non-native invasive species, increased night lighting, 
presence of pets that could injure wildlife, erosion along trails and in sloped areas, and trash blowing from 
camping and day use areas into adjacent natural habitat.  These impacts are discussed in more detail 
below. 

The increased human presence on site would increase the presence of propagules (e.g., seeds) of non-
native invasive species.  Propagules of non-native plants can be imported onto the site on spread within 
the site (along trails and roads) on a person’s boots, clothing, backpack, pets (primarily dogs), car tires, or 
the undercarriage of a car.  As non-native invasive species spread along trail corridors, they establish 
footholds that allow them to spread into the native scrub when openings appear, such as shortly after fire 
or erosion along trails.  Hence, an active and adaptive weed management plan should be integrated into 
the project design.  The weed management plan should address weedy species that are currently present 
on site (to prevent them from spreading), monitoring of the project site for new weed infestations, and an 
aggressive treatment and removal program for the life of the project.  

The construction of proposed trails could lead to erosion either along trails or leading downslope from 
them particularly on steep slopes.  Erosion could lead to losses of surface material (topsoil), increases in 
weed infestations, and sedimentation of the creek.  These risks should be controlled by establishing a 
fully-funded trail inspection and maintenance program. 

Litter and trash from camping and day use areas would be expected to periodically blow into adjacent 
habitats.  This could result in visual impacts, nuisance, and mortality or stress to animals that ingest or 
become entangled the refuse.  This risk should be minimized by having a trash removal program that 
would remove all wind blown trash from the camping and day use areas on a regular basis. 
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4.0 Stream ESHA 

As noted in Section 3.0, natural habitats along streams (termed riparian areas) are considered ESHA.  
Riparian habitats consist of coast live oak-dominated areas and sycamore-willow woodlands, focused 
along the creek channel and floodplain (LSA Associates, Inc 2002).  The natural plant communities in the 
developed portion of the canyon, concentrated along the floodplain area of the property, have been 
degraded.  This area contains mostly non-native vegetation that has been planted or naturalized in the 
area.  The condition of the riparian habitat, particularly on the east side of the creek in the lower reaches 
of the property, have been degraded by residential development and associated landscaping within the 
riparian zone starting in 1953 (LSA Associates, Inc 2002).   

Proposed development and use of existing facilities in the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property include 
construction of bridges or low water creek crossings and removal or pruning of native vegetation along 
the creek.  Existing bridges and low water crossings, as applicable, may need to be improved, widened, 
and/or replaced for access and to provide adequate escape routes in the event of a fire or other emergency. 
Work in the creek bed could result in degredation of waters of the U.S. and wetlands, removal of riparian 
and/or wetland vegetation, sedimentation of downstream aquatic habitats, and mortality or stress to 
aquatic wildlife. 

The increased human presence resulting from the project could result in impacts to the riparian habitat.  
Nighttime lighting in the canyon, and particularly in or adjacent to the riparian corridor, would increase as 
campers light their surroundings.  This could interfere with movement of wildlife that use riparian 
corridors at night.  Noise associated with the campers could also interfere with wildlife movement at night 
as well as in the daytime, thereby reducing the quality of the habitat for these animals or the quantity of 
the habitat if the animals avoid use of the area once camping begins.  Human presence would likely 
attract non-native species and well as some native species that are adapted to human activities (e.g., 
English sparrow, American crow).  An increase in these species could displace native species present 
before the camps were developed. 

Establishing new campgrounds would lead to an increase in the presence of pets on site.  This could 
potentially impact wildlife by 1) direct mortality when pets capture or harass wildlife, or 2) by causing 
animals to leave the area due to harassment.   

As described in Section 3.2, erosion from trails in upland areas could affect creek habitats, and trash from 
camping and day use areas could blow into the riparian corridor. 

Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has jurisdiction 
over activities within the ordinary high water mark of streams; the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
has jurisdiction under Section 401 of the CWA.  Under Section 1600 of the Fish and Game Code the 
California Department of Fish and Game has jurisdiction over developments that could affect the bed and 
banks of a stream and its associated riparian corridor.  Developments (including repairs and habitat 
enhancement) within their jurisdiction require a Streambed Alteration Agreement.  Typical conditions of 
such a permit are: 

Native Vegetation Protection 

• Restoration shall include the revegetation of stripped or exposed work and/or mitigation areas 
with vegetation native to the area. 

• No native vegetation with a diameter at breast height (DBH) in excess of 3 inches shall be 
removed or damaged without prior consultation and approval of a Department representative. 



4.0  Stream ESHA 

38 Analysis of Issues Relating to SMMC’s LCP Amendment Override Application 

December 2008 

• In areas of temporary disturbance, where vegetation must be removed, native trees and shrubs 
with DBHs of 3 inches or less shall be cut to ground level with hand operated power tools rather 
than by grading.   

• Vegetation removed from the stream shall not be stockpiled in the stream bed or on its bank.  The 
sites selected on which to push this material out of the stream should be selected in compliance 
with the other provisions of this Agreement.  Where possible, brush piles shall be left outside the 
channel in upland areas to provide wildlife habitat. 

• No living native vegetation shall be removed from the channel, bed, or banks of the stream, 
except as otherwise provided for in this agreement. 

• No equipment shall be operated or parked within the dripline of oaks.  Protective fencing shall be 
placed outside the dripline of oaks to prevent compaction of the root zone. 

• Any oaks, California black walnuts, and sycamores that are damaged or removed during 
construction operations shall be replaced in kind at a 10:1 ratio.  Valley oaks shall be replaced in 
kind at a 15:1 ratio.  Elderberry, cottonwood, and willows shall be replaced at 5:1. 

Removing Non-native Vegetation 

• The Operator shall remove any non-native vegetation (tree tobacco, castor bean, giant cane, etc.) 
from the work area and shall dispose of it in a manner and a location that prevent its 
reestablishment.  Removal shall be done at least twice annually during the spring/summer season, 
as needed, through the term of restoration. 

• Giant Cane, if present, shall be cut to a height of 6 inches or less, and the stumps painted with an 
herbicide approved for aquatic use within 5 minutes of cutting.  Herbicides shall be applied at 
least three times during the period from May 1 to October 1 to eradicate these plants.  Where 
proposed methods for removing giant cane deviate from this procedure, the Operator shall present 
the alternate methods, in writing, to the Department for review and approval, prior to 
construction. 

• Whenever possible, invasive species shall be removed by hand or by hand-operated power tools 
rather than by chemical means.  Where control of non-native vegetation is required within the 
bed, bank, or channel of the stream, the use of herbicides is necessary, and there is a possibility 
that the herbicides could come into contact with water, the Operator shall employ only those 
herbicides, such as Rodeo/Aqua-Master (Glyphosate), that are approved for aquatic use.  If 
surfactants are required, they shall be restricted to non-ionic chemicals, such as Agri-Dex, that are 
approved for aquatic use.  

• The Operator shall apply any herbicides in accordance with state and federal law.  No herbicides 
shall be used where Threatened or Endangered species occur.  No herbicides shall be used when 
wind velocities are above 5 miles per hour. 

• No herbicides shall be used on native vegetation unless specifically authorized, in writing, by the 
Department.    

• Staging/storage areas for equipment and materials shall be located outside of the stream/lake. 

Project Conditions 

• The Operator shall only use unconcreted rock rip-rap.  

• Bottoms of temporary culverts shall be placed at or below stream channel grade.  Bottoms of 
permanent culverts shall be placed below stream channel grade deep enough so that sediments 
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accumulate at the bottom to mimic a natural bottom.  If any structure is cast in place, the area 

poured shall be completely bermed and isolated to contain all and any wet cement, even if water 

is not present.  The pH of hot concrete may be as high as 13, a level that is toxic to wildlife. 

• Storm drain lines/culverts shall be adequately sized to carry peak storm flows for the drainage to 
a single outfall structure.  The storm drain lines/culverts and the outfall structure shall be properly 
aligned within the stream and otherwise engineered, installed and maintained, to assure resistance 
to washout. They will also be resistant to erosion of the stream bed, stream banks and/or fill.  To 
reduce erosion, water velocity shall be dissipated at the outfall. 

• An oil/water/trash separation and removal system shall be installed at all storm drains and street 
runoff structures prior to the water flowing into the creek channel.  This system shall function as 
designed and shall be maintained on a regular basis by the landowner(s).  

Cleanup 

• Structures and associated materials not designed to withstand high water flows shall be moved to 
areas above high water before such flows occur. 

• Any materials placed in seasonally dry portions of a stream or lake that could be washed 
downstream or could be deleterious to aquatic life shall be removed from the project site prior to 
inundation by high flows. 

• Areas of disturbed soils with slopes toward a stream or lake shall be stabilized to reduce erosion 
potential.  Planting, seeding, and mulching is conditionally acceptable.  Where suitable vegetation 
cannot reasonably be expected to become established, non-erodible materials, such as coconut 
fiber matting, shall be used for such stabilization.  Any installation of non-erodible materials not 
described in the original project description shall be coordinated with the Department.  
Coordination may include the negotiation of additional Agreement provisions for this activity. 

• If vacuum trucks or pumps are used to clean up any contamination, or for any other use, the 
vacuum hose shall be placed in a 3- to 4-square foot area and protected on all sides by 
exclusionary fencing to lower velocities and prevent the uptake of any aquatic life.  

Pollution, Sedimentation, and Litter 

• No debris, soil, silt, sand, bark, slash, sawdust, rubbish, construction waste, cement or concrete or 
washings thereof, oil or petroleum products or other organic or earthen material from any 
logging, construction, or associated activity of whatever nature shall be allowed to enter into or 
be placed where it may be washed by rainfall or runoff into, waters of the State.  When operations 
are completed, any excess materials or debris shall be removed from the work area.  No rubbish 
shall be deposited within 150 feet of the high water mark of any stream or lake.  Fish and Game 
Code Sections 5650 and 5652 prohibit any waste from being deposited within 150 feet of any 
waters of the State, at any time, even after this Agreement has expired.  

• No concrete or concrete type material shall be poured for any structure if rain is forecasted within 
15 days. 

• The Operator shall comply with all litter and pollution laws.  All contractors, subcontractors, and 
employees shall obey these laws and it shall be the responsibility of the Operator to ensure 
compliance. 

• The Operator shall mark, sign, or stencil all storm drains warning that dumping is illegal and that 
all storm drains drain to creeks, rivers or the ocean. 
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• Any equipment or vehicles driven and/or operated within or adjacent to the stream or lake shall 
be checked and maintained daily to prevent leaks of materials that, if introduced to water, could 
be deleterious to aquatic life. 

• Stationary equipment such as motors, pumps, generators, and welders, located within or adjacent 
to the stream/lake shall be positioned over drip pans. 

• No equipment maintenance shall be done within or near any stream channel or lake margin where 
petroleum products or other pollutants from the equipment may enter these areas under any flow. 

• The clean-up of all spills shall begin immediately.  The Department shall be notified immediately 
by the Operator of any spills and shall be consulted regarding cleanup procedures. 

• Raw cement/concrete or washings thereof, asphalt, paint, construction waste, or other coating 
material, oil or other petroleum products, or any other substances which could be hazardous to 
aquatic life, resulting from project related activities, shall be prevented from contaminating the 
soil and/or entering the waters of the State.  Any of these materials, placed within or where they 
may enter a stream or lake, by the Operator or any party working under contract, or with the 
permission of the Operator, shall be removed immediately. 

• Equipment shall not be operated in wetted areas (including but not limited to ponded, flowing, or 
wetland areas) without the prior written approval of the Department.  

• No equipment shall be operated within the stream. 

• Precautions to minimize turbidity/siltation shall be taken into account during project planning and 
shall be installed prior to construction.  This shall require that the worksite be isolated and that 
water be diverted around the work area by means of a barrier, temporary culvert, new channel, or 
other means approved by the Department.  A row of straw bales or silt fencing shall be placed 

across the channel, prior to, and immediately downstream of, any work done within the 
creek.  Precautions shall also include placement of silt fencing, straw bales, sand bags, and/or the 
construction of silt catchment basins, so that silt, or other deleterious materials are not allowed to 
pass to downstream reaches.  The method used to prevent siltation shall be monitored and 
cleaned/repaired weekly.  The placement of any structure or materials in the stream for this 
purpose, not included in the original project description, or Department approved water 
pollution/water diversion plan shall be coordinated with the Department.  Coordination shall 
include the negotiation of additional Agreement provisions. 

• Silty/turbid water from dewatering or other activities shall not be discharged into the stream. 
Such water shall be settled, filtered, or otherwise treated prior to discharge.  The Operator's 
ability to minimize turbidity/siltation shall be the subject of pre-construction planning and feature 
implementation. 

• Water containing mud, silt, or other pollutants from equipment washing or other activities, shall 
not be allowed to enter a lake or flowing stream or placed in locations that may be subjected to 
high storm flows. 

• Rock, gravel, and/or other materials shall not be imported to, taken from, or moved within the bed 
or banks of the stream, except as otherwise addressed in this Agreement.  Water shall not be 
pumped from the channel and used for dust control or any other use in the project. 

Protection For Wildlife and Aquatic Species 

• The Operator shall not remove or otherwise disturb vegetation or conduct any other project 
activities on the project site from March 1 to September 15 to avoid impacts to breeding/nesting 
birds. OR, Prior to construction or site preparation activities, the Operator shall have a qualified 
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biologist survey all breeding/nesting habitat within the project site and adjacent to the project site 
for breeding/nesting birds.  If listed species are present, surveys shall begin no later than June 1.  
Surveys shall be conducted every 7 days for 8 consecutive weeks until at least July 1.  
Documentation of findings, including a negative finding must be submitted to the Department for 
review and concurrence.  If no breeding/nesting birds are observed and concurrence has been 
received from the Department, site preparation and construction activities may begin.  If breeding 
activities and/or an active bird nest is located and concurrence has been received from the 
Department, the breeding habitat/nest site shall be fenced a minimum of 300 feet (500 feet for 
raptors) in all directions, and this area shall not be disturbed until the nest becomes inactive, the 
young have fledged, the young are no longer being fed by the parents, the young have left the 
area, and the young will no longer be impacted by the project. 

• If threatened or endangered species are observed in the area, no work shall occur during the 
breeding season (March 1 through September 15) to avoid direct or indirect (noise) take of listed 
species and State and/or Federal threatened/endangered species permits may be required prior to 
commencing project activities.  This Agreement does not authorize take of species listed as 
Threatened and/or Endangered. 

• Be advised, migratory nongame native bird species are protected by international treaty under the 
Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (50 C.F.R. Section 10.13).  Sections 3503, 
3503.5 and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibit take of all birds and their active 
nests including raptors and other migratory nongame birds (as listed under the Federal MBTA).  
This Agreement does not allow the Operator, any employees, or agents to destroy or disturb any 
active bird nest (Section 3503 Fish and Game Code) or any raptor nest (Section 3503.5) at any 
time of the year. 

• The Operator's activities within the stream course shall be limited to the dry period of the year 
from May 1 to December 1 and when the stream is not actively flowing and no measurable rain is 
forecasted within 72 hours.  If measurable rain is predicted within 72 hours during construction, 
all activities shall cease for the season, and protective measures to prevent siltation/erosion shall 
be implemented/maintained.  

• If Least Bell's Vireo (LBV), willow flycatcher, red-legged frog, steelhead, tiger salamander, 
Lyon’s pentachaeta, southwestern pond turtle, CA horned lizard, or any other T/E species or 
species of concern, are found within 500 feet of the work area, the Operator shall contact the 
Department immediately of the sighting and shall request an onsite inspection by Department 
representatives (to be done at the discretion of the Department) to determine if work shall 
begin/proceed.  If work is in progress when sightings are made, the Operator shall cease all work 
within 500 feet of the area in which the sighting(s) occurred and shall contact the Department 
immediately, to determine if work shall recommence.  Should these, or any other rare, threatened 
or endangered species, or species of concern, occur in the area, the Operator shall submit, for 
Department review and approval, a plan to ensure that no rare, threatened or endangered species 
are disturbed during project implementation.  The plan shall be approved by the Department prior 
to initiation of any work. 

Administrative 

• The Operator shall provide a copy of these conditions, to all contractors, subcontractors, and the 
Operator's project supervisors.  Copies of this Agreement and all required permits and supporting 
documents, shall be readily available at worksites at all times during periods of active work and 
must be presented to any Department personnel, or personnel from another agency upon demand.  
All contractors shall read and become familiar with the contents of this Agreement. 
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• A pre-construction meeting/briefing shall be held involving all the contractors and subcontractors, 
concerning the conditions in this Agreement.   

• The Operator shall notify the Department, in writing, at least five (5) days prior to initiation of 
construction (project) activities and at least five (5) days prior to completion of construction 
(project) activities.  Notification shall be sent to the Department at 4949 Viewridge Avenue, San 
Diego 92123, Attn:  ES. FAX Number (858) 467-4299.   

• The Operator herein grants to Department employees and/or their consultants (accompanied by a 
Department employee) the right to enter the project site at any time, to ensure compliance with 
the terms and conditions of this Agreement and/or to determine the impacts of the project on 
wildlife and aquatic resources and/or their habitats. 
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5.0 Water Quality  

In addition to the requirements of PRC 30231, the Plan area includes an Area of Special Biological 
Significance (ASBS). The State has implemented policies and procedures to protect the water quality in 
ASBS.  Also, the Malibu LCP mandates protection and enhancement of water quality.  Thus, 
requirements and expectations that proposed projects would enhance rather than impact water quality 
already exists.   

The description of the Access Enhancement Plan provided at the SMMC website (http://smmc.ca.gov/) 
acknowledges that the project would involve hydromodification.  The SMMC’s document “Planning 
Considerations and Constraints” (4/14/08, posted on their website http://mrca.ca.gov/pwp.html) claims 
the “overlay includes water quality policies that reflect water quality protection provisions of the LCP 
specifically applicable to the proposed trail and park improvements.”   Regardless, the Plan proposed by 
the SMMC and MRCA has the potential to impact the quality of local surface waters and marine waters 
due to the following: 

• Increased turbidity levels and siltation in creeks from erosion of soils from grading, vegetation 
removal, car traffic, hiking, and horseback riding; 

• Increased bacterial and nutrient levels in creeks from runoff carrying horse manure and leaching 
or runoff from poorly-maintained restrooms; 

• Modified flows in creeks causing stream channel scour and erosion due to increased flows related 
to impermeable surfaces; 

• Higher property visitation is likely to contribute to higher trash and debris loadings to the creeks, 
as well as coastal waters that receive the creek drainage; 

• Earthmoving equipment is a potential source for petroleum spills which, if not contained and 
cleaned up, could be carried by stormwater runoff into creeks and the ocean; 

• Increased bacterial loadings in creeks would contribute to higher bacterial levels in shoreline 
areas adjacent to the mouths of coastal creeks; 

• It is not possible to classify the significance of potential water quality impacts associated with the 
Plan without more information on the project components and plans for incorporating mitigation 
measures and BMPs (http://mrca.ca.gov/pwp.html).  Assuming that appropriate BMPs are 
incorporated and adequately maintained, it is unlikely that the proposed project would have 
significant direct impacts on surface or marine water quality; 

• However, it could be argued that the project would lead to significant indirect and/or cumulative 
impacts.  If, for example, the proposed project contributes to increased risk of fires, it is likely 
that the loss of vegetative cover in the watershed would result in greater potentials for erosion of 
soils into the creek, which would cause siltation in the creeks, as well as temporary accumulation 
of creek sediments in the nearshore zones of local beaches.  Subsequent runoff also could 
transport fire retardant chemicals into the creek and eventually to the ocean, which would have 
implications for the toxicity of the runoff to organisms in the receiving waters. 

The nearshore waters of the Malibu shoreline area of Santa Monica Bay consistently contain bacterial 
levels that exceed the AB411 guidelines (minimum microbiological contaminant standards for protection 
of public health).  (AB411 requires testing of waters adjacent to public beaches and public notification of 
health hazards.)  Beaches near the mouths of Escondido and Ramirez Creeks have had elevated levels of 
indicator bacteria during three of the past four years.  Various studies to identify and assess the possible 
source(s) of the bacteria have been conducted or planned.  For example, the County of Los Angeles 
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Department of Public Works (2007) authorized a study for evaluating bacterial sources in the Ramirez and 
Escondido Creeks watersheds.  The study would be performed by the Southern California Coastal Water 
Research Project (SCCWRP).  According to the SCCWRP website (www.sccwrp.org/view.php?id=406), 
the study is scheduled to be completed in 2009.  The City of Malibu initiated a Clean Water Program in 
2001 that has provided $35 million in funding for a variety of strategic action plans to improve water 
quality at city beaches. As part of this program, the City sponsored a study by URS Griener in 2000 to 
evaluate potential contributions from leaking septic systems (onsite wastewater treatment systems) to 
nearshore bacterial levels.  The study concluded that local septic systems did not appear to be a primary 
source for bacteria (City of Malibu 2006).   

The City of Malibu, along with EPA and the Regional Water Quality Control Board, believe that multiple 
sources, including urban runoff, wildlife, equestrian and domestic animals, and humans, contribute to the 
bacterial contamination of local beaches (City of Malibu 2006).  The total maximum daily load (TMDL) 
for bacteria at Santa Monica Bay Beaches, adopted by EPA and the RWQCB, identified urban runoff as a 
primary source of bacterial contamination of beaches, whereas contributions from septic systems were not 
considered a significant source.   

A Bacterial TMDL Implementation Plan was developed for the City of Malibu and County of Los 
Angeles.  The Implementation Plan contains measures for reducing the sources of bacterial contamination 
to local beaches.  The City of Malibu authorized construction of a stormwater treatment facility at 
Paradise Cove (Council Agenda Report, 4/26/07).  The new treatment facility is intended to provide a 
permanent system that would replace the existing “experimental” facility that utilizes rented equipment 
and has limited capacity.  The City believes that a properly designed and sized facility will improve the 
quality of dry weather and first flush flows from the Ramirez Watershed into the ocean.  As part of the 
professional services agreement with the design contractor, the City is requiring the contractor to collect 
and analyze available data on Solstice Creek flows, tides, rainfall amounts, treated effluent quality, and 
Creek water quality.  The contractor is also responsible for calculating average dry weather flows and 
estimate first flush flow rates.  Also, as part of the Malibu Civic Center Integrated Water Quality 
Management Plan, the City has acquired land for stormwater detention and treatment wetlands to filter 
and disinfect flows from three storm drain systems that reach Malibu Creek and Lagoon.   

So, it could be argued, the area of the proposed project has an existing condition of poor water quality, 
related primarily to elevated bacterial levels in coastal waters.  The City of Malibu, along with the County 
of Los Angeles and other state and federal agencies, has recognized the problem, prepared a TMDL, and 
authorized funding for infrastructure improvements to address the issue.  Thus, the project proposed by 
the SMMC and MRCA, if not carefully implemented, maintained, and monitored, could exacerbate 
existing conditions, undermine ongoing efforts to improve water quality conditions in the area, and be 
inconsistent with the LCP and with protection afforded to the ASBS. 
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6.0 Traffic 

The following are comments/comparisons of SMMC related traffic studies. 

6.1 Studies Reviewed 

• Crain - Trip Generation Estate Homes Study (1999) 

• Crain - Traffic Analysis for Streisand Center Conversion (1999) 

• Crain - SMMC Traffic/Parking Analysis (2006) 

• ATE - SMMC Traffic/Parking Analysis & Appendix (2008) 

6.2 Initial Comments/Comparisons of Studies 

6.2.1 Summary of Studies 

Crain Trip Generation Estate Homes Study (1999).  A “baseline” trip generation for the SMMC Ramirez 
property was established assuming six “estate homes” and using the estate home trip rate of 76 per 
weekday and 80 per weekend day. 

Crain SMMC Traffic/Parking Analysis (2006).  Project impacts were analyzed based on acreage for a 
Regional Park land use from the ITE 7th Edition and San Diego Traffic Generators manual.  Average 
Daily Trip (ADT) volume data were collected for Winding Way east of Porterdale Drive and for Kanan 
Dume Road north of Cavalleris Road.  An appendix summary of a trip management plan for SMMC 
activities was included. 

ATE SMMC Traffic/Parking Analysis & Appendix (2008).  Project impacts were analyzed based on 
available/provided parking spaces from the San Diego Traffic Generators manual.  The baseline number 
of vehicle trips for the Ramirez property was based on the Crain Trip Generation Estate Homes Study 

(1999).  ADT volume data were collected during a peak summer month (i.e., the time of highest beach 
traffic) at the two gates into Ramirez Canyon, one on Ramirez Canyon Road on the south side of Pacific 
Coast Highway (PCH) and the other on Delaplane Road north of PCH. 

6.2.2 Comparison of Studies 

In the SMMC traffic impact analyses, the proposed uses of the Ramirez property are consistently 
compared against a “baseline” land use of six “estate homes.”  However, according to information 
obtained from longtime residents of the area, the historical use of the property was as a single estate used 
for vacations and occasional weekends.  There have never been six “estate homes” on the property.  At 
most, the property has been operated as a multi-purpose facility, which would have a different trip 
generation.  Furthermore, there is no evidence in the SMMC submittals that six legal parcels are present 
on the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property that can be separately developed with single family homes and 
sold as such.  Therefore, using this theoretical but non-existent land use as a “baseline” for traffic 
generation purposes is not appropriate or consistent with standard traffic engineering practices. In 
addition, the Crain study uses an “inflator” for the traffic generation factor, without explaining the factual 
basis for doing so.  In fact, the SMMC property was historically used less frequently than the typical 
single family house, and is in a neighborhood with other homes that serve as weekend or vacation homes.  
Thus, instead of using an “inflator,” Crain should have used a “deflator” for trip generation purposes.  
Had Crain done so, the number of trips generated by 6 single family homes would have been less than 58. 
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The two most recent studies offered by the SMMC (Crain 2006, ATE 2008) project the number of traffic 
trips generated by the proposed uses of the Ramirez property based on the number of proposed parking 
spaces. The resultant trip generation is compared against the “baseline” number of trips (described above) 
to determine whether the proposed project exceeds that baseline and would therefore have impacts on the 
residents along Ramirez Canyon Road.  This analysis is fundamentally flawed since 1)  the baseline is 
inappropriate for the reasons explained above, and 2) each parking space may be used multiple times 
during a day and parking on the SMMC Ramirez property may occur in parking spaces or on other 
portions of the property.  These two studies also analyze the traffic impacts of the proposed use of the 

SMMC Ramirez property assuming the existence of a 2-lane undivided roadway.  However, neither 
study takes into account the effect/impact of the unique characteristics of Ramirez Canyon Road (i.e., the 
roadway narrows to one lane in a number of locations, lack of curbs/gutters, the one-lane tunnel which is 
the only way to leave the Canyon heading east on PCH, roadside parking, etc.), all of which affect the 
capacity of the roadway to handle the traffic load.  Both of the most recent studies imply a ‘zero’ increase 
to traffic on Ramirez Canyon Road from the proposed project (no analysis section is provided in the 2006 
Crain study, but a conclusory statement indicates the project will comply with the existing trip 
limitations).  This conclusion appears unsupported by the data.   

Based on the methodology used in the ATE SMMC Traffic/Parking Analysis (parking spaces), we 
conclude that the number of trips generated from the proposed uses of the Ramirez property would be 
much higher than the trips generated prior to the SMMC’s use of the property, and higher than the “80 
trip” baseline used in the analyses. 

In addition, the 2006 Crain study set forth a calculation of vehicle trips based on the number of acres of a 
proposed park site.  Applying that methodology to the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property, a “park” use 
generates 9-14 trips (weekdays), 13-16 trips (Saturdays), and 24 trips (Sundays).  

6.3 Additional Questions 

• Will alternate vehicular access routes be constructed? 

• Why does the ATE SMMC Traffic/Parking Analysis conclude these roadways operate at LOS A: 

o Kanan Dume Road north of Cavalleri Road 

o Ramirez Canyon south of entrance gate 

o Delaplane Road south of entrance gate 

while the Crain SMMC Traffic/Parking Analysis (2006), concludes that Winding Way east of 
Porterdale Drive operates at LOS F? 

• Why are the ADT volumes for Winding Way in the Crain SMMC Traffic/Parking Analysis 

(2006) the same as the ADT volumes shown in the ATE SMMC Traffic/Parking Analysis (2008) 
for Kanan Dume Road north of Cavalleri Road? 

6.4 Alternative Land Use 

If the six parcels within the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property were sold and developed as individual 
home sites, the traffic generated would be 58 per weekday and 61 per weekend day.  This is less than the 
76 per weekday and 80 per weekend day in the Crain Trip Generation Estate Homes Study (1999).  
Fewer trips were calculated for the residential use because the “adjustment” factors of 2.90 for weekday 
and 3.06 for weekend trips based on Federal Highway Administration criteria were not included.  These 
factors were used in the 1999 Crain study and justified based on house size, price, and demographics. 
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7.0 Noise 

7.1 Effects of SMMC Ramirez Canyon Property Traffic Noise 

Noise resulting from vehicular traffic along access roads serving the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property 

could cause a substantial increase in noise at residences located along the access Ramirez Canyon Road 

resulting in a significant environmental impact upon area residents at the northern end of Ramirez 

Canyon Road.  Given the topographical conditions and the relationships between the receiving properties 

and the roadways, there may not be any reasonable or feasible measures to mitigate such an impact.   

The only access to the site is via Ramirez Canyon Road.  Residences adjoin this rural, low volume 
roadway.  The primary source of noise affecting this area is vehicular traffic on Pacific Coast Highway. 
Residences along Ramirez Canyon Road are located up to approximately 4,500 feet from PCH.  The 
Noise Element of the Malibu General Plan provides information on noise level from the Pacific Coast 
Highway.  Table 6-2 of that plan shows that the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is about 55 
dB at distances of 550-600 feet from the roadway.  By extrapolating to a distance of 4,500 feet, using 
standard traffic noise modeling methods, the noise level from PCH traffic is calculated to be about 40 dB 
CNEL or less, which is a very quiet setting.   

Vehicular traffic associated with the proposed uses of the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property would cause 
a significant noise impact if the traffic resulted in a substantial increase in noise at these residences, either 
on a 24-hour average basis (e.g., CNEL) or from intermittent noise.  SMMC projects that daily traffic will 
be 80 trips per day.  Hourly average noise levels throughout the day could reach about 40 dBA Leq 50 feet 
from the roadway.  Each individual car would probably be noticeable. SMMC states that special event 
patrons would use 15-passenger vans.  Up to 200 people are expected at special events, necessitating 
about 15 one-way trips, assuming 90 percent occupancy in the vans.  Peak hour average traffic noise 
resulting from the vans is calculated to be 54 dBA Leq 50 feet from the roadway.  This could be up to 10-
15 dBA above existing levels causing a substantial increase in noise resulting in a significant noise impact 
in this quiet rural area.  This is not consistent with Noise Policy 1.1.1 of the Malibu General Plan that 
states, “The City shall protect residences, parks, and recreational areas from excessive noise to permit the 
enjoyment of activities.”  Furthermore, Noise Implementation Measure 6 states the following, “Require 
an acoustical analysis as part of proposed development to ensure that noise mitigation is included in the 
project where activities associated with proposed uses are likely to produce noise levels exceeding the 
adopted city noise level standards [50 dBA CNEL], at existing or planned noise sensitive uses, including 
but not limited to, residences, schools, hospitals, long-term in-patient medical treatment and care 
facilities, churches, and libraries.”  

7.2 Effects of SMMC Ramirez Canyon Property Use Noise 

Activities and events on the property would generate noise levels that would substantially exceed existing 

ambient noise levels and the “maximum exterior noise limits non-transportation sources” set forth in the 

Malibu General Plan.   

The SMMC proposal provides insufficient information to conduct a thorough and quantitative analysis of 
community noise that could result from activities and events on the property.  The numbers of people 
participating in such activities and events and the presence or absence of sound amplification equipment 
need to be clarified.  Property infrastructure is clustered in the southern portion of the property in areas 
near the Art Deco House and the Barwood House near existing residents.  The Art Deco House is located 
approximately 260 feet to the nearest residential property line and 450 feet to the nearest residence.  The 
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Barwood House is located approximately 450 feet from the nearest residential property line and 530 feet 
to the nearest residence.   

The level of amplified music varies depending upon the event.  Concerts would be expected to generate 
the highest noise levels.  Other events, such as weddings or receptions, would generate lower noise levels 
depending upon whether amplified or un-amplified music, live bands, or pre-recorded music was played.  
Sound levels from this wide range of events would be expected to range from 75 dBA to 95 dBA at a 
distance of 50 feet from the source of the music.  At the nearest residences, noise levels would be reduced 
about 20 dBA from this range as a result of the intervening distance.  The level of noise from music 
could, therefore, be expected to range from about 55 to 75 dBA at the nearest neighboring properties.  
Table 6-4 of the Noise Element of the General Plan sets maximum exterior levels for non-transportation 
sources.  The noise limits are 55 dBA Leq and 75 dBA Lmax from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM; 50 dBA Leq and 60 
dBA Lmax from 7:00 PM to 10:00 PM; and 40 dBA Leq and 55 dBA Lmax from 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM.  The 
noise level from music typically does not have a very large dynamic range with maximum levels only 
about 5 dBA above average levels.  Average noise levels resulting from all sources of musical events 
could, therefore, exceed the day, evening, and night Leq noise limits.  The maximum intermittent noise 
level limits may also be exceeded by the louder musical events, such as concerts.  Furthermore, as noted 
previously, existing ambient noise levels at residences in the area are expected to be quite low.  Other 
possible noise sources resulting from activities on the property would include car stereos and boom boxes 
that are operated by campers, the sound of raised voices, and sounds from loud motorized vehicles such 
as motorcycles operating within the property.  There is, therefore, the strong probability that the noise 
level from events on the property would substantially exceed local noise limits and existing ambient noise 
levels at the residences in the area, resulting in a significant noise impact upon area residents. 
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8.0 Alternatives 

8.1 Alternative Locations 

Alternative locations for events, accessible overnight camping, trail camps, and office space were 
evaluated.  SMMC, MRCA, and Mountains Restoration Trust own 554 parcels within 20 miles of 
Ramirez Canyon, and SMMC and MRCA are part owners of the King Gillette Ranch, also within 20 
miles of Ramirez Canyon.  These parcels range in size from less than 0.1 acre to 634.3 acres.  The 554 
parcels were mapped (Figure 9), and a subset of 92 parcels located near roads (Figure 10) were mapped 
on aerial photographs.  These parcels were assessed for vegetation (fire risk and ESHA issues), 
topography, public road access, presence of disturbed areas where parking, buildings, or camp sites could 
be constructed with minimal environmental damage, and proximity to urban or commercial areas for 
compatibility. 

Direct access to a public road is available for 60 of the 92 parcels, although there may or may not be roads 
within the parcels themselves.  Several have questionable road access that would need further 
investigation. Vegetation on the parcels is predominantly chaparral and/or coastal sage scrub (73 of 92 
parcels).  Oak woodland, grassland, riparian corridor, and disturbed (barren, landscaped, or agriculture) 
are also present on some parcels.  

Table 5 summarized the information obtained from the aerial photographs as well as an assessment of 
suitability for office buildings, events, accessible overnight camps, and trail camps.  Criteria used in this 
evaluation are: 

1. Office Buildings.  Existing buildings present on the parcel in or adjacent to a commercial area. 

2. Special Events.  Highly disturbed or other open areas with low fire risk and road access where 
events could be held in a park-like setting, but not in close proximity to residential areas. 

3. Accessible Overnight Camps.  Disturbed areas present with road access where such camp sites 
and parking could be built with minimal environmental damage and fire risk (i.e., open space 
with bare ground or grassland). 

4. Trail Camps.  Parcel is large enough for a trail and camps or contiguous with other open space for 
trails, and areas of grassland or oak savannah where camps could be placed without native brush 
clearing for fire safety. 

King Gillette Ranch.  The 588-acre King Gillette Ranch was purchased as parkland by a partnership of 
SMMC, MRCA, National Park Service, California State Parks, and several other state and local agencies 
(http://smmc.ca.gov/KGRP/guide.html, http://www.nps.gov/samo/planyourvisit/kinggilletteranch.htm). The 
most recent use of the property was as a private university.  Suitability of the King Gillette Ranch for all 
four of the uses proposed at Ramirez Canyon was evaluated using information on these websites.  Plans 
are being developed for use of the property, located 6.7 miles northeast of the SMMC Ramirez Canyon 
property, and a Draft Design Concept Plan has been written (October 2008 project description on the 
SMMC website).  The primary management objectives include preservation, conservation, and restoration 
of habitats; protection of cultural resources; and provision of public access for nature education and 
recreation uses.  Existing site improvements provide facilities for public access and recreation (e.g., 
parking, restrooms, picnic areas), public programs, and administration and management offices.  A total 
of 21 structures with a combined 109,000 square feet of space are present and include dorm, classroom, 
administrative, maintenance, and parking facilities. All but two structures are proposed to be adaptively 
re-used. 
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Table 5.  Alternatives Analysis Parcels 

County 
Parcel 

No. 
Address AIN Owner 

Size 

 (acres) 

Road  

Access? 
Vegetation Type Offices? 

Special 

Events? 

Overnight 

camps? 

Trail 

Camps? 

Los Angeles 2052-009-900 Vacant Land or N/A 2052009900 MRCA 320.6 Y CH/CSS/G/OW N N ? ? 

Los Angeles 2052-013-902 Vacant Land or N/A 2052013902 MRCA 5.0 Y CSS/G/RW N? N ? N 

Los Angeles 2057-015-902 Vacant Land or N/A 2057015902 MRCA 128.4 Y CH/CSS/G/OW N N ? ? 

Los Angeles 2058-010-906 Vacant Land or N/A 2058010906 
Mountains 
Restoration Trust 

11.3 Y CH/RW N N N N 

Los Angeles 2058-017-024 Vacant Land or N/A 2058017024 
Mountains 
Restoration Trust 

38.7 Y CH/CSS N N N N 

Los Angeles 2058-018-903 Vacant Land or N/A 2058018903 MRCA 10.1 Y(SR23) CH/CSS/OW N N N N 

Los Angeles 2059-025-907 Vacant Land or N/A 2059025907 MRCA 41.4 Y CH/CSS/G Y? N ? ? 

Los Angeles 2059-025-909 Vacant Land or N/A 2059025909 MRCA 17.8 Y(SR23) CH/CSS N N N N 

Los Angeles 2061-033-905 Vacant Land or N/A 2061033905 MRCA 116.5 Y CH/CSS/G/RW N N ? ? 

Los Angeles 2063-008-907 Vacant Land or N/A 2063008907 MRCA 106.7 Y CH/CSS/G/OW N? N ? ? 

Los Angeles 2064-006-900 Vacant Land or N/A 2064006900 SMMC 2.7 Y CSS/G/RW N N ? N 

Los Angeles 2064-006-901 Vacant Land or N/A 2064006901 MRCA 0.2 ? RW/G N N N N 

Los Angeles 2064-006-902 Vacant Land or N/A 2064006902 MRCA 0.2 ? D/G N N N N 

Los Angeles 2064-006-903 Vacant Land or N/A 2064006903 MRCA 0.2 ? D/G N N N N 

Los Angeles 2064-006-904 Vacant Land or N/A 2064006904 MRCA 0.2 Y L/G N N N N 

Los Angeles 2064-006-905 Vacant Land or N/A 2064006905 MRCA 0.2 Y RW/G N N N N 

Los Angeles 2064-006-906 Vacant Land or N/A 2064006906 MRCA 0.2 Y RW/G N N N N 

Los Angeles 2064-006-907 Vacant Land or N/A 2064006907 MRCA 0.9 Y G N? N N N 

Los Angeles 2069-010-900 Vacant Land or N/A 2069010900 
Mountains 
Restoration Trust 

14.4 Y? G/CSS/OW N N N N 

Los Angeles 2069-078-901 Vacant Land or N/A 2069078901 MRCA 214.4 Y? G/CSS/OW/RW N N N ? 

Los Angeles 2069-078-902 Vacant Land or N/A 2069078902 MRCA 74.4 N G/SS/OW N N N ? 

Los Angeles 2072-002-900 Vacant Land or N/A 2072002900 MRCA 0.9 Y G/shrub or oak N N N N 

Los Angeles 2072-018-900 Vacant Land or N/A 2072018900 SMMC 0.1 Y CH N N N N 

Los Angeles 2072-021-900 Vacant Land or N/A 2072021900 MRCA 1.1 Y CH/D N N N N 

Los Angeles 2072-021-901 Vacant Land or N/A 2072021901 MRCA 0.9 N CH/D N N N N 

Los Angeles 2072-022-900 Vacant Land or N/A 2072022900 MRCA 0.9 Y CH/D N N N N 

Los Angeles 2072-022-901 Vacant Land or N/A 2072022901 MRCA 1.1 N CSS/CH N N N N 

Los Angeles 2080-014-901 Vacant Land or N/A 2080014901 MRCA 56.3 Y CSS/CH/OW N N N ? 

Los Angeles 2173-007-906 Vacant Land or N/A 2173007906 MRCA 62.6 Y? CSS/OW/G/CH N N N ? 

Los Angeles 2177-031-901 Vacant Land or N/A 2177031901 MRCA 1.3 Y CH N N N N 

Los Angeles 2177-033-901 Vacant Land or N/A 2177033901 MRCA 299.4 Y 
CH/G/CSS/OW/
D 

N N ? ? 
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Table 5.  Alternatives Analysis Parcels (continued) 

County 
Parcel 

No. 
Address AIN Owner 

Size 

 (acres) 

Road  

Access? 
Vegetation Type Offices? 

Special 

Events? 

Overnight 

camps? 

Trail 

Camps? 

Los Angeles 2177-033-906 Vacant Land or N/A 2177033906 MRCA 35.0 Y 
CH/CSS/OWG/
RW 

N N ? ? 

Los Angeles 2178-009-901 Vacant Land or N/A 2178009901 MRCA 1.3 N CH N N N N 

Los Angeles 2178-010-900 Vacant Land or N/A 2178010900 MRCA 4.3 N G/OW/CSS N N N N 

Los Angeles 2178-010-901 Vacant Land or N/A 2178010901 MRCA 3.8 N OW/G/CSS N N N N 

Los Angeles 2178-010-902 Vacant Land or N/A 2178010902 MRCA 4.1 Y CSS/CH N N N N 

Los Angeles 2180-025-903 Vacant Land or N/A 2180025903 MRCA 90.5 Y CH/CSS/OW N N N N 

Los Angeles 2723-003-900 Vacant Land or N/A 2723003900 MRCA 15.5 Y CSS/OW/RW N N ? ? 

Los Angeles 2723-004-905 Vacant Land or N/A 2723004905 MRCA 0.4 Y G N N N N 

Los Angeles 2723-004-907 Vacant Land or N/A 2723004907 MRCA 39.2 Y CSS/OW/G N N ? ? 

Los Angeles 2723-021-900 Vacant Land or N/A 2723021900 MRCA 14.5 Y CSS/CH/OW N N N N 

Los Angeles 2723-022-900 Vacant Land or N/A 2723022900 MRCA 12.8 Y CSS/CH/OW N N N N 

Los Angeles 2818-021-902 Vacant Land or N/A 2818021902 MRCA 14.4 Y CSS/CH/G/RW? N N ? N 

Los Angeles 2821-012-905 Vacant Land or N/A 2821012905 MRCA 9.7 N G/CSS N N N N 

Los Angeles 4377-001-901 Vacant Land or N/A 4377001901 
State of Calif 
Santa Monica 

172.4 Y CH/CSS N N N ? 

Los Angeles 4378-001-903 Vacant Land or N/A 4378001903 
State of Calif 
Santa Monica 

93.9 Y 
CH/CSS/G/D/ 
OW 

N N ? ? 

Los Angeles 4416-008-901 Vacant Land or N/A 4416008901 MRCA 0.1 Y L N N N N 

Los Angeles 4416-021-901 Vacant Land or N/A 4416021901 MRCA 0.1 ? CSS? N N N N 

Los Angeles 4416-021-902 Vacant Land or N/A 4416021902 MRCA 0.1 ? CSS? N N N N 

Los Angeles 4416-021-903 Vacant Land or N/A 4416021903 MRCA 0.1 ? CSS? N N N N 

Los Angeles 4434-003-901 Vacant Land or N/A 4434003901 
State of Calif 
Santa Monica 

48.1 Y CH/CSS/G N N ? ? 

Los Angeles 4434-003-902 Vacant Land or N/A 4434003902 
State of Calif 
Santa Monica 

49.7 Y CH/CSS/G N N N ? 

Los Angeles 4434-004-902 Vacant Land or N/A 4434004902 
State of Calif 
Santa Monica 

34.1 Y OW/CSS/G/CH N N N  

Los Angeles 4434-004-903 Vacant Land or N/A 4434004903 
State of Calif 
Santa Monica 

4.3 Y OW/CSS N N N ? 

Los Angeles 4434-004-904 Vacant Land or N/A 4434004904 MRCA 17.9 Y CSS/CH N N N N 

Los Angeles 4434-004-905 Vacant Land or N/A 4434004905 MRCA 57.4 Y G/OW/CSS/CH N N N ? 

Los Angeles 4434-004-906 Vacant Land or N/A 4434004906 MRCA 113.3 Y CSS/CH/G/OW  N N ? 

Los Angeles 4434-009-902 Vacant Land or N/A 4434009902 MRCA 137.6 ? CH/CSS/G/OW N N N ? 

Los Angeles 4434-037-901 Vacant Land or N/A 4434037901 MRCA 6.3 ? CH N N N N 
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Table 5.  Alternatives Analysis Parcels (continued) 

County 
Parcel 

No. 
Address AIN Owner 

Size 

 (acres) 

Road  

Access? 
Vegetation Type Offices? 

Special 

Events? 

Overnight 

camps? 

Trail 

Camps? 

Los Angeles 4434-037-902 Vacant Land or N/A 4434037902 MRCA 0.3 N CH N N N N 

Los Angeles 4440-012-901 Vacant Land or N/A 4440012901 MRCA 0.2 N CH N N N N 

Los Angeles 4440-015-006 Vacant Land or N/A 4440015006 
Mountains 
Restoration Trust 

0.1 N CH/OW N N N N 

Los Angeles 4440-015-007 Vacant Land or N/A 4440015007 
Mountains 
Restoration Trust 

0.1 N CH/OW N N N N 

Los Angeles 4440-015-008 Vacant Land or N/A 4440015008 
Mountains 
Restoration Trust 

0.1 N CH/OW N N N N 

Los Angeles 4449-011-900 Vacant Land or N/A 4449011900 MRCA 142.8 Y CH/CSS/OW N N N ? 

Los Angeles 4452-020-086 Vacant Land or N/A 4452020086 
Mountains 
Restoration Trust 

1.9 Y TREES N N N N 

Los Angeles 4452-020-098 Vacant Land or N/A 4452020098 
Mountains 
Restoration Trust 

2.4 Y D/RW/CSS N N ? N 

Los Angeles 4452-020-099 Vacant Land or N/A 4452020099 
Mountains 
Restoration Trust 

0.6 Y D/RW/G N N ? N 

Los Angeles 4455-015-900 Vacant Land or N/A 4455015900 MRCA 78.0 N G/CSS/CH N N N ? 

Los Angeles 4455-016-902 Vacant Land or N/A 4455016902 MRCA 76.0 Y D/CH/CSS/OW N N N ? 

Los Angeles 4455-028-905 Vacant Land or N/A 4455028905 MRCA 49.5 Y G/CSS/CH/OW N N N N 

Los Angeles 4455-033-909 Vacant Land or N/A 4455033909 
MRCA (On King 
Gillette) 

28.2 Y AG/OW/CH N N N N 

Los Angeles 4455-033-915 Vacant Land or N/A 4455033915 
MRCA (On King 
Gillette) 

3.1 Y G/OW N N N N 

Los Angeles 4455-040-902 Vacant Land or N/A 4455040902 
MRCA (On King 
Gillette) 

0.6 Y CSS/OW N N N N 

Los Angeles 4455-040-903 Vacant Land or N/A 4455040903 
MRCA (On King 
Gillette) 

0.3 Y OW/L N N N N 

Los Angeles 4455-040-904 Vacant Land or N/A 4455040904 
MRCA (On King 
Gillette) 

37.6 ? CH/CSS/G N N N ? 

Los Angeles 4455-040-905 Vacant Land or N/A 4455040905 MRCA 0.7 N G/OW/L N N N N 

Los Angeles 4462-030-903 Vacant Land or N/A 4462030903 
State of Calif 
Santa Monica 

7.1 Y CSS/CH/OW N N N ? 

Los Angeles 4472-006-901 Vacant Land or N/A 4472006901 MRCA 37.2 Y CSS/CH N N N N 

Los Angeles 4472-008-904 Vacant Land or N/A 4472008904 MRCA 19.7        

Los Angeles 4472-008-905 Vacant Land or N/A 4472008905 MRCA 34.5 Y CH N N N N 

Ventura 615-0-280-150 Vacant Land or N/A 615028015 MRCA 8.3 N G N N N N 
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Table 5.  Alternatives Analysis Parcels (continued) 

County 
Parcel 

No. 
Address AIN Owner 

Size 

 (acres) 

Road  

Access? 
Vegetation Type Offices? 

Special 

Events? 

Overnight 

camps? 

Trail 

Camps? 

Ventura 615-0-300-150 Vacant Land or N/A 615030015 MRCA 506.5 
Y 

(SR118) 
CSS N N N ? 

Ventura 685-0-060-350 Vacant Land or N/A 685006035 MRCA 208.5 Y 
CSS/CH/G/OW/
RW 

N N N ? 

Ventura 685-0-070-110 Vacant Land or N/A 685007011 MRCA 65.8 N G/CSS/OW/RW N N N ? 

Ventura 685-0-070-130 Vacant Land or N/A 685007013 MRCA 36.7 ? G/CSS/OW/RW N N N ? 

Ventura 685-0-070-150 Vacant Land or N/A 685007015 MRCA 63.0 ? G/CSS/OW/RW N N N ? 

Ventura 685-0-080-020 Vacant Land or N/A 685008002 MRCA 624.8 N 
CSS/CH/G/OW/
RW 

N N N ? 

Ventura 685-0-080-060 Vacant Land or N/A 685008006 MRCA 525.0 ? CSS/G/OW N N N ? 

Ventura 694-0-060-285 Vacant Land or N/A 694006028 MRCA 180.0 Y 
D/G/CSS/CH/ 
OW/RW 

2000X
350'  

N ? ? 

Ventura 694-0-060-305 Vacant Land or N/A 694006030 MRCA 143.3 Y G/CSS/CH/OW N N ? ? 

Ventura 519-0-082-165 Vacant Land or N/A 519008216 MRCA 24.1 N CSS/OW? N N N N 
Notes: 

CH = chaparral; CSS = coastal sage scrub; G = grassland; OW = oak woodland; RW = riparian woodland; D = disturbed; AG = agriculture; L = landscaped; ? = uncertain type based on 
aerial photo 
Road Access:  Y = access at least to edge of parcel by apparently paved public road (based on aerial photos) 
Office & Events:  N = no existing  buildings that could be used for office space; ? = potential to build such facilities on the parcel 
Overnight Camping:  N = no disturbed or open areas where such camping facilities could be built; ? = potential that facilities could be built on the parcel 
Trail Camp:  N = No existing trails and dense vegetation that would have to be cleared, also fire hazard; ? = potential to develop trail camps with more review 
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The ranch has been divided into three management areas (see map on SMMC website):  existing 
disturbed areas for moderate intensity use, existing developed areas for high intensity uses, and 
existing/proposed low intensity use areas.  Of these, the latter covers the largest area, with the high 
intensity use areas around the existing structures. Most of the property (322 acres) is open space where 
habitat conservation and restoration can occur as well as passive recreational activities such as hiking, 
nature study, and other compatible uses. MRCA offers half-day, full-day, and overnight (5 days/4 nights) 
outdoor education programs for students and their teachers.  

Potential uses of the existing buildings include a visitor center, environmental education facilities, agency 
administration offices, and events such as weddings and parties (Los Angeles Outdoor Recreation 
Examiner 16 November 2008).  The existing facilities can support indoor and outdoor events.  According 
to the proposed Design Concept Plan, special events will be allowed all year and could include weddings, 
retreats, workshops, conferences, and company picnics.  Five areas can accommodate events for 100 to 
350 guests:  four are outside areas (tennis courts, lawn, and two courtyards) and the other is the dormitory 
with a large meeting room (150 seats) and an auditorium (350 seats). 

The King Gillette Ranch web site includes a more detailed description of the existing facilities and 
potential future uses as well as maps showing vegetation, management areas, and existing/planned uses. 

8.1.1 Offices 

Public agencies, including park and recreation districts, generally have their offices in buildings within a 
commercial area.  For example, the following agency offices are located in city commercial areas and not 
in the lands that these agencies manage. 

Agency Office Location 

Los Angeles County Parks and Recreation Department 433 South Vermont Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 

Baldwin Hills Conservancy 3578-C Eastham Drive, Culver City, CA 90232 

National Park Service, Santa Monica Mountains 
National Recreation Area 

401 West Hillcrest Drive, Thousand Oaks, CA 91360 

San Gabriel and Lower Los Angeles Rivers and 
Mountains Conservancy 

900 S. Fremont Ave., Annex Building, Alhambra, CA 
91802 

The Nature Conservancy 523 W. 6th St #1216, Los Angeles, CA 90014 

SMMC currently has regional administrative offices in their Ramirez Canyon property for SMMC and 
MRCA, and proposes to continue to do so.  This is not typical for the location of administrative offices 
for park and conservation agencies as shown above.  Alternative locations for these offices are available 
in existing commercial buildings or could be constructed on commercial properties.  None of the 92 
parcels evaluated have existing buildings that appear suitable for offices, and only one parcel has a large 
disturbed area (about 2,000 ft by 350 ft) adjacent to West Potrero Road where offices and parking could 
be constructed.  The parcel is 6940-060-285, and the total area of the parcel is 180 acres.  A small 
drainage along the south side of the disturbed area separates it from the rest of the parcel.  The King 
Gillette Ranch has existing buildings that could be used for offices as described above.  Thus, alternative 
locations for the offices currently in the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property are available. 

8.1.2 Special Events 

Special events, particularly those with amplified sound, have been held on the SMMC Ramirez Canyon 
property in the past and caused considerable disturbance for the nearby residents.  Section 7.0, Noise, 
shows that noise from such events would likely exceed the maximum exterior noise level set forth in the
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Malibu General Plan.  Holding such events in a box canyon with a substandard access road would cause 
traffic problems for the local residents, limit rapid response by emergency personnel in the case of a 
wildfire or a medical emergency, and interfere with evacuation of both event participants and local 
residents in the case of a wildfire.  Section 1.3 above shows that numerous facilities for events are 
available in the region, some of which can handle more than 500 people at a time.  None of the 92 parcels 
evaluated have good road access, previously disturbed areas that could be used for parking, and open 
areas (lacking dense brush) that could provide space for outdoor events in a park-like setting at a distance 
from urban development that would preclude noise issues.  The King Gillette Ranch, however, has 
facilities that could accommodate such events as described above.  In addition, the SMMC Franklin 
Canyon Park has facilities for special events (http://www.lamountains.com/planning_franklin.html).  The 
park is 605 acres with chaparral, grassland, and oak woodland as well as a 3-acre lake.  Facilities include 
an auditorium that opens to a courtyard that can be rented for events such as meetings, parties, or 
weddings.  Picnic areas, open amphitheaters, and large lawns with oak trees provide space for outdoor 
events such as weddings, company picnics, and reunions.  Therefore, events planned for the SMMC 
Ramirez Canyon property could be held in other locations. 

8.1.3 Overnight Camping 

Development of facilities for overnight camping is proposed by SMMC for their Ramirez Canyon 
property, potentially at the location of the existing tennis courts.  Operation of such facilities at this site 
would increase traffic on Ramirez Canyon Road and would require parking onsite.  Shuttling the 
participants in would reduce but not eliminate additional traffic and the need for parking.  Furthermore, 
shuttles would need to be present whenever campers are present to provide emergency evacuation in case 
of wildfire in the area.  Evacuation traffic could interfere with local resident evacuation and with fire 
equipment access.   

Alternative locations for overnight camps are available in the area as described above in Section 1.4.  The 
King Gillette Ranch also has the needed access, parking, and facilities for such camping.  Seventeen of 92 
parcels evaluated with good road access have at least some potential for overnight camping, but a more 
thorough evaluation and site visits would be needed to determine actual suitability.  No facilities are 
currently present at any of these sites nor is established parking.  The following is a description of four 
parcels that have the potential for construction of overnight campgrounds, including accessible facilities. 

Parcel 2057-015-902, located in Los Angeles County, south of Westlake Village at the end of Lindero 
Canyon Road and east of Las Virgenes Reservoir.  Paved road access to the parcel is present via Lindero 
Canyon Road and another road.  The parcel is 128.4 acres, and a potential overnight camping facility site 
(which would be accessible) is located just off the paved road in an area of grassland with a few scattered 
oak trees.  Adjacent areas are coastal sage scrub and chaparral.  The area appears to be relatively flat, and 
both parking and facilities could be built with minimal disturbance to native vegetation. 

Parcel 2069-078-901, located in Los Angeles County, near Brents Junction.  This parcel extends east 
from Las Virgenes Road along the southern edge of the Ventura Freeway (101).  Access is via a frontage 
road parallel to U.S. Highway 101.  At the apparent end of the pavement, a dirt road continues, and an 
opening in the trees leads to a grassland/weedy area that could be used for accessible overnight camping 
facilities.  Scattered oak trees are present on the north side of this area, and a small drainage with a narrow 
riparian corridor borders the southeast side of the area.  The parcel is 214.4 acres. 

Parcel 2052-013-902, located in Los Angeles County, near Agoura.  This parcel extends north of the 
Ventura Freeway (101) between Chesebro Road and Canwood Street.  This parcel has access from U.S. 
Highway 101 and other roads on the south side of the freeway.  The parcel is 5 acres with a north-south 
dirt road.  The vegetation is grassland with a narrow riparian corridor parallel to the dirt road.  One oak 
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tree is present just outside the parcel to the east.  Landscaping would improve the aesthetics of the parcel 
for accessible overnight facilities. 

Parcel 2177-033-901, located in Los Angeles County, near Santa Maria (east of Glenview).  This parcel 
extends north from the northern boundary of Topanga State Park.  Access is via Reseda Boulevard, near 
its southern end.  The parcel is 299.4 acres, and much of it is chaparral.  In the southwest part of the 
parcel is an area that appears to have been disturbed in the past with one tree (possibly an oak) in an area 
of grassland.  The adjacent vegetation is coastal sage scrub that changes to chaparral to the south and east.  
Access from Reseda Boulevard and topography would need to be evaluated.  

8.1.4 Trail Camps 

Five trail camps are proposed for the northern portion of the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property based on 
conceptual site plans.  These are all located within Los Angeles County based on maps showing the 
Malibu City boundary and conceptual site plans for the camp sites.  All but one of these would be within 
100 feet of the creek, and the one farther away would be near chaparral.  Although they are located in 
areas that have been previously disturbed, the weedy vegetation that is likely to have colonized the 
disturbed areas could carry a fire into the adjacent coastal sage scrub and chaparral of the canyon.  In 
Escondido Canyon Park, the eight proposed trail camps would be located on a slope covered with coastal 
sage scrub that would need to be cleared and graded.  Allowing trail camps in or adjacent to highly 
flammable vegetation, particularly in Ramirez Canyon where access is limited to one substandard road, 
would greatly increase the risk of fire and its impacts on the campers as well as local residents.    

For trail camps, 36 of the 92 parcels evaluated have at least a low potential for development of trail camps 
(see Table 5).  These parcels have road access and some already have trails or old dirt roads that could be 
used as trails.  Thus, other locations for trail camps may be available within the region with a lower risk 
of fire and impacts to residential structures.  But as described in the above discussion relative to overnight 
camping facilities, a more thorough evaluation is needed to determine actual suitability.  The following 
summarizes the potential locations for trail camps on several parcels. 

Parcel 6150-300-150, located in Ventura County, near the eastern side of Simi Valley and Santa Susana.  
This 506.5-acre parcel is on the north side of State Highway 118E across from Corriganville Regional 
Park.  The terrain appears to be bedrock outcrops with scattered vegetation (grassland and coastal sage 
scrub).  A dirt road traverses the eastern part of the parcel from south to north with access from the 
highway off ramps.  Other smaller dirt tracks/trails are present.  Trail camps could be built in many 
locations where vegetation is sparse.  No water appears to be present for most to all of the year. 

Parcel 6850-080-060, located in Ventura County, north of Brents Junction.  This parcel is bordered by 
Las Virgenes Road on the east and the boundary of the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation 
Area on the west.  This parcel is 525 acres and has areas of grassland, oak woodland, coastal sage scrub, 
and chaparral.  One east-west dirt road crosses near the center of the parcel.  Two adjacent parcels (6850-
070-130 and 6850-070-150) on the east have similar vegetation. Another large parcel to the north has 
grassland with scattered oaks in the south with chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and oaks to the north.  Trail 
camps could be established near oak trees in areas with grassland.  The small drainages on the parcel 
appear to have ephemeral flow.  A larger drainage is located on the east side of the two adjacent parcels 
and could have water at least part of the year.  

Parcel 2052-009-900, located in Los Angeles County, near the Agoura.  This parcel extends north of U.S. 
Highway 101 between Chesebro Road and Canwood Street.  Access appears to be from a road (may not 
be paved) at the northwest corner of the parcel.  Several dirt roads/tracks are present in the 320.6-acre 
parcel.  Vegetation is a mix of oak woodland, grassland, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral.  Trail camps 
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could be built at several locations, particularly in the oak woodland in the northern part of the parcel.  No 
water appears to be present on the parcel. 

Parcel 2061-033-905, located in Los Angeles County, near the City of Agoura Hills.  This parcel extends 
south of Agoura Road and west of Kanan Road.  Access to this 116.5-acre parcel is via County Highway 
N9 on the eastern side of the parcel.  Vegetation is grassland, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral.  A 
riparian corridor crosses the eastern tip of the parcel.  Dirt tracks are present on the northeast side of the 
parcel with some extending into the parcel.  Trail camps could be developed in grassland areas near shrub 
areas.  No water appears to be present on the parcel, except potentially in the short stream segment in the 
east. 

8.2 Summary  

Based on the evaluation of existing facilities in the area and many parcels already owned by MRCA, 
SMMC, and other entities, most if not all the uses proposed for the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property 
could be better accommodated at other locations with fewer impacts on the environment and with less risk 
to the public and to the surrounding neighborhoods.  In particular, King Gillette Ranch could provide 
facilities for offices and events as could existing facilities and buildings.  As described above, numerous 
facilities are available in the area that could be used for events.  Accessible overnight camping facilities 
could be built in the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property within previously disturbed areas (e.g., tennis 
courts), but other locations with existing facilities are available within 20 miles of the SMMC Ramirez 
Canyon property.  Trail camps could be located at several properties with less environmental damage and 
fire risk to adjacent residential areas than at the SMMC Ramirez Canyon property. 
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Table 1.  Malibu Event Facilities Capacity 

Name Address City State Zip Email URL Phone Fax 
Event 

Spaces 

Max. 

Capacity 

Sq. 

Footage 
Notes 

Adamson House and Malibu Lagoon 
Museum  

23200 Pacific Coast Highway P. 
O. Box 291  

Malibu CA 90265    www.adamsonhouse.org  310-456-8432 818-880-6165 2 200   

Allegria 22821 Pacific Coast Highway Malibu CA    www.allegriamalibu.com/ (310) 456-3132  1 82   

Beau Rivage Restaurant  26025 Pacific Coast Highway  Malibu CA 90265 beaurivagemalibu@aol.com  
www.beaurivagerestaurant.com/c
lient/beaurivage/homepage.htm  

310-456-5733 310-317-1589 10 200   

Bony Pony Ranch  12555 Yerba Buena Rd  Malibu CA 90265 nileprods@yahoo.com  www.bonyponyranch.com  310-275-1075  1 100,000+ 
26 acre 
ranch 

 

Calamigos Ranch & Malibu Conference 
Center  

327 South Latigo Canyon Rd  Malibu CA 90265    www.calamigos.com/  800-821-2097  14? 500+   

Charmlee Wilderness Park  2577 Encinal Canyon Rd  Malibu CA 90265    
www.ci.malibu.ca.us/index.cfm?
fuseaction=detailgroup&navid=1
74&cid=3801  

310-457-7247 
events       310-

317-1364 
1 Not Available   

Duke's Malibu Restaurant 21150 Pacific Coast Hwy Malibu CA 90265   www.dukesmalibu.com/ 310-317-0777   
250 banquet 
176 dining 

room 
  

Four Seasons Hotel 2 Dole Drive 
Westlake 
Village 

CA 91362   
http://www.fourseasons.com/wes
tlakevillage/ 

818-575-3000 818-575-3100 3 Not Available  WestlakeFourSeasons.pdf 

Geoffry's Malibu  27400 Pacific Coast Highway  Malibu CA 90265 gmalibu@earthlink.net  www.geoffreysmalibu.com  310-457-1519 310-457-7885 8 300   

Inn of the Seventh Ray 128 Old Topanga Canyon Road Topanga CA 90290   
www.innoftheseventhray.com/sp
ecialevents.htm 

(310) 455-1311 
events       310-

408-8142 
 230   

Las Flores Creek Park 3805 Las Flores Canyon Rd Malibu CA    
www.ci.malibu.ca.us/index.cfm?
fuseaction=detailgroup&navid=1
74&cid=3881 

      

Lazy 'J' Ranch Camp  12220 Cotharin Rd  Malibu CA 90265 crazzycraig@earthlink.net  www.lazyjranchcamp.com  310-457-5572 310-457-8882 1 125  
Sleepover camp typically for 
kids 

Leo Carrillo State Park  Pacific Coast Highway  Malibu CA 90263 access@parks.ca.gov  
www.parks.ca.gov/default.asp?pa
ge_id=616  

818-880-0350  1 Not Available   

Malibu Beach Inn 22878 Pacific Hwy Malibu CA  reservations@malibubeachinn.com www.malibubeachinn.com  310-456-6444  3? 16?   

Malibu Bluffs Park 24250 Pacific Coast Highway Malibu CA    
www.ci.malibu.ca.us/index.cfm?
fuseaction=detailgroup&navid=1
74&cid=3826 

310-456-2489 
ext 350 

  Not Available 6 acres 
Sports field/park/community 
center 

Malibu Colony Plaza  23841 Malibu Rd  Malibu CA 90265    
www.seeing-
stars.com/Shop/MalibuPlaza.sht
ml  

310-456-1269  1 Not Available  
Shopping Center, no listed 
phone number, this number is 
to a dry cleaners 

Malibu Community Pool  30215 Morning View Dr  Malibu CA 90265    
www.ci.malibu.ca.us/index.cfm?
fuseaction=detailgroup&navid=1
74&cid=3754  

310-589-1933 310-589-0683 1 Not Available   

Malibu Country Inn 6506 Westward Beach Rd Malibu CA 90265   www.malibucountryinn.com/ (310) 457-9622   100   

Malibu Equestrian Park  6225 Merritt Dr  Malibu CA 90265 dayelech@ci.malibu.ca.us  
www.ci.malibu.ca.us/index.cfm?
fuseaction=detailgroup&navid=1
74&cid=3825  

310-317-1364  1 Not Available   

Malibu Family Wines  32111 Mulholland Highway  Malibu CA 90265 weddings@malibufamilywines.com  
www.malibufamilywines.com/de
fault.aspx  

818-889-0120 818-889-5349 6 5000   

Malibu Lagoon State Beach  23200 Pacific Coast Hwy  Malibu CA 90265 access@parks.ca.gov  
www.parks.ca.gov/default.asp?pa
ge_id=835  

310-457-8185  1 Not Available   

Malibu Library  23519 West Civic Center Way  Malibu CA 90265 colapl@lhqsmtp.colapl.org  www.colapublib.org/libs/malibu/    1 125   

Malibu Nature Preserve  33905 Pacific Coast Hwy  Malibu CA 90265 naturetrust@earthlink.net  www.naturetrust.net  310-457-9783 310-457-9744 2 2000  
Weddings only, capacity 
depends on the season 

Malibu Phoenix Retreat  26860 Mellus Dr  Malibu CA 90265    www.malibuphoenix.com  310-457-5119  2 Not Available   

Malibu Presbyterian  3324 Malibu Canyon Rd  Malibu CA 90265 mpc@malibupres.org  www.malibupres.org  310-456-1611 310-456-7018 4 N/A  
Church burned down, no 
events 
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Table 1.  Malibu Event Facilities Capacity 

Name Address City State Zip Email URL Phone Fax 
Event 

Spaces 

Max. 

Capacity 

Sq. 

Footage 
Notes 

Malibu Weddings Events 
29575 Pacific Coast Hwy, Suite 
E  

Malibu CA 90265   
www.malibuweddingsevents. 
com/ 

(310) 457 3926   N/A  
Wedding/event coordinators, 
no actual facility 

Malibu West Beach Club  
30756 West Pacific Coast 
Highway  

Malibu CA 90265 eventsmwsc@charter.net  www.malibuwestbeachclub.com  310-457-7725 310-457-0862 7 300   

Moonshadows Restaurant in Malibu 20356 Pacific Coast Hwy Malibu CA 90265   
www.moonshadowsmalibu.com/r
estaurant/ 

(310) 456-3010   
45 inside; 120 

outside 
  

Nobu Malibu  3835 Cross Creek Road  Malibu CA 90265 mikahoriike2003@yahoo.com  www.nobumatsuhisa.com/  310-317-9140 310-317-9136 1 96   

Papa Jack's Skate Park  23415 Civic Center Way  Malibu CA 90265 padams@ci.malibu.ca.us  
www.ci.malibu.ca.us/index.cfm?
fuseaction=detailgroup&navid=1
74&cid=3827  

310-456-1441 310-456-0539 1 200   

Paradise Cove 
28128 West Pacific Coast 
Highway 

Malibu CA 90265   www.paradisecove.org/ (310) 869-0576   Not Available   

Point Mugu State Park  9000 Pacific Coast Hwy  Malibu CA 90265 access@parks.ca.gov  
www.parks.ca.gov/default.asp?pa
ge_id=630  

818-880-0350 
events       310-

457-8185 
1 Not Available   

Ramirez Canyon Park  5750 Ramirez Canyon Road  Malibu CA 90265 info@smmc.ca.gov  
www.lamountains.com/planning
_Ramirez.html , www.seeing-
stars.com/ 

310-589-2850 310-589-2561 6 200   

Rancho Chiquita        www.ranchochiquita.com/ (310) 456-7429  2 500   

Rancho del Cielo in Malibu        
www.ranchodelcielomalibu.com/
index.html 

   
250 seated     

500 standing 
  

Rancho Sol Del Pacifico        
www.ranchosoldelpacifico.com/t
our1.htm 

310-457-9295     
Private estate, owners on 
vacation, will call back 

Robert H. Meyer Memorial State Beach  Highway 1  Malibu CA 90263 access@parks.ca.gov  
www.parks.ca.gov/default.asp?pa
ge_id=633  

818-880-0350  1 Not Available   

Saddle Peak Lodge 419 Cold Canyon Road Calabasas CA 91302   www.saddlepeaklodge.com/ (818) 222-3888  7 12-200  
Wedding site = up to 200, 
dining room = up to 75, patio = 
100, etc 

Saddlerock Ranch - Malibu Family 
Wines 

32111 Mulholland Hwy Malibu CA 90265   www.malibufamilywines.com/ (818) 889-0008   5,000+   

Serra Retreat Center 
23847 Stuart Ranch Road 
Malibu/3401 Serra Road???   

Malibu CA    
www.thegodmother.com/weddin
gs.htm 

310-456-3254  2 400   

Sunset Restaurant 6800 Westward Beach Road Malibu CA 90265   www.thesunsetrestaurant.com/ (310) 589-2027   120  Can add tents if desired 

Taverna Tony  23410 Civic Center Way  Malibu CA 90265 info@tavernatony.com  www.tavernatony.com  310-317-9667 310-317-9991 1 150  Patio available upon request 

The Beachcomber Cafe at Malibu Pier 23000 Pacific Coast Highway Malibu CA 90265   www.thebeachcombercafe.com/ 310-456-9800   100+   

Topanga State Park  20825 Entrada Road  Malibu CA 90263 msandoval@parks.ca.gov  
www.parks.ca.gov/default.asp?pa
ge_id=629  

310-454-8212 310-459-2031 1 Not Available   

Trancas Canyon Park 6050 Trancas Canyon Rd Malibu CA    
www.ci.malibu.ca.us/index.cfm?
fuseaction=detailgroup&navid=1
74&cid=10526 

   N/A  This park is not yet constructed 

Villa Graziadio Executive Conference 
Center  

24255 Pacific Coast Highway  Malibu CA 90263         39? 260?   

Source: BHFS 2008 
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Ramirez Canyon Road Photos 

 
Photo 1.  Looking south on Ramirez Canyon Road at the undercrossing of Pacific Coast Highway.  The 
tunnel is about 10 feet wide. 4 November 2008 

 
Photo 2.  Delaplane looking northward from Winding Way.  Pavement is 24 feet wide, but parked cars 
narrow the accessible width. 4 November 2008 
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Photo 3.  Gate on Delaplane.  Roadway is approximately 14 feet wide before the gate, and the gate 
opening is 16 feet wide. 4 November 2008 

 
Photo 4.  Looking eastward up Delaplane from its intersection with Ramirez Canyon Road.  Tree canopy 
completely covers the road. 4 November 2008 
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Photo 5.  Turnaround at the north end of Ramirez Canyon Road.  Pavement on the right side is about 13 
feet wide.  The SMMC Ramirez Canyon property is at the top of the curve. 4 November 2008 

 
Photo 6.  One of the low water (Arizona type) crossings of Ramirez Creek on Ramirez Canyon Road. 4 
November 2008 
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Photo 7.  Ramirez Canyon Road bridge over Ramirez Creek at north end of road.  Bridge bed is 11 feet 8 
inches wide. 4 November 2008 

 
Photo 8.  Ramirez Canyon Road looking north with trash/recycle/green waste bins and a parked car on the 
roadway.  A speed bump is present just before the bins. 4 November 2008 
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Potential Alternative Access from Kanan Dume Road  
to the SMMC Ramirez Canyon Property 

 
Photo 9.  Looking east to the overgrown access road (flat area) in center of photo.  Buildings in SMMC 
Ramirez Canyon property are visible in the background.  4 November 2008 

 
Photo 10.  Looking southward along the previously cleared access road.  Native plant species are 
beginning to colonize the cleared area.  4 November 2008 
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Photo 11.  Looking east from near Kanan Dume Road.  Cleared maintenance road along north side of 
Lauber property is visible just beyond utility poles.  4 November 2008 

 
Photo 12.  Looking east from Kanan Dume Road with old access across National Park Service property to 
Lauber property in the foreground (rocks in roadway). 4 November 2008 
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Photo 13.  Looking north along the western boundary of the Lauber property (right of fence posts) with 
the National Park Service property on the left of the fence. 4 November 2008 

 
Photo 14.  Looking west at the northwest corner of the Lauber property (stake with flagging).  Vegetation 
on the National Park Service property is dominated by coyote brush.  4 November 2008 
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Photo 15.  Looking east along the northern boundary of the Lauber property (right of stake) where access 
road could be built.  Vegetation is coastal sage scrub dominated by purple sage in foreground.  4 
November 2008 

 
Photo 16.  Looking southeast from dirt road to ridge on Lauber property.  Parallel cleared tracks are 
visible along the ridge.  The large toyon at the right edge of the photo is on the southeast corner of the 
access road curve to the northeast.  4 November 2008  
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Photo 17.  Looking east along the proposed water line route in the area cleared for fire protection.  Cars 
parked at the end of Ramirez Canyon Road are visible in the trees.  4 November 2008 
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Photo 18.  Looking eastward down ridge on Lauber property.  Orange flagging on stakes (in right of 
photo) marks a proposed water line route from Ramirez Canyon Road to the building pads on the Lauber 
property.  The cleared pathway is overgrown with non-native mustard.  Adjacent coastal sage scrub is 
dominated by purple sage and California sagebrush.  4 November 2008 
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SAIC Environmental Capabilities 

SAIC provides our clients an in-house staff that encompasses the full range of disciplinary expertise to 
support an environmental project's needs. SAIC's Environmental Program in the western United States 
serves a broad spectrum of federal, state, and local government agencies, and residential, commercial, 
industrial, institutional, and telecommunications clients in the following areas of expertise: .  

• Air Quality Studies and Management. 

• Biological Resource Studies and Management. 

• Cultural Resource Management.  

• Environmental Land Use Planning. 

• Environmental Justice.  

• Information Management/Geographic Information Sciences (GIS).  

• Remediation and Site Characterization Investigations.  

• Transportation Analyses.  

• Water Resource Planning and Management.  

• Watershed Planning and Management  

Founded in 1969 to provide scientific and engineering services to private industry and federal government, 
SAIC is now a Fortune 500 company with annual revenues of $7.8 billion and 43,000 employees 
worldwide. SAIC’s environmental consulting practice ranks us as one of the nation’s largest environmental 
consulting firms. SAIC's environmental staff are highly qualified professionals who are proficient at 
successfully guiding projects to completion in accordance with complex federal and state regulatory 
requirements, including the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), and individual state environmental guidelines. Staff specialists in the environmental, 
biological, physical and social sciences are experienced in preparing technical environmental documents 
that meet federal, state and local regulatory requirements governing air and water quality, as well as cultural, 
biological, and other environmental resources. With offices throughout the western United States offering 
environmental and engineering support services, SAIC is able to provide comprehensive, multidisciplinary 
environmental and engineering planning capabilities for projects of any size. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

SAIC's biological sciences team has extensive experience in environmental analysis and regulatory 
compliance at federal, state, and local levels. SAIC biological resource staff includes wildlife biologists, 
botanists, aquatic biologists, and wetland ecologists with expertise in freshwater, estuarine, and terrestrial 
environments. SAIC is proud of its effective working relationships with key agencies involved in 
environmental review, permitting, and resource management. 

Habitat Evaluation and Vegetation Mapping. SAIC biologists perform habitat evaluations to identify 
potential for sensitive species presence or absence, plant community surveys, and detailed vegetation 
analyses throughout the western United States. In addition to providing supporting documentation for land 
acquisition, due diligence, and CEQA and NEPA compliance, SAIC has prepared independent 
environmental assessments, technical reports, and scientific publications on such topics as the distribution, 
abundance, and value of plant species and communities. Additionally, SAIC cartographers and GIS 
specialists prepare resource distribution maps that aid analysis and presentation. 
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Regulatory Compliance and Mitigation Effectiveness Monitoring. SAIC biologists have extensive 
experience performing monitoring of permit compliance and mitigation effectiveness on a large variety of 
construction and habitat restoration projects. 

Revegetation and Habitat Restoration. SAIC biologists, working closely with physical scientists and 
have provided consultation to clients across the country in the fields of reclamation and revegetation. This 
work has included the production of long-range, comprehensive plans for revegetation and monitoring the 
recovery of vegetation following project disturbances in a variety of sensitive environments.  

Threatened and Endangered Species Surveys. SAIC biologists perform focused surveys to determine 
presence and abundance of sensitive species integrated with data from resource databases and scientific 
publications. Key SAIC staff members have the requisite approvals from federal and state wildlife agencies 
to perform protocol surveys for a wide variety of species protected under state and federal endangered 
species acts. 

Data Collection and Field Experience. SAIC biologists are experienced in the collection and integration 
of field data into environmental documents in support of CEQA and NEPA compliance.  

Wetland Delineation and Restoration. SAIC employs the accepted federal methodology for identification 
and delineation of jurisdictional wetlands and is also experienced in delineations to meet state criteria. SAIC 
wetland ecologists perform wetlands mapping, functional assessment, delineation, permitting, and 
restoration/creation and assist with the establishment of wetland mitigation banks.  

Permit Acquisition and Agency Consultation. We provide professional permit support services for 
Sections 404/401; Sections 600/2081; Section 7/10 consultation; and HCP preparation. Staff biologists 
routinely perform both formal and informal consultation with local, state, or federal officials regarding 
sensitive species and other resources. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

The SAIC team of historians, architectural historians, archaeologists, and anthropologists offers an 
interdisciplinary approach to cultural resource management. SAIC enjoys an excellent reputation for 
credibility with government agencies, and has successfully consulted with the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, the State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPOs) of several states, and numerous 
local government entities. 

Historic and Architectural Resources Surveys and Evaluations. SAIC staff have designed and 
implemented numerous historic resources surveys, ranging in scope from a single property to an entire city 
or military base and performed either as stand-alone studies or in support of NEPA or related state 
documentation.  

Archaeological Surveys, Resource Evaluations, and Mitigation Excavations. SAIC's highly trained 
archaeologists are a quick response team, able to rapidly and accurately locate and assess the significance of 
prehistoric and historic archaeological resources affected by a project. 

ENVIRONMENTAL AND LAND USE PLANNING 

SAIC’s environmental planning professionals and analysts provide you with the full spectrum of support 
for every phase of project development, from site selection to permit acquisition. 

NEPA Compliance. SAIC has extensive experience preparing National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and related state-level documentation for both public and private sector projects. Clients include the 
military, other federal and state regulatory and resource agencies, and commercial entities. We are proud of 
our longstanding relationships with U.S. Department of Defense (all branches) and other federal agency 
clients (bureaus of Land Management and Reclamation, U.S. Forest Service).  
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Land Use Analyses. SAIC offers a range of services essential to planning of large-scale, complex projects. 
Capabilities include land use due diligence analyses, land use surveys, land use policy analyses, and 
opportunity and constraints analyses related to natural resources, community infrastructure, scenic 
resources, noise, and land use.  

Community Services and Environmental Justice. SAIC has developed a series of computer-based socio-
demographic impact models with the primary function of predicting changes in the local or regional 
demographic profiles potentially resulting from economic changes. The community services and 
infrastructure model (CSIM) is a set of formal mathematical models designed to provide quantitative 
projections of project-related impacts on communities and regions for housing, community land use and 
infrastructure, and community services and facilities.  

Transportation Analyses. SAIC has extensive experience working closely with traffic and civil engineers 
to support preparation of comprehensive traffic studies and mitigation plans for project traffic and 
transportation impacts. SAIC's transportation planning services include policy analysis; traffic impact 
analysis; traffic forecasting; parking supply and demand studies; public transportation requirements and 
impacts; and pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian circulation studies, as well as the determination of related 
air quality and environmental noise impacts. 

Facility Siting. SAIC studies inform project site selection decisionmakers with credible, comprehensive 
environmental constraints analyses and feasibility studies. SAIC integrates socioeconomic research, political 
considerations, policy analysis, and physical resource analysis to facilitate project siting and land acquisition 
decisions. 

Land Acquisition and Due Diligence Investigations. SAIC can determine entitlement status/potential 
and prepare customized highest and best use analyses, policy analyses, land use and other environmental 
due diligence investigations, opportunity and constraints analyses, market feasibility studies, and 
community outreach programs.  

Entitlement Permitting. We can assist clients with all federal, state, and local permitting needs, including 
determination of entitlement potential and processing of tentative tract maps, General Plan amendments, 
zone changes, conditional use permits, building permits and other standard entitlements, as well as 
specialized permitting related to technical disciplines such as air quality, water quality, cultural resources, 
and biological resources. 

Public Involvement. SAIC's environmental specialists and graphic designers are experts at public outreach 
and agency coordination, organizing local community meetings, workshops, and seminars, and giving 
hearing presentations.  

WATER RESOURCE ENGINEERING AND PLANNING 

SAIC’s engineers and scientists are experienced in all aspects of water supply and water quality planning 
and management. Our services include surface and groundwater hydrologic assessments and 
investigations, engineering analyses, stream restoration planning and design, estimates of technical and 
economic feasibility of development projects, evaluation of water rights, litigation support, and expert 
testimony. 

Water Resources Planning and Management. SAIC staff direct and participate in projects designed to 
increase the reliability and quality of available local and imported water supplies through a combination of 
structural and nonstructural (institutional) approaches.  

Watershed Assessments. SAIC applies a multidisciplinary team approach to watershed management. We 
evaluate and inventory water availability (quantity), water quality, water use, water supply, and surface 
runoff contamination – including establishing estimates of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). We 
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work with regulatory authorities to develop mitigation measures. SAIC engineers, hydrologists, and 
scientists have analyzed the impact on surface waters of manmade contaminants introduced through storm 
drain and sewer systems. Our stakeholder participation experts actively guide communities through the 
planning process. SAIC staff has developed successful monitoring programs, environmental documentation, 
and specific watershed plans. 

Flood Studies. SAIC engineers and scientists evaluate flood control measures based on analyses of flood 
events using HEC-RAS and statistical approaches. SAIC has developed floodplain mapping and modeling 
of flood flows for various return periods, and applied our skills to floodplain management planning. 

Water Resources Monitoring. SAIC engineers have experience designing hydrometric monitoring 
networks.  

Stream Restoration Design. SAIC’s staff is experienced in urban and rural stream restoration design. Our 
staff scientists and engineers have applied their expertise in fluvial geomorphology, fisheries, riparian 
ecology, hydrology, and hydraulics to provide our clients with stream restoration planning and design 
services that meet the unique needs of the regulatory and stakeholder community.  

Expert Testimony. SAIC engineers and scientists have presented expert witness testimony before the 
California Energy Commission, the California State Water Resources Control Board, Regional Water 
Quality Control Boards, a Special Master appointed by the U.S. Supreme Court, and several Superior 
Courts. 

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

SAIC provides planning and environmental studies for a wide range of transportation projects throughout 
the West. 

NEPA Processing Support, Compliance, and Documentation. SAIC has performed over 50 recent 
environmental reviews of Western United States (U.S.) transportation projects pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as well as state and local requirements.  

State Transportation Department Environmental Scans. SAIC scientists conduct natural and cultural 
resource scans for highway corridors, city historic districts, and road improvements. 

AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT AND COMPLIANCE 

SAIC has an air quality team of meteorology, air pollution and engineering specialists, as well as field 
and laboratory technicians. Our expertise extends from reducing fossil-fueled power plant emissions to 
minimizing toxic emissions from industrial operations, promoting clean transportation technologies, and 
supporting the development of workable clean air strategies.  

Permitting Support. Our engineers and air quality specialists have supported DoD and major industries 
such as oil and gas exploration, petroleum refining, organic chemical manufacturing, landfills, mining, pulp 
and paper, textile manufacturing, marine terminal operations, shipbuilding and shipyard operations, electric 
utilities, food processing, aerospace, incineration, power generation, and other industries in assessing 
emissions, control technologies, and environmental impacts.  

Air Quality Impact Assessments. SAIC has performed air quality impact assessments related to NEPA 
and state environmental review requirements, facility siting and compliance studies, monitoring and analysis 
of ambient pollutant levels, and air quality attainment plans. 

Air Pollution Planning and Modeling Studies. We are experienced with dispersion models, modeling 
techniques, emission factors recommended by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), state air 
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agencies (e.g., California Air Resources Board [CARB]), and local air pollution control districts throughout 
the western U.S. for purposes of evaluating all types of emission sources.  

Air Pollution Monitoring. Our air quality and meteorological monitoring programs include short-term 
single-pollutant studies, as well as multi-year baseline characterizations using data from aircraft and balloon 
soundings, visibility measurements, and continuous analyzers for all criteria air pollutants.  

Health Risk Assessments. SAIC has prepared health risk assessments for routine releases of air toxic 
contaminants, such as diesel particulates, and risk assessments for accidental releases of acutely hazardous 
materials.  

INFORMATION MANAGEMENT/GIS 

SAIC maintains a state-of-the-art GIS laboratory, staffed by highly qualified specialists experienced in 
communicating with project engineers, architects, and other professionals. GIS supports a variety of 
planning processes, including environmental compliance, watershed management, facilities siting, and 
modeling, and allows for output to a variety of dynamic multimedia presentation packages. SAIC utilizes 
raster- and vector-based software packages, depending on a project's needs. These include ESRI's Arc 
Info, ArcView, Spatial Analyst, 3d Analyst, Tracking Analyst as well as GRASS, Map Info, AutoCAD, 
Leica GIS DataPRO, and Tralaine.  

Custom Applications. Specialized procedures and interfaces can be customized for your project by using 
command scripts, FORTRAN programming, and macros under a GIS framework. For example, we have 
successfully integrated the output from a noise contouring program into a digital base map produced via 
GIS, allowing quantification of noise impacts on particular resources and land uses. We also offer our 
clients the ability to view and query their data using various web technologies. 

Differential Global Positioning Systems (DGPS). With the addition of DGPS technology, GIS maps are 
no longer static but can be updated virtually in real time to represent the fluctuations in an ever changing 
environment. DGPS can provide submeter accuracy for mapping environmental resources, such as critical 
habitats, and the resulting information can be used to resolve land ownership or water rights issues. SAIC 
staff has extensive experience in the evaluation, utilization, training, and integration of DGPS technology 
into real-world field applications for both mapping and GIS coverage development. 
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Rosemary A. Thompson 

Ph.D., Marine Biology, Scripps Institution of Oceanography, 1972 
B.A., Zoology, University of Missouri, 1967 

WORK SUMMARY 

Dr. Thompson has over 30 years of experience in studying aquatic (both marine and freshwater) ecology, 
with extensive experience in aquatic habitats and endemic fishes of the arid west (California, Nevada, 
New Mexico, Arizona, Texas, Idaho, and Washington).  She has completed training by the American 
Fisheries Society and the Wetland Training Institute in wetlands delineation as applicable to Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act.  She has expertise in assessing 
barriers to fish passage in streams and also has a federal permit to sample for the tidewater goby, 
unarmored threespine stickleback, California red-legged frog, and California tiger salamander, and a state 
collecting permit for aquatic species. 

She has conducted environmental studies for a wide variety of projects throughout the United States, 
including urban development, golf courses, wastewater treatment plants/pipelines and discharges, 
reservoir enlargement and dam repair (strengthening), cloud seeding, power plants, missile-system testing 
and deployment, artificial reef feasibility and design, harbor dredge and landfill, oil and gas developments 
(onshore and offshore), urban lake restoration and management, water and gas delivery pipelines, debris 
and water diversion basins, flood control maintenance in streams and sloughs, aquatic habitat restoration, 
bridge replacement or repair, stream bank repair or stabilization, harbor water quality, vineyard/winery 
development, and a management plan for petroleum development to minimize impacts on biological 
resources.  These studies have included surveys for and analysis of impacts to species listed as threatened 
or endangered under the Endangered Species Act. 

Dr. Thompson has prepared environmental reports for the above-mentioned projects complying with a 
wide range of regulatory requirements.  These include numerous joint federal/state environmental impact 
statements/reports (EIS/EIRs) and other documentation under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (e.g., environmental assessments and reports, 
negative declarations, and initial studies), Endangered Species Act Section 7 biological assessments and 
Section 10 permits (including Habitat Conservation Plans), listed species protection plans, and mitigation 
plans for biological resources.  She has prepared environmental mitigation specifications and drawings for 
construction contract bid documents as well as revegetation plans and specifications.  She has also 
provided information for waterfront development permits, including U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Sections 10 and 404, Coast Guard requirements, and the California Coastal Commission, and has 
obtained U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permits (with approved mitigation plans) and 
individual permits, California Department of Fish and Game Streambed Alteration Agreements, and 
Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 Certifications for a variety of projects in streams and 
rivers.   

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

Science Applications International Corporation, Environmental Program Manager/Senior Biologist (1989 
to Present) 

NEPA/CEQA 

Pacific Marine Terminal Crude Oil Terminal SEIS/SEIR for Port of Los Angeles.  (2005-present).  
Prepared biological resources section of the SEIS/SEIR and managed preparation of the water quality 
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section.  The biological section included a detailed analysis of impacts to the California least tern and 
other special status species and a biological assessment for Section 7 consultation under the Endangered 
Species Act.  

Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project EIR for Port of Long Beach.  (2006-present).  Prepared the 
biological resources and water quality sections of the EIR. 

Berths 136-147 Terminal EIS/EIR for Port of Los Angeles.  (2003-2007).  Prepared biological 
resources and water quality sections of the EIS/EIR that included analysis of impacts to Essential Fish 
Habitat, threatened and endangered species, and marine mammals.  Dredge and fill impacts to water 
quality were also addressed, and a Section 404(1)(b) analysis was prepared for the Corps of Engineers. 

South Coast Conduit Upper Reach Reliability Project EIS/EIR for the Cachuma Operation and 
Maintenance Board.  (2006-present).  Managing preparation of the EIS/EIR.  This includes 
coordination with the client and design engineers, planning field surveys, and document QA/QC. 

Santa Ana River Water Right Applications for Supplemental Water Supply EIR.  San Bernardino 

Valley Municipal Water District and Western Water District through Downey-Brand.  2003-2007. 
Acted as principal investigator for aquatic biological resources, and particularly the Santa Ana sucker, in 
the Santa Ana River. 

Port of Los Angeles Channel Deepening Project.  For U.S. Army Corps of Engineers through Aspen 
Environmental Group.  (2005-present).  Acting as Principal investigator for biological resources for a 
second SEIS/SEIR on this project.  Sensitive species and essential fish habitat are key components of the 
analysis.   

Colorado River Shortage Guidelines EIS.  For U.S. Bureau of Reclamation through Brown and 

Caldwell.  (2006-2007).  Acted as principal investigator for threatened and endangered fish.  Wrote 
setting and impact analysis based on modeling of flow and temperature changes under different releases 
from Lake Powell. 

Managed or participated in thirty three other CEQA and NEPA projects. 

Habitat Assessments and General Surveys 

Managed fish salinity tolerance data collection for the Salton Sea Ecosystem Restoration Project. 

Managed a biological evaluation of Basin 1 in Carpinteria Salt Marsh that included wetland delineations 
(Corps of Engineers and Coastal Commission methods), bird surveys, small mammal trapping, a butterfly 
survey, and recommendations for habitat restoration in the basin.   

Managed air quality, water quality, and biological resources special studies for the Marina One and 
Marina Four expansion project in Santa Barbara Harbor.  Conducted a field survey in harbor waters and 
prepared the biological resources study. 

Conducted field surveys and literature searches to document the environmental resources present and 
prepared an environmental assessment that addressed impacts of development in the Cuixmala Reserve 
(Jalisco, Mexico), including a discussion of alternatives and mitigation measures. 

Other projects include water quality sampling in Santa Barbara Harbor, wetland delineations on the Naval 
Petroleum Reserve Number 2, rare plant and animal surveys at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 
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Site 300, Bird Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) plans for Fallon and Lemoore Naval Air Stations,  
biological surveys for sensitive resources and species along the Atascadero Creek sewer trunk line 
corridor and along a proposed Pershing Park bike path, monitoring emergency repairs of a wastewater 
discharge pipeline in Goleta Slough, biological survey for the Rivenrock Mutual Water Company 
diversion, and wetland delineations in Anisqu‘oyo Park in Isla Vista. 

Sensitive Species Surveys, Biological Assessments, and Habitat Conservation Plans 

State Water Project Pipeline for the Central Coast Water Authority.  (1990-present). Developed 
environmental mitigation specifications and drawings as part of the engineering plans for portions of the 
California Aqueduct and local pipelines, managed preconstruction field surveys, prepared a sensitive 
species protection plan, performed quality assurance field inspections for compliance with environmental 
specifications, assisted the client in all environmental issue areas including Section 7 consultation, and 
prepared a habitat management plan for off-site mitigation areas.  Currently preparing a Habitat 
Conservation Plan for operation of 131 miles of pipeline.   

Wastewater Treatment Plant Siting Constraints Analysis for the Goleta West Sanitary District.  
(2003-2004). Managed the environmental constraints analysis for siting a new wastewater treatment 
facility.  This included coordination with design engineers as well as field surveys to assess habitats, 
evaluate the potential for presence of sensitive species, and identify wetlands. 

Assisting in the preparation of a Low Effect Habitat Conservation Plan for vineyard development near 
known breeding ponds for the California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog.   

Managed a monitoring program for the western snowy plover and California grunion during dredging 
activities and beach restoration at the Santa Barbara Harbor. 

Prepared Biological Assessments for two listed species, California red-legged frog and steelhead, as part 
of the permitting of the Lopez Dam seismic remediation project.  Assisted in construction monitoring and 
implementation of terms and conditions in the two project Biological Opinions.  Construction monitoring 
included capture and relocation of steelhead. 

Managed preparation of a species protection plan for the endangered tidewater goby, threatened 
California red-legged frog, and proposed endangered southern steelhead (listed during project) in support 
of permit applications for the Santa Barbara Club Resort and Spa.  Also prepared a marine habitat public 
display. 

Additional projects include preparing a Habitat Conservation Plan and Environmental Assessment for two 
federally listed species for the Dos Pueblos Golf Links project; preparing a management plan for 
California tiger salamanders on property being developed into a vineyard; developing a tidewater goby 
protection plan for bridge repair work in Sycamore Creek; performing field surveys and reporting on 
California red-legged frogs and tidewater gobies in Laguna Channel, Eagle Canyon Creek Lauro Debris 
Basin, and The Ranches at Figueroa Canyon project, tidewater gobies in Arroyo Burro Creek plus red-
legged frogs, red-legged frogs in an irrigation drainage adjacent to the Santa Maria River, red-legged 
frogs in the Santa Ynez River and at a golf course in Goleta, red-legged frogs in San Bernardo Creek, 
California tiger salamanders and red-legged frogs for two vineyard developments and the Santa Maria 
Public Airport Master Plan update, and steelhead in Santa Monica and Franklin creeks.  Directed field 
surveys related to the Bradbury Dam safety improvements project and Rancho Canada project in Carmel.  
Monitored for and relocated red-legged frogs and tidewater gobies at an emergency bridge repair site on 
Vandenberg Air Force Base.  Also conducted monarch butterfly surveys on two parcels in Santa Barbara 
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and monitored a pipeline replacement project in Gaviota Creek for steelhead and tidewater gobies in 
compliance with biological opinions. 

Restoration Planning Implementation and Monitoring 

Managed the biological portions of a salt marsh enhancement plan that included restoration of tidal flows, 
identification of areas for enhancement, development of a planting plan and construction specifications 
for planting, and development of a monitoring plan to ensure that enhancement is successful.  Managed 
environmental monitoring during implementation of the enhancement plan. 

Managed and conducted surveys of Devereux Creek on Ocean Meadows Golf Course in Goleta, CA for 
sensitive species (red-legged frog) and wetlands to support a Santa Barbara County Flood Control habitat 
enhancement project.  Wetlands (both Corps of Engineers and Coastal Commission jurisdiction) were 
mapped using DGPS and GIS.  Habitat enhancement areas were identified in the field and mapped. 

Developed restoration and habitat enhancement plans for the Garrett van Horne reservoir site and 
mitigation area.  Also developed habitat enhancement plans for the area adjacent to a creek on Santa 
Barbara City College where maintenance will occur to prevent flooding.  Monitoring is ongoing at both 
locations to determine when performance criteria are met.  

Managed preparation of the revegetation plan for the Lopez Dam seismic remediation project and 
managed implementation of that plan.   

Managed the 5-year revegetation monitoring program for the State Water Project pipeline and mitigation 
areas to offset Burton Mesa chaparral and sensitive species impacts that resulted from construction 
activities.   

Monitored construction of the Atascadero Creek sewer project, developed a restoration plan, and planted 
willows after construction with monitoring of willow survival and growth to meet performance criteria. 

Permit Support 

The Ranches at Figueroa Canyon.  (2007-present).  Conducted field surveys, performed agency 
coordination, and prepared California Department of Fish and Game permit applications for eleven ranch 
road stream crossing upgrades.   

San Jose Creek Flood Control Project.  (2007-present).  Managed preparation of permit applications 
for creek channel modifications from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish 
and Game, and Regional Water Control Board. 

Developed a creek maintenance plan for Santa Barbara City College to prevent flooding of adjacent 
property.  Obtained permits/certifications for implementation of the plan from the California Department 
of Fish and Game, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control Board, and California 
Coastal Commission.  Monitored to ensure compliance with permit conditions. 

Obtained permits/certifications for construction of the Lopez Dan seismic remediation project from the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control Board, and California Department of 
Fish and Game.  Coordinated with those agencies throughout construction in compliance with permit 
conditions. 

Provided permit support on nine additional projects. 
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URS Consultants, Inc., Senior Biologist (1984 to 1989) 

Managed or acted as principal investigator for numerous projects that included the preparation of two 
U.S. Air Force environmental assessments for Strategic Air Command low-altitude flight operations, the 
U.S. Air Force Relay Mirror Experiment Environmental Assessment, providing expert testimony for the 
U.S. Air Force in a court hearing for the Relay Mirror Experiment Project, preparation of a U.S. Air Force 
environmental assessment for the National Test Facility, marine mammal monitoring program for the 
installation of a Chevron pipeline, site surveys and impact analyses for federally listed or candidate 
species at several potential Ground Wave Emergency Network (GWEN), a tidewater goby sampling 
program, and  the feasibility and design studies for as artificial reef. 

SELECTED PUBLICATIONS AND TECHNICAL REPORTS 

Pister, E.P., ed.  1981.  General Characteristics of Springs in Nevada and Utah.  Proceedings of the Desert 

Fishes Council, vol. XII:49-52.   

Davies, R.M., and R.A. Thompson.  1977.  Impacts of Sludge Disposal from Hyperion Treatment Plant 
into Santa Monica Bay.  Abstract. 

Klug, T., R. A. Thompson, and T.W. Mulroy.  2007.  Facilitating recovery of a long-disturbed maritime 
chaparral site in Santa Barbara County. Presentation made at the 2007 National Meeting of the 
Ecological Society of America, San Jose, California (Abstract PS 68-202). 

CONFERENCE PRESENTATIONS AND WORKSHOPS 

Workshop on Implementation of 316(b) Legislation in California.  Scripps Institution of Oceanography, 
University of California, San Diego, sponsored by the State Water Quality Control Board.  March 
1977.   

Tidewater Goby Monitoring for the Point Arguello Project Onshore Pipeline.  Poster presented at 
Riparian Systems Conference, Davis, California.  1988.  

Facilitating Recovery of a Long-Disturbed Maritime Chaparral Site in Santa Barbara County.  Presented 
at the Maritime Chaparral Workshop, Moss Landing, California.  2005.  
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