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ADDENDUM 

 
DATE:  October 11, 2010 
 
TO:   Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM:  South Central Coast District Staff 
 
SUBJECT:  Agenda Item 7a, Wednesday, October 13, 2010 

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy and Mountains Recreation and 
Conservation Authority PUBLIC WORKS PLAN  

 
 
 
 
1. Ex parte communications have been received from Commissioners Wright, Blank, 

Stone, Wan, and Sanchez, attached as Exhibit 1 of this addendum. 
 
2. Donald Nierlich, L.A. County Coordinator for Coastwalk California, submitted a 

letter on October 6, 2010 in support of the proposed PWP and the staff 
recommendation. This letter is attached as Exhibit 2 of this addendum. 

 
3. David Brown, Conservation Chair of the Angeles Chapter of the Sierra Club, 

submitted a letter on October 7, 2010 in support of the proposed PWP and the staff 
recommendation. This letter is attached as Exhibit 3 of this addendum. 

 
4. Edith Morgan, a resident at 25377 Malibu Road, submitted a letter on October 11, 

2010 in opposition to camping in the area. This letter is attached as Exhibit 4 of this 
addendum. 

 
5. The following background language shall be inserted at the end of Part A (Plan 

Background) of Section IV Findings and Declarations:  
 

The Conservancy/MRCA submitted the proposed PWP and supporting documents 
to the Commission on August 26, 2010. On September 2, 2010, the Commission 
determined the PWP to be properly submitted and complete. Pursuant to California 
Code of Regulations Sections 13356 and 13357, public works plans must be 
scheduled for a public hearing and the Commission must take action within 60 days 
of a complete submittal. The 60th day after filing the complete submittal is 
November 1, 2010. 

 



6. In order to correct an inadvertent typographical error in the paragraph entitled 
“Pedestrian Trail Bridges” on Page 133 within the ESHA/Water Quality section of 
the staff report, the following change shall be made (deletions shown in 
strikethrough, additions shown in underline): 

 
Pedestrian Trail Bridges 
The Plan includes construction of four twelve (12) potential pedestrian trail bridges; one at 
Ramirez Canyon Creek along the trail alignment from Kanan Dume to Ramirez Canyon 
Park, three at Escondido Creek along trail alignment 4 in the northern portion of Escondido 
Canyon Park, four at Corral Creek along the Beach to Backbone Trail (one along trail 
alignment 11a, one along trail alignment 14, and two along trail alignment 15), and three 
four at Malibu Bluffs. Pedestrian bridges would span the creeks and would not involve 
encroachment into the creek area.  No permanent obstructions would be placed within the 
creeks, and all vehicular bridges would be located above the 100-year flood plain.  The 
Plan includes stone creek crossings intended to allow for creek passage by hikers, which 
would vary based on each particular creek crossing. The stones would be wedged, 
anchored, or otherwise embedded into the creek material to prevent slippage and to be 
stable for walking, and so as not to significantly alter the course of any stream or creek. As 
such, these pedestrian trail bridges included in the Plan are consistent with the Malibu LCP 
because they are minor in nature, provide public recreational access, and do not adversely 
impact stream habitat or riparian vegetation. 
 

7. To clarify that the proposed Camp Host Site in the Corral Canyon Park camp 
parking area is a pre-fabricated Park Administration/Employee Quarters (as shown 
on project plans) with a maximum 2,000-gal. underground holding tank for gray 
water storage, the following changes shall be added to the Corral Canyon Park 
Parking/Drop Off Area section of Table 3 of Suggested Modification 53 of the staff 
report (Double strikethrough indicates text deleted from Table 3 of Suggested 
Modification 53 of the staff report pursuant to this addendum and double underline 
indicates text added to Table 3 of Suggested Modification 53 of the staff report 
pursuant to this addendum): 

 
Parking/Drop Off Area 
Parking/Driveway/D
rop Off Area  

34 (2 ADA); 15 
existing  

5,640 sf at-grade 

Restrooms 2  494 sf 12 ft 
Camp Host Site 
Employee 
Residence 

1 600 sf 12 ft 

Gray Water 
Underground 
Holding Tank 

1  
Max. 2,000-gal. 

  

Fire Truck Shed 1 675 sf 12 ft 
Fire Hydrant 1 6 sf 3 ft 
Pump Station/ Fire 
Connection 

1 (2 tanks) 

48 cy cut 
6 cy fill 
 
66 lf (retaining 
walls) 
 

600 sf 12 ft 

Penfield & Smith 
25-26 & 28 of 63 
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8. To clarify that the proposed pre-fabricated Park Administration/Employee Quarters 
at Malibu Bluffs will also have a maximum 2,000-gal. underground holding tank for 
gray water storage, the following change shall be added to the Malibu Bluffs 
Parking Area 1 section of Table 3 of Suggested Modification 53 of the staff report 
(Double underline indicates text added to Table 3 of Suggested Modification 53 of 
the staff report pursuant to this addendum): 

 
Parking Area 1 & Adjacent Area 
Parking/Driveway  26 (3 ADA) 11,334 sf at-grade 
Overflow Area/ 
Future Storage 

1 696 sf at-grade 

Fire Truck Shed 1 675 sf 12 ft 
Restrooms 1 single & 1 

double 
374 sf 12 ft 

Camp Host Site 1 600 sf 12 ft 
Employee 
Residences 

2 1,200 sf 12 ft 

Gray Water 
Underground 
Holding Tank 

2 
Max. 2,000-gal. 

  

Water Tank 1 10,000-gallon 201 sf 13 ft 
Fire Hydrant 1 

378 cy cut 
1,266 cy fill 
(total Site-wide, 
not incl. Camp 
Areas or Access 
Roads) 
 
276 lf (retaining 
walls) 

6 sf 3 ft 

Penfield & Smith 
29-31 of 63 
 

 
 
9. On October 7, 2010, staff received a letter from Vic Peterson, Community 

Development Director of the City of Malibu. This letter is attached as Exhibit 5 of 
this addendum. The City expresses opposition to the item being considered by the 
Commission at the October hearing for the following stated reasons.  

 
a. The City asserts that there has not been adequate time to review and 

respond to the staff recommendation. In response, Commission staff 
proposes that the following language be added to the Commission’s 
findings in the staff report:  
Pursuant to 14 CCR Section 13357(a)(2)-(3), Commission consultation 
with the affected local government must be initiated at least 10 working 
days prior to the first public hearing on a proposed PWP. Consistent with 
this regulation, Commission staff consulted with the City of Malibu and 
requested input on the PWP submittal on September 14, 2010, which is 
nearly 30 days before the first scheduled public hearing. The Commission 
staff report was then published on September 29, 2010 and available on-
line for public viewing on September 30, 2010. Adequate notice was 
provided to all affected and interested parties via written notice and 
newspaper publication notice at least 10 days prior to the public hearing, 
consistent with 14 CCR Sections 13059 and 13063. In addition, pursuant 
to California Code of Regulations Sections 13356 and 13357, public works 
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plans must be scheduled for a public hearing within 60 days of filing of the 
plan. The 60th day after filing the plan is November 1, 2010. 

 
b. The City asserts that the staff report was not circulated for at least 30 

days, as required by CEQA. In response, Commission staff proposes that 
the following language be added to the Commission’s findings in the staff 
report:  

 
An EIR was prepared for the proposed PWP, properly circulated as 
required by law, and certified by the co-lead agencies, the Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy and the Mountains Recreation and Conservation 
Authority. The Coastal Commission was a responsible agency, not a lead 
agency, in the EIR process. As a responsible agency, the Commission 
must rely on the lead agency’s EIR and is not required to prepare and 
circulate an EIR pursuant to CEQA. And as discussed above, the 
California Code of Regulations require the Commission to consult with the 
affected local government, schedule public works plan applications for 
hearing within 60 days of filing, and provide notice. The Commission has 
followed the procedural requirements for circulation and notice consistent 
with our agencies specific regulations. 

 
c. The City asserts that the proposed employee housing at Malibu Bluffs and 

Corral Canyon Park are considered single-family residences with 
associated wastewater treatment systems that have not been adequately 
analyzed and are not an allowed use in the Malibu Parks Public Access 
Enhancement Plan Overlay and the Public Open Space zone of the 
Malibu LCP. In response, Commission staff proposes that the following 
language be added to the Commission’s findings in the staff report:  

 
Park Administration/Employee Quarters buildings are proposed at the two 
primary camping sites, Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs Property, to 
station and to provide over-night accommodations for MRCA rangers 
and/or wildland fire-trained specialists who would be patrolling and 
supervising the parks when camping is permitted. The buildings are 
modestly sized and minimally equipped. The building at Corral Canyon 
Park is proposed to be a maximum of 600 sq. ft. The two buildings at 
Malibu Bluffs are proposed to be a maximum of 400 sq. ft. each. The Park 
Administration/Employee Quarters would have simple amenities, including 
a sink and shower. Gray water generated from the sink and shower would 
be captured in an on-site underground holding tank (2,000-gal maximum 
capacity) that would be periodically pumped and taken off-site. Self-
contained vault restrooms for ranger/employee use are proposed adjacent 
to the employee quarters buildings. The self-contained restrooms would 
also be regularly pumped and taken off-site. As such, the proposed Park 
Administration/Employee Quarters buildings are not designed, sized, or 
used for single-family residential use and are not associated with a septic 
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treatment system. The buildings have been sited and designed to avoid 
adverse impacts to coastal resources. In addition, Malibu LCP Policy 5.71 
states that ranger/maintenance supervisor housing and administrative 
personnel facilities related to public parkland operation and maintenance 
are considered support facilities that are permitted in the Malibu Parks 
Public Access Enhancement Overlay. The Corral Canyon Park and Malibu 
Bluffs Conservancy Property are situated within the Malibu Parks Public 
Access Enhancement Overlay where the type of housing proposed is 
allowed.   

 
d. The City asserts that the proposed campsites and employee housing at 

Malibu Bluffs have not been clustered to the maximum extent feasible in 
order to minimize impacts to ESHA. Less development at this park would 
be less environmentally damaging. In addition, the City asserts that a 
determination has not been made regarding whether the disturbed 
vegetation areas at Malibu Bluffs where development is proposed was 
legally or illegally removed or degraded. Areas that were illegally 
degraded should be afforded ESHA protections. In response, Commission 
staff proposes that the following language be added to the Commission’s 
findings in the staff report: 

 
Of all of the parkland included in the public works plan area, proposed 
campsites have been clustered into two primary areas—Corral Canyon 
Park and Malibu Bluffs. Camping was not proposed at Escondido Canyon 
Park or Latigo Trailhead property.  At Malibu Bluffs, the Plan includes a 
total of 35 campsites situated within four areas. The park property is of a 
size that is capable of accommodating the proposed type and level of park 
use. Proposed improvements have been sited and designed to locate new 
facilities within previously disturbed and level areas of the property to the 
maximum extent feasible. Only 0.07 acre of ESHA will be impacted by the 
proposed improvements. Consistent with relevant ESHA and water quality 
protection policies of the Malibu LCP, the proposed improvements that will 
minimally impact ESHA are considered resource dependent uses and 
allowed in ESHA. And the proposed resource dependent improvements 
have been sited and clustered to minimize disturbance into sensitive 
habitat areas to the maximum extent feasible. Further clustering or a 
reduction in improvements would not result in any significant reduction in 
impacts. In addition, there is no evidence that the disturbed areas of the 
Malibu Bluffs property were disturbed/degraded illegally. In reviewing the 
Draft EIR and the proposed PWP, Commission staff had reviewed aerial 
photographs from 1972 to present of the Malibu Bluffs property and found 
that the areas mapped as disturbed/non-ESHA in the EIR were within the 
areas of vegetation disturbance evident in the aerial photos beginning with 
1972 (prior to the effective date of the Coastal Act), and through to the 
present.  
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e. The City of Malibu comments that the PWP’s proposed notification 
procedure is inconsistent with coastal development permit noticing 
requirements. It further stated that the NOID process should be modified 
to require notice be provided to the City of Malibu as soon as the NOID is 
provided to the Commission and that neighboring property owners be 
noticed consistent with LCP requirements for coastal development 
permits. 

 
Section 30606 of the Coastal Act establishes the noticing requirements for 
PWP notices of impending development. Section 30606 states that:  
 

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. 

 
This requirement is discussed in Section 2.4.1 of the proposed PWP. 
Further, Section 4.1.1 of the proposed PWP details the NOID procedures 
and Section 4.1.3 provides requirements for NOID sites to be posted to 
provide notice of the impending development. While these NOID 
procedures require that the SMMC/MRCA submit to the Commission a 
mailing list identifying the agencies and people to whom a copy of the 
NOID was provided, as well as require that notices be posted within a 
certain time frame, there is no specific requirement regarding the timing of 
notices or to whom notice must be provided.  
 
The following discussion and Suggested Modification 54 should be 
inserted in the Procedures (D.7) section of the Commission findings: 
 
In order to ensure that the noticing requirement for NOIDs is clear, the 
Commission recommends Suggested Modification No. 54 to add specific 
language in Section 4.1.1 of the PWP. In this instance, it is clear that the 
applicable local government agency would be interested in impending 
development so this is suggested as part of the modification. Other 
interested individuals or groups will vary with the location and type of 
development. To ensure that a person, organization, or government 
agency is notified, they should communicate their interest with the 
SMMC/MRCA and request that they be notified. 

 
Suggested Modification 54 
 
4.1.1  NOID Content and Procedures 
 
Prior to commencement of any development included in the PWP, the 
Conservancy/MRCA shall notify the Commission and other interested 
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persons, organizations, and governmental agencies (including, but not 
limited to, the local government where the project is located) of the 
impending development. No development shall take place within 30 
working days after the notice. 
 
A NOID for any PWP project shall be clearly titled as such and shall, at a 
minimum, include the following information regarding the development 
project authorization: 
… 

 
10. Commission staff received a letter from the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 

in response to the City of Malibu letter discussed above. This letter is attached as 
Exhibit 6 of this addendum. 

 
11. Lastly, staff recommends that the following clarifying language be added to the 

CEQA section (F) of the staff report, as follows (additions shown in underline): 
 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21067 and Sections 15050 and 15051 of Title 14 
of the California Code of Regulations, the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy/Mountains 
Recreation and Conservation Authority is the lead agency for CEQA purposes, as it is the 
public agency with principal responsibility for carrying out the Malibu Parks Public Access 
Enhancement Public Works Plan. As the lead agency under CEQA, the Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy/Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority certified an EIR for 
this plan in August 2010 and approved as the PWP, the Environmentally Superior Alternative, 
which was the Modified Redesign Alternative. 
 
As an agency with a certified regulatory program under CEQA section 21080.5, the 
Commission must consider alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially 
lessen any significant adverse environmental effects that the proposal would otherwise have on 
the environment.  Sections 13371 and 13356(b)(2) of Title 14 of the California Code of 
Regulations require that the Commission not approve or adopt a PWPA unless it can find that: 
“…there are no feasible alternatives, or feasible mitigation measures, …available which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse impact that the development… may have on the 
environment”.   
 
The Commission has considered the Final EIR for the PWP as prepared by the Lead Agency. 
The Commission incorporates its findings on Coastal Act consistency at this point as if set forth 
in full.  These findings address and respond to all public comments regarding potential 
significant adverse environmental effects of the project that were received prior to preparation 
of the staff report.  For the reasons discussed in this report, the PWP, if modified as suggested, 
is consistent with Coastal Act requirements. As modified, the PWP will not have any significant 
environmental effects. Change or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the 
project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects as indentified in 
the Final EIR.  There are no other feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available that 
would further lessen any significant adverse effect that the approval would have on the 
environment. The Commission has suggested modifications to the PWP to include such 
feasible measures as will reduce the environmental impacts of new development. As discussed 
above, the Commission’s suggested modifications bring the PWP into conformity with the 
Coastal Act, if amended in accordance with the suggested modifications. The Commission 
further finds that the PWP, if modified as suggested herein, is consistent with CEQA. 
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