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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The Commission’s role at the “substantial issue” phase of an appeal is to decide whether the appeal of
the local government action raises a substantial issue as to conformity with the Chapter 3 policies of
the Coastal Act. The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that no
substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed because the
project denied by the City is appropriately based on it’s adopted findings, which state that the
proposed development, due to the absence of more detailed analysis, could not provide assurances that
potential hazards related to hydrogen sulfide gas in the soil would be mitigated; lack of geologic
information to determine location of coastal bluff and appropriate siting and density of the
development.
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Therefore, the City correctly determined that the proposed development could not be found to conform
with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act because it would not assure stability and structural
integrity of the site. The motion to carry out the staff recommendation is on Page Six.

The appellant disagrees with the staff recommendation, asserting that the proposed development is
consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.

Note: On August 14, 2013, the appeal was scheduled for Commission hearing; however, the appellant
requested a postponement to continue discussions with the City regarding the City’s Planning
Commission action. The appellant is continuing to work with the City in the hopes of having a new
local hearing to address the issues raised in their denial of the permit. In response to those discussions
the appellant has requested that the Commission act on this appeal so that the CDP and appeal process
has been fully exhausted, then, according to the appellant, the City may allow the applicant to refile
with the City.
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I.  APPELLANTS’ CONTENTIONS

The appellant, Stefano Coaloa, who is also the applicant of the coastal development permit application,
has appealed the City of Los Angeles denial of Local Coastal Development Permit No. ZA-2010-1726
for the proposed development of a 49 unit, 84,500 square foot residential development at 17030 West
Sunset Boulevard, Pacific Palisades. The appellant’s grounds for the appeal, which are attached to this
report as Exhibit No. 4, are as follows:

City’s action fails to determine the site is not on a coastal bluff or cliff.

City’s action fails to determine the site is not within 300 feet of a coastal bluff or cliff.

City’s action fails to determine the site is not subject to the Regional Interpretive Guidelines.

City’s action fails to determine the project is suitable under the Regional Interpretive

Guidelines, if they were to apply.

5. City’s action fails to determine adequacy of applicant’s soils and geology report, approved by
City’s Department of Building and Safety, with regards to third-party geologist concerns.

6. City’s action fails to determine project’s compliance with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act.

7. City’s action suggests that there is some material potential, unmitigated hazard related to
hydrogen sulfide, that has been detected on site.

8. City’s action fails to determine if the site is within the single or dual permit jurisdiction zone.

HopE

I1. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION

On October 20, 2011, the City of Los Angeles zoning administrator approved a Coastal Development
Permit (ZA-2010-1726) for a new approximately 84,500 square foot residential development consisting
of three buildings containing a total of 49 units in the dual permit jurisdiction of the California Coastal
Zone.

On March 6, 2013, on an appeal, the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission overturned the
approval and denied the coastal development permit (See Exhibit No. 5, Planning Commission
Determination report).

On May 24, 2013, the South Coast District office received the City of Los Angeles’ notice of local
action on the coastal development permit. On June 21, 2013, the applicant of the project, Stephen
Coaloa, filed an appeal with Commission staff.
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I11. APPEAL PROCEDURES

Section 30600(b) of the Coastal Act provides that prior to certification of its Local Coastal Program, a
local jurisdiction may, with respect to development within its area of jurisdiction in the coastal zone
and consistent with the provisions of Sections 30604, 30620 and 30620.5, establish procedures for the
filing, processing, review, modification, approval or denial of a coastal development permit. Pursuant
to this provision, the City of Los Angeles developed a permit program in 1978 to exercise its option to
issue local coastal development permits.

Sections 13301-13325 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations provide procedures for
issuance and appeals of locally issued coastal development permits. Section 30602 of the Coastal Act
allows any action by a local government on a coastal development permit application evaluated under
Section 30600(b) to be appealed to the Commission. The standard of review for such an appeal is the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code §8 30200, 30604 and 30625(b)(1).]

After a final local action on a local coastal development permit application, the Coastal Commission
must be noticed within five days of the decision. After receipt of such a notice which contains all the
required information, a twenty working-day appeal period begins during which any person, including
the applicant, the Executive Director, or any two members of the Commission, may appeal the local
decision to the Coastal Commission. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30602.]

Any appeal of the local action is then analyzed to determine if a substantial issue exists as to
conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act (Sections 30200-30265.5). [Cal. Pub. Res. Code

8 30625(b)(1).] Unless the Commission finds that the appeal raises no substantial issue, the
Commission then holds a public hearing in which it reviews the coastal development permit as a de
novo matter. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code 8§ 30621 and 30625.]

At this point, the Commission may decide that the appellant’s contentions raise no substantial issue as
to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, in which case the action of the local government
stands. Or, the Commission may find that a substantial issue exists with respect to the conformity of
the action of the local government with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act if it finds that the appeal raises a
significant question regarding consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. If the
Commission finds that a substantial issue exists, then the hearing will be continued as a de novo permit
request. Section 13321 of the Coastal Commission regulations specifies that de novo actions will be
heard according to the procedures outlined in Sections 13114 and 13057-13096 of the Commission’s
regulations.

1IV. DUAL PERMIT JURISDICTION

Within the areas specified in Section 30601, which is known in the City of Los Angeles permit
program as the Dual Permit Jurisdiction area, the Coastal Act requires that the development which
receives a local coastal development permit also obtain a “dual” coastal development permit from the
Coastal Commission. For projects located inland of the areas identified in Section 30601 (Single
Permit Jurisdiction), the City of Los Angeles local coastal development permit is the only coastal
development permit required, with the exception of major public works projects or major energy
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facilities. Based on the maps in the South Coast District office, the proposed development is located
within the Dual Permit Jurisdiction.

V. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE
Motion:

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-PPL-13-212 raises NO substantial
issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed.

Staff recommends a YES vote. Failure of this motion will result in a de novo hearing on the
application, and adoption of the following resolution and findings. Passage of this motion will
result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the local action will become final and effective. The
motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the appointed Commissioners present.

Resolution:

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-PPL-13-212 presents a substantial issue
with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under § 30603 of the Coastal
Act regarding consistency with the certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the public access and
recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

VI. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS
A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The appeal involves the denial of a local coastal development permit application for the proposed
construction of a new approximately 84,500 square foot residential development consisting of
three buildings containing a total of 49 units, a subterranean parking structure and approximately
19,000 cubic yards of grading.

According to the City’s staff report the project design consists of three buildings that will cascade
down the hillside from Sunset Boulevard. The northern building (Building 1), will front on Sunset
Boulevard and together with Building 2 (middle building) will be built over a subterranean parking
garage that will have two to four levels with 129 parking spaces, consistent with zoning
requirements. Building 3, the southern building at the lowest elevation, is constructed over a
basement level that contains residential amenities.

The subject site is a downward-sloping, south facing parcel located at the base of the Santa Monica
Mountains and is located within the dual permit jurisdiction area of the California Coastal Zone
and is within the City’s Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan area. The site is currently
vacant and zoned [Q]R3-1, Medium Residential. The site contains approximately 42,538 square
feet with approximately 99 feet of frontage on the south side of Sunset Boulevard, with a variable
depth between approximately 287 feet and 314 feet. The site is located approximately 325 feet
from Pacific Coast Highway and 400 feet from the shoreline (see Exhibit No. 1-3).
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The South Coast District office has received three letters in support of the City’s denial of the
permit: 1) John Murdock representing Edgewater Towers Homeowners Association; 2) Palisades
Preservation Association; and 3) Jack Allen. (See Exhibit No. 6, 7 and 8).

B. FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED IN SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS

Section 30625(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states that the Commission shall hear an appeal of a local
government action carried out pursuant to Section 30600(b) unless it finds that no substantial issue
exists as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The term ”substantial issue” is not defined
in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations. Section 13115(b) of the Commission’s regulations
simply indicates that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it “finds that the appeal raises no
significant question.” In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has been guided by the
following factors.

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the
development is consistent or inconsistent with the relevant provisions of the Coastal Act;

2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government;
3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision;

4. The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretations of its
LCP; and,

5. Whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance.

Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain judicial
review of the local government’s coastal permit decision by filing petition for a writ of mandate
pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.5.

Staff is recommending that the Commission find that no substantial issue exists with respect to whether
the local government action conforms with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act for the
reasons set forth below.

C. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS

As stated in Section 11 of this report, the grounds for an appeal of a coastal development permit
application acted on by the local government prior to certification of its Local Coastal Program (LCP)
are the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Any such local government coastal development permit
may be appealed to the Commission. The Commission shall hear an appeal unless it determines that
no substantial issue exists as to conformity with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. In this case,
staff has recommended that that the Commission concur with staff’s conclusion that no substantial
issue exists.
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The applicant/appellant asserts that the development conforms to the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal
Act and would not prejudice the ability of the City to prepare a local coastal program that is in
conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The applicant/appellant requests that the Commission
overturn the City’s denial of the local coastal development permit application.

The Commission’s standard of review for determining whether to hear the appeal is only whether the
appeal raises a substantial issue as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act (hereinafter
“Chapter 3”). Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30625(b)(1); 14 C.C.R. § 13321. The Commission’s decision
will be guided by the factors listed in the previous section of this report (B. Factors to be Considered in
Substantial Issue Analysis).

The appeal raises no substantial issue as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act (Cal. Pub.
Res. Code §§ 30200-265.5).> The Determination Report issued by the West Los Angeles Area
Planning Commission (“Planning Commission”) shows that the Planning Commission applied the
policies of Chapter 3 and concluded that the development, as proposed, would be inconsistent with
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act, which states:

New development shall:
(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard.

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require
the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs
and cliffs.

The Planning Commission’s analysis appropriately interpreted the standard established by Section
30253 by finding that there was a lack of information to ensure that the proposed development would
minimize risks to life and property. The Planning Commission also appropriately relied upon the
Coastal Commission’s Interpretive Guidelines, adopted pursuant to Section 30620(a)(3) for the explicit
purpose of assisting local governments “in determining how the policies of [the Coastal Act] shall be
applied in the coastal zone prior to the certification of local coastal programs.” Thus, there is no
question that the local decision correctly applied the policies of Chapter 3, and the appeal raises no
substantial issue regarding conformity therewith.

Applying the five factors listed in the prior section further clarifies that the appeal raises no
“substantial” issue with respect to Chapter 3, as it shows that, even if Chapter 3 were not correctly
applied, the nature of the proposed project, the local government action, and the appeal do not
implicate any Chapter 3 policies to a level of significance necessary to meet the substantiality standard
of Section 30265(b)(1).

The first factor is the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the
development is consistent or inconsistent with the Coastal Act. As indicated above, the Planning
Commission’s conclusion was supported by substantial evidence. Specifically, the Planning

! Unless otherwise indicated, all subsequent statutory references are to sections within the Coastal Act. Cal.
Pub. Res. Code 88 30000 et seq.

8
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Commission’s Determination report, attached as Exhibit No. 5, explains that based on lack of adequate
geotechnical information presented to the Planning Commission, the Planning Commission could not
find the project consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. The Planning Commission’s findings
state (Exhibit No. 5, page F-8):

...based on testimony at the Commission’s appeal hearings on January 16, 2013 and March 6,
2013, the Commission was not satisfied that the approved soils report adequately responded to
and addressed the issues raised by the third party geologist. Specifically, the approved soils
report did not acknowledged or identify mitigations to address the presence of hydrogen sulfide
on the site. In the absence of more detailed analysis, the Commissioners concluded that the
approved soils report did not provide assurances that potential hazards related to hydrogen
sulfide would be mitigated.

Furthermore, the Planning Commission, based on lack of information presented, could not determine
the location of the coastal bluff and determine the appropriate and safe siting of the development in
relation to the bluff edge. The Planning Commission’s findings state (Exhibit No. 5, page F-9):

Based on the site’s topography and testimony presented at the haring, there was conflicting
information as to whether the site was located within a Coastal Bluff as defined in the Coastal
Act...

In the absence of definitive confirmation from the California Coastal Commission affirming
whether on not the site was located within a Coastal Bluff, the Commission was unable to
evaluate or properly consider the proposed development in light of the Regional Guidelines
pertaining to projects on or near Coastal Bluffs.

Therefore in this case, based on the technical information provided and the public testimony, the City
determined that there was not adequate information to find the project consistent with the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act.

The second factor is the scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government.
Here, the proposed development denied by the local government is a 49 unit residential development,
not a type of development that is prioritized by the policies of Chapter 3, and the local decision is a
denial. The posture in which this proposal comes to the Commission is one in which, if the local
decision is allowed to stand, the scope of development would be nil. Put differently, the scope or
extent of the development denied is limited to the proposed 49 unit residential development, and that
denial does not rob the site of any facilities promoted by Chapter 3; and the scope of the development
approved is none.

The third factor is the significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision. Again, because the
local decision is a denial, leaving the local decision in place by declining to accept the appeal would
not have any significant affect on any coastal resources. Moreover, as also indicated above, since
residential use is a low priority use under the Coastal Act, and there is no Coastal Act policy promoting
or protecting residential use, the denial does not represent the loss of any potential improvement of
coastal resources. If the local decision were an approval, the Commission would need to consider the
significance of the protection of public coastal resources, such as coastal views, community character,

9
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coastal access, and geologic hazards, potentially impaired by the development, and thus, the decision.
However, given the current posture of the decision, if the local decision is allowed to stand, the public
resources that could have been affected by the proposed development, regardless of how significant,
will be fully protected.

The fourth factor is the precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretations
of its LCP. Although the City has no certified LCP, this decision could nevertheless have a
precedential impact on future decisions under this governing standard. The City’s denial of the
proposed project is consistent with several precedents relating to location of the development to a
coastal bluff and minimizing risks to life and property. Approval of the proposed project with a lack
of information addressing the concerns raised by the Planning Commission with regards to bluff
setbacks and geologic hazards would be a bad precedent that would prejudice the ability of the City to
prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

The final factor is whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance.
Although proper siting of development along coastal bluffs and minimizing geologic risk are important
statewide issues, the applicant’s appeal of the City’s denial does not raise any issues of regional or
statewide significance because the City’s denial protects the public resource and it is consistent with
Commission precedents.

Therefore, in conclusion, the Commission finds that the City used proper discretion in denying the
local coastal development permit, finding that the proposed development does not comply with
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Moreover, the local government action does not raise any substantial
Chapter 3 issues. Therefore, no substantial issue exists with respect to the Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act.

Appellant’s contentions
The Commission responds to the appellant’s contentions, as follows:
1. City’s action fails to determine the site is not on a coastal bluff or cliff.
Section 13311 of the California Coastal Commission Regulations state in part:
A coastal development permit shall be deemed issued (a) when final review has occurred, (b) when,
if applicable, all local rights of appeal have been exhausted and (c) when findings have been made
that the interpretive guidelines have been reviewed and that the proposed development conforms

with the requirements of Public Resources Code, Section 30604(a) and with any applicable
decision set by the commission pursuant to Public Resources, Section 30625(c).

The City’s coastal development permit ordinance 151.603 states in part that:

(c¢) That the interpretive guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established by the
California Coastal Commission dated February 11, 1977 and any subsequent amendments thereto
have been reviewed, analyzed, and considered in light of the individual project in making its
determination.

10
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The Planning Commission staff report states in part that:

The project site is an exposed downslope lot that sits on a bluff top, however, the project can not be
properly analyzed in light of Coastal Commission’s Regional Interpretive Guidelines concerning
its location on or near coastal bluffs without proper verification confirming whether the project
site is within a “Coastal Bluff”” as defined in the Coastal Act.

The interpretive guidelines are designed to provide direction to decision-makers in rendering
discretionary determinations on requests for coastal development permits pending adoption of an LCP.
The guidelines in part pertain to density, landform grading and siting of development within areas of
coastal bluffs. The location of a coastal bluff can affect density, grading and siting of development.
According to the Planning Commission’s Determination report, the Regional Interpretive Guidelines
suggest a minimum 25-foot setback from the edge of any coastal bluff. The report states that:

...based on the site’s topography and testimony presented at the hearing, there was conflicting
information as to whether the site was located within a Coastal Bluff as defined in the Coastal Act.
In addition, there was conflicting information between the city’s maps and the Coastal
Commission’s maps concerning whether the site’s location was within the single-permit vs. dual
permit jurisdiction zone and the map does not contain lot lines to accurately determine the site’s
location. California Coastal Commission staff conveyed to city staff that verification concerning
the site’s location on a Coastal Bluff or within the single or dual permit jurisdiction zone would
require investigation by Coastal Commission geologist and possibly require a topographical
survey.

In the absence of definitive confirmation from the California Coastal Commission affirming
whether or not the site was located within a coastal Bluff, the Commission was unable to evaluate
or properly consider the proposed development in light of the Regional Guidelines pertaining to
projects on or near Coastal Bluffs.

Although the Planning Commission Determination report states that due to lack of information the
Commission was unable to properly consider the proposed development in light of the Regional
Guidelines, the City’s Planning Commission did consider the Regional Guidelines in making their
determination and determined that there was a lack of information to find the project consistent with
the guidelines. Moreover, since the standard of review is the project’s consistency with the policies of
the Coastal Act, not the Regional Interpretive Guidelines, the City found the project inconsistent with
the Coastal Act based on lack of information to assure that potential hazards would be properly
mitigated, the determination and location of the coastal bluff was not necessary in the City’s denial of
the proposed development and would not prejudice the City’s ability to develop a LCP. Therefore, the
appellant’s contention does not raise a substantial issue with respect to consistent with the Chapter 3
polices of the Coastal Act.

2. City’s action fails to determine the site is not within 300 feet of a coastal bluff or cliff

The appellant is referring to Section 30601 of the Coastal Act that states in part:

11
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Prior to certification of the local coastal program and, where applicable, in addition to a permit from
local government pursuant to subdivision (b) or (d) of Section 30600, a coastal development permit
shall be obtained from the commission for any of the following:

(1) Developments between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of
the inland extent of any beach or of the mean high tide line of the sea where there is no beach,
whichever is the greater distance.

(2) Developments not included within paragraph (1) located on tidelands, submerged lands, public
trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, stream, or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward
face of any coastal bluff.

The City found that there was conflicting information between the City’s maps and the Coastal
Commission’s maps concerning whether the site’s location was within the single-permit vs. dual
permit jurisdiction zone. The 300 foot distance from a coastal bluff is one of the criteria used to
determine single and dual permit jurisdiction within the City’ coastal zone for purposes of determining
if a coastal development permit would also be required from the Coastal Commission. Although the
City found that they could not adequately make a determination as to the location of the single/dual
jurisdiction line because of the uncertainty of the location of the coastal bluff, this is a procedural issue
and the City’s action in not making a determination as to the development’s distance from the coastal
bluff does not raise any issue with regards to Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.

3. City’s action fails to determine the site is not subject to the Regional Interpretive Guidelines
Section 13311 of the California Coastal Commission Regulations state in part that:

a coastal development permit shall be deemed issued...(c) when findings have been made that the
interpretive guidelines have been reviewed...

Although the City states that there was inadequate information to consider development in light of the
Interpretive Guidelines, the standard of review for the local coastal development permit is Chapter 3
polices of the Coastal Act, not the Interpretive Guidelines. This contention is a procedural issue with
the City and does not raise any issue with regards to the project’s consistency with the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act.

4. City’s action fails to determine the project is suitable under the Regional Interpretive Guidelines, if
they were to apply.

Again, as stated above, the City found there was a lack of information to determine consistency with
the Guidelines, which are designed to provide direction to local government decision makers. The City
does not necessarily need to find the project suitable under the Interpretive Guidelines, but is required
to determine if the project is consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. In the City’s
denial of the coastal development permit the City found, based on lack of information and potential
adverse impacts, that they could not find the project consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act.

5. City’s action fails to determine adequacy of applicant’s soils and geology report, approved by

12
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City’s Department of Building and Safety, with regards to third-party geologist concerns.

The City found that there was inadequate geologic information to make a finding that the project was
consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act with regards to geologic hazards. Section
30253 of the Coastal Act states in part that new development shall:

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

(b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way
require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms
along bluffs and cliffs.

On appeal to the Zoning Administrator approval of the project, a third party geologist on behalf of the
appellants, raised several technical questions and identified technical issues that, according to the
Planning Commission Determination report were not properly addressed by the applicant’s soils and
geology report, which was approved by the City’s Building and Safety Grading Division. The
appellant to this appeal states that the soils and geology report did address the presence of the hydrogen
sulfide gas. However, the Planning Commission was not satisfied that the approved soils report
adequately responded to and addressed the issues raised by the third party geologist. Therefore, in the
absence of more detailed analysis, the Planning Commission concluded that the approved report did
not provide assurances that potential hazards would be mitigated. Therefore, based on lack of
information the project could not be found consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act and was
denied by the City.

The appellant’s contention does not raise a substantial issue with respect to consistency with the
Chapter 3 polices of the Coastal Act.

6. City’s action fails to determine project’s compliance with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act.

Although the City’s Building and Safety-- Grading Division approved the project’s soils and geology
report, the Planning Commission, as stated above, determined that with the lack of geotechnical
information the City could not find that potential geologic hazards would be adequately mitigated,
therefore, could not find the project consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the
appellant’s contention does not raise a substantial issue with respect to consistent with the Chapter 3
polices of the Coastal Act.

7. City’s action suggests that there is some material potential, unmitigated hazard related to hydrogen
sulfide, that has been detected on site.

Hydrogen sulfide gas is a highly flammable, explosive gas and can cause possible life threatening
situations. High concentrations can cause health problems and death. As a highly flammable and
explosive gas, it is possible that pockets of high concentrations can lead to explosions; however,
explosions have mainly occurred in man-made structures, such as, pipelines and enclosed buildings.
Although, unlikely, if a pocket of gas does cause an explosion onsite, there is a potential the explosion
could cause slope instability or jeopardize development by undermining foundations.

13
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According to a report prepared by SASSAN Geosciences, Inc, dated January 3, 2013, which was
prepared for this project and is part of the City’s coastal development permit record, hydrogen sulfide
is a naturally occurring phenomenon in various types of bedrock formations and is not unusual to
encounter this gas in the Pacific Palisades area. The report states that test borings encountered the gas
only in borings deeper than 70 feet. The report concludes that the drilling of soldier pile shafts will be
monitored and safety measures will be followed pursuant to California’s Division of Occupational
Safety and Health requirements.

According to the Planning Commission Determination report, the Commission determined there was a
lack of geotechnical information and could not find that potential geologic hazards would be
adequately mitigated, therefore, they could not find the project consistent with Section 30253 of the
Coastal Act. The City, during the public hearing process, raised the issue of the presence of hydrogen
sulfide and the potential hazard. Although the City’s Building and Safety Division approved the
applicant’s geotechnical report and the applicant submitted a separate report addressing hydrogen
sulfide on the site, the Planning Commission was not satisfied that the approval letter issued by the
Department of Building and Safety adequately provided or identified measures to safely address or
mitigate the presence of hydrogen sulfide on the site, and determined that this issue raised a concern
with regards to the project’s consistency with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. The City determined
that the issue needed to be fully addressed with the City in order for the City to find the project
consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, therefore, the project was denied. Therefore,
the appellant’s contention does not raise a substantial issue with respect to consistency with the
Chapter 3 polices of the Coastal Act.

8. City’s action fails to determine if the site is within the single or dual permit jurisdiction zone.
Section 30601 that states in part:

Prior to certification of the local coastal program and, where applicable, in addition to a permit from
local government pursuant to subdivision (b) or (d) of Section 30600, a coastal development permit
shall be obtained from the commission for any of the following:

(1) Developments between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of
the inland extent of any beach or of the mean high tide line of the sea where there is no beach,
whichever is the greater distance.

(2) Developments not included within paragraph (1) located on tidelands, submerged lands, public
trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, stream, or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward
face of any coastal bluff.

Within the areas specified in Section 30601, which is known in the City of Los Angeles coastal
development permit program as the Dual Permit Jurisdiction area, the Coastal Act requires that the
development which receives a local coastal development permit also obtain a “dual”, or second, coastal
development permit from the Coastal Commission. For projects located inland of the areas identified
in Section 30601 (Single Permit Jurisdiction), the City of Los Angeles local coastal development
permit is the only coastal development permit required.

14



A-5-PPL-13-212 (Coaloa)

As stated in contention number 2 above, the City found that there was conflicting information between
the City’s maps and the Coastal Commission’s maps concerning whether the site’s location was within
the single-permit vs. dual permit jurisdiction zone.

The 300 foot distance from the top of the seaward face of a coastal bluff is one of the criteria used to
determine single and dual permit jurisdiction within the City’s coastal zone. Although the City found
that they could not adequately make a determination because of the uncertainty of the location of the
coastal bluff, this is a procedural issue and does not raise any issue with regards to Chapter 3 policies
of the Coastal Act.

Conclusion
The Commission finds that no substantial issues exist with respect to the grounds on which the appeal

was filed. Therefore, the applicant’s contentions do not raise an issue in regards to consistency of the
local decision with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL™
GOVERNMENT

Sunset Creations, LLC, appeals the May 22, 2013, Determination (the
“Determination”) of the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
in: CASE No. ZA-2010-1726-CDP-MEL-1A;, CEQA ENV 2010-1727-
MND-RECH1, pertaining t=. a 49-unit 84,500 square feet residential
development of an in-fill project (the “Project”) consisting of three
buildings at 17030 Sunset Bivd., Pacific Palisades, CA.

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

1. Appeal from that part of mandated finding 3 {on pages F-8 and
F-9 of the Determination), which fails to determine the site is not |
on a Coastal Bluff of CHff. . : |

i. The lack of a proper determination prejudices the ‘
ability of the City to prepare a local coastal plan

2. Appeal from that part of mandated finding 3 (on pages F-8 and
F-9 of the Determination), which fails to determine the site is not
within 300 feet of a Coastal Bluff or CIiff.

3. Appeal from that part of mandated finding 3 (on pages F—8 and
~ F-9 of the Determination) that fails to determine the site is not
~ subject to the Regional Interpretive Guidelines.

4. Appeal from that part of mandated finding 3 (on pages F-8 and
F-9 of the Determination) that fails to determine the Project is
suitable under the Regional Interpretive Guidelines, if they were
to apply. |

~ 5. Appeal from that part of mandated findings 1.e.3 and 6 (on
ﬁHIBIT o, ~ pages F-7/F-8 and F-11, respectively, of the Determination) that
"/ suggests the applicant’s soils and geology report as approved
gpplication Number by building and safety fail to adequately address issues or
,?'5._ PDL- /}_ 2/2 certain questions earlier raised by a third-party geologist. ‘
Appeal also from any implication the questions are material to

eﬂn //u /’Ag %fer the determination under mandated finding 1.e.3. A
/7
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10.

11.

Appeal from that part of mandated finding 1.e.3 (on pages F-7
and F-8 of the Determination) that fatls to find the Project
complies with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act.

. Appeal from that part of mandated findings 1.€.3 (on pages F-7

and F-8 of the Determination) that there is some material,
potential, unmitigated hazard related to hydrogen sulfide.

Appeal from that part of mandated findings 6 and 9 (on pages
F-10 and F-11, respectfully, of the Determination) that there is
some material, potential hazard related to hydrogen sulfide that
would not be mitigated.

. Appeal from that part of mandated finding 3 (on pages F-8 and

F-9 of the Determination) that fails to determine whether the site
is within the single—permit or dual-permit jurisdiction zone.
Appeal from that part of mandated finding 3 (on pages F-8 and
F-9 of the Determination) that fails to determine the site is within
the single—permit jurisdiction zone.

Appeal from all of mandated findings 6 and 9 on pages F-10 of

the Determination).

Synopsis of Selected Arguments Supporting Appeal
(Paragraph numbers correspond to Appeal Reasons)

1. & 2. Project not on or within 300 foot of a Coastal Bluff or cliff
(Contrary to Finding 3)

--under the Coastal Act definitions, the site is not on, or within

300 foot of, a Coastal Bluff of Cliff

--all available information was presented to Commission
--included copy of map from Coastal Commission office, City’s

Zimas mapping system, photographs, topography maps

--Commission voted subjectively, not on Coastal standard
--Please Concurrently submitted: Coastal Biuff Determination Question

prepared by SASSAN Geosciences Inc, 6/5/13.
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I. The lack of determination negatively impacts the ability
of the City to prepare its LCP. The lack of determination
also negatively impacts the ability of the City to evaluate
projects.

3. & 4. Project not in violation of Interpretative Guidelines (Contrary
to Finding 3)

--the guidelines are not required development standards

--finding required only as far as decision maker considered
them but Project not required to adhere to them

-no LCP to conform to

--City has adopted standards, general and site specific (zoning,
“Q” conditions, local plan)

5. Applicanit did address third party geologist (Contrary to Finding
1.e.3)

--City B&S Dept, Grading Division, reviewed appellant’s
geologist repart and applicant’s geclogist's response and found no
issues (letter dated July 3, 2012)

—third party geologist did not present new data

--applicant has approval of Soils Report for Project and all
amendments

--on hydrogen sulfide, please see arguments at 7 & 8 below

6. The Project complies with Coastal Act Section 30253 (Confrary to
Finding 1..3) ,

--The City’s Department of Building and Safety approved the
Project’s Soils and Geology Report. -

--That approval includes the Building and Safety Grading
Division's updated approval letter dated July 3, 2012

-- Please see, also, the arguments in 1-5 above and 7-11 below

7. & 8. Presence of hydrogen sulfide (“HS”) negligible, analyzed &
mitigated to extent necessary (Contrary to Findings 1.e.3, 6 and 9)

--presence of HS recognized by appellant reports/observations
and addressed

--HS is heavier than ambient air

--No methane gas within the Project site (ZIMAS)
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--historical presence of HS locally and elsewhere, common
occurrence not requiring mitigation

~-testimony of City Grading Staff before Commission

—-reports approved by B&S Grading included HS analysis

9. & 10. Determination of Single or Dual Permit Jurisdiction (Contrary
to Finding 3)

--Announcement at the commencement of March 6, 2013,
public hearing that the City Attorney had indicated the Project in fact
is located in a single permit jurisdiction

--City’s Zimas mapping system had indicated dual jurisdiction

o --However, Coastal Commission map indicates gijijies
i

--The arguments in 1 and 2 above are determinative that the
Project is not on or within 300 feet of a Coastal Chff

--Thus the Project is located in a single permit jurisdiction

11. The Project is entitled to environmental clearance under CEQA
MND (Contrary to Finding 6) ’

--City previously approved and certified environmental
document under CEQA

--Applicant is appealing each element in Finding 6 in derogatlon
of the City’s prior CEQA approval -

--Some elements in Finding 6 are outside the CEQA process.

--86Mme elements in Finding 6 are unsupported by the récord.

--Traffic (access, circulation):
--DOT did review studies by applicant’'s expert
--The studies by applicant’s expert analyzed and
considered the site’s location on the end of a curve, line of site, and
other factors in the expert’s positive opinion
--DOT does not review access or internal circulation, until
the project design is before DOT in an administrative review process

--Torrey Pines:
--Neither the proposed driveways into the project nor any
deceleration lane requires the removal of the Torrey Pines
--Applicant wants to preserve the Torrey Pines

i




--The driveways can be raised to provide protection for

the Torrey Pines

—-Soils Reports: Please see arguments b and 6 above.

--Hydrogen Sulfide: Please see arguments 7 and 8 above.

Background

On October 20, 2011 the City of Los Angeles approved a Coastal
Development Permit for a 49-unit 84,500 square feet residential
building consisting of three buildings. In its approval the Zoning
Administrator made affirmative findings as to the California Coastal
Act pursuant to Chapter 3. | |

On May 22, 2013, on an appeal, the West Los Angeles Area ‘
Planning Commission overturned that approval based, in part, on ‘

~ not knowing if the Project was located on a Coastal bluff as

defined by the Coastal Act. The Regional Interpretative Guidelines ‘
contair different Gév@f@}:}ﬁ‘féﬁt standards than the Cffys The ‘
City’s standards are based on zoning, specific site development

standards (“Q” conditions), and the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades

community plan. All of these have been adaopted by the City

Council.

- The Project is an in-fill project, as favored by the Coastal Act.

"[T]he proposed Project is located in an area that is already
developed consisting of single day's family and muitiple days
family residential uses as well as institutionat uses, thereby making
the Project site continues with, and in close proximity to existing
developed areas that are able to accommodate it.” (Determination,
mandated finding 1.e.1, page F-5; Section 30250(a) of the Coastal
Act.)

The Project is fully compliant with the Mello Act, with all low or very
low-income residential units on site and included within the

Project.

The Project is designed to conform to all of the provisions of the-

L.AM.C. The applicant seeks no relief or deviation from the Los

U




Angeles Municipal Code concerning density, height, floor area,
yards, open spaee, retaining walls er parking. (Retermination,
‘mandated finding 1.e.2, pages F-6, F—7.)

The design incorporates a walking path (the “Canyon Trail™)
leading from the foyer of Building one, then threading through
Buildings two and three, terminating at the common open space
area to the rear of the lot below Building three. (Determination,
mandated finding 1.e.2, page F-7.)

The design also incorporates a number of other “green” features
that will qualify it for Leeds certification. '

PROJECT CHRONOLOGY

The proposed project has undergone an unusuat number of repeated
reviews and hearings. Repeated reviews include those for geology,
transportation, traffic, and environmental clearance under CEQA.
Most of these are have been done by the City Department in Charge
of the relevant subject matter.

Repeated hearings include those by the City of Los Angeles Planning
Department’s West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission (and
Zoning Administrator}. '

Of particular note is a hearing by the West Los Angeles Area
Planning Commission on January 16, 2013 where two motions were
voted upon; one to deny the appeal and one to approve the appeal.
Neither motion received enough votes to carry, letting the Zoning
Administrator approval to stand.

At that hearing, one of the Commissioners stated that the project had
been vetted enough. However an opinion by the City Attorney
asserted that Commissioners still had jurisdiction and needed to hold
another hearing. At that hearing, the Commissioners voted to
approve the appeal, as reflected in the Determination.

The following is an abbreviated list of reviews and hearings the
proposed project has undergone:
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2.14.11
4.28.11
8.25.11
10.20.11
10.30.11
11.2.11
11.16.11
2.15.12
4.18.12
7.18.12

8.16.12

10.03.12

1.16.13

1.18.13

3.6.13
5.22.13

lssuance of Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND)
Public Hearing by Zoning Administrator (ZA)

MND Reconsideration issued because haul-route
mitigations were excluded

ZA Decision letter issued approving project

Appeal filed by Amy Greenwood

Appeal filed by Edgewater Homeowners Assoc

Comm Hearing continued because City Attorney opinion
that MND Reconsideration was not properly circulated.
Comm Hearing continued because B&S soils review of.
3rd party geologist and project geologist not completed
Comm Hearing continued because B&S soils review of
3rd party geologist and project gealogist not completed
Comm Hearing continued because B&S soils review of
3rd party geologist and project geologist not completed
MND Reconsideration issued based on B&S Soifs review
Comm Hearing continued because of omissions in
MND/Reconsideration omissions

West LA Commission conducts public hearing on Appeal;
two motions voted, both failed to pass, ZA Decision
stands

Opinion by City Attorney that no action was taken by
Commission requiring that it be returned to Commission
for another hearing

Re-Hearing by West LA Area Planning Conimission
Determination Letter Issued by West LA Area Planning
Commission

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS

Concurrently submitted: Coastal Bluff Determination Question
prepared by SASSAN Geosciences Inc, 6/5/13. This report analyzes
the proposed project’'s geology per Coastal Commission standards
and determines it is not on a coastal bluff.

Ofher documents and arguments will be provided in support of this

appeait.
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‘s WEST LOS ANGELES AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, California, 90012-4801, (213) 978-1300
@ 7 www.lacity.org/PLN/index.htm

NDED )

MAY 2.2 106

Determination Mailing Date:

Location: 17030 West Sunset Boulevard
Council District: 11

Plan Area: Brentwood-Pacific PE!E{aﬂ” 4
Zone: [QIR3-1
District Map: 126B117

CASE NO: ZA-2010-1726-CDP-MEL-1A
CEQA: ENV 2010-1727-MND-REC1

”:,\U"L! Coast K GO0

MAY 24 2013

Applicant: Stephen Coaloa
Appellants: 1} Amy C. Greenwood CAUFGEN A
2) Edgewater Towers Homeowners Association C C_‘;-\S AL CCJ.‘/\;\’HQU'\)N

At its meeting on March 6, 2013, the following action was taken by the West Los Angeles Area Plannlng '
Coemmission:

Granted the appeals.

1
2. Overturned the Zoning Administrator's Decision and denied the Coastal Development Permit.
3. Adopted the Revised Findings.

4. Did not adopt the environmental clearance ENV-2010-1727-MND-RECH.

Fiscal Impact Statement: There is no General Fund impact as administrative costs are recovered through
fees.

This action was taken by the following vote:

Moved: Commissioner Haiper

Seconded: Commissioner Donovan

Ayes: Commissioners Foster and Martinez

Noes: . Linnick

Vote: 4-1.

Effective Date Appeal Status

Effective upon the mailing of this notice Not further appealable to-City Council

2 4 L g
7%-&&.— @4/

Rhon)ﬁa Ketay, Commission Exed(tive Assistant
West Los Angeles Area Plannind Commission

1f you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section
1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 90th day
followmg the date on which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure

EXHIBIT NO. 5_ =-re may be other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review.

d Findings

Application Number
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—
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CASE NO. ZA 2010-1726-CDP-MEL-1A F-1
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission Determination

FINDINGS OF FACT

After thorough consideration of the statements contained in the application, the plans
submitted therewith, the statements made at the public hearing on January 16 and March
6, 2013, all of which are by reference made a part hereof, as well as knowledge of the
property and surrounding district, The West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission finds
that the requirements and prerequisites for granting a' coastal development permit as-
enumerated in Section 12.20.2 of the Municipal Code have not been established by the
following facts:

BACKGROUND

The subject site is a downward-sloping, south facing parcel located at the base of the
Santa Monica Mountains and is located within the dual permit jurisdiction area of the -
California Coastal Zone and is within the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan.
The site is located within a Hillside Area, a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone and is
within a Landslide area.

The site contains approximately 42,539 square feet with approximately 99 feet of frontage
on the south side of Sunset Boulevard and a variable depth between approximately 287
feet and 314 feet. The site is located approximately 325 feet from Pacific Coast Highway
and 400 feet from the shore line. The site is a vacant, unimproved parcel and is zoned
[QIR3-1. The ‘Q’ Qualified Condition on the site imposes the following development
limitations on the site: (1) the height of any portion of a building or structure within 50 feet
of property zoned R1 or more restrictive shall not exceed a maximum height of 30 feet and
or a maximum height of 35 feet for any portion of building or structure within 100 feet of
property zoned R1 or more restrictive; (2) a 20-foot rear yard is required; (3) a 10-foot side
yard is required for any portion of building within 50 feet of an R1 zoned lot or more
restrictive; and (4) guest parking at a ratio of .25 parking spaces for each rental dwelling
unit or .50 parking spaces for each condominium unit is required in excess of code required
parking.

Pursuant to the California Coastal Act and to the provisions of Section 12.20.2 of the
L.A.M.C. and the applicant requested a Coastal Development Permit for the construction of
a new approximately 84,500 square-foot residential development containing a total of 49
dwelling units; and, pursuant to Government Code Section 65590 the applicant is
requesting a Mello Act Compliance Determination. The Mello Act is a statewide law that
requires local governments to comply with certain provisions designed to preserve and
increase the supply of affordable housing in California's coastal zone. The Mello Act
applies to any proposal to convert or demolish existing housing, or to develop new housing
in the coastal zone. The project is a new housing development in excess of nine (9)
dwelling units and is subject to the Mello Act’s requirements concerning Inclusionary
Residential Units. '

Excavation and earthwork for the proposed development, including the subterranean
parking structure, is estimated at approximately 19,000 ‘cubic yards.

Y




CASE NO. ZA 2010-1726-CDP-MEL-1A F-2
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission Determination

Public Hearing:

The following is a summary of key issues raised at the January 16, 2013 and March 6,
2013 public hearings by appellants and opponents of the project:

Environmental:

ENV-2010-1727-MND-REC1 issued for the proposed project is inadequate as it did
not adequately analyze the impacts and mitigate the significant impacts associated

with:
» Traffic impacts and traffic circulation patterns
» Hazards due to access to and from the site
* Presence of hydrogen sulfide on the site and public safety during
excavation activities.
Geology/Hazards

The site is on a landslide and poses a serious danger and safety threat to
surrounding properties in the event of a landslide. The approved soils report does
not adequately address drainage or the proposed sewer connections. The approved
soils report does not acknowledge or identify mitigation measures to address the
presence of hydrogen sulfide on the site. Questions raised by a third party peer
review of the geotechnical reports have not been adequately addressed.

Traffic Safety & Access:

The project site is located on a dangerous curve and visibility for cars entering and
exiting the site is not adequate. Traffic on Sunset is fast moving and has a high ratio
of traffic accidents. There are serious traffic accidents on this curve every year. If
left turns into the project site are prohibited, this will result in a longer more circuitous
route to the project site for northbound traffic and vehicles will simply be forced to
make unsafe left turns into the project site or u-turns further along Sunset Boulevard.
This will alter traffic patterns that have not been properly analyzed.

Off-site improvement to the intersection of Sunset Boulevard and Marquez Avenue
should be required.

Coastal Bluff;

The project site is an exposed downslope lot that sits on a bluff top, however, the
project can not be properly analyzed in light of the Coastal Commisison’s Regional
Interpretive Guidelines concerning its location on or near coastal bluffs without proper
verification confirming whether the project site is within a “Coastal Bluff” as defined in
the Coastal Act. :
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CASE NO. ZA 2010-1726-CDP-MEL-1A - F-3
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission Determination

Biological

Torrey Pine Trees have been planted within the right-of-way along Sunset Boulevard,
that while not protected trees, are very rare trees that are significant to the
community. There are at least three Torrey Pine Trees along the site's frontage that
frame the view on the site and if removed will have an impact on scenic vistas.

Streets:
Sunset Boulevard is designafed as a Scenic Major Highway Class Il dedicated to a width of

100 feet and is improved with two travel lanes in each direction, street trees, but no ‘
sidewalk abutting the subject property.

Previous zoning related actions on the site/in the area include:

Subject Property:

Ordinance No. 170,768 - On November 14, 1995, the City Council changed the
zone of the subject property to [Q]JR3-1. The [Q] condition restricts the height of
buildings within 100 feet of a lot zoned R1 or more restrictive.

Case No. CDP 714-79 - in 1979, .an application for a Coastal Development Permit
for a 12-unit condominium was terminated at the request of the applicant.

Case No. TT-38139 - On September 25, 1979, an application was submitted for a
12-unit condominium. No action was taken.

Surrounding Properties:

Case No. ZA 2006-6000(CDP) - On July 11, 2006 an application for a Coastal ‘
Development Permit in conjunction with a Parcel Map Exemption was filed.

Case No. ZA 2005-8856(CDP) - On July 7, 2006, the Zoning Administrator
approved a Coastal Development Permit authorizing the conversion of a 16,816
square-foot complex to a school for 246 students (preschool, kindergarten,
grades 1 through 8), within the single permit jurisdiction of the California Coastal
Zone at 17310 Sunset Boulevard.

Case Nos. ZA 2000-0648(CDP) and ZA 2000-0647(PAD) - On September 24, 2001,
the Zoning Administrator approved a Coastal Development Permit authorizing the
expansion of an existing private club located within the California Coastal Zone, and
a determination of conditional use status and an Approval of Plans to increase the
size of an existing private club and to continue the service of a full line of alcoholic
beverages at 1680 Pacific Coast Highway.
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- CASE NO. ZA 2010-1726-CDP-MEL-1A : F-4
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission Determination

MANDATED FINDINGS

In order for a coastal development permit to be granted all of the requisite findings
maintained in Section 12.20.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code must be made in the
affirmative. Foliowing is a delineation of the findings and the application of the facts of this
case to same. !

1. The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act
of 1976.

Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act also contains the various policy provisions of such
legisiation. Pertinent to the instant request are the policies with respect to:

a.

Shoreline Access: The subject property is located on Sunset Boulevard
which terminates northwest of the site at Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to
the shoreline. The proposed development is located on the south side of
Sunset Boulevard and will not interfere with or obstruct any access to coastal
resources or ocean use. :

Recreation and Visitor Serving Facilities: The project site has no adjacent or
nearby recreational facilities for visitors.

Water and Marine Resources: This project will not impact any marine
resources. The project is well above the high tide line and will not have any
identifiable effect on the Pacific Ocean, or on the sandy inter-tidal zone.

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area. The project site is within a fully
urbanized area and is not located within or near any Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat area, Significant Ecological Area, or in an area governed by
a habitat conservation or community conservation plan. The project is
limited to the boundary of the private property and does not function as part
of wild life corridor, does not contain any wetland habitat. The site is
presently disturbed and there is no native or natural riparian vegetation on-
site.

New Development:
1) Section 30250(a) of The Coastal Act provides that:

“New development, except as otherwise provided in this
division, shall be located within, contiguous, 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. In addition, land division, other than

leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas
shall be permitted where 50% of the usable parcels in the area

5/




CASE NO. ZA 2010-1726-CDP-MEL-1A ' F-5
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission Determination

2)

have been developed and the created parcels would be no
smaller than the average size of the surrounding parcels”.

The site is one of few remaining vacant, unimproved parcels in the
area and the proposed project is an infill development within an
existing developed community. Sunset Boulevard adjoining the site is
a designated Scenic Major Highway Class Il dedicated to a width of
100 feet and is improved with two travel lanes in each direction. The
north side of Sunset Boulevard across the project site has no curb or
sidewalk and the southwest side of Sunset Boulevard along the site’s
frontage is improved with curb only and no sidewalks.

The adjoining property to the west has approximately 91 feet of

frontage on Sunset Boulevard and is improved with a two-story 4-unit

~ apartment while the adjoining property to the east has 125 feet of

frontage on Sunset Boulevard and is improved with a two-story 23-
unit apartment. Properties to the north, across Sunset Boulevard, are
zoned R1-1 and are through lots with frontage on Sunset Boulevard
and Bollinger Drive. These lots are oriented toward and have their
access on Bollinger Drive and are improved with single-family
dwellings. Adjoining properties to the south are zoned RE40-1 and are
improved with a single-family dwelling to the southeast and a tennis
court/open space to the southwest. Property further west on Sunset
Boulevard is improved with a Self Realization Temple.

Thus, the proposed project is located in an area that is already
developed consisting of single-family and multiple-family residential
uses as well as institutional uses, thereby making the project site
contiguous with, and in close proximity to existing deve!oped areas
that are able to accommodate lt

Section 30251 of The Coastal Act provides that:

“The scenic and visual qualities of the coastal areas shall be
considered and protected as a resource of public importance.
Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect
views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to
minimize the alteration of landforms, to be visually compatible
with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible,
to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded
areas”.

The proposed development will not result in the obstruction of any
public scenic views. Sunset Boulevard adjoining the site is a
designated Scenic Major Highway Class |l dedicated to a width of 100
feet and is improved with two travel lanes in each direction. The north
side of Sunset Boulevard across the project site has no curb or
sidewalk and the southwest side of Sunset Boulevard along the site’s

ch
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frontage is improved with curb only and no sidewalks. The subject
site has approximately 99 feet of frontage on the south side of Sunset
Boulevard. The adjoining property to the north has approximately 91
feet of frontage on Sunset Boulevard and is improved with a two-story
4-unit apartment while the adjoining property to the south has 125 feet
of frontage on Sunset Boulevard and is improved with a two-story 23-
unit apartment.

While the site affords a view of the Pacific Ocean from a stationary
position, the site is not known as a significant lookout point that draws
tourists or visitors and there are no lookout points immediately above
or below the project site whose views would be obstructed by the
proposed development. The area surrounding the site is not
pedestrian friendly due to the lack of sidewalks and is not known for
high pedestrian traffic. The subject site is one of the few remaining
vacant undeveloped parcels in the area and Sunset Boulevard is a
winding street. The site is located on a concave curve such that as
both north and south bound traffic approach the site, views to the
Pacific Ocean are generally obstructed by the adjoining two-story
apartments and by the time a motorist is in front of the site, Sunset
curves to the north directing drivers’ views away from the shore.
Thus, vehicular traffic moving along the site’s frontage has a very a
brief and limited view to the Pacific Ocean. Consequently, the view
from the site's frontage is generally afforded from a stationary
position. However, as noted above, this segment of Sunset
Boulevard has no sidewalks and does not have high levels of
pedestrian traffic and there is no lookout or pull-out on or adjacent to
the site.

With respect to potential impacts on views from Pacific Coast
Highway (a designated Scenic Highway) below the subject site, the
adjoining lots to the rear (south) of the site have their frontage on
Pacific Coast Highway. The rear lot line of the site is located
approximately 325 horizontal feet from Pacific Coast Highway and
400 horizontal feet from the shore line. There is a significant change
in grade from the rear lot line of the subject site to Pacific Coast

| Highway. The adjoining properties to the south have a very steep

down-slope. Due to the topography and based on photo simulations

| furnished by the applicant, it appears that the proposed development
will not be visible to southbound traffic on Pacific Coast Highway and
only the upper most portion of the proposed buildings will be visible in
the distance to northbound traffic. Existing improvements in the
foreground would be more prominently than the proposed
development. Any retaining walls required for the project will not be
visible.

Otherwise, the proposed development is designed to conform to all of
the provisions of the L. A.M.C. The applicant is not seeking any relief

/11




CASE NO. ZA 2010-1726-CDP-MEL-1A F-7
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission Determination

or deviations from the L.A.M.C. concerning density, height, floor area,
yards, open space, retaining walls or parking. The proposed
development consists of three detached buildings that will be terraced
down the hillside in an effort to reduce massing, minimize grading,
and to minimize visual impacts to the extent feasible. The combined
footprint of all three buildings will occupy approximately 54% of the
site, the remaining 46% of the site is set aside as open areas.

The building elevations consist of a non-reflective glass fagade with a
venetian stucco finish. The design incorporates a walking path
(“Canyon Trail”) leading from the foyer of Building 1 that threads
through Buildings 2 and 3 terminating at the common open space
area to the rear of the lot below Building 3. The project will conform
to the “Q” condition on the site, no portion of Building 3 will exceed 35
feet within 100 feet of the adjoining RE40 zoned lot and the proposed
development will maintain a 20-foot rear yard. Otherwise, no
improvements on the site are within 50 feet from the adjoining RE40
zoned lot and the proposed development will maintain 7-foot side
yards in conformance to the code. ’

Hazards
Section 30253 of The Coastal Act provides that:

“Permitted Development shall minimize risks to life and
property in areas of high geologic flood and fire hazard; and

Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability or
destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way
require the construction of protective devices that would
substantially alter natural land forms along bluffs or cliffs”.

The project site is a downward-sloping, south facing lot overlooking
the Pacific Ocean. The northern half of the lot adjacent to Sunset
Boulevard is generally level and occupied by a vacant pad. The
southerly half of the lot slopes southerly towards the Pacific Ocean
and has an overall change in grade of approximately 77 feet from the
lowest elevation on the site to the highest elevation adjacent to
Sunset Boulevard with gradients ranging from 2:1 to0 6:1. The site is
located within a designated seismically induced landslide hazard
zone, as shown on the “Seismic Hazard Zones” map issued by the
State of California.

The Department of Building and Safety Grading Division originally

issued a Geology and Soils Approval Letter dated July 7, 2009 based
on a review of a Geology and Soils reports prepared by Sassan
Geosciences and Ray A. Eastman, CEG dated between May 14,

Wz
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2004 and May 30, 2009. On appeal, a third party Geologist (on behalf
of the appellants) raised several technical questions and identified
technical issues that were not properly addressed by the applicant’s
Soils and Geology Report as approved by Building and Safety. After
review and consideration of the technical issues raised by the third
party geologist, the Department of Building and Safety Grading
Division issued an updated approval letter dated July 3, 2012.
However, based on testimony at the Commission’s appeal hearings
on January 16, 2013 and March 6, 2013, the Commission was not
satisfied that the approved soils report adequately responded to and
addressed the issues raised by the third party geologist. Specifically,
the approved soils report did not acknowledge or identify mitigations
to address the presence of hydrogen sulfide on the site. In the
absence of more detailed analysis, the Commissioners concluded that -
the approved soils report did not provide assurances that potential
hazards related to hydrogen sulfide would be mitigated.

2. The development will/will not prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to
' prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the
California Coastal Act of 1976.

Currently, there is not an adopted Local Coastal Program (LCP) for this portion of
the Coastal Zone. In the interim, the adopted Brentwood-Pacific Palisad=s
Community Plan serves as the functional equivalent in conjunction with any pending
LCP under consideration. The adopted Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community
Plan designates the subject property for Medium Density Residential land uses with
a corresponding zone of R3 and Height District No. 1. The subject site is zoned
[QIR3-1. The proposed development of 49 dwelling units is otherwise consistent
with the planned land use and permitted by the underlying zone.

3. The Interpretive Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established
by the California Coastal Commission dated February 11, 1977 and any
subsequent amendments thereto have been reviewed, analyzed and
considered in light of the individual project in making this determination.
Such Guidelines are designed to provide direction to decision-makers in
rendering discretionary determinations on requests for coastal development
permits pending adoption of an LCP. In this instance, the Guidelines
standards concerning the following are relevant:

The referenced Interpretive Guidelines are designed to provide direction to decision
makers in rendering discretionary determinations on requests for coastal
development permits pending adoption of the Local Coastal Program (LCP). The
guidelines pertain to density, landform grading and development within Coastal
Bluffs. The proposed development provides the required setbacks in conformance
to the Municipal Code including a 20-foot rear yard. However, the Regional
Interpretive Guidelines suggest a minimum 25-foot setback from the edge of any
Coastal Bluff as well as density limitations.
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As previously noted, the project site is a downward-sloping lot overlooking the
Pacific Ocean that sits at the top of a bluff. The northern half of the lot adjacent to
Sunset Boulevard is generally level and occupied by a vacant pad. The southerly
half of the lot slopes down towards Pacific Coast Highway and has an overall
change in grade of approximately 77 feet from the lowest elevation on the site to the
highest elevation adjacent to Sunset Boulevard with gradients ranging from 2:1 to
6:1.

Based on the site's topography and testimony presented at the hearing, there was
conflicting information as to whether the site was located within a Coastal Bluff as
defined in the Coastal Act. In addition, there was conflicting information between
the city's maps and the Coastal Commission’s maps concerning whether the site’s
location was within the single-permit vs. dual permit jurisdiction zone. An aerial map
obtained by the applicant from the California Coastal Commission indicates that the
site straddles the border between the single and dual-permit jurisdiction zone and
the map does not contain lot lines to accurately determine the site’s location.
California Coastal Commission staff conveyed to city staff that verification
concerning the site’s location on a Coastal Bluff or within the single or dual permit .
jurisdiction zone wouid require investigation by Coastal Commission geologists and
possibly require a topographical survey.

In the absence of definitive confirmation from the California Coastal Commission
affirming whether or not the site was located within a Coastal Bluff, the Commission

“was unable to evaluate or properly consider the proposed development in light of
the Regional Guidelines pertaining to projects on or near Coastal Bluffs.

4, The decision of the permit granting authority has been guided by any

: applicable decision of the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Section

30625(c) of the Public Resources Code, which provides that prior decisions of

the Coastal Commission, where applicable, shall guide local governments in

their actions in carrying out their responsibility and authority under the
Coastal Act of 1976.

The proposed development conforms with such known applicable decisions and no
conflict with any past decisions exists.

5. The development is not located between the nearest public road and the sea

~ . or shoreline of any body of water located within the coastal zone, and the
development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation
policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.

The project site is not located between the nearest public road and the shoreline of
any body of water located within the coastal zone. Therefore, the proposed
developmentis in conformance with the public access and public recreation policies
of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act. In addition, there are no environmentally
sensitive areas or known archeological or paleontological resources on the site.

1el)a
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6.

An appropriate environmental clearance under the California Environmental
Quality Act has been granted.

The West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission found that the environmental
clearance issued for the proposed project, ENV-2010-1727-MND-REC1, did not
adequately analyze or mitigate the proposed project's potential environmental
impacts with respect to traffic, site access and internal circulation or potential
presence of hydrogen suifide. The Commission determined that the traffic
assessment completed by the Department of Transportation did not consider the
site’s location on a dangerous curve and how the prohibition of left turns into the
project site by the existing double yellow lane would affect traffic patterns and
access to the site. Also, the DOT’s review of the project did not address the line of

sight study submitted by the applicant to evaluate safe ingress and egress to the

site and did not provide a comprehensive review of the proposed driveway and
internal circulation plans, which include a deceleration lane partially located within
the public-right-of-way, which may or may not be feasible. The proposed
deceleration lane would also potentially require removal of three existing Torrey
Pine Trees along the site’s frontage. The trees were planted by the local community
along Sunset Boulevard and are a unique feature of the streetscape. The
environmental document did not consider or adequately analyze the biological
impacts of removing these trees or provide mitigation measures to address
biological impacts.

The Commissioners were also not satisfied that the updated soils approval letter
issued by the Department of Building and Safety on July 3, 2012 adequately
responded to the issues raised by a third party geologist and the soils report
analysis and MND did not provide or identify measure to safely address or mitigate

‘the presence of hydrogen sulfide on the site.

The project is consistent with the special requirements for low and moderate
income housing units in the Coastal Zone as mandated by California
Government Code Section 65590 [Mello Act].

The Mello Act is a statewide law which mandates local governments to comply with
a variety of provisions concerning the demolition, conversion and construction of
housing units in California’s Coastal Zone. All projects that consist of demolition,
replacement, conversion, and/or construction of one ormore housing units located
within the Coastal Zone in the City of Los Angeles must go through a Mello Act

Compliance review.

This compliance review is required by the Melio Act, by the City's Interim
Administrative Procedures for Complying with the Melic Act (Interim Procedures),
and by the terms of the Settiement Agreement between the City of Los Angeles and
the Venice Town Council, the Barton Hill Neighborhood Organization and Carol
Berman concerning implementation of the Mello Act in the coastal zone areas of the
City of Los Angeles.

The subject site is a vacant, unimproved parcel and no dwelling units, affordable or

1/
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otherwise, will be demolished on the property. Consequently, no affordable
replacement units are required. However, the projectis a new housing development
in excess of nine (9) dwelling units and is subject to the Mello Act’s requirements
concerning Inclusionary Residential Units. The Mello Act and the City’'s Interim
Procedures require an applicant for a new housing development to comply with

Inclusionary Requirement Options (IP, Part 5.0}). It affords one of two inclusionary

options: .
Option #1: reserve at least 20% of all residential units for Very Low or Low Income
Households. o

Option #2: reserve at least 10% of all residential units for Very Low Income
Households.

The project consists of the construction of 49 new dwelling units. Condition Nos. 11
and 12 of this grant require conformance with the applicable provisions of the Mello
Act. Specifically, Condition No. 11 requires that a minimum of 10 dwelling units be
reserved for households designated Low Income or Very Low Income, or that a
minimum of 5 dwelling units be reserved for households designated Very Low
Income. : '

The site is permitted a maximum density of 53 dwelling units by-right and is eligible
for a density bonus up to 35% (for a maximum density of 71 dwelling units). The
applicant has not requested a density bonus to satisfy the Mello Act's Inclusionary
Zoning Requirement.

ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDINGS

8.

The National Flood Insurance Program rate maps, which are a part of the Flood
Hazard Management Specific Plan adopted by the City Council by Ordinance No.
172,081, have been reviewed and it has been determined that the property is
located Outside the Flood Zone.

On August 25, 2011, the Department of City Planning issued a Reconsideration of
Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV 2010-1727-MND-REC1. However, as
noted in more detail under Finding No. 6 above, the West Los Angeles Area
Planning Commission determined that the environmental document did not
adequately analyze or mitigate the proposed project’'s potential environmental
impacts with respect to traffic, site access and internal circulation or potential
presence of hydrogen sulfide
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSIONERS

Charles Lester, Ph.D, Executive Director of Commission
Al Padilla, Coastal Program Analyst

South Coast Area Office .

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000

Long Beach, CA 90802-4302

Re: Commission Appeal No. A-5-PPL-13-212
LACK OF CEQA CLEARANCE, NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE
Stefano Coaloa, Sunset Creations’ Appeal
17030 West Sunset Blvd., Pacific Palisades
{Local Permit no. ZA-2010-1726-CDP-MEL-1A)

Dear Coastal Commissioners, Executive Director Lester, and Program Analyst Padilla:

The undersigned represents Edgewater Towers Homeowners Ass’n, adjacent to the subject
property, and one of the prevailing appellants at the City Planning Commission hearings which
resulted in denial of approval of the subject project.

The City Planning Commission’s Final Action Requires CEQA Compliance Prior to Any Further
Review of the Project on the Merits, Hence there is no Substantial Issue Ripe for Appeal.
Addressing the question of “substantial issue”, we point out that the city Area Planning
Commission determined that the applicant had failed to comply with CEQA, and based upon its
decision, no permits can be issued unless and until lawful compliance is shown by preparation
of a CEQA review document (MND or EIR) that adequately analyzes and mitigates the
significant impacts associated with three key areas of concern, which are listed in the city’s
Determination Letter dated May 22, 2013, at page F-2 and F-10, which pages are excerpted
and attached hereto for your reference, Exhibit A. Under state law {CEQA), the applicant
cannot proceed with any part of the project until the lead agency has issued its certification of
compliance with CEQA. Therefore, Applicant has only two choices:"’;c.éekjudicial review to




overturn the city’s decision, or comply with CEQA by submitting adequate environmental
review documentation (MND or EIR) to the city for public comment, review, and decision of
adequacy.

As of this date, no judicial action has been filed by applicant that reverses the city’s CEQA
ruling, hence it is final. Nor, to our knowledge, has the applicant filed any new CEQA documents
for public review and certification. instead, applicant has filed the instant appeal and has
challenged the city’s CEQA determination, asking you to review and overturn that decision.
However, it is not within your purview to rule that the city’s determination is incorrect under
CEQA, particularly since the CEQA issues of concern to the city were local issues and not Coastal
Act issues. As defined by Pub. Res. Code § 21067, the city is the “lead agency”. This
Commission, as a Responsible Agency (Pub. Res Code § 21069), is authorized to further mitigate
or condition aspects of the project within the coastal zone, but is not empowered by law to
overturn the lead agency’s CEQA determination of local issues. When, after being approved by
a lead agency, a project requires subsequent approval from a responsible agency, the latter
agency cannot act until it has considered the project’s environmental effects as described in the
certified EIR or MND. {(CEQA Guidelines, §15096, subd.(f)). This is also confirmed and
emphasized by your own regulation in 14 CCR 13052{g), which prohibits the Executive Director
from accepting a permit application when the project also requires approval of a city or other
governmental agencies, unless and until the city has issued its final EIR or MND. That section
explicitly requires prior “approval” of CEQA documentation by the city, stating this is satisfied

only where the development “has received approvals of any or all of the following aspects of
the proposal, as applicable:

(a) ..

(g) A final Environmental Impact Report or a negative declaration, as
required, including (1) the explicit consideration of any proposed grading;
and (2) explicit consideration of alternatives to the proposed
development; and (3) all comments and supporting documentation
submitted to the lead agency;

(emph. added).

If, after local government approval, this Commission found the lead agency’s certified CEQA
approval to be deficient in mitigating areas of concern, it has several methods to correct the
deficiencies, including judicial review. (see CEQA Guidelines §15096(e)). However, this
Commission has been given no authority to reverse a lead agency’s decision that the CEQA
document does not comply with CEQA. {/d). Moreover, the Commission as a responsible agency
cannot even rule on matters outside its jurisdiction, per Pub. Res. Code § 21002.1(d):

{d) In applying the policies of subdivisions (b) and {c) to individual projects,
the responsibility of the lead agency shall differ from that of a responsible
agency. The lead agency shall be responsible for considering the effects,
both individual and collective, of all activities involved in a project. A




responsible agency shall be responsible for considering only the effects of
those activities involved in a project which it is required by law to carry out
or approve. This subdivision applies only to decisions by a public agency to
carry out or approve a project and does not otherwise affect the scope of the
comments that the public agency may wish to make pursuant to Section
21104 or 21153. {emph. added).

See generally, Sierra Club v. Calif. Coastal Commission (2005) 34 Cal. 4™ 839, 859-860). Hence,
no matter what this Commission might ultimately decide, after review, about further mitigating
matters within its jurisdiction, it cannot force the city to accept the deficient CEQA document
(MND) reviewed and rejected by the city based upon matters of local concern. Nor do we find
any provision under the Coastal Act authorizing you to issue advisory opinions on Coastal Act
issues when a project is not ripe for review, as in this case. Unless and until CEQA has been
satisfied and certified by the city as lead agency, this Commission would be reviewing and ruling
on a moot project, one which will not be approved by the city and thus may be abandoned or
changed in significant ways, or be supplanted by various alternatives, once reviewed properly
and mitigated by a lawful CEQA clearance.

For the foregoing reasons, we believe the only correct determination at this time is that the
appeal is not ripe and fails to raise a substantial issue due to lack of CEQA compliance,
rendering all other issues moot and speculative; review of the issues cited in the appeal would
be a thorough waste of public and Commission resources.

As a final matter, we respectfully request that unless the appeal is rejected outright by the
Executive Director, this matter should be re-scheduled in Southern California so that the
prevailing parties can attend the hearing, if any.

Very ‘,t%yours,
John B, Murdock
)?' '”‘

i
t€: Michael Kirrene, President, Edgewater Towers Homeowners Ass’n
Councilperson Mike Bonin, CD11, City of Los Angeles
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WEST LOS ANGELES AREA PLANNING COMMIS§(ION

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, California, 90012-4801, (213) 978-1300
www lacity.org/PLN/index.htm

Determination Mailing Date: MAT 2.2 108
CASE NO: ZA-2010-1726-CDP-MEL-1A - Location: 17030 West Sunset Boulevard
CEQA: ENV 2010-1727-MND-REC1 Council District: 11

Plan Area: Brentwood-Pacific Palisades
Zone: [QJR3-1
District Map: 126B117

Applicant: Stephen Coaloa

Appellants: 1) Amy C. Greenwood
2) Edgewater Towers Homeowners Association

At its meeting on March 6, 2013, the following action was taken by the West Los Angeles Area Planning
Commission:

1. Granted the appeals.

2. Overturned the Zoning Administrator's Decision and denied the Coastal Development Permit.
3. Adopted the Revised Findings.

4. Did not adopt the environmental clearance ENV-2010-1727-MND-REC1.

Fiscal Impact Statement: There is no General Fund impact as administrative costs are recovered through
fees.

This action was taken by the following vote:

Moved: Commissioner Halper

Seconded: Commissioner Donovan

Ayes: Commissioners Foster and Martinez

Noes: Linnick

Vote: 4-1

Effective Date . Appeal Status

Effective upon the mailing of this notice Not further appealable to City Council

Dt f

Rhongla Ketay, Commission Exegfitive Assistant
West Los Angeles Area Planningd Commission

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section
1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 90th day
following the date on which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Gode of Civil Procedure
Section 1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review.

Attachment; Revised Firdings

cc:  Notification List
Fernando Tovar
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Public Hearing:

The following is a summary of key issues raised at the January 16, 2013 and March 6,
2013 public hearings by appellants and opponents of the project: ’

_~Environmental:

ENV-2010-1727-MND-REC1 issued for the proposed project is inadequate as it did

not adequately analyze the impacts and mitigate the significant impacls assaciated
“with: '

—

« Traffic impacts and traffic circulation patterns
* Hazards due to access to and from the site

* Presence of hydrogen sulfide on the site and public safety durin
excavation activities. -

Geology/Hazards

The site is on a landslide and poses a serious danger and safety threat fo
surrounding properties in the event of a landslide. The approved soils report does
not adequately address drainage or the proposed sewer connections. The approved
soils report does not acknowledge or identify mitigation measures to address the
presence of hydrogen sulfide on the site. Questions raised by a third party peer
review of the geotechnical reports have not been adequately addressed.

Traffic Safety & Access:

The project site is located on a dangerous curve and visibility for cars entering and
exiting the site is not adequate. Traffic on Sunset is fast moving and has a high ratio
of traffic accidents. There are serious traffic accidents on this curve every year. If
left turns into the project site are prohibited, this will result in a longer more circuitous
route to the project site for northbound traffic and vehicles will simply be forced to
make unsafe left turns into the project site or u-turns further along Sunset Boulevard.
This will alter traffic patterns that have not been properly analyzed.

Off-site improvement to the intersection of Sunset Boulevard and Marquez Avenue
should be required.

Coastal Bluff:

The project site is an exposed downslope ot that sits on a bluff top, however, the
project can not be properly analyzed in light of the Coastal Commisison’s Regional
Interpretive Guidelines concerning its location on or near coastal bluffs without proper

verification confirming whether the project site is within a “Coastal Bluff’ as defined in
the Coastal Act. '
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An appropriate environmental clearance under the California Environmental
Quality Act has been granted. ’

The West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission found that the environmental
clearance issued for the proposed project, ENV-2010-1727-MND-RECH1, did not

mitigate the, pr d project's potential environmental

impacts with respect to traffic, site access and internal circulation or potential
presence of hydrogen sulfide. The Commission determimed that the utaific

assessment completed by the Department of Transportation did not consider the
site’s location on a dangerous curve and how the prohibition of left turns into the

project site by the existing double yellow lane would affect traffic patterns and
access to the site. Also, the DOT's review of the project did not ad i

_sight study submitted by the applicant to evaluate safe ingress and egress to the

site and did not provide a comprehensive review of the proposed driveway and
internal circulation plans, which include a deceleration lane partially located within
the public-right-of-way, which may or may not be feasible. The proposed
deceleration lane would also potentially require removal of three existing Torrey
Pine Trees along the site's frontage. The trees were planted by the local community
along Sunset Boulevard and are a unique feature of the streetscape. The
environmental document did_not copsider or adequately analyze the biological

impacts of removing these trees or provide mitigation measures to address
biological impacts. '

The Commissioners were also not satisfied that the updated soils approval letter
issued by the Department of Building and Safety on July 3, 2012 adequately
responded to_the issues raised by a third party geologist and the soils report
analysi§ and MND did not provide or identify measure to safely address or mitigate
the presence of hydrogen sulfide on the site.

The project is consistent with the special requirements for low and moderate
income housing units in the Coastal Zone as mandated by California
Government Code Section 65590 [Mello Act].

The Mello Act is a statewide law which mandates local governments to comply with
a variety of provisions concerning the demolition, conversion and construction of
housing units in California’s Coastal Zone. All projects that consist of demolition,
replacement, conversion, and/or construction of one or more housing units located

within the Coastal Zone in the City of Los Angeles must go through a Melio Act
Compliance review.

This compliance review is required by the Mello Act, by the City's Interim
Administrative Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act (interim Procedures),
and by the terms of the Settlement Agreement between the City of Los Angeles and
the Venice Town Council, the Barton Hill Neighborhood Organization and Carol

Berman concerning implementation of the Mello Act in the coastal zone areas ofthe
City of Los Angeles.

The subject site is a vacant, unimproved parcel and no dwelling units, affordable or




assocl L A(3212

. |ExHiBIT NO. 7 ‘J

‘Application Number

et ter Fron

California Coastal Commission,
South Coast District Office,

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Re:
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AUG 2 2013

CALFORNIA N
COASTAL COMMISSION

Appeal From Denial of Coastal Permit by City of Los
Angeles, A-5-PPL-13-212

Appellant: Stephono Coaloa

Property: 17030 Sunset Blvd., Pacific Palisades

The Palisades Preservation Association is one of the seven parties that filed appeals
from the decision of a City of Les Angeles Zoning Administrator to grant the appellant’s
application for a Coastal Development Permit to the West Los Angeles Area Planning
Commission which after several hearings, granted the appeals and denied the application for a

Coastal Development Permit.

Having reviewed the documents submitted by the Appellant in support of his appeal and
the Staff Report, we now appear before the Coastal Commission and urge the Commission to
deny the appeal on the grounds that the appellant (1) has not obtained the necessary
environmental clearance from the local agency, and (2) has failed to raise any substantial

coastal 1ssues.

Although the Staff recommends that the Commission find that the Appeal raises no
substantial issue, we submit that it is unnecessary for the Commission to consider that issue
because Coaloa failed to obtain the necessary environmental clearance from the City of Los

Angeles, the Director should have refused to accept the appeal.

1. Because the Appellant Has Failed to First Obtain Environmental Approval From the
City, Which is the Lead Agency, the Director of the Coastal Commission Cannot Accept

the Appeal for Filing.

Coastal Commission Regulations Section 13052 provides that:'

“When development for which a permit is required pursuant to Public Resources Code,
Section 30600 or 30601 also requires a permit from one or more cities or counties or
other state or local governmental agencies, a permit application shall not be accepted
for filing by the Executive Director unless all such governmental agencies have granted
at a minimum their preliminary approvals for said development, except as provided in

14 CCR § 13052

£
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section 13053. An applicant shall have been deemed to have complied with the
requirements of this Section when the proposed development has received approvals of
any or all of the following aspects of the proposal, as applicable:

.....

(g) A final Environmental Impact Report or a negative declaration, as required,
including (1) the explicit consideration of any proposed grading; and (2) explicit
consideration of alternatives to the proposed development; and (3) all comments and
supporting documentation submitted to the lead agency.”

The City has not approved either an EIR or a Negative Declaration for the Appellant’s
proposed project. In fact, the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission denied approval of
the Mitigated Negative Declaration. The Area Planning Commission found as follows:?

“The West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission found that the environmental
clearance issued for the proposed project, ENV-2010-1727-MND-REC1, did not
adequately analyze or mitigate the proposed project’s potential environmental impacts
with respect to traffic, site access and internal circulation or potential presence of
hydrogen sulfide. The Commission determined that the traffic assessment completed by
the Department of Transportation did not consider the site’s location on a dangerous
curve and how the prohibition of left turns into the project site by the existing double
yellow lane would affect traffic patterns and access to the site. Also, the DOT’s review
of the project did not address the lining of site studies submitted by the applicant to
evaluate safe ingress and egress to the site and did not provide a comprehensive review
of the proposed driveway and internal circulation plans, which include a deceleration
lane partially located within the public right-of-way, which may or may not be feasible.
The proposed deceleration lane would also potentially require removal of three existing
Torrey Pine Trees along the site’s frontage. The trees were planted by the local
community along Sunset Boulevard and are a unique feature of the streetscape. The
environmental document did not consider adequately analyze the biological impacts of
removing these trees or provide mitigation measures to address biological impacts.”

“The Commissioners were also not satisfied that the updated soils approval letter issued
by the Department of Building and Safety on July 3, 2012 adequately responded to the
issues raised by a third-party geologist and the soils report analysis and MND did not
provide or identify measures to safely address or mitigate the presence of hydrogen
sulfide on the site.”?

Therefore, the rejection by the Area Planning Commission of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration means that in order to address the reasons that the Commission rejected the MND,
it is necessary first for the Appellant to prepare a Focused EIR. The Appellant has not
exhausted his administrative remedies by first preparing a Focused EIR and then reapplying

? See page F-10 of the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission Determination Letter dated May 22,
2013 attached hereto as Exhibit A.

* Also see Finding No. 9 on page F-11 of the Determination Letter rejecting the MND.
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again for approval of a Coastal Development Permit from the City which is the Lead Agen
The Project Site

As stated previously, the site is located on the south side of Sunset Blvd. overlooking
the ocean as can be seen in the following diagram and photo.

Fig. 1 ‘  1f ;s;f o , ‘ . ;jlggé

™ PACIFIC
PANORAMA

Fig. 2
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Not only is the site located on Deadman’s Curve, it is located in the Pacific Palisades,
one of the most geologically unstable areas in the United States according to the
U.S.Geological Survey.* The Pacific Palisades is one of the few areas in the United States in
which the USGS has prepared special maps.”

The USGS Geological Maps provide a view of how large the slide area is in the project
area.

Fig. 3

| LANDSLIDE

4 Landslide Overview Map of the Conterminous United States By Dorothy H. Radbruch-Hall, Roger B.
Colton, William E. Davies, Ivo Lucchitta, Betty A. Skipp, and David J. Varnes, 1982, U.S. Geological Survey
Open-File Report 97-289. Significant Landslide Events in the United States by Lynn M. Highland and Robert L.
Schuster. U.S. Geological Survey (2009). Based on a 1982 report, between 1952 and 1971, landslides in the
Pacific Palisades caused $29 million in damages.

Geologic map, cross sections, and areas modified by artificial grading, GEOLOGIC MAPS OF THE
PACIFIC PALISADES, John McGill (1989) U. S. Geological Survey, Dept. of Interior: Map Showing Landslides
in the Pacific Palisades Area, Los Angeles, California by John T. McGill, 1973, United States Geological Survey,
Department of Interior
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The Geology and Soils Report Approval Letter dated July 7, 2009 for this project
discusses the landslide mass that commences within the 17030 property, passes through the
adjacent Edgewater Towers property as well as two parcels belonging to Pacific Panorama
LLC (Sol Weingarten) and then continues steeply down to and under Pacific Coast Highway.
Edgewater Towers is intimately familiar with this active slide because of its long history of
monitoring and repairing damage caused by its gradual, but continuous movement.

The LADBS Grading Division stated in a Review Letter dated December 9,
2004 concerning the reports submitted by the applicant that:

“It appears from the referenced Geologic Map that the direction of most critical
landslide movement is towards the west and center of the slide, or the deepest part of
the landslide to the west.”

This indicates that the slide is moving toward the Edgewater Towers properties.
Therefore, if there is a slide, it could damage or destroy the buildings and other improvements
on the Edgewater Towers property and expose the City to millions of dollars in liability such
as happened in the 1979 Big Rock slide in Malibu which cost the State $1.08 billion and closed
Pacific Coast Highway for weeks. On several occasions landslides have closed PCH and on
three occasions, forced the State to reroute PCH towards the ocean. A recent slide below the
Tahitian Terrace just to the east of the subject site on March 21,2013 closed Pacific Coast
Highway for a day.
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Fig. 5§ TAHITIAN TERRACE SLIDE

Fig. 6 COASTAL BLUFF AND SLOPE. 17030 SUNSET
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THE PROJECT IS LOCATED ON A COASTAL BLUFF

During a hzaring before the West Los Angeles Planning Commission on January 16,
2013, it was argued that the project did not comply with the Coastal Commission Regional
Interpretive Guidelines for Los Angeles County which specify for the Pacific Palisades that :

“i. The density of new residential development should be limited to a maximum of 24
units per acre gross (city calculations are in groves). For method of calculation, refer to
Density Calculations Appendix. (30250, 30252)

Coaloa proposed to build 49 apartment units but using the Density Calculations
Appendix, Coaloa is permitted to build only 24 units.

Additionally, it was argued that the project was located on a coastal bluff. Therefore,
the Interpretive Guidelines required that any proposed development should be set back at least
25 feet from the edge of any coastal bluff. (30251, 30253).° The proposed project not only is
not set back from the edge of the coastal biuff and extends 70 feet below the bluff line.

When our appeal was reheard on March 6, 2013, a representative for Mr. Coaloa told
the Planning Commission that he had consulted with Al Padilla of the Coastal Commission
staff and was advised by him at the proposed project was not in the dual jurisdiction zone and
that the proposed project was not subject to the provisions of the Regional Interpretive
Guidelines. He explained that the project was not located within 300 feet of the beach. Several
of the Planning Commissioners expressed doubts about the statement that the project was not
located on a coastal bluff saying that they knew a bluff when they saw one. However, Coaloa
left the Commission in confusion and not wanting to further continue the hearing, the
Commission stated is needed more information before it could find that the proposed project
complied with the Coastal Act.

Coaloa’s representations concerning the application of the Coastal Act to his project or
erroneous in several respects. First, the proposed project is clearly located within the dual
permit jurisdiction, as stated in the Coastal Commission Staff Report.’

Secondly, Coaloa erred in asserting that the density restrictions in the Interpretive
Guidelines do not apply to the proposed project because it’s not located within 300 feet of a
“Coastal Cliff.” The density restrictions in the Interpretive Guidelines apply to any proposed
development in the Coastal Zone, not to just proposed projects located on a coastal bluff.

Thirdly, Coaloa erred in asserting that the proposed project is not located on a coastal

¢ Regional Interpretive Guidelines, Los Angeles County, Appendix, BLUFF TOP DEVELOPMENT,
page 2

7 Staff Report, Section IV, p. 5
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bluff, notwithstanding the Sassan Geotechnics Letter dated June 4. 2013 to the contrary.® That
letter is contrary to statements made by Sassan in its Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering and
Engineering Geology Investigation for 17000 — 17020 Sunset Boulevard Pacific Palisades
dated November 16, 2009 where on page 4. Sassam describes the this and the adjacent
properties as:

“The wave cut platform or terrace is bounded on the south by a relatively steep slope,
often referred to as a coastal bluff, approximately 150 feet high that descends to the
Pacific Coast Highway and ocean below. The coastal biuff was formed by wave action
prior to development of Pacific Coast Highway, and later modified by grading. Bedrock
exposed in the bluff consists of marine siltstone, siliceous shale, and sandstone of the
Monterey formation. Although landslides have occurred on the coastal bluff to the east
and west of the subject property, only surficial landslides have been mapped on the
slope area below the site.” (Emphasis added.)

Thus, as Sassan defines a coastal bluff, the bluff on which the proposed project is
located is clearly a Coastal Bluff as defined in the Coastal Act Regulations (See Fig. 6):°

“Coastal bluff shall mean:

(1) those bluffs, the toe of which is now or was historically (generally within the
last 200 years) subject to marine erosion; “

While the term “bluff” is not defined in the Coastal Act or in the Administrative
Regulations, the Coastal Commission Staff Geologist has stated the following as the
definition: *°

“It is, however, defined in the “Glossary of Geology,” published by the American
Geologic Institute (R.L. Bates and J.A. Jackson, eds., 2nd ed., 1980) as
a) a high bank or bold headland with a broad, precipitous, sometimes rounded
cliff face overlooking a plain or a body of water; especially on the outside edge
of a stream meander; a river bluff.
b) Any cliff with a steep broad face.”

Moreover, Coastal Commission Staff has consistently applied the Regional Guidelines
regarding Cliff top development in the Pacific Palisades:

“The Regional Interpretative Guidelines from the Commission for the County of Los

8 Coaloa confused the Planning Commission by misinterpreting Public Resources Code §§30601(2) as to
the 300 foot distance, and which Sassan also confuses. The 300 foot radius begins at the top of the bluff, not at the
high tide line.

? 14 Cal. Code Regs. §§13577(h)(1)

10 City of Dana Point Local Coastal Program Amendment 2-02, GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW
MEMORANDUM by Mark Johnnson, Staff Geologist, page 5 ;

8-




A-5-PPL-13-212 (Coaloa)

Angeles describe that any new bluff top development be set back at a minimum of 25
feet from the edge of any coastal bluff in accordance with Sections 30251 and 30253 of
the Coastal Act.”"!

Coaloa also argues that the Interpretive Guidelines should not apply because there is no
Local Coastal Plan. But as it is stated in the Introduction to the Regional Interpretive
Guidelines:

“The Regional Interpretive Guidelines have been developed for use in permit process
in the application of the policies in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act to individual projects.”

Thus, the Interpretive Guidelines are applicable to any permit regardless of whether or
not a Local Coastal Plan is involved.

Coaloa also argues that the Interpretive Guidelines should not apply because the City
has adopted standards, general and site-specific (zoning, “Q” conditions, and a local plan).
This argument begs the question because if it were true, local agencies could ignore the
Coastal Act if they have adopted such plans.

The Staff Report Correctly States That There Was Inadequate Geological Information
Available to the City Planning Commission to Find That The Project Was Consistent
With the Coastal Act Policies Regarding Geological Hazards.

The principal reason that the Planning Commission did not have sufficient information
regarding geological hazards is that despite his promise to prepare a Focused EIR, Coaloa
failed to do so, and although CEQA requires that an EIR be prepared when there is substantial
evidence presented by experts that approving the project might result in significant adverse
environmental impacts, the City Planning Department did not require one. As a result, both
getting information and evaluating it about the proposed project was herky-jerky at best and
like pulling teeth, instead of the orderly process that results from preparing an EIR.

As a result, the Area Planning Commission found that it lacked sufficient information
in a number of areas and therefore refused to approve the Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND).

Coaloa asserts primarily that because the City Department of Building and Safety
approved the Soils and Geology Report, that was sufficient for the Planning Commission to
make a finding that any geological hazards were mitigated. That position begs the question
because it is the Area Planning Commission that has to make the finding, not the Department
of Building and Safety. Applying Coaloa’s argument to the Coastal Commission, Coaloa would
argue that the Coastal Commission could not find it did not have sufficient information to find
that a project was not a geologic hazard because the City’s Department of Building and Safety

WA-5-PPL-08-192 dated August 6-8, 2008,14984 Corona Del Mar, p. 4. See also A5-PPL-06-272 dated
September 13, 2006, 444 Surfview Drive, p. 8, regarding density.

-9-
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approved the project and the Coastal Commission Staff agreed with the developer. It is the
commissions that hear all the evidence and it is the commissions that based on what they heard
and read, make the findings.

There were several geological issues besides the issue with hydrogen sulfide that the
Area Planning Commission felt it did not have sufficient information to make a finding. The
Commission found that the MND did not:

“ adequately responded to the issues raised by a third-party geologist and the soils
report analysis and MND did not provide or identify measures to safely address or
mitigate the presence of hydrogen sulfide on the site.”

It was not just the issue of hydrogen sulfide but it was also issues raised by the third-
party geologist AND the soils report analysis. We will discuss these issues.

The Failure of the MND to Identify Measures to Safely Address or Mitigate the Presence o
Hydrogen Sulfide on the Site.

The Staff Report correctly states that on January 3, 2013, Coaloa’s geologists,
SASSAN Geotechnics reported hydrogen suifide gas on the project site. But that only happened
because the undersigned made an issue of the presence of the gas on the site in a letter to the
Zoning Administrator dated January 4, 2012."

Although SASSAN had submitted a Preliminary Geotechnical Report and three
Addendums between 2004 and 2009 regarding the proposed project, SASSAN never reported
the presences of hydrogen sulfide (H2S) on the site despite the fact he had not only discovered
the presence of the gas while drilling four borings on the site and had the drilling log of
another boring that reported encountering H2S. In addition SASSAN referenced on page 19 of
the Preliminary Geotechnical Report a list of reports in which the presence of H2S was noted
on the adjacent properties.

The fact that SASSAN had failed to report the presence of H2S was discovered by the
undersigned when it was noted that Addendum No. 1 to the Preliminary Geotechnical Report
was omitted from the documents submitted to and on file with the City Environmental Section.
A copy of that Addendum was obtained and it contained the following statement:

“"1, Caving conditions , shallow groundwater, and bad air in 24-inch diameter
borings, making downhole logging or deep borings dangerous and generally not
feasible." (Emphasis added.)

There is no further explanation or discussion of this paragraph in the Addendum. For
example, how did "bad air" interfere with doing the borings? However, an examination of the

12 The undersigned, though not a licensed geologist, has had considerable training and over 30 years of
experience in geology, particularly engineering geology, and has been qualified by a court as an expert in

geology.

-10-
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boring logs reveals what the problem was. These logs show that during five of the borings,
hydrogen sulfide gas was encountered Wthh prevented further boring. These borings covered
most of the project site.

A — NG
Fig. 7 Peoposen Thoway : I
_..._H_T_Te—

The red dots indicate :
borings in which H2S ]
was discovered. o
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However, SASSAN did not show the H2S on the master boring logs he submitted to the
Department of Building and Safety. That information was located on the original boring logs of
the contractor that did the drilling. SASSAN responded a year later and only because the Area
Planning Commission made an issue of it. In the response SASSAN stated that the reason the
presence of H2S was not included in the boring logs was

“During our drilling and exploration phase, the undersigned along with the geologist
and drillers encountered the H2S odor. Due to the fact we did not perform a downhole
logging of said boreholes.” [sic]

This statement is false because the drilling contractor did perform downhole logging of
those boreholes which the undersigned discovered. What Sassan may have been referring to
was a series of boreholes he and his associate drilled on adjacent properties to the east on
which other geologists have logged H2S while drilling boreholes. Ironically, Sassan did not
report the presence of H2S in any of the borings he made.

At the Area Planning commission hearing on January 16, 2013, the Commission was
not satisfied with the information it received regarding the presence of H2S on the project site
and asked for more information regarding its presence . At the Commission hearing on March
6, 2013 ,one of the Commissioners asked Sassan if he considered H2S to be a hazardous gas.
Sassan replied that he did not consider H2S to be hazardous. This was an incredulous
statement which the stunned the Commission. The Commissioners then asked Andrew
Spikowski, a Geotechnical Engineer with the City Department of Building and Safety if he
considered H2S to be a hazardous gas. He replied that it was a hazardous gas and that it was

-11-
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common along the coast. But he further stated that the area in which the project was located
was not mapped as having methane gas present.

Given what information the Commission had, the statement that methane gas was not
present on the project site did not conform with the facts. H2S is heavier than air so it cannot
rise from the bore holes unless there is a medium to transport to the surface. In most cases the
medium is methane gas which is lighter than air. Methane is an oderless gas but it gets its
sulphurous odor from the presence of H20. The fact that the drillers smelled H2S on the
surface is a clear indication that methane gas was present. This is supported by the fact that
other drilling logs reported petroleum as being present in the borings, petroleum being a
source of methane.

Therefore, it can be seen that the Commission had reason not to trust either Sassan or
the geologists in the Department of Building and Safety.

Moreover, H2S in groundwater creates a corrosive agent which can damage storm
drains and cause them to leak or even fail. Disposal of groundwater was a major issue with
the proposed project. The area in which the proposed project is located has significant amounts
of groundwater coming from north of Sunset. This groundwater used to naturally flow down a
canyon at the intersection of Sunset and Marquez Street. However, when the canyon was
filled, some of the fill was deposited on the subject site as shown in the 1952 photo below.

Fig. 8

-12-

/2 /7




A-5-PPL-13-212 (Coaloa)

The result was that the ground water is dispersed throughout the area. The following
diagram submitted by Coaloa shows the anticipated water levels. "

DIAGRAM FROM PRELIMINARY
GEOTECHNIC REPORT SHOWING
ANTICIPATED WATER LEVEL

ANTICIPATED WATER LEVEL, 328.160
265,240 ’
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Fig. 9
One concern is that the walls of the underground parking garage will act as a dam and
force the water to find other routes around the structure. While Coaloa will place gravel beds
at the bottom of the structure, the water must be removed by some means or it will seep
through the fractured bed rock beneath the structure and destabilize the landslide.

Coaloa proposes to drain the water by gravity flow through a storm drain connected
from the proposed structure to a storm drain below on Pacific Coast Highway. The problem is
that Coaloa needs an easement for the storm drain line and all the property owners below the
proposed project have stated they will not grant him an easement.'* The nearest storm drain is
on Sunset Blvd. but to use it, it will be necessary to pump the ground water, including any run
off from the gutters and the building, to the City storm drain.

That will require pumps and connecting pipes. However, to avoid the billion dollar
disaster that occurred at Big Rock in Malibu, which resulted from lack of maintenance of

1> The 3" Party Geologist stated that the water table may fluctuate, particularly during a major storm
season, GeoSoils letter dated Octover 18, 2011, p. 2

' The 3d Party Geologist asserted that neither the storm drain nor the sewer line be placed within the land
slide area because the lines could be damaged by movement of the landslide or surficial soil creep which could
trigger new movement which might damage existing structures. Using sump pumps was recommended. Id. at p. 3
See also GeoSoils letter dated January 19, 2012. P.3
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pumps, there needs to be a plan for not only the maintenance but also one for a backup pump
and at least two electric generators to provide power for the pumps. The same problem also
applies to the sewers and Coaloa cannot get an easement to connect the sewer line to the sewer
line on PCH.

Connecting to a City sewer line is more of a problem because the nearest sewer is
located at the intersection of Sunset and Marquez which would require digging up Sunset for a
block. Because Coaloa presented no information as to how the storm drains and sewers would
be connected and maintained, which would prevent the land slide becoming a geological
hazard, Coaloa had not responded to the concerns raised by the 3" Party geologist.

The 3d Party geologists also raised concerns about whether the slope stability
calculatons were correct. The 3d Party geologist stated in two letters that they were unable to
check the calculations because instead of using standard software that is available to everyone,
to make the calculations, Sassan used a proprietary software program which was not available
to anyone else. "There were also concerns raised about the methods used to calculate the back
pressures on the retaining walls which were never responded to.

Also troubling was a statement in Addendum No. 1 that:

“1, Caving conditions , shallow groundwater, and bad air in 24-inch diameter borings,
making downhole logging or deep borings dangerous and generally not feasible.”

That statement raised concerns as to whether sufficient exploration of the site had been
performed, particularly the lack of deep borings. There was no response by Coaloa to that
concern.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the Area Planning Commission could not trust Coaloa to give it straight
answers and it could not depend on the Department of Building and Safety to ensure that the
proposed project would not present a hazard. There is ample evidence to support the findings
of the Area Planning Commission that it had insufficient information available, in large part
due to Coaloa, to inake the necessary findings to grant a Coastal Permit. Therefore, we urge
the Coastal Commission to adopt the findings proposed by the Commission Staff to find that
the appeal of Coaloa does not raise a substantial issue, if the Commission does not dismiss the
appeal for lack of environmental clearance by the Lead Agency, the City of Los Angeles.

Respectfully submitted,

/s

JACK ALLEN,
President

15 GeoSoils letter dated January 19, 2012. P.2; GeoSoils letter dated March 8, 2013
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July 5, 2013

California Coastal Commission

(RPN

Charles Lester, Executive Director -

CALFORNIA

California Coastal Commission, g N I LR TS
COARTAL Lo G ot

South Coast District Office,
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Re:  Appeal From Denial of Coastal Permit by City of Los
Angeles,
Appellant: Stephono Coaloa
Property: 17030 Sunset Blvd., Pacific Palisades

Dear Dr. Lester,

It has come to my attention that Stephano Coaloa filed an appeal from the denial of his
application for a Coastal Development Permit by the West Los Angeles Area Planning
Commission on May 22, 2013. 1 was one of the six parties who filed an appeal with the Area
Planning Commission and whose appeal was granted by the Commission.

Therefore, I oppose the filing of an appeal by Mr. Coaloa on the grounds that he has
failed to first obtain the necessary environmental clearance from the Lead Agency, the City of
Los Angeles, which is required by Public Resources Code Section 13052 which states:

“When development for which a permit is required pursuant to Public Resources Code,
Section 30600 or 30601 also requires a permit from one or more cities or counties or
other state or local governmental agencies, a permit application shall not be accepted
for filing by the Executive Director unless all such governmental agencies have granted
at a minimum their preliminary approvals for said development, except as provided in
section 13053. An applicant shall have been deemed to have complied with the
requirements of this Section when the proposed development has received approvals of
any or all of the following aspects of the proposal, as applicable:

(g) A final Environmental Impact Report or a negative declaration, as required,
including (1) the explicit consideration of any proposed grading; and (2) explicit
consideration of alternatives to the proposed development; and (3) all comments and
supporting documentation submitted to the lead agency.”

While the City Planning Department initially approved the'issuance of a Mitigated




Negative Declaration, that approval was appealed to the Area Planning Commission. The
Commission found that:

“ On August 25, 2011, The Department of City Planning issued a Reconsideration of
Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV 2010- 1727-MND-REC1. However, as noted
in more detail under Finding No. 6 above, the West Los Angeles Area Planning
Commission determined that the environmental document did not adequately analyze or
mitigate the proposed projects potential environmental impacts with respect to traffic,
site access and internal circulation or potential presence of hydrogen sulfide.

In Finding No. F-6, the Commission found that:

“The West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission found that the environmental
clearance issued for the proposed project, ENV-2010-1727-MND-RECI1, did not
adequately analyze or mitigate the proposed project’s potential environmental impacts
with respect to traffic, site access and internal circulation or potential presence of
hydrogen sulfide. The Commission determined that the traffic assessment completed by
the Department of Transportation did not consider the site’s location on a dangerous
curve and how the prohibition of left turns into the project site by the existing double
yellow lane would affect traffic patterns and access to the site. Also, the DOT’s review
of the project did not address the lining of site studies submitted by the applicant to
evaluate safe ingress and egress to the site and did not provide a comprehensive review
of the proposed driveway and internal circulation plans, which include a deceleration
lane partially located within the public right-of-way, which may or may not be feasible.
The proposed deceleration lane would also potentially require removal of three existing
Torrey Pine Trees along the site’s frontage. The trees were planted by the local
community along Sunset Boulevard and are a unique feature of the streetscape. The
environmental document did not consider adequately analyze the biological impacts of
removing these trees or provide mitigation measures to address biological impacts.”

“The Commissioners were also not satisfied that the updated soils approval letter issued
by the Department of Building and Safety on July 3, 2012 adequately responded to the
issues raised by a third-party geologist and the soils report analysis and MND did not
provide or identify measures to safely address or mitigate the presence of hydrogen
sulfide on the site.”?

The rejection by the Lead Agency of the MND is not appealable to the Coastal
Commission. Therefore, the rejection by the Area Planning Commission of the Mitigated
Negative Declaration means that in order to address the reasons that the Commission rejected
the MND, it is necessary first for Mr. Coaloa to prepare a Focused EIR. Thus, Mr. Coaloa has

! Finding No. 9, page F-11,West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission Determination Letter dated May
22, 2013, a true copy of which is attached hereto.

? Finding No.6 on page F-10 of the Determination Letter rejecting the MND.
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not exhausted his administrative remedies by first preparing a Focused EIR and then
reapplying again for approval of a Coastal Development Permit from the City which is the
Lead Agency.

Since the Lead Agency has not given final environmental clearance to the proposed
project, the Executive Director lacks the jurisdiction to accept the appeal for filing. It is
requested that I be notified of the decision as to whether the Director accepts or rejects the
appeal so that I and other interested parties can file with the Commission opposition papers
showing that Mr. Coaloa has failed to raise any substantial coastal issues in his appeal.

Respectfully,

47 -

JACK ALLEN

cc: Edgewater Towers Homeowners Assn.
West Sunset Homeowners Assn.
Palisades Preservation Assn.
Pacific Palisades Community Council
Pacific Panorama LLC
Amy Greenwood
Carol S. Bruch
Councilman Mike Bonin
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