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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: 
 

1. City’s action fails to determine the site is not on a coastal bluff or cliff. 
2. City’s action fails to determine the site is not within 300 feet of a coastal bluff or cliff. 
3. City’s action fails to determine the site is not subject to the Regional Interpretive Guidelines. 
4. 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. 

 
 
II. 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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III. 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 §§ 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 
§ 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 §§ 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. 
 
IV. 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 III 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).1  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 
                                            
1 Unless otherwise indicated, all subsequent statutory references are to sections within the Coastal Act.  Cal. 
Pub. Res. Code §§ 30000 et seq. 
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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, 
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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.  
 

http://www.coastal.ca.gov/ccatc.html#linkedcoastalact
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/ccatc.html#linkedcoastalact
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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: 
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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  
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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.   
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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.   
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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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