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DATE:
TO:
FROM

October 5, 2015
Commissioners and Interested Parties

: South Central Coast District Staff

SUBJECT: Agenda Item TulOa, Appeal No. A-4-MAL-15-0050 (City of Malibu Public Works

Department), Tuesday, October 6, 2015

The purpose of this addendum is to make changes and clarifications to the staff report.

1. The last paragraph on Page 8, which is the first paragraph in the “Appellant’s Contentions”

section of the Section * Findings and Declarations for No Substantial Issue Determination” of
the September 18, 2015 staff report shall be modified as follows (Note: Strikethrough indicates
text to be deleted from the September 18, 2015 staff report and underline indicates text to be
added to the staff report):

The City’s action in approving CDP No. 13-057 was appealed to the Commission by Steve
Bobzin, the owner of a property east of the subject project site. The appeal, which was filed on
August 26, 2015, is attached as Exhibit 8. The appeal outlines six claims in support of the
appeal. Five of the stated claims (outlined below) express concerns regarding how certain
environmental issues relating to the handling and storage of hazardous chemicals and the
potential impacts on air quality and human health were addressed in terms of their compliance
with under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines and the adequacy of the
City’s Environmental Impact Report (EIR); however these five claims do not raise any
specific allegations of the approved development’s inconsistency with any specific policy or
provision of the certified Malibu LCP or the public access and recreation policies of the
Coastal Act. Although the Malibu LCP contains water quality policies and provisions
regarding measures to avoid the runoff of pollutants and chemicals such as fuel, oil, grease,
solvents, fertilizers, etc., from agricultural and commercial uses such as restaurants, gasoline
stations, and automotive repair facilities, the Malibu LCP does not contain any policies or
provisions regarding the handling or storage of hazardous chemicals for the protection of air
quality and human health. One of those five claims (listed as point 2 in the appeal form and
below) warrants a more detailed response. In that point, the appellant claims that the CDP (as
well as the EIR) contained an inadequate, inaccurate, and biased analysis of alternative project
location sites. Although the LCP does require an analysis of whether there is any “feasible
alternative for siting the project” (see, e.g., LUP policy 3.28 and LIP section 3.4.4.(C)(1)(a)),
those provisions refer to alternative configurations or an alternative siting of a project on a
given site. The appellant’s contentions refer to an alleged failure to assess entirely different
sites. This is not an LCP issue, as the project-driven City of Malibu LCP Amendment that the
Commission approved in May (No. LCP-4-MAL-15-0001-1) specifically created an overlay
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district to allow for the development of the proposed wastewater treatment facility on this
site,> and as long as the project meets all the required overlay development standards, the LCP
does not require the City to consider entirely separate project sites. Thus the appeal’s
reference to the EIR’s analysis of the Wave, La Paz, and Legacy Park locations as possible
alternative sites is not relevant to the City’s CDP approval. Therefore, these claims are not
valid grounds for an appeal. These five claims are summarized below:

2. The first unnumbered paragraph on page 9, which is the last paragraph of Section I11.C.
(“Appellants Contentions”) of the report shall be modified as follows (Note: Strikethrough
indicates text to be deleted from the September 18, 2015 staff report and underline indicates
text to be added to the staff report):

The appellant’s sixth claim contends that the project, as approved by the City, does not
conform to the policies of the LCP with regard to water quality, because of potential leaks and
spills, and minimum buffers from wetland environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA),
because the City failed to require an adequate buffer between wetland habitat and the project
area. Staff has reviewed the appellant’s stated concerns in the context of specific LCP policies
and provisions in an effort to fully characterize the nature of the appellant’s contentions, even
in those instances where specific citations to LCP policies were not included in the appeal.
With respect to the water quality issues, although the Malibu LCP contains water quality
policies and provisions regarding measures to avoid the runoff of pollutants and chemicals
from agricultural and commercial uses such as restaurants, gasoline stations, and automotive
repair facilities, the Malibu LCP does not contain any specific policies or provisions regarding
the handling or storage of hazardous chemicals for the protection of water. The relevant LCP
provisions regarding buffers are therefore-interpreted and analyzed as the basis of the
appellant’s additional contentions, as detailed in the sections below.

3. At the end of the paragraph that begins on page 14 and ends on page 15, in the Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas section of Section “Ill. Findings and Declarations for No Substantial
Issue Determination” of the September 18, 2015 staff report, add the following:

Prior to the LCP_ Amendment, the relevant buffer requirements in the LIP were provided in
section 4.6.1. and 4.6.4, which are within Chapter 4 (“ESHA Overlay”). It is only in that
context that the LCP sets a default wetland buffer (see § 4.6.1.B) and provides for variances
from that default standard (see § 4.6.4). Thus, were it not for the LCP Amendment, the
relevant buffer here would be the 100-foot wetland ESHA buffer listed in that section, unless a
variance were appropriate under section 4.6.4. However, the LCP Amendment added section
3.4.4(C)(1)(a), which specifically states that section 4.6.4 would not apply and that *“a reduced
ESHA buffer may be allowed” here.

4. The first paragraph on Page 16 in the Factors Considered in Substantial Issue Analysis section
of Section “I11. Findings and Declarations for No Substantial Issue Determination” of the
September 18, 2015 staff report shall be modified as follows and a new footnote 3 is added

' The very first line of the staff report for that LCPA stated that the amendment was “to allow for the
Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility (CCWTF) on a property located at 24000 Civic Center
Way...”
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(Note: Beuble-Strikethreugh indicates text to be deleted from the September 18, 2015 staff
report and double underline indicates text to be added to the staff report):

The first factor in evaluating the issue of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue is the
degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the development is
consistent with the subject provisions of the certified LCP2. In this case, the City’s record
includes extensive factual evidence and legal support for the City’s findings that the project is
consistent with the applicable ESHA protection policies and provisions of the certified LCP as
it now exists. The issue of adverse impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat areas were
addressed in the staff report and the City Council resolution of approval, as described in detail
above.

3

In this case, at the time the City approved its permit, the LCP would not have allowed for
such an approval. However, the City approved an LCP amendment at the same time it
approved the permit, and the City made its approval of the permit conditional on the
Commission’s certification of the LCP amendment. Thus, the City’s approval of the permit

was based on findings that the project would be consistent with the LCP as it was envisioned
that the LCP would be amended.

5. The following sentences shall be added to the end of the second paragraph on Page 14 in the
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas section of Section “I11. Findings and Declarations for
No Substantial Issue Determination” of the September 18, 2015 staff report as follows (Note:
Strikethrough indicates text to be deleted from the September 18, 2015 staff report and
underline indicates text to be added to the staff report):

Specifically, LUP Policy 3.28 allows for variances and modifications to buffers if two criteria
are satisfied: (1) there is no other feasible alternative for siting the development, and (2) the
development does not exceed the limits on allowable development pursuant to Policies 3.10-
3.13 of the LUP.

6. The third paragraph on Page 14 in the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas section of
Section “I11. Findings and Declarations for No Substantial Issue Determination” of the
September 18, 2015 staff report shall be modified as follows (Note: Strikethrough indicates
text to be deleted from the September 18, 2015 staff report and underline indicates text to be
added to the staff report:

Further, in its action on LCP Amendment No. LCP-MAL-15-0001-1, which created an overlay
district for the proposed Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility, the Commission certified
development standards in the City’s LIP that are only applicable to the subject property located
within the overlay district, including a provision (LIP Section 3.4.4(C)(1)(a)) (noted above)
that allows for a reduced ESHA buffer if there is no feasible alternative for siting the
development and all of the following requirements listed in Section 3.4.4(C) (1)(a)(i-v) are
met._Since the proposed development is located within the overlay district, the relevant buffer
requirement in the LCP for the proposed wastewater treatment facility is LIP Section

3.4.4(C)(1)(a).

7. The second paragraph on Page 15 in the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas section of
Section “I11. Findings and Declarations for No Substantial Issue Determination” of the
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September 18, 2015 staff report shall be modified as follows (Note: Strikethrough indicates
text to be deleted from the September 18, 2015 staff report and underline indicates text to be
added to the staff report:

In its action on the subject CDP, the City found that there was no other feasible alternative for
siting the new proposed driveway outside of the 100-foot wetland buffer due to several site
constraints and that a reduced wetland buffer was determined to be necessary. Specifically, the
City concluded that the development site is too small to move the proposed wastewater
treatment facility farther away from the wetlands because portions of the new proposed
development is constrained against portions of the existing on-site private wastewater
treatment facility that will remain on site to be used in conjunction with the new proposed
wastewater treatment facility, such as the existing seepage pits and underground treatment
tank. Therefore the project site is tightly constrained with existing development to remain, and
the City has sited the new wastewater treatment facility as far as is feasible from the onsite
wetlands. Moreover, }in accordance with LIP Section 3.4.4(C)(1)(a)(i-v), the proposed
wastewater treatment plant facilities are sited within the previously approved and disturbed
development area to the maximum extent feasible. The required driveway is located along the
existing unpaved driveway to the maximum extent feasible and the square footage of reduced
ESHA buffer area is offset with ESHA restoration of an area of degraded habitat equivalent to
the affected area and wetland impacts will be mitigated with the appropriate mitigation ratio
pursuant to LIP Section 4.8.2. Therefore, because the proposed driveway is located along the
existing unpaved driveway to the maximum extent feasible, and there are no other alternative
siting locations that would further reduce the encroachment into the wetland buffer, the City
was able to find that a reduced wetland buffer was consistent with LIP Section 3.4.4(C)(1)(a).
Consistent with LUP Policy 3.28, which allows for variances and modifications to buffers if
two criteria are satisfied: (1) there is no other feasible alternative for siting the development,
and (2) the development does not exceed the limits on allowable development pursuant to
Policies 3.10-3.13 of the LUP. The City determined that there is no other feasible alternative
for siting the development further away from the onsite wetland, as previously explained
above, and the only portion of the second criteria that could be relevant in this case is the
portion regarding the allowable uses of wetlands. But that section would only be relevant if
development would be directly in wetlands, and no development is proposed directly within
any wetlands. Therefore the second criteria does not apply.
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Important Hearing Procedure Note:

This is a substantial issue only hearing. Public Appeal Filed: 8/26/15
testimony will be taken only on the question of 49th Day: 10/14/15
whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. Staff: D. Venegas
Generally and at the discretion of the Chair, Staff Report: 9/18/15
testimony is limited to 3 minutes total per side. Hearing Date: 10/6/15

Please plan your testimony accordingly.

STAFF REPORT: APPEAL
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: City of Malibu

LOCAL DECISION: Approval with Conditions of CDP 13-057
APPEAL NO.: A-4-MAL-15-0050

APPLICANT: City of Malibu Public Works Department
APPELLANT: Steve Bobzin

PROJECT LOCATION: 24000 Civic Center Way, Legacy Park, Malibu Bluff’s Park, and
in public and private streets and easements in the Civic Center area
in the City of Malibu, Los Angeles County (APN’s: 4458-018-902,
4458-018-904, 4458-020-902, 4458-028-006 & 4458-028-020)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Phase one of the Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility
project consisting of construction of a new wastewater collection system, a centralized
wastewater treatment facility to treat wastewater flows from phase one prohibition area
properties, a new recycled water pipeline system to provide nonpotable recycled water for reuse,
and ancillary facilities.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: No Substantial Issue Exists

MOTION & RESOLUTION: Pages 6-7

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION
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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 with respect to the grounds on
which the appeal was filed, which can include a claim that the approved development is not in
conformity with the applicable provisions of the certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) or with
the public access policies of the Coastal Act (Pub. Res. Code 8830210-14). Staff recommends
that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that no substantial issue exists with
respect to the grounds on which the subject appeal has been filed. The motion and resolution for
a “no substantial issue” findings are found on pages 6-7.

The Malibu City Council approved Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No. 13-057 and
Condition Use Permit (CUP) No. 13-005 for phase one of the Civic Center Wastewater
Treatment Facility Project. Phase one of the Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility project
consisting of construction of a new wastewater collection system, a centralized wastewater
treatment facility to treat wastewater flows from phase one prohibition area properties, a new
recycled water pipeline system to provide nonpotable recycled water for reuse, and ancillary
facilities. The proposed wastewater treatment facility component of the approved project is
located on a 4.08-acre site located at 24000 Civic Center Way, between Civic Center Way on the
north, Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) on the south, condominium complexes to the east, and a
vacant parcel on the west. As shown in the certified LCP, this site is located within the Civic
Center Wastewater Treatment Facility Institutional District Overlay. The subject site is currently
zoned CV-2, however the construction of a wastewater treatment facility is an allowed use
within the Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility Institutional District Overlay. The site
has an upper terrace and lower terrace and is currently developed, in part, with a small-scale
private onsite wastewater treatment facility that serves the Malibu Colony Plaza shopping center,
located south of PCH and several other properties. The site also contains a small wetland and
drainage course (Winter Canyon Creek), both of which are considered to be environmentally
sensitive habitat areas, and 15 protected native California black walnut trees.

The extent of wetland ESHA on this specific property was extensively analyzed in the
Commission’s action on the City’s LCP Amendment No. LCP-4-MAL-15-0001-1 (Civic Center
Wastewater Treatment Facility), which the Commission certified with suggested modifications
in May and effectively certified in August. Specifically, LCP Amendment No. LCP-4-MAL-15-
0001-1 created an overlay district for the proposed Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility
(which is the subject of this appeal) with associated development standards to regulate setbacks,
heights, siting and resource impact mitigation measures over the property to ensure that the
future proposed Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility would be constructed and operated
in a manner that is protective of coastal resources, including ESHA and wetlands.

The appellant contends that the approved development, as approved by the City, does not
conform to the policies of the LCP with regard to minimum buffers from wetland
environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA). The appeal asserts that the project does not
comply with the LCP because the City failed to require an adequate buffer between the wetland
habitat onsite and the project’s footprint, and the elimination of the prescribed buffer zone is only
allowed when there are no alternative project sites. Additionally, the appellant stated five
additional claims in support of the appeal (stated below) that express concerns regarding how
certain environmental issues relating to the handling and storage hazardous chemicals and human
health were addressed under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines regarding

2
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to the protection of air quality and human health; however these five claims do not raise any
specific allegations of the approved development’s inconsistency with any specific policy or
provision of the certified Malibu LCP or the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal
Act. Therefore, these claims are not valid grounds for an appeal.

The certified City of Malibu Land Use Plan (LUP) requires the protection of environmentally
sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) and requires that development within or adjacent to such areas
must be designed to prevent impacts which could degrade those resources. For instance, LUP
policy 3.23 requires a minimum 100 foot buffer from ESHA, to ensure development is at a
distance sufficient to avoid impacts to the ESHA and LUP policy 3.88 states that buffers shall be
of a sufficient size to ensure the biological integrity and preservation of the wetland they are
designed to protect, but in no case shall they be less than 100 feet in width. However, LUP
policy 3.28 allows for variances or modifications to buffers where there is no other feasible
alternative for siting the development. Further, in its action on LCP Amendment No. LCP-MAL-
15-0001-1, (noted above) the Commission certified development standards in the City’s LIP that
are only applicable to the subject property located within the overlay district, including a
provision (LIP Section 3.4.4(C)(1)(a)) (noted below) that allows for a reduced ESHA buffer if
there is no feasible alternative for siting the development and all of the following requirements
listed in Section 3.4.4(C) (1)(a)(i-v) are met. The proposed wastewater treatment facility
driveway and associated stormwater infiltration area will be constructed in the footprint of the
existing unpaved driveway (which currently serves the existing private onsite wastewater
treatment facility) on the site. However, the new associated stormwater infiltration area and
proposed driveway, which overlays the existing unpaved driveway, will encroach within the 100
foot wetland buffer of Winter Canyon Creek.

In its action on the subject CDP, the City found that there was no other feasible alternative for
siting the new proposed driveway outside of the 100-foot wetland buffer due to several site
constraints and that a reduced wetland buffer was determined to be necessary. In accordance
with LIP Section 3.4.4(C)(1)(a)(i-v), the proposed wastewater treatment plant facilities are sited
within the previously approved and disturbed development area to the maximum extent feasible.
The required driveway is located along the existing unpaved driveway to the maximum extent
feasible and the square footage of reduced ESHA buffer area is offset with ESHA restoration of
an area of degraded habitat equivalent to the affected area and wetland impacts will be mitigated
with the appropriate mitigation ratio pursuant to LIP Section 4.8.2. Therefore, because the
proposed driveway is located along the existing unpaved driveway to the maximum extent
feasible, and there are no other alternative siting locations that would further reduce the
encroachment into the wetland buffer, the City was able to find that a reduced wetland buffer
was consistent with LIP Section 3.4.4(C)(1)(a).In conclusion, the project, as approved by the
City of Malibu, conforms to the ESHA protection policies and standards of the Malibu LCP.

Moreover, the development is relatively minor in scope, does not have a significant adverse
effect on significant coastal resources, has little precedential value and does not raise issues of
regional or statewide significance. Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission find that
the appellant’s contentions raise no substantial issue with regard to the approved project’s
consistency with the policies and provisions of the City of Malibu’s certified LCP.
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EXHIBITS

Exhibit 1. Vicinity Map

Exhibit 2. Aerial Photo

Exhibit 3. Site Photo

Exhibit 4. CCWTEF Project Site Plan ESHA Buffer
Exhibit 5. Conceptual CCWTF Aerial Site Plan
Exhibit 6. Project Plans

Exhibit 7. CCWTEF Institutional District Overlay Map
Exhibit 8. Appeal by Steve Bobzin

Exhibit 9. Final Local Action Notice

I. APPEAL JURISDICTION AND PROCEDURES
A. APPEAL PROCEDURES

The Coastal Act provides that after certification of a local government’s Local Coastal Program
(LCP), the local government’s actions on Coastal Development Permit applications for
development in certain areas and for certain types of development may be appealed to the
Coastal Commission. Local governments must provide notice to the Commission of their coastal
development permit actions. During a period of ten working days following Commission receipt
of a notice of local permit action for an appealable development, an appeal of the action may be
filed with the Commission.

1.  Appeal Areas

Approval of CDPs by cities or counties may be appealed if the development authorized is to be
located within the appealable areas, which include the areas between the sea and the first public
road paralleling the sea, 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 greater, on state tidelands, or along or
within 100 feet of natural watercourses and lands within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face
of a coastal bluff. (Coastal Act Section 30603(a)). Any development approved by a County that
is not designated as the principal permitted use within the zoning district in which the
development would occur may also be appealed to the Commission, irrespective of its
geographic location with respect to the elements listed above. (Coastal Act Section 30603(a)(4)).
Finally, any local government action on proposed developments that constitute major public
works or major energy facilities may be appealed to the Commission. (Coastal Act Section
30603(a)(5)). In this case, the Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility project constitutes a
major public works facility. As such, the City of Malibu’s coastal development permit for the
subject project is appealable to the Commission.

2. Grounds for Appeal

The available grounds for an appeal of a local government approval of development are limited
to an allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified
Local Coastal Program or the public access policies set forth in the Coastal Act. (Coastal Act
Section 30603(b)(1)).

5



A-4-MAL-15-0050 (City of Malibu Public Works Department)

3.  Substantial Issue Determination

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the
Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the
appeal was filed. When, as here, Commission staff recommends that the Commission find that
no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds of the appeal, the Commission will hear
arguments and vote on the “substantial issue” question. A majority vote of the Commissioners
present is required to determine that an appeal raises no substantial issues, and that the
Commission will therefore not review the merits of the appeal de novo. If the Commission
determines that no substantial issue exists, then the local government’s coastal development
permit action will be considered final.

4, De Novo Review

Should the Commission determine that a substantial issue does exist, the Commission will
consider the CDP application de novo. The applicable test for the Commission to consider in a
de novo review of the project is whether the proposed development is in conformity with the
certified Local Coastal Program and, if the development is between the sea and the first public
road paralleling the sea, the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. (Coastal Act
Section 30604(b) & (c)).

B. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION AND FILING OF APPEAL

The project that is the subject of this appeal was approved by the Malibu City Council on
January 12, 2015. The City’s Notice of Final Action for the project was received by Commission
staff on August 17, 2015 (Exhibit 9). Commission staff provided notice of the ten working day
appeal period, which began on August 17, 2015, and ended on August 31, 2015. Steve Bobzin
filed the subject appeal on August 26, 2015, during the Commission’s appeal period (Exhibit 8).
Commission staff notified the City, the applicant, and all interested parties that were listed on the
appeal and requested that the City provide its administrative record for the permit. The
administrative record was received on September 18, 2015. Pursuant to Section 30621(a) of the
Coastal Act, a hearing on an appeal must be set no later than 49 days after the date on which the
appeal was filed with the Commission, which would be October 14, 2015, but according to
Section 30625(a), the applicant can waive that time limit.

II. STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR FINDING NO SUBSTANTIAL
ISSUE

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution:
MOTION: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-4-MAL-15-0050
raises NO substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal
has been filed under 830603 of the Coastal Act.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE:
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Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No Substantial
Issue and adoption of the following resolution and findings. If the Commission finds No
Substantial Issue, the Commission will not hear the application de novo, and the local action will
become final and effective. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote by a majority of the
Commissioners present.

RESOLUTION TO FIND NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE:

The Commission finds that Appeal No. A-MAL-15-0050 does not present a substantial
issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under 830603 of the
Coastal Act regarding consistency with the Certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the public
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

I11. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS FOR NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE
DETERMINATION

The Commission hereby finds and declares®:

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND SETTING

On January 12, 2015, the Malibu City Council approved Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No.
13-057 and Condition Use Permit (CUP) No. 13-005 for phase one of the Civic Center
Wastewater Treatment Facility Project. Specifically, phase one approved under CDP No. 13-057
includes: 1) removal of the existing onsite wastewater treatment facilities (except for an
underground 50,000 gallon treatment tank and existing seepage pits that will be reused),
relocation of utilities, grading and site preparation; construction of onsite treatment plant
facilities; 2) Legacy Park and Bluff Park pump stations; 3) wastewater collection system and
recycled water distribution pipelines; and 4) Injection Wells along the north side of Malibu Road
in the right-of-way. CUP No. 13-005 approved public facilities uses within the CV-1, CV-2 and
POS zoning districts (Exhibits 4-6). The overall project includes construction of a new
wastewater collection system, a centralized wastewater treatment facility to treat the wastewater
flows from Prohibition Area properties that will no longer be discharging to an OWTS, and a
new recycled water pipeline system to provide non-potable recycled water for appropriate reuse.

The proposed wastewater treatment facility component of the approved project is located on a
4.08-acre site located at 24000 Civic Center Way, between Civic Center Way on the north,
Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) on the south, condominium complexes to the east, and a vacant
parcel on the west. As shown in the certified LCP, this site is located within the Civic Center
Wastewater Treatment Facility Institutional District Overlay. The subject site is currently zoned
CV-2, however the construction of a wastewater treatment facility is an allowed use within the
Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility Institutional District Overlay. The site has an upper
terrace and lower terrace and is currently developed, in part, with a small-scale private onsite
wastewater treatment facility that serves the Malibu Colony Plaza shopping center, located south

! The suggested findings and conclusions from the Summary of Staff Recommendation are also hereby incorporated
by reference.

7
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of PCH and several other properties. The site also contains a small wetland and drainage course
(Winter Canyon Creek), both of which are considered to be environmentally sensitive habitat
areas, and 15 protected native California black walnut trees.

B. BACKGROUND

The Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility project is being undertaken in response to
regulatory action taken by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB)
and the State Water Resources Control Board “(collectively, the “Water Boards’)” to ban
discharges from onsite wastewater disposal systems (OWDSs) within a certain prohibition zone
designated in the Civic Center area.” The Civic Center is the main commercial area in the City of
Malibu (“City”) where the general public and residents visit, and includes retain shops,
restaurants, coffee shops and other commercial uses. These actions went into effect on December
23, 2010, and set forth a map and phasing schedule for implementation of the ban.

In August 2011, the City entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Water
Boards that details the City’s wastewater treatment plan for the Civic Center area. The MOU
establishes timelines for the design and construction of a centralized municipal wastewater
treatment system and for connection of properties in the affected area to the facility. Under the
MOU properties in Phase 1 of the Prohibition Area (primarily the commercial core of the Civic
Center) must connect by June 2017. Phase 2 (primarily residential properties) must connect by
November 2022. A third phase may be implemented, depending on the outcome of the first two
phases.

C. APPELLANT’S CONTENTIONS

The City’s action in approving CDP No. 13-057 was appealed to the Commission by Steve
Bobzin, the owner of a property east of the subject project site. The appeal, which was filed on
August 26, 2015, is attached as Exhibit 8. The appeal outlines six claims in support of the appeal.
Five of the stated claims (outlined below) express concerns regarding how certain environmental
issues relating to the handling and storage hazardous chemicals and human health were
addressed under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines; however these five
claims do not raise any specific allegations of the approved development’s inconsistency with
any specific policy or provision of the certified Malibu LCP or the public access and recreation
policies of the Coastal Act. Although the Malibu LCP contains water quality policies and
provisions regarding measures to avoid the runoff of pollutants and chemicals such as fuel, oil,
grease, solvents, fertilizers, etc., from agricultural and commercial uses such as restaurants,
gasoline stations, and automotive repair facilities, the Malibu LCP does not contain any policies
or provisions regarding the handling or storage of hazardous chemicals for the protection of air
quality and human health. Therefore, these claims are not valid grounds for an appeal. These five
claims are summarized below:

% The RWQCB adopted Resolution No. R4-2009-007 and the State Board adopted Resolution NO. 2010-0045
amending the “Water Quality Control Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Ventura and Los Angeles Counties,” also
known as the “Basin Plan.”
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1. Violation of CEQA Guidelines preventing the handling and storage of hazardous
chemicals within ¥ mile of a school.

2. Inadequate, inaccurate, and biased analysis of alternative project location sites in the EIR
and CDP.

3. Lack of an appropriate Health Risk Assessment for Webster Elementary School

4. Health and safety issues due to handling and storage of hazardous chemicals during
operation.

5. Health and safety issues relating to diesel exhaust during construction and operation.

The appellant’s sixth claim contends that the project, as approved by the City, does not conform
to the policies of the LCP with regard to minimum buffers from wetland environmentally
sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) because the City failed to require an adequate buffer between
wetland habitat and the project area. Staff has reviewed the appellant’s stated concerns in the
context of specific LCP policies and provisions in an effort to fully characterize the nature of the
appellant’s contentions, even in those instances where specific citations to LCP policies were not
included in the appeal. The relevant LCP provisions are therefore interpreted and analyzed as the
basis of the appellant’s contentions, as detailed in the sections below.

See Exhibit 8 for the full text of the appeal.

D. ANALYSIS OF SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

Pursuant to Sections 30603 and 30625 of the Coastal Act, the appropriate standard of review for
an appeal is whether a substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds raised by the appellants
relative to the locally-approved project’s conformity to the policies contained in the certified
Local Coastal Program (LCP) or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. In this case, the
only assertion provided by the appellant that raises a ground for appeal of the City’s action is that
the approved project is not consistent with the environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA)
protection policies of the LCP. The appeal did not raise any issues with the public access policies
of the Coastal Act as grounds for appeal.

The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations.
The Commission’s regulations indicate simply that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it
“finds that the appeal raises no significant question” (Cal. Code Regs., Title 14, Section
13115(b).

In evaluating the issue of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue, the Commission considers
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 certified LCP;

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

4. The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretation of its
LCP; and
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5. Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide significant.

In this case, for the reasons discussed below, the Commission determines that the appeal raises
no substantial issue with regards to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed, as discussed
below.

1. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA)

The appellant contends that the project, as approved by the City, does not conform to the policies
of the LCP with regard to minimum buffers from wetland environmentally sensitive habitat areas
(ESHA). The appeal asserts that the project does not comply with the LCP because the City
failed to require an adequate buffer between the wetland habitat onsite and the project’s
footprint, and the elimination of the prescribed buffer zone is only allowed when there are no
alternative project sites.

Although the appeal did not identify specific LCP policies, the following ESHA and wetland
policies of the City of Malibu LCP pertain to the subject development:

Land Use Plan Policy 3.1:

Areas in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable
because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed
or degraded by human activities and developments are Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Areas (ESHASs) and are generally shown on the LUP ESHA Map. The ESHAs in the City
of Malibu are riparian areas, streams, native woodlands, native grasslands/savannas,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, dunes, bluffs, and wetlands, unless there is site-specific
evidence that establishes that a habitat area is not especially valuable because of its special
nature or role in the ecosystem. Regardless of whether streams and wetlands are
designated as ESHA, the policies and standards in the LCP applicable to streams and
wetlands shall apply. Existing, legally established agricultural uses, confined animal
facilities, and fuel modification areas required by the Los Angeles County Fire
Department for existing, legal structures do not meet the definition of ESHA.

Land Use Plan Policy 3.4:

Any area not designated on the LUP ESHA Map that meets the ESHA criteria is ESHA
and shall be accorded all the protection provided for ESHA in the LCP. The following
areas shall be considered ESHA, unless there is compelling site-specific evidence to the
contrary:

a. Any habitat area that is rare or especially valuable from a local, regional, or
statewide basis.

b. Areas that contribute to the viability of plant or animal species designated as rare,
threatened, or endangered under State or Federal law.

c. Areas that contribute to the viability of species designated as Fully Protected or
Species of Special Concern under State law or regulations.

d. Areas that contribute to the viability of plant species for which there is compelling
evidence of rarity, for example, those designated 1b(Rare or endangered in
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California and elsewhere) or 2 (rare, threatened or endangered in California but
more common elsewhere) by the California Native Plant Society.

Land Use Plan Policy 3.12:

No development shall be allowed in wetlands unless it is authorized under Policy 3.89.
For all ESHA other than wetlands, the allowable development area (including the building
pad and all graded slopes, if any, as well as permitted structures) on parcels where all
feasible building sites are ESHA or ESHA buffer shall be 10,000 square feet or 25 percent
of the parcel size, whichever is less. If it is demonstrated that it is not feasible from an
engineering standpoint to include all graded slopes within the approved development area.
For parcels over 40 acres in size, the maximum development area may be increased by
500 sg. ft. for each additional acre in parcel size to a maximum of 43,560-sq. ft. (1-acre) in
size. The development must be sited to avoid destruction of riparian habitat to the
maximum extent feasible. These development areas shall be reduced, or no development
shall be allowed, if necessary to avoid a nuisance, as defined in California Civil Code
Section 3479. Mitigation of adverse impacts to ESHA that cannot be avoided through the
implementation of siting and design alternatives shall be required.

Land Use Plan Policy 3.14:

New development shall be sited and designed to avoid impacts to ESHA. If there is no
feasible alternative that can eliminate all impacts, then the alternative that would result in
the fewest or least significant impact shall be selected. Impacts to ESHA that cannot be
avoided through the implementation of siting and design alternatives shall be fully
mitigated, with priority given to on-site mitigation. Off-site mitigation measures shall only
be approved when it is not feasible to fully mitigate impacts on-site or where off-site
mitigation is more protective in the context of a Natural Community Conservation Plan
that is certified by the Commission as an amendment to the LCP. Mitigation shall not
substitute for implementation of the project alternatives that would avoid impacts to
ESHA

Land Use Plan Policy 3.23:

Development adjacent to ESHAS shall minimize impacts to habitat values or sensitive
species to the maximum extent feasible. Native vegetation buffer areas shall be provided
around ESHA s to serve as transitional habitat and provide distance and physical barriers to
human intrusion. Buffers shall be of a sufficient size to ensure the biological integrity and
preservation of the ESHA they are designed to protect. All buffers shall be a minimum of
100 feet in width, except for the case addressed in Policy 3.27.

Land Use Plan Policy 3.26:

Required buffer areas shall extend from the following points:
a. The outer edge of the canopy of riparian vegetation for riparian ESHA.
b. The outer edge of the tree canopy for oak or other native woodland ESHA.
c. The top of bluff for coastal bluff ESHA.

11
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Land Use Plan Policy 3.28:

Variances or modifications to buffers or other ESHA protection standards shall not be
granted, except where there is no other feasible alternative for siting the development and
it does not exceed the limits on allowable development pursuant to Policies 3.10-3.13.

Land Use Plan Policy 3.83:

Lands within the coastal zone which may be covered periodically or permanently with
shallow water and include saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, open or closed brackish
water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens shall be designated as wetland. Identified
wetlands include Malibu and Zuma Lagoons. Any unmapped areas that meet these criteria
are wetlands and shall be accorded all of the protections provided for wetlands in the LCP.

Land Use Plan Policy 3.88:

Buffer areas shall be provided around wetlands to serve as transitional habitat and provide
distance and physical barriers to human intrusion. Buffers shall be of a sufficient size to
ensure the biological integrity and preservation of the wetland they are designed to
protect, but in no case shall they be less than 100 feet in width.

Additionally, more specific provisions with regard to ESHA buffers are found in the
Implementation Plan portion of the City’s LCP. Specifically, Section 4.6.1 of the Malibu
Implementation Plan states, in part, the following with regard to buffers:

Local Implementation Plan Section 4.6.1 (Buffers), in relevant part:

New development adjacent to the following habitats shall provide native vegetation buffer
areas to serve as transitional habitat and provide distance and physical barriers to human
intrusion. Buffers shall be of a sufficient size to ensure the biological integrity and
preservation of the habitat they are designed to protect. Vegetation removal vegetation
thinning, or planting of non-native or invasive vegetation shall not be permitted within
buffers except as provided in Section 4.6.1(E) or (F) of the Malibu LIP. The following
buffer standards shall apply:

A. Stream/Riparian
New development shall provide a buffer of no less than 100 feet in width from the outer
edge of the canopy of riparian vegetation. Where riparian vegetation is not present, the
buffer shall be measured from the outer edge of the bank of the subject stream.

B. Wetlands
New development shall provide a buffer of no less than 100 feet in width from the
upland limit of the wetland.

C. Woodland ESHA
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New development shall provide a buffer of no less than 100 feet in width from the outer
edge of the tree canopy for oak or other native woodland.

D. Coastal Bluff ESHA
New development shall provide a buffer of no less than 100 feet from the bluff edge.

E. Coastal Sage Scrub ESHA
New development shall provide a buffer of sufficient width to ensure that no required
fuel modification area (Zone A, B and C, if required) will extend into the ESHA and
that no structures will be within 100 feet of the outer edge of the plants that comprise
the coastal sage scrub plant community.

F. Chaparral ESHA
New development shall provide a buffer of sufficient width to ensure that no required
fuel modification area (Zone A, B and C, if required) will extend into the ESHA and
that no structures will be within 100 feet of the outer edge of the plants that comprise
the chaparral plant community.

G. Other ESHA
For other ESHA areas not listed above, the buffer recommended by the Environmental
Review Board or City biologist, in consultation with the California Department of Fish
and Game, as necessary to avoid adverse impacts to the ESHA shall be required.

However, Section 3.4.4 of the Malibu Implementation Plan states, in part, the following with
regards to development standards applicable to the specific property at issue here, located within
the CCWTF Institutional Overlay District:

Local Implementation Plan Section 3.4.4, in relevant part:

3.4.4 Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility (CCWTF) Institutional Overlay District
(24000 Civic Center Way / APNs 4458-028-060 and 4458-028-020)

C. Siting

1. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area. The CCWTF is a necessary water supply
project with incidental public service components (per LIP Section 18.10(B)). The
project shall comply with applicable provisions of LIP Chapter 4, such as but not
limited to siting the project to avoid impacts to ESHA and to provide the minimum
required ESHA buffers, except as otherwise provided below:

a. CCWTF treatment plant site. LIP Section 4.6.4(A) (Variances) shall not apply
and a reduced ESHA buffer may be allowed if there is no feasible alternative
for siting the development and all of the following requirements are met:

i. The treatment plant facilities are sited within the previously approved
and disturbed development area to the maximum extent feasible.
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ii. The required driveway is located along the existing unpaved driveway
to the maximum extent feasible.

ii.  Any required fuel modification that encroaches into ESHA buffer is
limited to thinning only.

iv. Any onsite pipelines and equipment that must be located within 100
feet of ESHA shall be installed under pavement or within previously
disturbed areas to the maximum extent feasible.

v. The square footage of reduced ESHA buffer area is offset with ESHA
restoration of an area of degraded habitat equivalent to the affected
area. Wetland impacts shall be mitigated with the appropriate
mitigation ratio pursuant to LIP Section 4.8.2. The ESHA and/or
wetland enhancement shall be incorporated into the site landscape plan
reviewed and approved by the City Biologist.

Discussion

The appellant asserts that the proposed project is inconsistent with the City’s certified LCP
because the City failed to require an adequate buffer between wetland habitat and the project
area, and the elimination of the prescribed buffer zone is only allowed when there are no
alternative project sites. The extent of wetland ESHA and the appropriate buffer that new
development must provide from wetland ESHA on this specific property at 24000 Civic Center
Way was extensively analyzed in the Commission’s action on the City’s LCP Amendment No.
LCP-4-MAL-15-0001-1 (Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility), which the Commission
certified with suggested modifications in May and effectively certified in August. Specifically,
LCP Amendment No. LCP-4-MAL-15-0001-1 created an overlay district for the proposed Civic
Center Wastewater Treatment Facility (which is the subject of this appeal) with associated
development standards to regulate setbacks, heights, siting and resource impact mitigation
measures over the property to ensure that the future proposed Civic Center Wastewater
Treatment Facility would be constructed and operated in a manner that is protective of coastal
resources, including ESHA and wetlands. Furthermore, the referenced amendment was project
driven to allow for the construction of the Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility at the
subject project site.

The first question the Commission must address is the degree of factual and legal support for the
City’s conclusion that the development is consistent with the LCP. The certified City of Malibu
Land Use Plan (LUP) requires the protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA)
and requires that development within or adjacent to such areas must be designed to prevent
impacts which could degrade those resources. For instance, LUP policy 3.23 requires a minimum
100 foot buffer from ESHA, to ensure development is at a distance sufficient to avoid impacts to
the ESHA. Additionally, LUP policy 3.88 states that buffers shall be of a sufficient size to ensure
the biological integrity and preservation of the wetland they are designed to protect, but in no
case shall they be less than 100 feet in width. However, LUP policy 3.28 allows for variances or
modifications to buffers where there is no other feasible alternative for siting the development.

Further, in its action on LCP Amendment No. LCP-MAL-15-0001-1, which created an overlay
district for the proposed Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility, the Commission certified
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development standards in the City’s LIP that are only applicable to the subject property located
within the overlay district, including a provision (LIP Section 3.4.4(C)(1)(a)) (noted above) that
allows for a reduced ESHA buffer if there is no feasible alternative for siting the development
and all of the following requirements listed in Section 3.4.4(C) (1)(a)(i-v) are met.

In this case, the City approved the removal of the existing onsite wastewater treatment facility
and the construction of a new wastewater treatment facility on the 4.08-acre site. The subject site
has an upper terrace and lower terrace and is currently developed, in part, with a small-scale
private onsite wastewater treatment facility. The site contains a small wetland and drainage
course (Winter Canyon Creek), both of which are considered to be environmentally sensitive
habitat areas. The proposed wastewater treatment facility driveway and associated stormwater
infiltration area will be constructed in the footprint of the existing unpaved driveway (which
currently serves the existing private onsite wastewater treatment facility) on the site. However,
the new associated stormwater infiltration area and proposed driveway, which overlays the
existing unpaved driveway, will encroach within the 100 foot wetland buffer of Winter Canyon
Creek. As shown on exhibit 4, no other portion of the proposed wastewater treatment facility
project will encroach upon the 100-foot wetland buffer.

In its action on the subject CDP, the City found that there was no other feasible alternative for
siting the new proposed driveway outside of the 100-foot wetland buffer due to several site
constraints and that a reduced wetland buffer was determined to be necessary. In accordance
with LIP Section 3.4.4(C)(1)(a)(i-v), the proposed wastewater treatment plant facilities are sited
within the previously approved and disturbed development area to the maximum extent feasible.
The required driveway is located along the existing unpaved driveway to the maximum extent
feasible and the square footage of reduced ESHA buffer area is offset with ESHA restoration of
an area of degraded habitat equivalent to the affected area and wetland impacts will be mitigated
with the appropriate mitigation ratio pursuant to LIP Section 4.8.2. Therefore, because the
proposed driveway is located along the existing unpaved driveway to the maximum extent
feasible, and there are no other alternative siting locations that would further reduce the
encroachment into the wetland buffer, the City was able to find that a reduced wetland buffer
was consistent with LIP Section 3.4.4(C)(1)(a).

In conclusion, the project, as approved by the City of Malibu, conforms to the ESHA protection
policies and standards of the Malibu LCP.

2.  Factors Considered in Substantial Issue Analysis

The standard of review for the subject appeal is whether a substantial issue exists with respect to
the grounds raised by the appellant relative to the appealable development’s conformity to the
policies or provisions contained in the certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal
Act. In this case, the appeal asserts that the approved project does not conform to the policies of
the LCP with regards to minimum buffers from environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA)
because the City failed to require an adequate buffer between wetland habitat and approved
development. The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing
regulations. The Commission’s regulations indicate simply that the Commission will hear an
appeal unless it “finds that the appeal raises no significant question.” (Cal. Code Regs., Title 14,
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Section 13115(b).) In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has been guided by the
following five factors that are addressed below.

The first factor in evaluating the issue of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue is the
degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the development is
consistent with the subject provisions of the certified LCP. In this case, the City’s record
includes extensive factual evidence and legal support for the City’s findings that the project is
consistent with the applicable ESHA protection policies and provisions of the certified LCP. The
issue of adverse impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat areas were addressed in the staff
report and the City Council resolution of approval, as described in detail above.

The second factor in evaluating the issue of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue is the
extent and scope of the development as approved. As described above, the project consists of a
wastewater treatment facility and ancillary facilities. Given that the subject site is currently
developed with an existing small-scale private wastewater treatment facility, the development
type is consistent with the existing use on the site and will be in close proximity to the
commercial and residential uses it is intended to serve in the Malibu Civic Center, the proposed
development is of relatively minor scope. Furthermore, as certified, the Commission through the
approval of LCP Amendment No. LCP-4-MAL-15-0001-1, determined that this project site was
an appropriate location for the development of a new wastewater treatment facility and the
Commission approved an overlay district over the subject property.

The third factor in evaluating the issue of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue is the
significance of coastal resources affected by the decision. In this case, the project site is an
existing developed site located in a developed residential and commercial community. The
reduced wetland buffer identified in the appeal is a minor encroachment into the 100-foot buffer
of a small wetland located on the southern end of the project site. While the small wetland is
important habitat, the encroachment into the wetland buffer is small and will not result in any
significant adverse impact. The approved project is consistent with the LCP’s ESHA protection
policies and provisions.

The fourth factor in evaluating the issue of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue is the
precedential value of the local government’s decision for the future interpretation of its LCP. In
this case, the project approved is consistent with the policies and provisions of the LCP.
Specifically, the LCP allows for a reduced ESHA buffer on this specific project site if there is no
feasible alternative for siting the development on the site. As such, the City’s decision will have
no adverse precedential value for future CDP decisions.

The final factor in evaluating the issue of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue is whether
the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance. The appeal
raises an issue about wetland and ESHA protection which is important from a statewide
standpoint. However, in this case the approved project will not result in any significant adverse
impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat areas, as required by the LCP. As such this appeal
does not present issues of regional or statewide significance.

In conclusion, the Commission finds that none of the factors listed above, used to evaluate
whether a substantial issue exists, favors a finding that a substantial issue exists. The permit
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approval will not be an adverse precedent for this area of development. Further, the approved
development is supported by substantial evidence in the record and will not have an adverse
effect on significant coastal resources.

E. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE REVIEW CONCLUSION

For the reasons discussed above, the Commission finds that the appeal raises no substantial issue
with respect to the consistency of the approved development with the policies of the City’s
certified LCP or the public access policies in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Applying the five
factors identified above, the Commission finds the City’s record adequately supports its position
that the proposed project is consistent with the applicable LCP polices. In addition, the
development is relatively small in scope, does not have a significant adverse effect on significant
coastal resources, would not be an adverse precedent for future coastal development permits, and
doesn’t raise issues of regional or statewide significance. Therefore, the Commission finds that
the appeal does not raise a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which it was filed.
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE AUG 2 6 2015
89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA STRET, SUITE 200
VENTURA, CA 930014508
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&’
STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY M EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

VOICE (805) 585-1801 FAX (805)641-1732 California Coastal Commision
South Central Coast Disti t
APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVE NT

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTION 1. Appeliant(s)

Name:  Steve Bobzin
Mailing Address: 23957 DeVille Way
City: Malibu ZipCode: 90265 Phone:  805-807-1761

SECTION I1. Decision Being Appealed

1.  Name of local/port government:
City of Malibu
2. Brief description of development being appealed:

City of Malibu Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility (CCWWTF)

CONSISTING OF CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW WASTEWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM, A
CENTRALIZED WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY AT 24000 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE TO TREAT
WASTEWATER FLOWS, AND A RECYCLED WATER PIPELINE SYSTEM

CDP 13-057

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):

24000 Civic Center Way
Malibu, CA 90265

4.  Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

Xl  Approval; no special conditions
[0  Approval with special conditions:
[0  Denial

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
apPEALNO: - Y- MAL- 19005 O
DATE FILED: %"&Lo ‘U )

, A Exhibit 8
DISTRICT. D, Covdrald (o Appeal by Steve Bobzin

Appeal No. A-4-MAL-15-0050
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

(1 Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
Xl  City Council/Board of Supervisors
[  Planning Commission
[1  Other
6.  Date of local government's decision: 1/12/15

7. Local government’s file number (if any): =~ CDP 13-057 Malibu City Res #15-05

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

a.  Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

City of Malibu

23825 Stuart Ranch Road

Malibu, California 90265-4861

Ph: 310-456-2489 | Fx: 310-456-3356
Attn. Bonnie Blue

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and
should receive notice of this appeal.

(1) Santa Monica Malibu Unified School District (SMMUSD)
1651 16th Street
Santa Monica, California 90404
310-450-8338
Attn.: Terry Kamibayashi and Susan Samarge-Powell, Principal

(2) Webster Elementary PTA

3602 Winter Canyon Road

Malibu, CA 90265

310-456-6494

Attn.: Stephanie Schmelzer, Lori Keefe and Soniya Perl, Co-Presidents

(3) Malibu Unites
22741 Pacific Coast Highway #401
Malibu, Ca 90265
Attn.: Jennifer DeNicola, President

4

Maison DeVille Condominiums
Homeowners Association

23908 DeVille Way #B

Malibu, CA 90265

Attn.: Ryan Shain, President




()

Vista Pacifica Condominiums

Homeowners Association

3601 Vista Pacifica #11

Malibu, CA 90254

Attn.: Ed Gonzalez and Barbara Mills, President

(6)

Toscana Townhomes
Homeowners Association
23957 DeVille Way

Malibu, CA 90265

Attn.: Karie Bobzin, President

()

Malibu Canyon Village Condominiums
23901 Civic Center Way #346

Malibu, CA 90265

Atin.: Ryan L. Embree

®
Andy Lyon
andylyonl@msn.com

®

Joan Lavine

Attorney at Law

9000 Sunset Blvd., Suite 1115

Los Angeles, California 90069, U.S.A.
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SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

PLEASE NOTE:

¢ Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section.

¢ State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use
Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons
the decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

® This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal,
may submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

We are appealing the approval of CDP 13-057 for the Malibu CCWWTF project in its current location
(24000 Civic Center Way) because the City of Malibu has not adequately addressed the following
health, safety, EIR, CDP, and CEQA issues.

1) Violation of CEQA Guidelines preventing the handling and storage of hazardous chemicals within 1/4
mile of a school

2) Inadequate, inaccurate, and biased analysis of alternative sites in the EIR and CDP

3) Lack of an appropriate Health Risk Assessment for Webster Elementary School

4) Health and safety issues due to handling and storage of hazardous chemicals during operation

5) Health and safety issues relating to diesel exhaust during construction and operation

6) Environmental impact issues on adjacent ESHA wetlands and the beach/ocean at Malibu Rd.

These issues are affecting the following groups which are represented in this appeal.

a) ~400 elementary students at Webster Elementary (public) and Our Lady of Malibu (private) schools
b) ~800 parents of students at Webster and Our Lady of Malibu schools

c) ~100 staff at Webster and Our Lady of Malibu schools

d) >400 residents within <1/4 mile

e) A total of ~1,700 people — approx 20% of Malibu full-time population

Over two years ago the City of Malibu made an ill-advised decision, with very limited public input or
comment, to select the 24000 Civic Center Way location, over at least three other alternatives for the
CCWWTF. The site was determined unilaterally by the City, and the only significant opportunity for
public input or comment was limited to the discussion and approval of the project and EIR at that site.
The EIR contained dramatically misrepresented information in its analysis of alternative sites to allow
the City to come to the conclusion that the risks associated with the 24000 Civic Center Way site were
less than the alternative sites. Public comment pointing out the inaccuracy of the alternative site analysis
was summarily ignored.

We have asked many times how does it makes sense to put an industrial-scale, municipal WWTF across
the street from the city’s largest elementary school and its highest density residential area? In fact,
CEQA Guidelines consider any project handling and storing hazardous materials within 1/4 mile of a
school to have significant adverse impact. This specific issue, and other issues relating to the fact that
these schools are so closely located to the CCWWTF project site have not been adequately addressed by




the City of Malibu to protect the health and wellfare of our schoolchildren and residents.
Issues 1-6 are addressed in more detail below.

1) Violation of CEQA Guidelines preventing the handling and storage of hazardous chemicals within 1/4
mile of a school.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines state that a project would result in a
significant adverse impact if it would handle or store hazardous materials within 1/4 mile of a school.
This clearly is the case. The playground at Webster Elemenatary is 100 yds away from the CCWWTF
site. Hypochlorite is a hazardous chemical and will be stored onsite in volumes of ~1000 gallons.
Furthermore, if citric acid (to be stored in the same onsite building in amounts ~1000 pounds) were to be
accidentally mixed with hypochlorite due to human error or natural disaster, the mixture would produce
chlorine gas, a toxic gas used against troops in WWI. Incidents involving the accidental mixing of
hypochlorite and acids have been reported at wastewater treatment facilities across the country resulting
in injuries and evacuations. The City’s engineering consultant and the consultant who prepared the EIR
were not aware of this risk when asked at the Planning Commission meeting in Dec. 15, 2014.

CEQA guidelines have been put into the law for a reason - to protect out citizens, children, and the
environment. The City of Malibu proposes a Hazardous Chemical Business Plan to mitigate this adverse
impact, manage these risks, and justify ignoring the CEQA guidleines. Given the risks, a piece of paper is
not adequate to protect the health and welfare of our schoolchildren. There is a reason there has not been
a single WWTF built in the State of California within 1/4 mile of a public school in the past 20 years. It
is not safe. There are over 10,000 schools in the State of California, and only one has had a municipal
WWTTF built next to it like the CCWWTF project proposed here. This sole precedent in Mill Valley, CA
was built in 1979 when environmental and health regulations were markedly different and much more
laxed than today.

The City of Malibu does not even mention this issue in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials Section
of the CDP and EIR. This omission is of such magnitude that one questions whether it is a deliberate
attempt to avoid this disclosure of information that is intended to protect our schoolchildren because the
Clty recognized it could jeopardized their goal of putting this project in this location.

2) Inadequate, inaccurate, and biased analysis of alternative sites.

The City of Malibu has promoted the 24000 Civic Center Way site for the CCWWTF project for one
reason only - cost and their convenience. It is not acceptable to ignore CEQA guidelines and put our
schoolchildren at risk for these reasons. There has been several other sites considered, commonly called
the Wave, La Paz, and Legacy Park locations, but in the City's analysis of alternative sites they have
inflated the risks and issues relating to these alternative sites, while minimizing the risks and issues
relating to 24000 Civic Center Way. This analysis has been inadequate and inaccurate at best,
borderlining on deliberately biased and misleading at worst. Much of the City's argument to reject
alternative sites has been based on the claimed benefit of the 24000 Civic Center Way site being on the
Winter Canyon groundwater basin which is a separate watershed from the Malibu Valley groundwater
basin. But this is irrelevant to the siting decision. The City themselves have stated that >95% of the time
the treated water will be reused and/or injected at the injection well sites on Malibu Rd (regardless of
where the main WWTF is located). The other <5% of the time, the percolation ponds on site may be
used, but this process produces Title 22 quality water that would pose no threat to the Malibu Valley
groundwater basin watershed. Perhaps the most egregious example of biased analysis is the discussion




that concludes that the view impact of the Wave property, which is behind and shielded by Malibu
Library and the old City Hall, is greater than the 24000 Civic Center Way site (which is right on Civic
Center Way). There is no defensible logic to this conclusion provided by the City of Malibu in the CDP
and EIR.

The City tries to justify their decision based on the cost-savings of the land at the proposed site.
Where the 24000 Civic Center Way site is estimated to be purchased for $1-2M, the Wave property
may cost $8-10M. While this is admittedly a very significant difference, when one looks at the total cost
of the project - now estimated at ~$45M, the difference in the cost of the land would only increase the
overall cost of the project by ~15%.

3) Lack of an appropriate Health Risk Assessment for Webster Elementary School

The Initial Study Checklist that is set forth in' Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality
Act ("CEQA") Guidelines requires the analysis of a project that would emit hazardous emissions or
handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or wastes within 1/4-mile of an existing or
proposed school. Further, under Education Code section 17213, the development of a school site is
constrained by potential student and staff exposure to hazardous air emissions that occur within 1/4-mile
of a school or school building. In order to site a new school or school building, all hazardous air emitters
within 1/4-mile of the school or school building must be identified. A school district is then required to
make a fmding that health risks from these sources would not constitute an actual or potential
endangerment to the students or staff. Furthermore, California Department of Education's regulations
also require that the same finding for health risk for such hazardous air emitters whether the risk is
caused by chronic (i.e., continual) or accidental emissions. (5 Cal. Regs.,§ 14011(h). The way to
determine what the health risk would be to support the finding of acceptable risk is by conducting a
Health Risk Assessment ("HRA™).

Although the EIR analyzes the health risk generally, it does not do so specifically for the students
and staff of Webster Elementary School. It relies on generic South Coast Air Quality Management
District thresholds rather than specific health thresholds. The only health risk assessment done was for
diesel fumes emanating from the Project site on the populous in general. This is inadequate to determine
if the Project's operations would create an acceptable risk to Webster's students and staff.

As noted above, the EIR relies on net emissions to conclude there is not significant air quality impact.
This does not answer the question whether the students and staff would be exposed to unacceptable air
emissions. The proper analysis requires gross Project emissions together with emissions from all the
other hazardous air emitters within 1/4-mile of the Project. Such an HRA should be done.

The close proximity of the Project to Webster Elementary School necessitates the careful analysis and
imposition of all the applicable limitations included in the SCAQMD Rules and CEQA guidelines.

4) Health and safety issues related to the storage and handling of hazardous chemicals during operation.

The playground at Webster Elemenatary is 100 yds away from the CCWWTF site. The entire
school, Our Lady of Malibu School, as well as 5 subdivisions of residential homes (Vista Pacifica,
Toscana, Maison DeVille, Malibu Canyon Village, and the westside of Malibu Knolls) representing over
400 students, 100 staff, and 400 hundred residents, are directly downwind and within 1/4 mile of the
proposed CCWWTF. In addition, the only path of egress in the event of an accident of toxic release for
Webster Elementary and Our Lady of Malibu Schools is southward down Winter Canyon Road —
directly towards the CCWWTF site.

Hypochlorite is a hazardous chemical and will be stored onsite in volumes of ~1000 gallons.




Furthermore, if citric acid (to be stored in the same onsite building in amounts ~1000 pounds) were to be
accidentally mixed with hypochlorite due to human error or natural disaster, the mixture would produce
chlorine gas, a toxic gas used against troops in WWI. Incidents involving the accidental mixing of
hypochlorite and acids have been reported at wastewater treatment facilities across the country resulting
in injuries and evacuations. The City’s engineering consultant and the consultant who prepared the EIR
were not aware of this risk when asked at the Planning Commission meeting in Dec. 15, 2014.

The severity of the risk (deadly, toxic cloud), along with the size and nature of the population
immediately affected (400 children and 500 staff and residents) cannot be ignored. The City of Malibu
proposes a Hazardous Chemical Business Plan to mitigate this adverse impact, manage these risks, and
justify ignoring the CEQA guidleines. Given the risks, a piece of paper is not adequate to protect the
health and welfare of our schoolchildren and residents.

5) Health and safety issues related to diesel exhaust during construction and operation.

Operation of heavy equipment during construction will also create an air quality hazard due to diesel
exhaust and particulate matter which may create a cancer risk for the adjacent schoolchildren and
residents. In addition, traffic of diesel trucks delivering chemicals and removing sludge during operations
will also create an air quality hazard. The City has failed to consider this air quality impact in their EIR
analysis and the CDP.

6) Environmental impact issues on adjacent ESHA wetlands and the beach/ocean at Malibu Rd.

The construction of the CCWWTF project will threaten the ESHA wetlands area on the southeast
border of the property by eliminating nearly all of the watershed that feeds it. The CCWWTF project
area is uphill from the ESHA wetlands and would disrupt nearly all of the natural drainage that is the
water supply for these wetlands. In addition, the project does not provide the prescribed buffer zone
between the project area and the ESHA wetlands. The elimination of the prescribed buffer zone is only
allowed when there are no alternative project sites. Alternatives do exist and have been discarded based
on inaccurate and biased evaluation by the City (see topic #2 above).

In addition to this direct negative impact on the ESHA wetlands, this project poses an imminent
threat to these ESHA wetlands, beach and ocean water quality. The existing stormwater drainage
currently present alongside Civic Center Way and at the entrance to the CCWWTF has a direct,
unimpeded, and untreated path through the ESHA wetlands and to the beach at Malibu Rd. and the
ocean. The first place any waste, spill, chemical, or any treated, or partially treated sewage overflow
from the CCWWTF site would end up will be these ESHA wetlands, the beach on Malibu Road and
subsequently the ocean. This is another unacceptable risk the City of Malibu has simply ignored in their
EIR and CDP, despite public comments noting the risks during the review of the EIR.

The approval of the City of Malibu's CCWWTF project has progressed without any checks and
balances, and minimal accountability to public comments and concemns. The City of Malibu is the
project applicant, the City employed an engineering firm to design the project, which happens to be the
same firm employed by the City to draft the EIR, and finally the City itself certified the EIR despite
significant public opposition. We believe that the EIR was incomplete, misleading, and at times
deliberately deceptive on the health, safety, environmental, and alternatives issues described in this
appeal.




For more information:

In addition to this appeal document, we have provided written and oral comments to the Draft EIR
and at the City of Malibu Planning Commission (12/15/14) and City Council (1/12/15) meetings, as well
as other Planning Commission meetings during 2014. We have provided written and oral comments to
the California Coastal Commission hearing to approve the LCP Amendment (5/13/15). These written
and oral comments should be considered to be included here in this Coastal Commission appeal for
completeness.

Note that in the 5 days preceeding the City Council meeting on this topic (1/12/15), we collected
over 250 signatures of parents and residents supporting the positions on the issues outlined in this
appeal. And in the three days prior to the deadline for comments to the Coastal Commission hearing on
the LCP Amendment, more than 25 letters were sent by parents and residents supporting the positions
on the issues outlined in this appeal. This appeal and the groups it represents are not yet formaily
organized under the auspices of a 501 (c) non-profit organization, nor have we made any effort to raise
funds for an opposition movement. The opposition to date has been done pro bono and with no budget.
This is the tip of the iceberg of a grassroots opposition movement that may be mounted against this
project.
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SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

Signature of Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent

Date:

Note: Ifsigned by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below.
Section VL. Agent Authorization

I/We hereby authorize

to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal.

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date:




L MAL-15-0124

NOTICE OF FINAL LOCAL ACTION ON COASTAL PERMIT

Received

Date of Notice: August 13, 2015

_ R AUG 17 2015
Notice Sent to (US. Certified Priority Mail): Contact: .
California Coastal Commission onnie Blue, Planning Director %
South Central Coast District Office Cadlifornia Coastal C;ggﬁg@ity of Malibu 9
89 South California Street, Suite 200 South Central Coa 23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Ventura, CA 93001 Malibu, CA 90265

(310) 456-2489

Please note the following Final City of Malibu Action on a coastal development permit application (all local appeals have
been expired for this matter):

Project Information

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 13-057 AND CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 13-005 — An application for
phase one of the Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility project, consisting of construction of a new wastewater
collection system, a centralized wastewater treatment facility to treat wastewater flows from phase one prohibition area
properties, a new recycled water pipeline system to provide nonpotable recycled water for reuse, and ancillary facilities,
located at 24000 Civic Center Way in the Commercial Visitor Serving-2 zoning district, Legacy Park in the Commercial
Visitor Serving-1 zoning district, Malibu Bluffs Park in the Public Open Space zoning district, and in public and private
streets and easements in the Civic Center area

Application Date: May 31, 2013

Issue Date: January 12, 2015

Applicant: Robert Brager, City of Malibu Public Works Dept., 23825 Stuart Ranch Road, Malibu, CA 90265
Owners: Jim Thorsen, City of Malibu; David Reznick, Malibu Bay Company

Location/APNs: 24000 Civic Center Way / 4458-028-020 and -006; Legacy Park / 4458-020-902; Bluffs Park/

4458-018-904 and -902; and in public and private streets and easements in the Civic Center

Final Action Information

Final Local Action: a Approved M Approved with Conditions (1 Denied
Final Action Body: Approved by the City Council on January 12, 2015.
Required Materials Enclosed Previously Sent
Supporting the Final Action (date)
Adopted Staff Report:
January 12, 2015 City Council Meeting 12/23/2014
Adopted Findings and Conditions:
City Council Resolution No. 15-05 X
Site Plans and Elevations 12/23/2014

California Coastal Commission Appeal Information
This Final Action is:

[_1NOT appealable to the California Coastal Commission (CCC). The Final City of Malibu Action is now effective.

Appealable to the California Coastal Commission. The Coastal Commission's 10-working day appeal period
begins the first working day after the Coastal Commission receives adequate notice of this final action. The final
action is not effective until after the Coastal Commission's appeal period has expired and no appeal has been filed.
Any such appeal must be made directly to the California Coastal Commission South Central Coast District Office in
Ventura, California; there is no fee for such an appeal. Should you have any questions regarding the California
Coastal Commission appeal period or process, please contact the CCC South Central Coast District Office at 89
South California Street, Suite 200, Ventura, California, 93001 or by caliing (805) 585-1800.

Copies of this notice have also been sent via first-class mail to: Exhibit 9

e Property Owner/Applicant Prepared by: Kathleen Stec Final Local Action Notice

Appeal No. A-4-MAL-15-0050




RESOLUTION NO. 15-05

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MALIBU,
ADOPTING THE FINDINGS OF FACT REQUIRED BY THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, CERTIFYING ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT NO. 13-001 AND ERRATA NO. 1, ADOPTING A
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM AND
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, AND APPROVING
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 13-057 AND CONDITIONAL
USE PERMIT NO. 13-005 FOR PHASE ONE OF THE CIVIC CENTER
WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY PROJECT, CONSISTING OF
CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW WASTEWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM, A
CENTRALIZED WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY TO TREAT
WASTEWATER FLOWS FROM PHASE ONE PROHIBITION AREA
PROPERTIES, A NEW RECYCLED WATER PIPELINE SYSTEM TO
PROVIDE NONPOTABLE RECYCLED WATER FOR REUSE, AND
ANCILLARY FACILITIES, LOCATED AT 24000 CIVIC CENTER WAY IN
THE COMMERCIAL VISITOR SERVING-2 ZONING DISTRICT, LEGACY
PARK IN THE COMMERCIAL VISITOR SERVING-1 ZONING DISTRICT, -
MALIBU BLUFFS PARK IN THE PUBLIC OPEN SPACE ZONING
DISTRICT, AND IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE STREETS AND EASEMENTS
IN THE CIVIC CENTER AREA (MALIBU BAY COMPANY AND CITY OF
MALIBU) |

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MALIBU DOES HEREBY FIND, ORDER AND
RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Recitals.

A. On November 5, 2009, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(LARWQCB) approved Resolution No. R4-2009-007 to ban the discharges from onsite wastewater
disposal systems (OWDSs), locally known and referred to in this resolution as onsite wastewater
treatment systems (OWTSs), in the Malibu Civic Center area. On September 21, 2010, the State Water
Resources Control Board approved that same resolution, thereby amending the State Basin Plan. The
Basin Plan Amendment went into effect on December 23, 2010. The Basin Plan Amendment included
a map and timeline calling for commercial properties to cease discharge by 2015 and residential
properties to cease discharge by 2019, among other things.

B. In August 2011, the City and the Water Boards entered into a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) that detailed the implementation of the City’s wastewater treatment plan for the
Civic Center area, as defined in the Basin Plan Amendment. The MOU established the timelines for
the construction of a centralized wastewater treatment facility and connection to that facility of
properties in the Prohibition Area. '

C. Malibu Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use Plan (LUP) Policy 7.20 states, “Any
proposed sewer system shall be submitted to and approved by the Coastal Commission as an LCP
amendment prior to issnance of local permits and construction.” LCP Local Implementation Plan (LIP)
Section 18.10(D) mirrors LUP Policy 7.20. .
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D. OnMay 31,2013, the City filed an application for an LCPA for the Civic Center Wastewater
Treatment Facility project.

E. On June 24, 2013, the City Council adopted City Council Resolution No. 13-21 initiating
changes to the LCP to create policies and standards for a Civic Center wastewater treatment system,
and to update the Land Use and Zoning Maps to change the designation of two parcels that were
expected to be the site for the treatment plant for the future Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility
project (Assessor Parcel Numbers 4458-028-005 and -020, now addressed as 24000 Civic Center Way).
The City Council directed the Planning Commission to schedule a public hearing regarding the
amendment package. Due to the timelines set forth in the MOU, the legislative and entitlement portions
of the project needed to proceed concurrently with the facility design as much as possible.

F. OnNovember 21, 2013, an application for CDP No. 13-057 and associated entitlements was
submitted by the City of Malibu Public Works Department to the Planning Department. The application
was for the development of Phase 1 of the Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility, which included
a wastewater treatment facility, pump stations, collection and distribution system pipelines, percolation
ponds and groundwater injection wells, as well as a conditional use permit. The application was routed
to the City Geologist, City Environmental Health Administrator, City Public Works Department, City
Biologist, and Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) for conformance review. At this time,
it was anticipated that the LCPA and corollary amendments to Title 17 of the Malibu Municipal Code
(M.M.C.) would be processed concurrently and the LCPA certified by the California Coastal
Commission (CCC) in advance of consideration of the CDP and other project entitlements by City
Council.

G. -Also on November 21, 2013, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) and Public Scoping Meeting was published in a newspaper of general circulation within
the City of Malibu and was mailed to all interested parties, as well as property owners and occupants
within the entire Prohibition Area established by LARWQCB Resolution No. R4-2009-007, plus a

1,000 foot radius. The 30-day public review period was set to begin November 21, 2013 and end
December 23, 2013. The NOP was also sent to the State Clearinghouse (SCH# 2013111075), who
distributed the document to State reviewing agencies for a 30-day public review period from November
25, 2013 to December 24, 2013. ‘

H. On December 11, 2013, the City held a public scoping meeting regarding the preparation of
the EIR. :

I.  OnDecember 12, 2013, the City extended the 30-day scoping comment period to January 7,
2014.

J.  On January 23, 2014, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing and Notice of
Availability for LCP Amendment Documents was published in a newspaper of general circulation
within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all interested parties; regional, state and federal agencies
affected by the amendment; local libraries and media; and the CCC. The mailed notice area included
property owners and occupants within the Prohibition Area, plus a 1,000 foot radius.
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K. On January 28, 2014, a draft amendment package for LCPA No. 13-002, Zoning Text
Amendment (ZTA) No. 13-008, and Zoning Map Amendment (ZMA) No. 13-003 was presented to the
Zoning Ordinance Revisions and Code Enforcement Subcommittee (ZORACES) for review and
recommendation. The amendment package included a proposed overlay district for the Winter Canyon
Site (the proposed treatment plant site), as well as development standards and corollary amendments
to the M.M.C. Title 17 (Zoning Ordinance) and Zoning Map to ensure consistency with the LCP.
Members of ZORACES and the public offered comments on the proposed amendments.

L. On February 7, 2014, the City issued a Notice of Cancellation of the February 18, 2014
Planning Commission meeting and all agenda items, including LCPA No. 13-002 and corollary
M:M.C. amendments were continued to the Regular Planning Commission meeting on March 3, 2014.

M. On February 19, 2014, staff combined the proposed LCPA and M.M.C. amendments with
the CDP and other entitlements as one application package for consideration by the Planning
Commission and City Council. Consequently, on March 3, 2014, the Planning Commission continued
the LCPA and corollary amendments to a date uncertain.

N. On May 29, 2014, a Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR was published in a newspaper
of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all interested parties, as well as
property owners and occupants within the entire Prohibition Area, plus a 1,000 foot radius.

O. OnMay 30, 2014, the City and the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research distributed
the Draft EIR to interested parties and responsible agencies (SCH #2013111075) for a 60-day public
review period, May 30, 2014 through July 28,2014, .

P. In May 2014, story poles were installed on the proposed treatment plant site to depict the
siting and bulk of covered and/or enclosed above-ground facilities associated with Phase 1. The story
pole installation was certified by a licensed surveyor.

Q.. On June 12, 2014, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Workshop and Notice of
Availability of a Recirculated Draft EIR was published in a newspaper of general circulation within
the City of Malibu and was mailed to all interested parties, as well as property owners and occupants .
within the entire Prohibition Area, plus a 1,000 foot radius. The Recirculated Draft EIR was released
for a 47-day public review period ending on July 28, 2014. The recirculated portions of the EIR
corrected errors and/or omissions in the original Draft EIR pertaining to the number and location of
pump stations expected to be needed at project buildout and facilities shown in project visual
simulations, and to add information to the Geology and Soils and References sections of the document.

R.  On June 18, 2014, a Notice of Coastal Development Permit application was posted at 24000
Civic Center Way (the proposed treatment plant site), the proposed Legacy Park pump station site and
the propased Bluffs Park pump station site.

S.  OnJune 25,2014, a Planning Commission Public Workshop on the Civic Center Wastewater
Treatment Facility project was held. Following a presentation by the City’s project design consultants,
RMC Water and Environment, the Planning Commission and members of the public were given the
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opportunity to ask questions and receive answers about the project from the consultants and staff.

T. On June 26, 2014, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published in a
newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all interested parties, as
well as property owners and occupants within the entire Prohibition Area, plus a 1,000 foot radius.

U. On July 21, 2014, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to receive public
comments on the Draft EIR.

V. On July 23, 2014, the Environmental Review Board reviewed the Phase 1 CDP, Draft EIR
and Recirculated Draft EIR and provided recommendations to the Planning Commission. All feasible
recommendations have been incorporated into the final project.

W. From August 2014 through November 2014, the EIR consultant worked on responding to
comments received during the 60-day public review period and prepared a Final EIR. The Final EIR
responds to the comments received on the Draft EIR and proposes text revisions to the Draft EIR.

X. On September 1, 2014, the CDP application was deemed complete.

Y. On November 20, 2014, the Final EIR was made available. Also on this date, a Notice of
Planning Commission Public Hearing was published in a newspaper of general circulation within the
City of Malibu and mailed to all interested parties, as well as property owners and occupants within
the entire Prohibition Area, plus a 1,000 foot radius. Response to Comments on the Draft EIR was
circulated to all of those who submitted comments as well as to interested parties.

Z.  On December 4, 2014, the LARWQCB approved a revision to the MOU with the City
(approved by City Council on November 24, 2014) that adjusted the timelines for various milestones
based on the substantial progress made by the City to date and the complexity of the tasks involved
with implementing the project. Under the modified MOU, the Phase 1 connection date is June 30, 2017
and the Phase 2 connection date is November 5, 2022.

AA. Ordinarily, the Planning Commission is the decision-making body for CDP projects and
certification of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents. However, for amendments
to the LCP and M.M.C., the Planning Commission acts exclusively as an advisory body, and the City
Council is the decision-maker. Since the entitlements for the Civic Center Wastewater Treatment
Facility project depend upon the LCP and M.M.C. amendments, the Planning Commission acted in an
advisory capacity on the amendments, the EIR and the entitlements, and the City Council is the
decision-maker for all.

BB. On December 15, 2014, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on
LCPA No. 13-002, ZTA No. 13-008 and ZMA No. 13-003 reviewed and considered the Final EIR,
agenda report, reviewed and considered written reports, public testimony, and other information in the
record. The Planning Commission adopted Planning Commission Resolution Nos. 14-112 and 14-113
recommending that the City Council adopt LCPA No. 13-002, ZTA No. 13-008 and ZMA No. 13-003,
and that the City Council certify the Final EIR, adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
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Program, and Statement of Overriding Considerations.
CC. On December 18, 2014, errata to the Final EIR were made available.

DD. On December 18, 2014, a Notice of City Council Public Hearing was published in a
newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners and
occupants within a 1,000 foot radius of the subject property and to interested parties, regional, state
and federal agencies

EE. On January 12, 2015, the City Council held a duly noticed public hean'ng on the subject
application, reviewed and considered the staff report, reviewed and considered written reports, public
testimony, and other information in the record.

Section 2. Adoption of CEQA Findings.

The City Council finds as follows:

A. CEQA requires decision-makers to balance the benefits of a proposed project against its
unavoidable environmental impacts. If the benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects, the adverse effects may be considered “acceptable” by adopting a
Statement of Overriding Considerations. This statement sets forth the project benefits or reasons why
the Lead Agency, City of Malibu, is in favor of approving and weighs these benefits against the
project’s environmental impacts identified in the Final EIR that cannot be mitigated to a level less than
significant.

B. CEQA requires decision makers to adopt a mitigation monitoring and/or reporting program
(MMRP) for those mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR that would mitigate or avoid each
significant effect identified in the EIR, and to incorporate the MMRP including all mitigation measures
as conditions of project approval. The Final EIR includes an analysis of the extent to which the

~ proposed project’s direct and indirect impacts will commit nonrenewable resources to uses that future

generations will probably be unable to reverse.

- C. CEQA requires that the responses to comments in the Final EIR demonstrate good faith and
a well-reasoned analysis and may not be conclusory. In response to several comments received,
portions of the Draft EIR have been revised. Although new material has been added to the Draft EIR
through preparation of the Final EIR, this new material provides clarification to points and information
already included in the Draft EIR and is not considered to be significant new information or a
substantial change to the Draft EIR that would necessitate recirculation.

D. The CEQA Guidelines note that “[t]he EIR is to inform other governmental agencies and the
public generally of the environmental impact of a proposed project” and “CEQA does not require
technical perfection in an EIR, but rather adequacy, completeness and a good-faith effort at full
disclosure.” (14 Cal. Code of Regs. § 15003(c) and (i).)

E. Comments received on the Draft EIR during the public review period show that there may
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be disagreements among experts. The Final EIR includes an additional clarifying narrative and
clarifying appendices for the purposes of fully disclosing the information sources and reasoning by
which levels of impact and mitigation measures were established in the Draft EIR. Further, the
clarifying narrative and appendices in the Final EIR serve the purpose of fully disclosing the
information sources and reasoning used by various public and agency DEIR commenters who arrived
at divergent conclusions. CEQA provides that disagreement among experts regarding conclusions in
the EIR is acceptable, and perfection is not required.

F.  The documents and other materials which constitute the record of proceedings upon which
this decision is based are in the custody of the City Clerk of the City of Malibu and shall be located at
City Hall.

-Section 3. Adoption of Findings Addressing the Issues Analyzed in the Final EIR.

The City Council hereby finds that the Final EIR for the Civic Center Wastewater Treatment
Facility project and associated entitlements identifies and discloses project-specific impacts and
cumulative project impacts. Environmental impacts identified in the Final EIR, findings, and facts in
support of findings are herein incorporated as Findings Required by CEQA, and are as follows:

A. Project‘-Level Impacts Determined to be Significant and Mitigable -

The Final EIR identifies project-level impacts determined to be significant and mitigable to
a less than significant level. They include:

1. AESTHETICS

Significant Impact: None of the proposed project elements would have a significant
effect on noteworthy scenic resources, including scenic highways Pacific Coast
Highway (PCH) and Malibu Canyon Road because of intervening landforms separating
the site from the road. However, the proposed project would require removal of
protected California walnut trees, which may be considered a scenic resource; however,
new onsite native landscape screening included in the project will offset this visual
impact.

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1), changes or alterations
have been required in or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially
lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the FEIR.

Facts in Support of Finding: As the proposed project would not result in significant
impacts to aesthetics, no mitigation measures are necessary.

2. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Significant Impact:
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Special-Status Species

No special-status listed plant species are known or expected to occur on the project site;
however, if construction intrudes into habitat at Malibu Lagoon and Malibu Creek,
disturbance or damage to special-status plant species habitat can result. Removal of
vegetation when there are nesting birds present could result in a violation of the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or Fish and Game Code. Malibu Lagoon and Malibu
Creek are also designated critical habitat for tidewater goby and southern steelhead. If
during auguring operations underneath Malibu Creek fine particles associated with the
boring fluid migrate to the surface, it would have the potential to smother fish and their
eggs. However, anticipated improved water quality conditions in Malibu Lagoon
resulting from the project would be expected to benefit southern steelhead and tidewater
goby. Bat roosts may occur on the PCH bridge crossing over Malibu Lagoon, where a
pipeline crossing would be placed during Phase 2 of the project. If construction on or
below the bridge deck caused enough disturbances through noise, vibration, and/or
motion for a maternity bat roost to be abandoned, it would be considered a potentially
significant impact. In addition, bat roosts may occur on the Cross Creek bridge crossing
over Malibu Creek, immediately adjacent to where work area for auguring under Malibu
Creek may occur. If construction of the entry/exit bores or the auguring caused enough
disturbances through noise, vibration, and/or motion for a maternity bat roost to be
abandoned, it would be considered potentially significant. Treated wastewater injection
would alter groundwater outflow conditions which is of potential concern because it
could change habitat conditions supporting benthic settling and development of the
larval life stages of sensitive species. This is particularly true given the potential
presence of highly imperiled abalone species, and the importance of successful larval
recruitment to the conservation of these species. However, a conservative analysis of
potential marine water quality effects indicates that ocean water quality would not be
substantially affected by the project.

Riparian Vegetation and Sensitive Natural Communities

The proposed project is not expected to result in impacts to riparian vegetation or
sensitive natural communities. However, since work areas will occur immediately
adjacent to riparian habitat and sensitive natural communities associated with Winter
Canyon Creek, Malibu Creek, and Malibu Lagoon.

The injection of treated wastewater into groundwater aquifers will increase the volume
of naturally occurring groundwater discharge to the Malibu Lagoon. By extension, this
could affect riparian habitat, southern coastal salt marsh, and/or southern California

* coastal lagoon conditions. However, per Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of

this EIR, no appreciable change is expected to the minimum depth to groundwater at
Malibu Lagoon or Malibu Creek. Furthermore, if the existing condition were
maintained, the volume of groundwater would increase by 45 percent instead of the
approximately 3 percent as with the proposed project under anticipated operating
conditions.
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Jurisdictional Features

Jurisdictional features, including federally protected waters, do not occur within the
disturbance footprint of the project. As currently proposed, only street level
modifications would be made on the PCH bridge that occurs above Malibu Lagoon, a
feature that would be a jurisdictional feature. In addition, work areas associated with
auguring under Malibu Creek would be placed outside the jurisdictional limits for that
feature. However, regulatory agency jurisdiction (ACOE, RWQCB, or CDFW) over the
Creek would require that appropriate permits, or other agreements regarding the
auguring process be obtained and adherence to any measures to protect wildlife
contained in these permits/agreements would be required.

Wildlife Corridor

-The project site supports one regionally important wildlife corridor, Malibu Creek. The
proposed project would not result in any direct impacts to Malibu Creek, but would
cause temporary indirect impacts during construction that could significantly impact
some species that would be utilizing Malibu Creek for movement, such as southern
steelhead and tidewater goby.

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAS)

Several ESHAs occur within the project site. Additionally, the new proposed driveway
and associated stormwater infiltration area to be constructed in the footprint of the
existing unpaved driveway at the proposed wastewater treatment facility site occurs
within the 100 foot ESHA wetland buffer of Winter Canyon Creek. In addition, the
Phase 2 pipelines would cross through ESHA, beneath Malibu Creek and over Malibu
Lagoon along the PCH bridge.

California black walnut trees, a CRPR 4 plant, occur within the proposed wastewater
treatment facility site, which would be constructed as part of Phase 1 of the project. This
species is protected by the LCP/LIP tree ordinance. Based on current design, five walnut
trees would be removed and three additional walnut trees would experience temporary
impacts due to construction. .

Additionally, a portion of Phase 2 of the project occurs within the County’s jurisdiction
and beyond the limit of the City of Malibu where native oaks are legally protected from
being damaged or removed during the course of a project if they have a single-trunk
diameter at breast height (DBH) of 8 inches or more, if any two trunks have a combined
DBH of 12 inches or mere, or if it is considered heritage. Although pipelines would be
constructed underground and along existing roadway easements, native oaks that occur
adjacent to the roadways may have roots extending under or branches extending over
the roadways.
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Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1), changes or alterations have
been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen
the significant environmental effect as identified in the FEIR.

Facts in Support of Finding; Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through
BIO-17 would ensure that the proposed project does not result in any significant impacts
to biological resources, including special-status species and their habitats or
jurisdictional features.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Significant Impact: Archaeological field surveys concluded that there are no observable
cultural resources, including artifacts or altered soil, indicating the presence of
prehistoric archaeological remains on the project site. Archaeological records searches
revealed that no archaeological or historic sites exist on the project site. Therefore,
damage to, destruction, or disturbance of known important cultural, paleontological, or
archaeological resources would not be expected to occur.

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1), changes or alterations
have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially
lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the FEIR. '

Facts in Support of Finding: Implementation of the Mitigation Measures AR-1 and AR-
2 would ensure that the proposed project does not result in any significant cultural
resource impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PR-1 would ensure that the
proposed project will not result in any significant paleontological resource impacts.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Significant Impact: Construction of the proposed project would entail the removal of
approximately 7,771 cubic yards (cy) of material at full build-out. In addition, the
Project would import approximately 3,000 cy of material for use as fill.

Geotechnical Hazards

The geotechnical engineering reports for the parcels have been reviewed from a
geotechnical perspective and approved-in-concept by the City’s consulting Geologist.
Based upon the findings of the geotechnical investigation, supplemental response
reports, and subsequent conditions imposed through the remarks noted on the City’s
conformance review for said reports, the site is considered suitable for the planned
development. '

Tt is assumed that the site would be developed inAcompliance with all existing local,
City, county, state and federal laws, regulations, codes, and statutes applicable to the
geology, soils seismicity, and soil conditions outlined in the project geotechnical
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engineering and investigation reports, and subsequent comments and conditions of the
approval in concept granted by the City for the project. Compliance and adherence to
project design measures mentioned herein will reduce potentially significant impacts to
less than significant levels.

Groundshaking-Seismicity

Property owners and the general public should be aware that any structure in the
southern California region is subject to potentially significant damage as a result of a
moderate or major earthquake. The project will increase the potential for human health
hazards and destruction of property to occur on the project site during a sizable seismic
event. The risks associated with seismic activity are unavoidable and inherent to any
location throughout the southern California region. While it is impossible to totally
prevent structural damage to buildings and loss of life as a result of seismic events,
adherence to all applicable building codes and regulations and site-specific engineering
specifications can reduce such impacts to less than significant levels.

If engineering studies using state-of-the-practice techniques are employed, the impacts
from ground rupture can be accounted for with setbacks and foundation designs to
accommodate several inches of movement. Surface rupture potential is considered low
to moderate, and the impacts are considered mgmﬁcant but mitigable.

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1), changes or alterations have
been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen
the significant environmental effect as identified in the FEIR.

Facts in Support of Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-1 through
GEO-7 will reduce the impact to geology and soils to a level less than significant.

. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Significant Impact: Construction of the proposed project would involve the use of
materials that are generally regarded as hazardous, such as gasoline, diesel fuel,
hydraulic fluids, paint, and other similar materials. The risks associated with the routine
transport, use, and storage of these materials during construction are anticipated to be
relatively small. With appropriate handling and disposal practices, there is relatively
little potential for an accidental release of hazardous materials during construction, and
the likelihood is small that workers and the public, including nearby schools, would be
exposed to health hazards.

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15091 (é)(l), changes or alterations have
been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen
- the significant environmental effect as identified in the FEIR.
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Facts in Support of Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures HM-1 through
HM-4 will reduce the construction and operational impacts relating to the storage, use,
management and/or disposal of hazardous materials to a level less than significant.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Significant Impact: The wastewater treatment facility site is outside the tsunami
inundation zone identified by the City of Malibu, but the pump stations, injection wells
and a large portion of the pipelines are within the tsunami inundation zone. However,
because these structures are not habitable, and would, for the most part, be located
underground, they would not subject humans to these hazards. Above-grade structures
associated with the pump stations and injection well sites, including electrical panels,
transformers and generators, could potentially be impacted by tsunami flows and could
pose a potentially significant impact.

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations have
been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen
the significant environmental effect as identified in the FEIR.

Facts in Support of Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measure HY-1 will reduce
the impact to a level less than significant.

B. Project-Level Impacts Determined to be Significant, Unavoidable and Mitigated to the
Maximum Feasible Extent

The Final EIR identifies project-level impacts in the resource area of Construction Noise that
cannot be fully mitigated and are therefore considered unavoidable. To the extent the impacts remain

- significant and unavoidable, such an impact is acceptable when weighed against the overriding social,

economic, legal, technical and other considerations, including beneficial effects of the project, which
are described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section 6.

1.

CONSTRUCTION NOISE

Sigpificant Impact: Noise impacts resulting from construction of the proposed project
have been found to be potentially significant and unavoidable. Noise levels could be as
loud as 89 dBA Leq'! during construction of the treatment facility and proposed pipeline
network due to the use of heavy equipment such as excavators, and jack-and-bore auger
drill. City and County Codes exempt construction activity, provided that it does not
occur on weekdays between the hours of 7 p.m. and 7 a.m. (and 5 p.m. and 8 a.m. on
Saturdays in the City) or at any time on Sundays or holidays. However, the County of
Los Angeles requires that mobile equipment not exceed a maximum threshold of 75
dBA at single-family residential land uses. The City does not have a mobile equipment

1 dB = decibel; dBA = A-weighted sound level, which is the most common way of characterizing sound; Leq = equivalent
noise level; dBA Leq = average A-weighted noise level during a measurement period. '
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noise standard. Construction of the project would result in temporary increases in noise
levels near single-family residential land uses. The increase in noise levels during
construction would range from 21 to 36 dB over existing ambient levels. Furthermore,
periodic testing of the emergency power generators associated with the pump stations
would cause temporary increases in noise levels at receivers located within the City.
Noise levels could exceed this noise threshold for a short pertod of time thereby
exposing people to noise levels in excess of established County thresholds. In the event
the proposed project is approved despite these significant noise impacts, a Statement of
Overriding Considerations will be required to be adopted by the decision-maKers.

Finding: Impacts from the project’s construction noise impacts are reduced by identified
mitigation measures but cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level. The City
Council finds that, to the extent the impacts remain significant and unavoidable, such
impacts are acceptable when weighed against the overriding social, economic and other
considerations set forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section 6.

Facts in Support of Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures NV-1 and NV-2
is required to address construction noise; however, this issue will remain significant and
unavoidable during the construction phase of the project. The aforementioned
mitigation measures indicate that the identified significant effects of the project have
been reduced or avoided to the extent feasible.

C. Cumulative Impacts Associated with the Project which Remain Potentially Significant and

Unavoidable.

The Final EIR identifies cumulative impacts associated with the project in the resource area
of Construction Noise that remain potentially significant and unavoidable. To the extent the impacts
remain significant and unavoidable, such an impact is acceptable when weighed against the overriding
social, economic, legal, technical and other considerations, including beneficial effects of the project,
which are described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section 6.

1.

CONSTRUCTION NOISE

Significant Impact: Construction of the proposed project would result in potentially
significant and unavoidable noise impacts to neighboring properties. The cumulative
analysis of impacts in regards to noise is limited to the time when the construction
activities occur and the proximity of other projects that are under construction or other
sources of noise in the immediate vicinity of proposed project construction activities.
Construction impacts do not occur once construction has ceased. Reasonably
foreseeable future projects could contribute to a cumulatively significant impact but
only if located in proximity to the project site. Because the proposed project’s pipeline
system would extend throughout the network of roadways surrounding the proposed
wastewater treatment facility, it is possible that construction of some projects may
overlap with construction of the proposed project.
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Finding: Impacts from the project’s contribution to significant construction noise
impacts are reduced by identified mitigation measures but cannot be mitigated to a less
than significant level. The City Council finds that, to the extent the impacts remain
significant and unavoidable, such impacts are acceptable when weighed against the
overriding social, economic and other considerations set forth in the Statement of
Overriding Considerations in Section 6.

Facts in Support of Finding: The following facts or mitigation measures indicate that
the identified significant effects of the project have been reduced or avoided to the extent
feasible; however, those impacts cannot be feasibly mitigated to below a level of
significance, are temporary in nature, and the remaining unavoidable effects are
acceptable when balanced against the specific overriding economic, legal, social,
technological or other considerations described in the Statement of Overriding
Considerations in Section 6.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures NV-1 and NV-2 will reduce the impacts to a
less than significant level; however, the cumulative impacts associated with the
potential for noise impacts from construction of the proposed project to be combined
with that from construction of other projects proximate to it remains significant and
unavoidable.

Section 4. Alternatives Analysis.

Based upon the testimony and other evidence in the record, and upon studies and
investigation made for-the project, the City Council further finds that the Final EIR analyzes a
reasonable range of project alternatives. The feasible alternatives in the Final EIR are discussed in
Finding ‘A3 of Section 10 of this resolution.

Section S. General Findings.

Based upon the testimony and other evidence received, and upon studies and investigation
conducted for the project, the City Council finds:

A. The Final EIR for this project is adequate, complete, and has been prepared in accordance
with CEQA. :

B. The City Council has reviewed and considered the Final EIR in reaching its conclusion.

C. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093, the EIR includes a
description of each potentially significant impact and rationale for finding that changes or alterations
have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the
significant environmental effect as detailed in Section 3. '

D. In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section
15091, changes and alterations have been required and incorporated into the Civic Center Wastewater
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Treatment Facility Project and related entitlements which avoid or substantially lessen the significant
environmental effect because feasible mitigation measures included in the MMRP, Exhibit A to this
resolution, are made conditions of approval for this project.

E. The Final EIR reflects the City’s independent judgment and analysis.

Section 6. Statement of Overriding Considerations.

Based upon the testimony and other evidence received, and upon studies and investigation
conducted for the project, the City Council has determined that, although EIR mitigation measures and
conditions of approval imposed on the project will provide substantial mitigation of the identified
significant environmental project-level and cumulative effects pertaining to Construction Noise
discussed in Section 3(B) and (C), these environmental effects cannot be feasibly mitigated to a level
of insignificance. Consequently, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, a Statement of
Overriding Considerations has been prepared to substantiate the City Council’s findings that these
significant, unavoidable impacts are acceptable when balanced against the specific overriding
economic, legal, social, technological and other considerations-and community benefits afforded by
the project.

SPECIFIC, OVERRIDING COMMUNITY BENEFITS OF THE PROJECT THAT OUTWEIGH
THE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT

1. The project will provide the City with a centralized wastewater collection and treatment
facility, replacing the need for the use of decentralized wastewater treatment facilities
and OWTSs within the Prohibition Area.

2. The project will allow the City to comply with LARWQCB Resolution No. R4-2009-
007, requiring the cessation of discharges from OWTSs in the Prohibition Area.

3. The project will allow the City to comply with the terms of the MOU with the
LARWQCB.

4. The project will support .improved surface water quality in Malibu Creek and Lagoon
and at the adjacent Surfrider Beach.

5. The project will result in the production of disinfected tertiary-treated recycled water that
may be reused for any non-potable use, thereby offsetting the need for imported potable
water for the same use.

6. The project will provide fiscal benefits to the City’s general fund.

Any one or a combination of these specific community benefits would outweigh the unavoidable
environmental impacts of the project.

Section7.  The City Council has reviewed and considered the environmental information contained
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in the Final EIR (SCH # 2013111075) and determines that it is adequate and in compliance with CEQA
(Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.). In compliance with Public Resources Code Section
12081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the City Council has considered the project benefits as
balanced against the unavoidable adverse environmental effects and hereby determines that any of the
overriding considerations listed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations outweighs the
unavoidable adverse environmental effects; therefore, the City Council determines that the adverse
environmental effects are considered acceptable.

Section 8. The City Council hereby adopts the Statement of Overriding Considerations.

Section 9. The City Council hereby adopts the Mitigation Monitoring Program attached hereto as
“Exhibit A” and made a part hereof.

Section 10.  Approval of Entitlements.

Based on substantial evidence contained within the record and pursuant to LIP Sections 13.7(B)
and 13.9, the City Council hereby adopts the findings in the staff report, the findings of fact below, and
approval of Coastal Development Permit No. 13-057 and Conditional Use Permit No. 13-005 for Phase .
1 of the Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility Project, including construction of a wastewater
collection system, a centralized wastewater treatment facility, a recycled water pipeline, and ancillary
facilities, including a conditional use permit to allow treatment plant public utility facilities uses within
the Commercial Visitor Serving-1 (CV-1), Commercial Visitor Serving-2 (CV-2) and Public Open
Space (POS) zoning districts.

The proposed project has been reviewed by the City Public Works Department, City Geologist, City
Environmental Health Administrator, City Biologist, the LACFD and the Los Angeles County Sheriff.
The proposed project is consistent with the LCP’s zoning, grading, cultural resources and water quality
requirements. The project has been determined to be consistent with all applicable LCP codes,
standards, goals and policies. Additionally, CUP No. 13-005 has been reviewed for compliance with
M.M.C. Section 17.66.080. The required findings can be made as follows. ‘

A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

Pursuant to LIP Section 13.9, the following four findings need to be made for all coastal development
permits.

Finding Al. That the project as described in the application and accompanying materials, as modified
by any conditions of approval, conforms with the certified City of Malibu Local Coastal Program.

“The project includes construction of Phase 1 of the Civic center Wastewater Treatment Facility project

to address the prohibition on OWTS discharges imposed by the Water Boards and as specified in the
MOU. The service area for Phase 1 includes the commercial properties of the Civic Center area, as
well as Our Lady of Malibu church and school and the Crummer and Tow Site residential subdivisions
that are entitled but not yet constructed. The treatment plant will be located at the site of an existing
privately owned and operated package treatment plant at 24000 Civic Center Way. Two below-grade
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pump stations and ancillary above-ground equipment will be constructed, one in Legacy Park, and one
in Malibu Bluffs Park. Two pipeline systems will be constructed within a single trench within public
and private streets and easements. One pipeline will convey wastewater to the treatment plant, while
the other will distribute recycled water treated to standards of Title 22 of the California Code of
Regulations for irrigation and other reuse purposes, and also to injection wells for disposal into the
Malibu Valley Groundwater Basin.

If LCPA No. 13-002 / ZTA No. 13-008 are approved, the project, as conditioned, conforms to the
certified LCP in that it meets all the required development standards proposed in the amendment. In
addition, as discussed herein, all other required LCP findings can be made.

Finding A2. If the project is located between the first public road and the sea, that the project
[conforms to] the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act of 1976
(commencing with Sections 30200 of the Public Resources Code).

Portions of the project are located between the first public road and the sea; however, the project will
not impact public access and recreation in that proposed development will not block existing public
trails or recreation areas. Therefore, the project is in conformity with the public access and recreation
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act of 1976 (commencing with Sections 30200 of the Public
Resources Code).

Finding A3. The project is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

According to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d), “In evaluating the significance of the

environmental effect of a project, the Lead Agency shall consider direct physical changes in the

environment which may be caused by the project and reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes
in the environment which may be caused by the project.” As described in more detail in Chapter 5 of
the Final EIR, the following four alternatives, plus the proposed project, were considered:

A. The No Project Alternative (Alternative A)

This alternative does not alter the site in any way or increase traffic or site lighting, modify
viewsheds or impact groundwater quality. This alternative assumes nothing is proposed or
approved on the sites and that the current condition on all sites remains. For example, no
buildings or structures would be constructed on the proposed facility site, no collection
system would be installed, no recycled water would be generated, and no injection wells
would be installed. Use of OWTSs would continue along with existing discharges from these
systems. The No Project Alternative will have reduced environmental impacts when
compared to the proposed project but will not meet the project objectives of complying with
the Water Boards’ orders requiring the cessation of discharges from OWTSs in the
Prohibition Area and meeting the terms of the MOU with the LARWQCB.

The City Council finds that the No Project Alternative is infeasible because it would not

comply with LARWQCB Resolution No. R4-2009-007, requiring the cessation of discharges
from OWTSs in the Prohibition Area. Specifically, the No Project Alternative would not
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allow for the creation of a new centralized wastewater treatment facility and collection
system or allow for the generation and use of disinfected tertiary-treated recycled water as a
means for offsetting potable water use by the City of Malibu and its residents. The No
Project Alternative would thwart the goal of improving water quality in Malibu Creek and
Lagoon and the nearshore environment that is being impacted by OWTS discharges in the
groundwater basin, and may result in the issuance of fines to individual property owners by
the LARWQCB for noncompliance with the aforementioned order.

Wastewater Treatment Facility with Ocean Outfall Alternative (Alternative B)

In this alternative, the wastewater treatment facility would be constructed as planned under
the proposed project, along with the planned collection system, associated pump stations,
and recycled water delivery system. Dispersal of unused recycled water via injection into the
Malibu Valley Groundwater Basin and/or percolation into the Winter Canyon groundwater
basin would not considered under this alternative; instead, the remaining unused recycled
water would be diverted to an ocean outfall and diffuser.

The ocean outfall would be up to 10 feet in diameter at its outlet, would extend between
1,300 and 5,000 feet offshore, anchored to the sea floor, and would be discharging at a depth
of 30 to 100 feet below the ocean surface. The end of the outfall would be equipped with
diffusers, such as duckbill diffusers, to ensure mixing of treated effluent and seawater and to
minimize the zone of initial dilution (ZID) associated with the outfall. The recycled water
pipeline would be connected to the ocean outfall at one of the public beach access points
located off Malibu Road, on the west side of the Prohibition Area. Discharges from the
outfall would occur continuously. Maintenance would involve annual subsea inspection and
repairs as necessary.

The ocean outfall alternative was evaluated for the same impact categories as the proposed
project and was found to have similar impacts to the proposed project, but greater impacts
to hydrology-water quality and possibly greater impacts to air quality. Additionally, the
complexity and time associated with obtaining the regulatory approvals and entitlements
required for a new ocean outfall could be incompatible with the parameters and commitments
set forth in the MOU and would likely impede the City’s efforts to satisfy its obligations set
forth in the MOU. Furthermore, public comments received by the City during the Prohibition
proceedings indicate that a new ocean outfall disposal option would likely meet with
significant opposition from some non-governmental organizations.

The City Council finds that Alternate B — Ocean Outfall will not meet the project objectives

to the same extent as the proposed project, and that the preferred alternative provides a more
acceptable dispersal means for unused recycled water.

Alternative Wastewater Treatment Facility Site (Alternative C)

In this alternative, the wastewater treatment facility would be constructed as planned under
the proposed project, but at an alternative location - a 9-acre property located approximately
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0.2 mile north of Civic Center Way known as the Wave property (APN 4458-022-019, 23571
Civic Center Way). The Wave property is located north of and behind the Los Angeles
County Malibu public library and former Los Angeles County Superior Court, West District
Office on Civic Center Way. The site is currently accessed via a narrow dirt path east of the
public library. In the future, a paved access road would lead to the plant site. The proposed
La Paz development is located east of this wastewater treatment plant site and the Malibu
Knolls neighborhood is located north of the site.

A facility at this alternative site would be a membrane bioreactor facility producing recycled
water that meets or exceeds current Title 22 requirements for unrestricted reuse (the same as
the proposed project). The treatment facility would be residentially-scaled, visually screened,
fully odor-scrubbed, and designed to operate quietly. The facility site would also contain a
250,000-gallon recycled water storage tank (not required for the proposed project) and a
pump station. In this alternative, unused recycled water could be percolated into the ground
using the existing commercial leach fields located at various locations throughout the Civic
Center area and/or directly injected into the groundwater basin. The collection pipelines,
associated pump stations, and recycled water distribution system would be essentially the
same. At this location, the wastewater treatment plant site would be visible from residences
to the north, but would be screened from view from the south and east. From the west,
residents may have far-off views of the plant site. Construction and operating practices at
this alternative facility site would be comparable with those anticipated for the proposed
project.

The alternative treatment facility location was evaluated for the same impact categories as
the proposed project and was found to have similar impacts to the proposed project, but
with fewer impacts to biological resources and greater (or possibly greater) impacts to
aesthetics/visual resources, geology and noise. It is noted that the proposed project site is
owned by a willing seller, who has expressed interest in selling the site to the City of Malibu,
which is not the case for the alternative treatment facility site. The proposed project site also.
already houses a wastewater treatment facility, so the proposed wastewater treatment plant
is more compatible with the existing use of the site, as compared to the alternative site, which
is completely vacant. Finally, the proposed project site affords better percolation potential as
the existing seepage pits on the site could be used without the need to construct additional
piping, thus spreading out percolation into two separate groundwater basins, while the
alternative site is located in the same groundwater basin as the proposed injection wells.

The City Council finds that Alternate C — Alternative Wastewater Treatment Facility Site
will meet the project objectives to the same degree as the preferred alternative but may result
in greater environmental impacts.

Pipe Effluent to the Hyperion Wastewater Treatment Plant (Alternative D)
In this alternative, the proposed wastewater collection system would be constructed as

planned, but rather than be treated locally, the wastewater would be sent to the Hyperion
Wastewater Treatment Plant (HWTP) in the City of Los Angeles for treatment. The proposed
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wastewater treatment plant, recycled water distribution system, and dispersal system
(percolation ponds and injection wells) would not be constructed; rather, the collection
system and pump stations would be constructed along with a new 22-mile 4-inch diameter
PVC transmission pipeline placed in and/or along PCH. Additionally, two new pump
stations would be located along the pipeline alignment beyond the City limits to provide the
necessary pressure for delivery of the wastewater to HWTP. These pump stations would be
of similar design and construction to the proposed collection system pump stations

This alternative was evaluated for the same impact categories as the proposed project and
was found to have greater impacts to the proposed project for all impact categories except
aesthetics and biological resources, where there would be fewer impacts, and population and
housing where there would be similar impacts as the proposed project.

The City Council ﬁnds that Alternate D — Pipe Effluent to the Hyperion Wastewater
Treatment Plant will meet the project objectives to the same degree as the preferred
alternative but will likely result in greater enwronmental 1mpacts

E. The Preferred Alternatwe

This alternative is described in detail throughout the associated staff report and Final EIR as
the proposed project. The project does reduce significant impacts through the
implementation of mitigation measures and construction best management practices, and
meets the project objectives of complying with LARWQCB Resolution No. R4-2009-007,
requiring the cessation of discharges from OWTSs in the Prohibition Area. The Final EIR
provides substantial evidence that the proposed project will result in no significant impact to
Aesthetics, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Land Use, Noise, Recreation, Agricultural
Resources, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services and Utilities and
Service Systems. With regard to the remaining environmental subject areas (Air Quality,
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials and Hydrology and Water Quality and Transportation and Traffic), any impacts
posed by the proposed project are less than significant with the implementation of mitigation
measures. Construction noise impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable;
however, they will be temporary in nature, during the construction phase and pump station
emergency testing only, and minimized to the extent feasible by mitigation measures MM
NV-1 and MM NV-2. ,

Based on substantial evidence in the record, the City Council finds that the proposed project is the least
environmentally damaging alternative.

Finding A4. If the project is located in or adjacent to an environmentally sensitive habitat area
pursuant to Chapter 4 of the Malibu LIP (ESHA Overlay), that the project conforms with the
recommendations of the Environmental Review Board, or if it does not conform with the
recommendations, findings explaining why it is not feasible to take the recommended action.

According to the Habitat Assessment, Tree Protection Plan and Jurisdictional Delineation prepared by
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ICF, International for the project (including in the Final EIR as Appendices C, D and E, respectively),
the proposed treatment plant property contains environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA),
specifically, wetland ESHA, jurisdictional drainage resources as well as protected native trees.
Therefore, the project required review by the Environmental Review Board (ERB). The subject coastal
development permit and Draft EIR were reviewed by the ERB on July 23, 2014. The ERB made
several recommendations for the proposed project. As detailed in the accompanying agenda report, all
feasible recommendations have been incorporated into to the project and no additional conditions of
approval were required. The project conforms to the recommendations of the ERB.

B. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area Overlay (LIP Chapter 4)

As noted in Finding A4, the treatment plant site supports wetland ESHA and protected native trees.
The project area also includes roosting habitat for nesting birds and special status bat species. As
required by LCPA No. 13-002, treatment plant construction is expected to avoid all wetland ESHA and
the required 100 foot wetland ESHA buffer, except for driveway construction, which overlays the
existing driveway as much as feasible. Furthermore, no impacts to ESHA or native trees are expected
to occur as a result of Phase 1 pipeline or pump station construction. Consistent with the development
standards required by the LCPA, the project will offset the buffer encroachment on the treatment plant
site by installing an equivalent area of native planting on the site in an area that is currently disturbed
or supports pon-native vegetation.

Furthermore, because the LAR WQCB requires the Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility project
to maximize the use of reclaimed water produced by the facility and, where possible, to substitute the
reclaimed water for potable water uses, the LCPA explicitly identifies the proposed treatment facility
as a “necessary water supply project that includes incidental public service purposes, including but not
limited to, burying cables and pipes or inspections and maintenance” for purposes of LIP Chapter 4.

On July 15, 2014, the City Biologist determined that, subject to the conditions of approval and
mitigation measures of the MMRP (included in this resolution as Exhibit A), the Phase 1 project is
consistent with the LCP, as amended by LCPA No. 13-002, and the supplemental ESHA ﬁndmgs of
'LIP Section 4.7.6 do not apply.

C. Native Tree Protection Ordinance (LIP Chapter 5)

The provisions of the Native Tree Protection Ordinance only apply to those areas containing one or
more native Oak, California Black Walnut, Western Sycamore, Alder or Toyon trees that have at least
one trunk measuring six inches or more in diameter, or a combination of any two trunks measuring a
total of eight inches or more in diameter, four and one-half feet from the ground As discussed in the
ESHA section above, the treatment plant site contains 15 protected native California black walnut trees,
five of which would be removed by the project and three of which would be encroached upon. No
protected native trees are located in the injection well locations or in the proposed pump stations sites
in Legacy Park and Malibu Bluffs Park. The findings required by LIP Chapter 5 are made below.

Finding C1.  The proposed project is sited to minimize removal of or encroachment into the protected
zone of native trees to the maximum extent feasible.
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The treatment plant site has the following unique siting and design requirements that prevent complete
avoidance of all protected native trees on the site:

e Keeping existing wastewater treatment facility operational during new plant construction;

e Maintaining certain existing facilities for use by the new plant (i.e., underground storage tank

and seepage pits); -

Existing and nearby driveways, traffic light;
Onsite wetland and riparian ESHA and steep slope areas;
Fire Department 26 foot access driveway requirement; and
Engineering design requirements for the facility, such as pad size and elevation and placement
of treatment modules for future phases.

Development and facility locations have been placed to avoid as many of the 15 protected native trees
on the site as possible. Five trees will be removed by the project, and the protected zones of three others
will be encroached upon..

Finding C2. The adverse impact of tree removal and/or encroachment cannot be avoided because
there is no other feasible alternative.

It is not feasible to avoid the adverse impacts of removing the five trees and encroaching upon three
protected zones due to the siting constraints listed in Finding C1.

Finding C3.  All feasible mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant impact
on native trees have been incorporated into the approved project through design or conditions of
approval. '

The project complies with the LCPA standards requiring avoidance of native trees as much as feasible,
will protect remaining trees as called for in the Native Tree Protection Plan, and will pay the in lieu
mitigation fee for the five trees to be removed. This resolution includes conditions of approval to this
effect, along with the requitément to implement the MMRP (Exhibit A). Although no protected native
trees are expected to be encountered along the pipeline alignment in public and private streets, a native
tree survey will be conducted for confirmation prior to construction. The project complies with LIP

Chapter 5.
D, Scenic, Visual and Hillside Resource Protection Ordinance (LIP Chapter 6)

The Scenic, Visual and Hillside Resource Protection Ordinance governs those CDP applications
concerning any parcel of land that is located along, within, provides views to or is visible from any
scenic area, scenic road or public viewing area. PCH and Malibu Canyon Road are designated as scenic
roadways per the LCP. The treatment plant site is briefly visible from PCH, and is visible from a
distance from a portion of Malibu Canyon Road. The site is also visible from the private viewing areas
of the multifamily residences across Civic Center Way. In addition, Legacy Park and Malibu Bluffs
Park are designated scenic areas. The findings of LIP Section 6.4 are made below.

Finding DI1. The project, as proposed, will have no significant adverse scenic or visual impacts due
to project design, location on the site or other reasons.
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At present, the treatment plant site contains existing wastewater facilities, such as large white trickling
filter tanks, and has utilitarian, semi-industrial character, with no landscaping or architectural features.
Story poles were installed in May 2014 to depict the location, height and mass of the Phase 1 project.
The placement of the story poles was certified by a professional land surveyor. A visual analysis of
the project’s visual impact from public viewing areas was conducted through site reconnaissance, a
review of the story poles, architectural plans, visnal simulations and an investigation of the character
of the surrounding properties. Visual simulations of the treatment plant site were prepared that
incorporate extensive landscape screening and illustrate how the site is expected to look in five years
and in 20 years. A complete visual analysis, including visual simulations, is included in Section 4.1 of
the Final EIR.

The appearance of the treatment plant site will change as a result of the project, in part due to the loss
of five native trees, but also from construction of new, architecturally and vegetatively screened
facilities and new landscaping. Though the landscape screening will be extensive, fuel modification
requirements of the Fire Department limit some planting by prohibiting trees and shrubs that are located
too close to, or overhang, structures. Consequently, some buildings and facilities on the site will still
be visible from Malibu Canyon Road and PCH,.as well as from some of the residences across Civic
Center Way; however, by meeting the design standards in LCPA No. 13-002, the facilities will blend
into the surrounding natural environment and are not expected to result in significant adverse visual
impacts. The above-ground facilities associated with the pump stations will be visible from the parks,-
but will be hidden in cabinets and/or screened by vegetation. While not in a scenic area, the injection
wells on Malibu Road will also be screened and/or landscaped to blend with the surrounding area. The
visual impact of the removed native trees will be mitigated by the new native landscape screening
installed in the site.

The project, as proposed, will have no significant adverse scenic or visual impacts due to project design,
location on the site or other reasons.

Finding D2. The project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse scenic or visual impacts
due to required project modifications, landscaping or other conditions.

As stated in Finding D1, as conditioned, will have no significant adverse scenic or visual impact.
Conditions of approval require that colors and materials be used that blend with the natural
environment, and site lighting is conditioned to be dark-sky compliant and minimized to the amount
necessary for public safety. '

Finding D3. The project, as proposed or as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging
alternative. '

As discussed in Finding A3, the project as conditioned is the least environmentally damaging feasible
alternative.

Finding D4. There are no feasible alternatives to development that would avoid or substantially lessen
any significant adverse impacts on scenic and visual resources.
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The proposed project does not pose any significant adverse impacts on scenic and visual resources. As
discussed in Finding A3, the project, as conditioned, will result in a less than significant impact on
scenic and visual resources.

Finding D5. Development in a specific location on the site may have adverse scenic and visual impacts
but will eliminate, minimize or otherwise contribute to conformance to sensitive resource protection
policies contained in the certified LCP.

As discussed in Findings A3 and D1, the project as conditioned will have no significant adverse scenic
and visual impacts. With the incorporation of mitigation measures outlined in the MMRP (Exhibit A),
potential impacts to sensitive resources (e.g., native tree protection) have been mitigated to a less than
significant level. '

E. Transfer of Development Credits (LIP Chapter 7)

LIP Chapter 7 applies to land division and/or multi-family residential development in the Multiple
Family or Multi-Family Beachfront zoning districts. This project does not involve such development;
therefore, the findings of LIP Chapter 7 do not apply.

F. Hazards (LIP Chapter 9)

Pursuant to LIP Section 9.3, written findings of fact, analysis and conclusions addressing geologic,
flood and fire hazards, structural integrity or other potential hazards must be included in support of all
approvals, denials or conditional approvals of development located on a site or in an area where it is
determined that the proposed project causes the potential to create adverse impacts upon site stability
or structural integrity. The project was analyzed for the hazards listed in LIP Section 9.2(A). The
required findings of LIP Chapter 9 are made as follows:

Finding F1. The project, as proposed, will neither be subject to nor increase instability of the site or
structural integrity from geologic, flood, or fire hazards due to project design, location on the site or
other reasons. '

The applicant submitted the following documents/data, which are on file at the City:

* Geotechnical Investigation Report: Wastewater, Recycled Water, and Effluent Dispersal
Infrastructure, by Geosyntec Consultants, Inc. dated November 7, 2013

*  Addendum dated November 7, 2013

* Geotechnical Investigation Report dated June 30, 2014

The City Geotechnical staff and the City Public Works Department have reviewed the EIR, project
plans and associated technical submittals. On August 20, 2014, the City Geologist issued an approval
in concept for conformance with City geotechnical standards and LCP requirements. Standard
conditions of approval will be included to require that all recommendations of the consulting Certified
Engineering Geologist, Geotechnical Engineer and all the plan check stage comments of the City
Geotechnical staff shall be incorporated into all final design and construction plans, including
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foundations, grading, sewage disposal, and drainage. Final plans shall be reviewed and approved by
City Geotechnical staff prior to the issuance of a grading permit.

In these reports, site-specific conditions were evaluated and recommendations were provided to address
any pertinent issues. Based on extensive review of the above-referenced information, it has been
determined that:

1. The buildout project service area is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. It
is unlikely that the project site will be impacted by active faulting or ground rupture; however, the
Civic Center area is located in an area of high seismicity, generally.

2. The Seismic Hazards Zones map identifies earthquake-induced landslide hazard zones in the steep
hillside portions of the overall project service area, but none of these are located in Phase 1.

3. Much of the buildout project service area, including the treatment plant site, is in a liquefaction
zone.

4. The project area contains some areas of slope mstablhty

5. The treatment plant site is outside of the tsunami inundation zone, but injection wells and some
pipelines are within the potential tsunami inundation zone.

6. Portions of the property are located within the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s
(FEMA'’s) 100 year flood zone.

7. The project site is in the vicinity of extreme fire hazard areas.

Ground-shaking / Seismicity — The project.area is in a seismically active area of Southern California
and may experience severe shaking in the future from the Malibu Coast Fault and other nearby faults.
While it is impossible to totally prevent structural damage to buildings and loss of life as a result of
seismic events, adherence to all applicable building codes and regulations and 81te-spe01ﬁc engmeenng
spec1ﬁcat10ns can reduce such impacts to less than significant levels. If engineering studies using state-
of-the-practice techniques are employed, the impacts from ground rupture can be accounted for with
setbacks and foundation designs to accommodate several inches of movement. Surface rupture
potential is considered low to moderate, and the impacts are considered significant but mitigable.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-1 tbrough GEO-7 will reduce the impact to geology and
soils to a level less than significant.

Liquefaction - Geotechnical studies identified potentially liquefiable soils within the treatment facility
site. Based on site inspections, the potential for soil liquefaction-induced lateral spreading is considered
low as the potentially liquefiable soil layer is not continuous and liquefiable lenses are relatively deep,
approximately 10 to 25 feet below the ground surface. Depth to groundwater at the location of the
proposed percolation ponds is 30 feet or more, and percolation at this location would not elevate these
water levels such that they would increase the potential for liquefaction. Also, pipelines could be
subject to rupture hazards from liquefaction. Design and construction of the project will incorporate
appropriate engineering practices to ensure seismic stability, as required by the California Building
Code. Proper design and construction using standard techniques, such as permanent dewatering,
ground modification, and reinforced mat or deep-pile foundations, will be employed to ensure that
facilities will not be damaged by liquefaction. Geosyntec evaluated the potential for the injection wells
to-increase liquefaction and determined that the increases in groundwater levels as a result of injection
would have-a negligible effect on liquefaction potential. Liquefaction is addressed in Section 4.5.2 in
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Section 4.5 (Geology and Soils); see Impact GEO-3, and the project impacts will be less than
significant. .

Tsunami Inundation Zone — Above grade structures associated with the injection well sites, including

“electrical panels, transformers and generators, could potentially be impacted by tsunami inundation;
however, implementation of MM HY-1 for preparation of a tsunami response plan would reduce the
risk to less than significant.

Slope Instability — While the treatment plant site is naturally buttressed and thought to be stable, the
project will require additional measures to confirm stability. In addition, there is the potential for
localized sloughing of steep slopes and overhangs, as well as toppling of soil columns during
construction, which are potentially significant impacts. Surface runoff, groundwater seepage, and
earthquake shaking were also considered to be contributors to the weakening and toppling of temporary
slopes and reducing soil shear strength. In general, these geologic and seismic hazards can be reduced
by employing sound best management practices (BMPs), such as protecting graded or disturbed areas,
including slopes, in accordance with the approved erosion control plan. MM GEO-4 through GEO-6
are incorporated to minimize hazards to construction workers from unstable temporary slopes and
ensure that no significant adverse impacts would occur. Recycled water irrigation on sloped lands will
be applied at agronomic rates in accordance with project permit requirements, reducing the potential
for slope instability resulting from over-irrigation. Slope stability impacts will be less than significant.

FEMA Flood Hazard Zone — The treatment plant site, Bluffs Park pump station and the injection well
heads are outside of the 100 year floodplain. However, the Legacy Park pump station is located in the
100 year floodplain. The existing detention pond at Legacy Park is expected to provide capacity to
address the potential for onsite flooding, and above-ground features would be mounted on concrete
- pedestals at elevations above the anticipated flood levels. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

Fire Hazard - The entire City of Malibu is designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, a
zone defined by a more destructive behavior of fire and a greater probability of flames and embers
threatening buildings. The site has been affected by wildfires in the past. Most recently, an October
2007 wildfire severely burned portions of the Civic Center area and the treatment plant site. On
November 21, 2014, LACFD approved a preliminary fuel modification plan for the treatment plant
site. The preliminary fuel modification plan was prepared in accordance with the LACFD Fuel
Modification Plan Guidelines and identifies specific zones within the property that are subject to fuel
modification. The design will also incorporate alternative fuel modification measures to allow for more
effective visual landscape screening, such as irrigated,, fire-resistant plant species. The LACFD will
review and approve the final fuel modification plan prior to issuance of grading/building permits.
LACFD has also reviewed the project and approved the project in concept for conformance with the
Fire Code. Construction of the proposed structures will utilize ignition-resistant materials and design
features, such as the required 26 foot wide access driveway, to complement the provided fuel
modification. :

Impacts associated with hazards will be less than significant.
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Finding F2. The project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse impacts on site stability or
structural integrity from geologic, flood or fire hazards due to required project modifications,
landscaping or other conditions.

As stated in Finding F1, the proposed project, as conditioned and approved by City Geotechnical staff,
City Public Works Department and the LACFD, will not have any significant adverse impacts on the
site stability or structural integrity from geologic, flood or fire hazards due to project modifications,
landscaping or other conditions.

Finding F3. The project, as proposed or as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging
alternative.

As stated in Finding A3, the proposed project is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

Finding F4. There are no alternatives to development that would avoid or substantially lessen impacts
on site stability or structural integrity.

As stated in Finding F1, the proposed project as designed, conditioned, and approved by the City
Geotechnical staff, City Public Works Department and the LACFD, will not have any significant
adverse impacts on the site stability or structural integrity of the proposed project.

Finding F5. Development in a specific location on the site may have adverse impacts but will eliminate,

minimize or otherwise contribute to conformance to sensitive resource protection policies contained in
the certified Malibu LCP.

As stated in Finding F1, the proposed project, as designed, conditioned, and approved by the City
Geotechnical staff, City Biologist, City Public Works Department and the LACFD, will not have any
significant adverse impacts on sensitive resources as enumerated by the LCP.

G. Shoreline and Biuff Development Ordinance (LIP Chapter 10)

LIP Section 10.3 requires that shoreline and bluff development findings be made if the project is
anticipated to result in potentially significant adverse impacts on coastal resources, including public
access and shoreline sand supply. The project does not occur on a shoreline or bluff; therefore, the
findings of LIP Chapter 10 do not apply.

H.  Public Access Ordinance (LIP Chapter 12)

In accordance with LIP Section 12.6(B)(2), the project is exempt from providing public lateral, vertical,
bluff top, trail or recreational access because the project will not impede existing public access ways,
and is providing a four foot sidewalk along Civic Center Way as a continuation of the proposed Malibu
Pacific Trail identified on the pending LCP Park Land and Trails System Map. This map also identifies
unofficial/proposed trail segments along Malibu Canyon Road, Civic Center Way and portions of Cross
Creek Road. The pump station facilities at Legacy Park and Malibu Bluffs Park have been sited so as
not to affect public or recreational accessways at the parks. The project site does not include any




-

Resolution No. 15-05
Page 27 of 63

) parcels along the shoreline or a blufftop. The Traffic Control Plan, included in the project and required

as a condition of approval, calls for the project to make provisions for pedestrian and bicycle safety
during construction, and for worker parking to avoid reducing availability of parking in project areas.
The Final EIR evaluated potential impacts to recreation resources in Section 4.13 and determined no
significant adverse impacts would occur and no mitigation measures were required. The. project
complies with LIP Chapter 12.

L Land Division (LIP Chapter 15)

LIP Chapter 15 applies to land divisions. The project does not propose a subdivision of land; therefore,
the findings in LIP Chapter 15 do not apply.

J. Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems (LIP Chapter 18)

If approved, LCPA No. 13-002 would require the following four findings to be made for the approval
of the Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility, in addition to the findings of the LCP sections
discussed above. Each new finding is listed below, followed by a discussion of how the project
complies. '

Finding J1. The proposed project is designed to serve a capacity of development that does not
exceed the amount allowed by the LCP.

The project proposes a membrane bioreactor system to treat wastewater for reuse as recycled water, or
disposal by deep well injection into the lower aquifer of the Malibu Valley Groundwater Basin or
percolation into the upper aquifer of Winter Canyon. On July 9, 2014, the City Environmental Health
Administrator reviewed and approved the design concept report prepared by RMC for the subject Phase
1 project CDP and all supporting materials for design of all phases of the project through buildout. The
design capacity of treatment facility is based on buildout conditions calculated based on the City’s
General Plan and LCP, existing discharge records for other permitted treatment systems in the Civic
Center area, and applications on file with the City. The capacity also includes a factor of safety and
redundancy based on industry standards and operational needs to account for maintenance and repairs
to system components. Therefore, the project is designed to serve a capacity of development that does
not exceed that allowed by the LCP.

Finding J2. The proposed project is consistent with regulatory requirements of the City of Malibu
and applicable agencies, including but not limited to, the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

As discussed above, the project is consistent with the LCP. In addition, the treatment facility has been
designed to meet the waste discharge requirements (WDR) established by the LARWQCB, which
would consider water quality objectives established in the Basin Plan and Ocean Plan (i.e., the
statewide water quality control plan that established policies and standards involving marine waters),
recycled water treatment objectives set forth in Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations, and the
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for nutrients that has been established for Malibu Creek and
Malibu Lagoon. The WDR will alsa include water quality monitoring and testing requirements to meet -
requirements of the Prohibition as well as the regulations mentioned herein.
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The project will bring wastewater collection and recycled water distribution pipelines to the property
line of individual parcels. Individual property owners will be responsible for the improvements needed
on their particular parcel to connect to the system. The City Environmental Health Administrator and
Building Safety Division will design a septic decommissioning program that specifies the connection
requirements. These requirements will follow the standards of the Malibu Plumbing Code and RMC’s
design specifications to ensure the wastewater treatment facility will operate as designed. Examples
of property owner requirements include, but are not limited to:

e Making a water-tight connection so that water from surrounding soils is not able to infiltrate pipes
and artificially increase inflows to the treatment facility; and

o Not using water softeners, which contain excess salts that would undermine the treatment
capabilities of the system to meet permitting requirements.

The project and its implementation will be consistent with all regulatory requirements.

Finding J3. The project, including any proposed new or modified method of effluent disposal, is
consistent with policies requiring protection of marine resources, riparian habitat and water quality.

The proposed collection and distribution systems would distribute Title 22 disinfected effluent
(recycled water) from the wastewater treatment facility to various land uses for reuse purposes as well
as to groundwater injection wells for protection against seawater intrusion. As indicated in Section 4.7
(Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Final EIR and supported by the Water Quality Supporting
Documents of Appendix G, no significant impacts on groundwater and surface water, including the
ocean, would occur.

The project will not result in any significant impacts to stream or riparian habitats and all construction
would be more than 100 feet from these ESHA areas, with the exception of one small area on the
treatment plant site where paving will be added to the existing dirt driveway just inside the 100 foot
ESHA buffer and an infiltration area to receive and treat driveway runoff. The treatment plant site and
grading plan have been designed so that stormwater runoff from roofs, gutters and all other site surfaces
will be routed to designated sump locations and returned to the headworks for treatment prior to leaving
the property through existing storm drains. This design also ensures that in the unlikely event of a spill,
nothing flows off the site.

Standard conditions of approval are identified to be implemented during construction and operation,

“including requiring that a final grading and drainage plan be approved prior to issuance of grading

permits. The plan must include stormwater management to mitigate increased runoff associated with
site development, a stormwater pollution prevention plan and a wet weather erosion and sediment
control plan. A water quality mitigation plan is required that will include installation and maintenance
of permanent site design and source control stormwater management best management practices
(BMPs) to meet the City’s requirements of the City’s current Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System

(MS4) permit.

The project, including any proposed new or modified method of effluent disposal, is consistent with
policies requiring protection of marine resources, riparian habitat and water quality.
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K Conditional Use Permit (M.M.C. Section 17.66.080)

Finding K1. The proposed use is one that is conditionally permitted within the subject zone and
complies with the intent of all of the applicable provisions of Title 17 of the Malibu Municipal Code.

Pursuant to the proposed LCP and zoning text amendments, the proposed Civic Center Wastewater
Treatment Facility is a public utility facility that is a conditionally permitted use in the CV-1, CV-2
and POS zoning districts where facilities would be placed. The project has been conditioned to comply
with all applicable provisions of the M.M.C.

Finding K2. The proposed use would not impair the integrity and character of the zoning district in
which it is located.

According to the General Plan, the CV designation (CV-1 and CV-2) “provides for visitor serving uses
which serve visitors and residents such as hotels and restaurants which respect the rural character and
natural environmental setting,” while the POS zone “provides for pubhcly owned land which is
dedicated to recreation or preservation of the City’s natural resources.”

In order to ensure the proposed use would not impair the integrity and character of these zones, the
LCPA and corollary ZTA included with the project create the Civic Center Wastewater Treatment
Facility (CCWTF) Overlay District, and establish development standards for the project. The Overlay
is designed to apply to and allow for the CWTF project only, not to other public utility facility projects
in general. As such, there is no risk that other parcels zoned CV-1, CV-2 or POS would be used for
other public utility faclhty uses in the future in a manner that would impair the integrity and character
of the zones.

The proposed treatment plant site is currently in use for a private package wastewater treatment plant
that serves the Malibu Colony Plaza shopping center and several other existing buildings. As such, it
is unlikely that the plant site would be used for a visitor-serving use in the future. Therefore, the
proposed project will not impair the integrity of the CV-2 zone, or the inventory of lands available for
visitor-serving uses.

The proposed pump station facilities will have a small overall footprint at Legacy Park and Bluffs Park
that will not interfere with recreational uses and biological resource purposes of the parks. The
proposed code amendments includes development standards to require the pump station facilities to be
sited and designed not to impair the integrity and character of the CV-1 and POS zone. Per the
development standards, the facilities are underground and/or in disturbed areas to avoid
environmentally sensitive habitat area, trails, and public recreational areas, and incorporate landscape
and visual screening.

The proposed public utility facilities of the project comply with the development standards set forth in
the code amendments to ensure they will not impair the integrity and character of the zoning districts
where they are sited.

Finding K3.  The subject site is physically suitable for the type of land use being proposed.
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The proposed wastewater treatment plant site is a 4.08 acre parcel already in use as a wastewater
treatment plant. The treatment plant has been designed to avoid steep slopes and jurisdictional wetland
areas, and has been designed to avoid encroachment and removal of the protected native trees onsite,
and will mitigate for the impacts to five native trees. Where the development on the treatment plant
site cannot provide a full 100 foot buffer from the onsite wetlands, restorative planting of an equal
square footage will be incorporated onsite as required by the code amendments.

The proposed locations were determined to be located in geologically feasible locations and outside of
the 100-year floodplain, except for the Legacy Park pump station. However, the existing detention
pond on the site is expected to provide adequate capacity to address the potential for onsite flooding,
and above-ground features, such as vents, an electrical panel, transformer and backup generator, will
be mounted on concrete pedestals at elevations above the anticipated flood level. The proposed
facilities have received conformance review and approval from the City Public Works Department,
City Biologist, City Environmental Health Administrator, City Geologist and Los Angeles County Fire
Department. The site is physically suitable for the proposed development.

Finding K4.  The proposed use is compatible with the land uses presently on the subject property and
in the surrounding neighborhood.

The treatment plant site is already in use as a wastewater treatment facility which will be disconnected
once the proposed project is completed. The proposed project has been designed to allow the onsite
plant to continue to serve the Malibu Colony Plaza shopping center and other connected uses until they
can be hooked up to the new treatment facility. In addition, an existing buried treatment tank and
seepage pits will be reused in conjunction with the new treatment plant. The pump stations at Legacy
Park and Bluffs Park are sited and designed to be located in existing disturbed areas that do not interfere
with existing park use, public access or ESHA. As such, the proposed project is designed to be
compatible with onsite uses.

There are multi-family residential properties located to the north of the proposed treatment plant site,
and institutional uses (Webster Elementary and Our Lady of Malibu Church and School) located to the
northwest. A Los Angeles County-operated package wastewater treatment plant that serves the multi-
family development is located across Civic Center Way from the proposed treatment plant site.

Adjacent to the west is a large vacant parcel currently proposed for development as the Rancho Malibu
Hotel project. :

The project will result in noise impacts during construction and periodic testing, but these will be
temporary and mitigated as much as feasible. The project will comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance
(MM.C! Chapter 8.24) which limits construction hours to 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. on weekdays, 8 a.m. to 5
p-m. on Saturday, and prohibits construction on Sundays and City holidays. Construction traffic will
be controlled by a traffic control plan that will be required to be reviewed and approved by the City
prior to permit issmance. The traffic control plan will include, among other things, limits on
construction delivery hours to avoid conflicts with student arrival and departure and provisions for
maintaining pedestrian and bicycle safety, such as special conditions to ensure safety at the crosswalk
on Civic Center Way at the proposed treatment plant site.
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Operation of the treatment plant (Phase 1) will require two full-time employees. Trips associated with
the operation of the plant include two trips per day by employees of the facility, one truck per day for
solids removal, four truck trips per week for screening/grit pickup and chemical deliveries, plus an
additional four to six trips of the course of a year for routing inspection and maintenance. This level
of trips will not interfere with surrounding uses. Noise generating facilities will be located underground
or within enclosed buildings with noise attenuating features. All treatment processes will be fully odor-
scrubbed to avoid odor releases to the environment.

The project has been sensitively designed to be aesthetically compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood by siting facilities underground as much as possible, incorporating a neutral rural style
into onsite buildings and enclosures, and providing extensive landscape screening to hide above-ground
equipment and treatment plant buildings as much as possible.

Finding K5. The proposed use would be compatible with existing and future land uses within the zoning
district and the general area in which the proposed use is to be located.

The proposed facilities will be compatible with the CV-1, CV-2 and POS zones due to the development
standards provided in the overlay district, as well as the design features of the project to locate as many
facilities below ground as possible, to site development in disturbed areas, to provide landscape
screening, covered and/or enclosed facilities, noise abatement and odor scrubbing. Without these
features, the proposed treatment plant use would not be compatible with the multifamily and
institutional land use districts north of the treatment plant site, and the pump stations facilities would
not be compatible POS and CV-1 zoning districts of the existing park facilities.

Furthermore, the proposed facility (Phase 1) will replace two aging treatment systems (the existing
system on the proposed treatment plant site and the existing system serving Our Lady of Malibu
School) that have chronic odor and other complaints, allowing properties in the Phase 1 project area to
connect to a modern, safe, reliable treatment facility that will be monitored and maintained 24 hours a
day, seven days a week.

Finding K6. There would be adequate provz'sioﬁs for water, sanitation, and public utilities and services
to ensure that the proposed use would not be detrimental to public health and safety and the project
does not affect solar access or adversely impact existing public and private views, as defined by the

staff-

Beyond onsite restroom and lab processes, no potable water is used in the operation of the treatment

plant. The 2010 Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 29 Urban Water Management Plan

indicates District No. 29 will have adequate water supply to meet City demands through 2035. In.
addition, the proposed project will help reduce demand for potable water by providing a source of Title

22 treated recycled water that can be used instead of potable water in the project service area for uses

such as irrigation and toilet flushing.

Operation of the proposed project can be accommodated by the permitted capacity of existing disposal
facilities, such as the Calabasas landfill and Hyperion Treatment Plant. The proposed project will
include construction of minor drainage improvements on and nearby the treatment plant site, including
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grading the site to route all stormwater runoff to centralized collection points for processing in the
project’s headworks, and construction of a curb and gutter sidewalk along the treatment plant site that
will direct flows to an existing inlet on Civic Center Way. Operation of the treatment facility will
consume electricity and natural gas on a daily basis; however, the increase in energy usage from the
project will not exceed local or regional supplies. The project is not expected to impact existing service
levels of the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) and L.os Angeles County Sheniff.

Therefore, there will be adequate provisions for water, sanitation, public utilities and services to ensure
the proposed use would not be detrimental to public health and safety.

Finding K7. The project does not affect solar access or adversely impact existing public and private
views, as defined by staff.

The elevation of the treatment plant site is below the level of surrounding properties and no adverse
impacts to solar access or private primary views will result from the project. While facilities have been
sited underground as much as feasible, some facilities on the site will be visible from PCH and Malibu
Canyon Road (scenic road under the LCP), and from Civic Center Way, which is where a future
alignment of the Malibu Pacific Trail has been proposed in the pending I.CP Park Land and Trails
System Map. Some facilities will also be visible to residential properties across Civic Center Way.
The highest structure on the treatment plant site will be the membrane bioreactor canopy roof, with a
height of 25 feet. Some of the.pump station facilities in Malibu Bluffs Park and Legacy Park will also
be aboveground and visible to park users, ranging in height from 3 feet to 8.5 feet high.

As discussed earlier, the project design includes extensive landscape screening to block views of
equipment and structures from scenic and residential areas, and will incorporate colors and materials
compatible with the surrounding environment as required by the LCP to minimize any adverse visual
impacts. The project is expected to improve the existing appearance of the treatment plant site as
existing facilities include no visual screening, either from plantings or architectural covering/enclosure,
and the site is not landscaped. Lighting for the proposed treatment facility will be dark-sky compliant
and limited to the minimum necessary for safety and security. The project will not affect solar access
or adversely impact existing public or private views.

Finding K8. There would be adequate provisions for public access to serve the subject proposal.

The treatment plant site will be gated and fenced for security reasons and will not be accessible to the
public. The treatment plant property fronts on Civic Center Way and will be served by one existing
curb cut and one new curb cut to be constructed in the northwestern portion of the frontage, connected
by new paved driveway which overlays the existing dirt driveway as much as possible. The driveway
design takes into consideration the existing traffic light, crosswalk, bus stop and existing driveways
and streets across Civic Center Way. The driveway will have a paved width of 26 feet as required to
comply with LACFD access requirements. Six regular parking spaces and one American with
Disability Act-compliant parking space are provided on the site. The project provides adequate
provisions for public access.

Finding K9. The proposed use is consistent with the goals, objectives, policies, and general land uses
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of the General Plan.

The proposed project is consistent with the goals, objectives, policies of the General Plan in that it
would capture and treat wastewater flows that are currently degrading the groundwater basin and
nearshore surface waters, like Malibu Creek and Lagoon, with highly advanced treatment technology
far more effective than existing private onsite wastewater disposal systems. This function supports the
intent of the General Plan to protect biological, recreational and groundwater resources. The
development standards included with the code amendments for the overlay district set forth
requirements that ensure the project avoids environmental impacts to the greatest extent feasible, and
minimizes and offsets potential impacts with restorative onsite habitat planting and a tree protection
plan with mitigation for loss of five protected California black walnut trees.

Finding K10. The proposed project complies with all applicable requirements of state and local law.

The project has been designed to meet the requirements of state law as provided in the prohibition
established by the Water Boards. Furthermore, the project will comply with state and local law because
in addition to local grading and building permits, the project requires a coastal development permit in
compliance with Malibu’s certified LCP, as well as California Coastal Commission certification of the
LCPA. Furthermore, the project will be required to obtain SWRCB approval for Water Recycling
Requirements/Waste Discharge Requirements (WRR/WDR) and LARWQCB approval for a General
WDR. A California Department of Public Health approval of a Title 22 Engineer’s Report and an
underground injection control permit from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency are also
required. The project will obtain all required state and local approvals prior to construction. During
operation, the project will comply with all surface and groundwater quality monitoring requirements
as established in the WRR/WDR permits and the MOU.

Finding K11. The proposed use would not be detrimental to the public interest, health, safety,
convenience or welfare.

The proposed use would not be detrimental to the public interest, health, safety, convenience or welfare.
By meeting the requirements of the City’s MOU, the project will provide-a mechanism for property
owners to comply with the Prohibition. In the absence of the project, property owners in Phase 1 of
the Prohibition Area will be required to cease onsite discharges from existing septic systems by the
deadline established in the MOU or face potential individual property owner penalties as may be
enforced by the Water Boards.

All staff involved in operation of the treatment plant will be required to hold and maintain wastewater
treatment plant certifications with the SWRCB.: Project operation and maintenance will include
system-wide proactive, preventive and corrective maintenance. The system would be maintained to
protect the quality of water in the system, to minimize replacement costs of equipment, minimize the
potential for leaks, breaks overflows, maintain injection/percolation capacity and other situations that
would affect the health and safety of the staff, customers and the public.

Finding K12. If the project is located in an area determined by the City to be at risk from earth
movement, flooding or liquefaction, there is clear and compelling evidence that the proposed
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development is not at risk from these hazards.

All components of the project, both on and off of the treatment plant site, will be constructed in
accordance with the project geotechnical consultant recommendations to ensure it will be safe from
earth movement and liquefaction hazards. Redundancy and safety features, such as backup pumps and
generators, are built in to the project to increase reliability in the event of seismic or other events. Also,
project operating protocols will include personnel training for appropriate response actions following
a seismic event. These protocols will include required notification procedures, plant operation
modifications, and inspection requirements. The facilities are located outside of the 100 year flood
zone, except for the Legacy Park pump station; however, as noted in Finding C, the existing detention
pond on the site is expected to provide adequate capacity to address onsite flooding, and above-ground
features will be mounted above flood elevations. With the implementation of geotechnical consultant
and engineering design recommendations, training and protocols, the proposed development will not
be at risk from these hazards. '

Section 11.  Conditions of Approval

Based on the foregoing findings and evidence contained within the record, the City Council
hereby certifies Environmental Impact Report No. 13-001, adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program and Statement of Overriding Considerations, and approves Coastal Development
Permit No. 13-057 and Conditional Use Permit No. 13-005, subject to the following conditions:

Standard Conditions

1. The applicants and property owners, and their successors in interest, shall indemnify, defend
and hold harmless the City of Malibu and its elected and appointed officials, officers, employees
and agents from and against any and all claims, actions, proceedings, liabilities and costs
brought against the City and its elected and appointed officials, officers, employees and agents
relating to the City’s actions concerning this project, including but not limited to any proceeding
under CEQA. This indemnification shall include (without limitation) damages, fees, and/or
costs awarded against the City, cost of suit, attorney’s fees, and any award of litigation expenses
in favor of any person or entity who seeks to challenge the validity of any of the City’s actions
or decisions in connection with this project. The City shall have the sole right to choose its
counsel and the property owners shall reimburse the City’s expenses incurred in its defense of
any lawsuit challenging the City’s actions concerning this project and the City’s costs, fees, and
damages that it incurs in enforcing the indemnification provisions set forth in this section.

2. The scope of work approved includes construction of Phase 1 of the Civic Center Wastewater
Treatment Facility project to provide tertiary treated, Title 22 recycled water for reuse and/or
injection into the Civic Center Gravels of the Malibu Valley Groundwater Basin or percolation
into the Winter Canyon groundwater system as follows:

Treatment Plant Site
a. Removal of existing onsite wastewater treatment facilities (after its existing flows are
connected to the new treatment plant), except for an underground 50,000 gallon
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treatment tank and existing seepage pits that will be reused
b. Relocation of utilities, as needed
Grading and site preparation
d. Construction of above-ground facilities (square footages are approximate; heights may
vary but shall not exceed 28 feet), including:
i. Headworks facility building (2,140 square feet, 18-21 feet high)

ii. Operations/lab controls building (1,502 square feet, 15-16 feet high, housing
employees for plant operation and water quality testing)

iii. Membrane bioreactor blower and electrical building (910 square feet, 15-16 feet
high)

iv. Solids blower building (389 square feet, 15-16 feet high)

v. Canopy-covered pair of below-grade membrane bioreactors and filtration
equipment (1,989 square foot canopy footprint, 23-25 feet high, covering a
maintenance crane and below-grade bioreactor tanks)

vi. Secure, roofed, 248 square foot chemical area 11-12 feet high, walled on three
sides and gated on the fourth with an adjacent uncovered 14 to 15 foot high
storage tank

vii. Standby generators, transformers and other equipment
viii. 6 foot tall wire mesh fencing that can accommodate plantings for screening and
driveway gates

ix. Security lighting that is dark-sky compliant.

Lo x. Landscaping, fuel modification and onsite restorative planting

o

e. Construction of at-grade and below-ground facilities, including:
i. New 26-foot wide, all-weather surface driveway, parking and turnouts
ii. Sidewalk along Civic Center Way
iii. Various ultraviolet and other treatment and storage tanks
iv. Piping, odor control beds, electrical, pumping and other ancillary equipment
v. Three percolation ponds approximately 3 to 4 feet deep, approximately 25 wide
and 110 feet long

Legacy Park and Malibu Bluffs Park Pump Stations
f. Construction of one pump station at each park, located underground, and ancillary
equipment, such as backup generators and transformers, sited above-ground in storage
cabinets, screened by native plantings, with all equipment sited in paved or disturbed
areas as much as feasible.

Pipelines
g. Construction of Phase 1 wastewater collection and recycled water distribution pipelines,
approximately 3.9 miles in length, to be located underground, typically within the same
‘trench and generally beneath public rights-of-way or within easements.

Injection Wells
h. Installation of three injection wells on the north side of Malibu Road in the right-of-

way, about 400 feet apart, with each well approximately 150 feet déep, and above-




-

10.

Resolution No. 15-05
Page 36 of 63

ground well head facilities placed in mesh cages measuring approximately 12 feet wide
by 26 feet long by 6 feet high, screened with landscaping or other design work.

Conditional Use Permit No. 13-005
i. Conditional approval for public utility facility uses associated with the Civic Center
Wastewater Treatment Facility project in the CV-1, CV-2 and POS zones as described
and conditioned herein.

Subsequent submittals for this project shall be in substantial compliance with the plans on file,
dated September 9, 2014 (CDP Site Plan) and April 1, 2014 (Construction Drawings) with the
Planning Department. The project shall comply with all conditions of approval stipulated in the
referral sheets attached to the agenda report for this project. In the event the project plans conflict
with any condition of approval, the condition shall take precedence.

Pursuant to Local Coastal Program (LCP) Local Implementation Plan (LIP) Section 13.18.2,
this permit and rights conferred in this approval shall not be effective until the property owner
signs and returns the Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit accepting the conditions set forth
herein. The applicant shall file this form with the Planning Department within 10 days of the
City Council’s approval of the resolution and/or prior to issuance of any development permits.

The property owner / applicant or their successor shall submit three (3) complete sets of plans
to the Planning Department for consistency review and approval prior to the issuance of any
building or development permits.

This resolution, signed Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit and all Department Review Sheets
attached to the agenda report for this project shall be copied in their entirety and placed directly
onto a separate plan sheet behind the cover sheet of the development plans submitted to the
City Environmental Sustainability Department for plan check, and the City Public Works
Department for an encroachment permit (as applicable).

The CDP shall be null and void if the project has not commenced within three (3) years after
issuance of the permit. Extension of the permit may be granted by the approving authority for
due cause. Extensions shall be requested in writing by the applicant or authorized agent prior

. to expiration of the three-year period and shall set forth the reasons for the request.

Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition of approval will be resolved by the
Planning Director upon written request of such interpretation.

All structures shall conform to requirements of the City Environmental Sustainability
Department, City Geologist, City Environmental Health Administrator, City Biologist, City
Coastal Engineer, City Public Works Department, Los Angeles County Waterworks District
No. 29 and the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD), as applicable. Notthhstandmg
this review, all required permits shall be secured.

Minor changes to the approved plans or the conditions of approval may be approved by the
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Planning Director, provided such changes achieve substantially the same results and the project
is still in compliance with the Malibu Municipal Code (M.M.C.) and the LCP. Revised plans
reflecting the minor changes and additional fees shall be required.

Pursuant to LIP Section 13.20, development pursuant to an approved CDP shall not commence
until the CDP is effective. The CDP is not effective until all appeals, including those to the
California Coastal Commission (CCC), have been exhausted. In the event that the CCC denies
the permit or issues the permit on appeal, the coastal development permit approved by the City
is void. In addition, this permit shall not become effective until the CCC certifies LCPA No.
13-002.

Any building or demolition permits issued for work commenced or completed without the

benefit of required permits are subject to appropriate “Investigation Fees” as required in the
Building Code. ’ ‘

Project-Specific Conditions

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

The property owner / applicant or successor shall implement all mitigation measures that are
specified in Environmental Impact Report No. 13-001 pursuant to the MMRP included as
Exhibit A to this resolution which are applicable to this Phase 1 CDP.

The applicant shall obtain all required permits from responsible agencies.

Pipelines and ancillary infrastructure, such as but not limited to, pump stations, generators and
wells not located on the treatment plant site, shall be located underground whenever feasible
and/or in disturbed areas as much as possible, especially under existing paving, to avoid ESHA,
native trees, trails, public recreational use areas (such as within parks), and visual impacts.

For pipelines and ancillary infrastructure, such as but not limited to, pump stations, generators
and wells not located on the treatment plant site, any temporary impacts to ESHA from
excavation, trenching or other construction disturbance shall be fully restored. Permanent
impacts to or loss of ESHA shall be offset by payment of an in lieu fee in accordance with LIP
Section 4.8.1(C). The applicant shall provide a preliminary calculation of any impact areas for
review and approval by the City Biologist as part of the CDP application and a final calculation
prior to issuance of a grading permit for the development affecting the ESHA resources.

Gates, fencing and walls shall comply with LIP Section 3.4.4.

Structures and equipment shall be designed to minimize visual impacts using methods
including, but not limited to: locating development below ground level where possible;
utilizing landscape screening to soften views of the development and allow it to blend with the
surrounding environment; and incorporating design measures like walls, fencing, and building
and lighting orientations that help to contain operational sounds and odors, screen site
development from nearby properties and public viewing areas, and avoid offsite light spill.
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The build out design capacity of the CCWTF, including all phases, shall not exceed the amount
of development allowed by the LCP. :

Prior to allowing connections to the Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility, the City shall
develop and implement OWTS decommissioning plan and wastewater connection program
designed in accordance with LARWQCB and Uniform Plumbing Code requirements and which
sets forth procedures and requirements for the disposition of existing onsite wastewater
treatment systems and connection to the treatment facility.

The property owner / applicant or their successor shall obtain an encroachment permit from
Caltrans prior to commencement of any work within the Pacific Coast Highway public right-
of-way.

Cultural Resources

22.

23.

In the event that potentially important cultural resources are found in the course of geologic
testing or during construction, work shall immediately cease until a qualified archaeologist can
provide an evaluation of the nature and significance of the resources and until the Planning
Director can review this information. Thereafter, the procedures contained in LIP Chapter 11
and those in M.M.C. Section 17.54.040(D)(4)(b) shall be followed.

If human bone is discovered during geologic testing or during construction, work shall
immediately cease and the procedures described in Section 7050.5 of the California Health and
Safety Code shall be followed. Section 7050.5 requires notification of the coroner. If the
coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native. American, the applicant shall notify
the Native American Heritage Commission by phone within 24 hours. Following notification
of the Native American Heritage Commission, the procedures described in Section 5097.94 and
Section 5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code shall be followed.

Construction and Demolition

24,

25.

26..

The property owner / applicant or their successor shall contract with a City approved hauler to
facilitate the recycling of all recoverable/recyclable material. Recoverable material shall
include but shall not be limited to: Asphalt, dirt and earthen material, lumber, concrete, glass,
metals, and drywall. Prior to the issuance of a building/demolition permit, a Waste Reduction
and Recycling Plan (WRRP) shall be submitted to the Environmental Sustainability Department
for review and approval. The WRRP shall indicate means and measures for a minimum of 50
percent diversion goal.

Construction hours shall be limited to Monday through Friday from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. and
Saturdays from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. No construction activities shall be permitted on Sundays
or City-designated holidays.

Construction management techniques, including minimizing the amount of equipment used
simultaneously and increasing the distance between emission sources, shall be employed as
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feasible and appropriate. All trucks leaving the construction site shall adhere to the California
Vehicle Code. In addition, construction vehicles shall be covered when necessary; and their
tires will be rinsed off prior to leaving the property.

Colors and Materials

27.

New development in scenic areas visible from scenic roads or public viewing areas shall
incorporate colors and exterior materials that are compatible with the surrounding landscape.

a. Colors shall be compatible with the surrounding environment (earth tones) including
shades of green, brown and gray, with no white or light shades and no bright tones.

b. The use of highly reflective materials shall be prohibited except for solar energy panels
or cells, which shall be placed to minimize 51gmﬁcant adverse impacts to public views
to the maximum extent feasible.

c. All windows shall be comprised of non-glare glass.

28.  All driveways shall be a neutral color that blends with the surrounding landforms and
vegetation. The color shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director and clearly
indicated on all grading, improvement and/or building plans.

29.  Retaining walls shall incorporate veneers, texturing and/or colors that blend with the
surrounding earth materials or landscape. The color and material of all retaining walls shall be
reviewed and approved by the Planning Director and clearly indicated on all grading,
improvement and/or building plans.

Lighting

30.  Night lighting from exterior and interior sources shall be minimized to that necessary for public
safety. All exterior lighting shall be dark sky compliant and shall avoid lighting of natural
habitat areas.

Biology/Landscaping

31.  The City shall obtain any and all state and federal regulatory agency permits/agreements for
any portion of the project (including infrastructure) should final project plans indicate that
development may encroach into any of those agencies’ jurisdiction.

32. Al landscape plantings shall be limited to species native to the Santa Monica Mountains.

33.  Invasive plant species, as determined by the City of Malibu, are prohibited.

34.  Prior to final plan check approval of grading plans, the applicant shall provide an area

calculation of the impacted area occurring with the 100-foot wetland ESHA buffer. The
landscape plans shall then be amended to incorporate an equivalent area of native planting on
the site in an area that is currently disturbed or non-native vegetation, and also comply w1th
final fuel modification plan approval from LACFD.
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Vegetation shall be situated on the property so as not to significantly obstruct the primary view
from private property at any given time (given consideration of its future growth).

Vegetation forming a view impermeable condition (hedge), serving the same function as a fence
or wall, occurring within the side or rear yard setback shall be maintained at or below six (6)
feet in height. View impermeable hedges occurring within the front yard setback serving the
same function as a fence or wall shall be maintained at or below 42 inches in height.

The use of building materials treated with toxic compounds such as copper arsenate shall be
prohibited.

Grading, excavation or other site preparation activities associated with both the treatment plant
and infrastructure shall only be scheduled only during the dry season from April 1 through
October 31. If it becomes necessary to conduct these activities from November 1 through March
31, a comprehensive erosion control plan shall be submitted for approval prior to issuance of a
grading ‘permit and implemented prior to initiation of vegetation removal and/or grading
activities. . '

Grading, excavation or other site preparation activities associated with both the treatment plant
and infrastructure scheduled between February 1 and August 30 will require nesting bird
surveys by a qualified biologist prior to initiation of those activities. Surveys shall be completed
no more than five days from proposed initiation of site preparation activities. Should active
nests be identified, a buffer area no less than 150 feet (300 feet for raptors) shall be fenced off
until it is determined by a qualified biologist that the nest is no longer active. A report discussing
the results of nesting bird surveys shall be submitted to the City Biologist prior to any vegetation
removal on site.

Construction fencing shall be placed outside of required ESHA limits and native tree protection
zones and indicated on the site plans approved for grading permit issuance. Construction
fencing shall be installed prior to the beginning of any construction and shall be maintained
throughout the construction period to protect the site’s sensitive habitat areas. :

The wastewater treatment facility will require the removal of five and encroachments on three
protected California black walnut trees. Pursuant to LIP Chapter 5, projects that support one
or more California black walnut (Juglans californica) trees must include a native tree protection
plan. A native tree protection plan was prepared and submitted for this project and LCPA No.
13-002/ZTA No. 13-008 addresses impacts to protected native trees. Required mitigation shall
include mitigation of the native tree protection plan for trees that will have encroachments, but
that will not be removed. Prior to issuance of grading permits that affects the protected native
trees, the City shall pay the in lieu fee required by LIP Section 5.5.2(b) for tree that are removed.

Geology

42,

All recommendations of the consulting Certified Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical
Engineer and the City Geotechnical staff (August 20, 2014 review sheet) shall be incorporated
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into all final design and construction. Final plans shall be reviewed and approved by the City
Geologist prior to the issuance of a grading permit.

Final plans approved by the City Geologist shall be in substantial conformance with the
approved CDP relative to construction, grading and drainage. Any substantial changes may
require amendment of the CDP or a new coastal development permit.

Public Works

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

SL

52.

This project proposes to construct improvements within the City’s right-of-way. Prior to the
Public Works Department’s approval of the grading permit, the applicant shall obtain
encroachment permits from the Public Works Department for the work within the right-of-way.

The proposed driveways within the public right-of-way shall be constructed of either 6 inches
of concrete over 4 inches of aggregate base, or 4 inches of asphalt concrete of over 6 inches of
aggregate base. The driveways shall be flush with the existing grades with no curbs.

The applicant shall install a new 4 foot minimum width sidewalk constructed of 4 inch thick
concrete Type 520-C-2000 of Davis Color Yosemite Brown (641). The sidewalk shall be placed
on 4 inches of fill with sand equivalent 20 or higher compacted to 90% minimum. The new
sidewalk shall be placed along the northern edge of the treatment plant site, adjacent to Civic
Center Way. The sidewalk shall have expansion joints at every 60 feet on center with a % inch
pre-molded joint filler. Weakened plan joints (score lines) shall be placed every 10 feet on
center.

The applicant shall place a new curb and gutter along the northern property line adjacent to
Civic Center Way. The new curb and gutter shall be Type A2-150(6) per APWA Standard
Plans 120-1 of Davis Color Yosemite Brown (641).

The applicant shall install three curb ramps on Civic Center Way with truncated domes per
APWA standard plans 111-3.

Exported soil from a site shall be taken to the Los Angeles County Landfill or to a site with an
active grading permit and the ability to accept the material in compliance with LIP Section 8.3.
A note shall be placed on the project plans to this effect.

The Total Grading Yardage Verification Certificate for the treatment plant site shall be provided
with or on the cover sheet of the grading plans submitted for the project.

Grading permits shall not be issued between November 1 and March 31 each year. Projects
approved for grading shall not receive grading permit unless the project can be rough-graded
before November 1. A note shall be placed on the plans that addresses this condition.

Grading during the rainy season may be permitted to remediate hazardous geologic conditions
that endanger public health and safety.
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A Grading and Drainage Plan is required, and shall be submitted to the City Public Works
Department for review and approval, prior to the issuance of grading permits for the project.
The following elements shall be included in this plan:

a. Public Works Department general notes;

b. The existing and proposed square footage of impervious coverage on the property shall
be shown on the grading plan (including separate areas for buildings, driveways,
walkways);

c. The limits of land to be disturbed during project development shall be delineated and a
total area shall be shown on this plan. Areas disturbed by grading equipment beyond
the limits of grading, areas disturbed for the installation of the septic system, and areas
disturbed for the installation of the detention system shall be included within the area
delineated;

d. The grading limits shall include the temporary cuts made for retaining walls, buitresses,
and over excavations for fill slopes and shall be shown on the plan.

e. Protected trees shall be highlighted on the grading plan.

f. If the property contains rare and endangered species as identified in the Habitat
Assessment, the grading plan shall contain a prominent note identifying the areas to be
protected and left undisturbed. Fencing of these areas shall be delineated on the grading
plan as required by the City Biologist.

g. Private storm drain systems shall be shown on the plan. Systems greater than 12 inch
diameter shall also have a plan and profile for the system included in the grading plan.

h. Public storm drain modifications shown on the grading plan shall be approved by the
Public Works Department prior to the issuance of a grading permit.

A digital drawing (AutoCAD) of the project’s private storm drain system, public storm drain
system within 250 feet of the property limits, and post-construction BMPs shall be submitted
to the Public Works Department prior to issuance of a grading or building permit. The digital
drawing shall adequately show all storm drain lines, inlets, outlets, post-construction BMPs and
other applicable facilities. The digital drawing shall also show the subject property, public or
private street and any drainage easements.

The applicant shall label all City/County storm drain inlets within 250 feet from each property
line per the City of Malibu’s standard label template. A note shall be placed on the plans that
addresses this condition.

Prior to the approval of any permits and prior to the applicant submitting the required
construction general permit documents to the State Water Resources Control Board, the
applicant shall submit to the Public Works Department for review and approval an Erosion and
Sedimentation Control Plan (ESCP). The ESCP shall contain appropriate site-specific
construction site BMPs and must be developed and certified by a qualified SWPPP developer
(QWD). All structural BMPs must be designed by a licensed California Engineer. The ESCP
must address the following elements:

a. Methods to minimize the footprint of the disturbed area and to prevent soil compaction

outside the disturbed area.
b. Methods used to protect native vegetation and trees.
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Sediment/erosion control.

Controls to prevent tracking on and off the site.

Non-stormwater controls.

Material management (delivery and storage).

Spill prevention and control.

Waste management.

Identification of site risk level as identified per the requirements in Appendix 1 of the
Construction General Permit.

j. Landowner must sign the ESCP:

“T certify that this document and all attachments were prepared under my
direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to ensure that
qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted.
Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system or those
persons directly responsible for gathering the information, to the best of my
knowledge and belief, the information submitted in true, accurate and complete.
I am aware that submitting false and/or inaccurate information, failing to update
the ESCP to reflect current conditions, or failing to properly and/or adequately
implement the ESCP may result in revocation of grand and/or other permits or
other sanctions provided by law.”

MER e Ao

A State Construction Activity Permit is required for this project due to the disturbance of more
than one acre of land for development. Provide a copy of the letter from the State Water Quality
Control Board containing the WDID number prior to the issuance of grading or building
permits.

A stormwater management plan (SWMP) is required for this project. Storm drainage
improvements are required to mitigate increased runoff generated by property development.

" The applicant shall have the choice of one method specified with LIP Section 17.3.2(B)(2). The

SWMP shall be supported by a hydrology and hydraulic study that identifies all areas
contributory to the property and an analysis of the predevelopment and post development
drainage of the site. The SWMP shall identify the site design and source control BMPs that
have been implemented in the design of the project (See LIP Section 17, Appendix A). The
SWMP shall be reviewed and approved by the Public Works Department prior to issuance of
grading or building permits.

A Water Quality Mitigation Plan (WQMP) is required for this project. The WQMP shall be
supported by a hydrology and hydraulic study that identifies all areas contributory to the
property and an analysis of the predevelopment and post development drainage of the site. The
WQMP shall meet all the requirements of the City’s current Municipal Separate Storm Sewer
System (MS4) permit. The following elements shall be included within the WQMP:
a. Site Design Best Management Practices (BMPs);
b. Source Control BMPs; '
c. Treatment Control BMPs that retain onsite the stormwater quality design volume
(SWQDvV). Or where it is technically infeasible to retain onsite, the project must
biofiltrate 1.5 times the SWQDv that is not retained onsite;
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d. Drainage improvements;

e. A plan for the maintenance and monitoring of the proposed treatment BMPs for the
expected life of the structure;

f. Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits, a copy of the WQMP shall be filed
against the property to provide constructive notice to future property owners of their
obligation to maintain the water quality measures installed during construction; and

g. The WQMP shall be submitted to the Building Safety Public Counter and the fee
applicable at time of submittal for the review of the WQMP shall be paid prior to the
start of the technical review. The WQMP shall be approved prior to the Public Works
Department’s approval of the grading and drainage plan and or building plans. The
Public Works Department will tentatively approval the plan and will keep a copy until
the completion of the project. Once the project is completed, the applicant shall verify
the installation of the BMPS, make any revisions to the WQMP, and resubmit to the
Public Works Department for approval. The original signed and notarized document
shall be recorded with the County Recorder. A certified copy of the WQMP shall be
submitted to the Public Works Department prior to issuance of the certificate of
occupancy. ‘

60.  The developer’s consulting engineer shall sign the final plans prior to issuance of grading and
building permits. :

Fire Safety

61.  The projett requires LACFD approval of a Final Fuel Modification Plan prior to the issuance
of grading or building permits.

62.  The project required LACFD plan review and approval prior to issuance of building permits.

Water Service

63.  Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit an updated Will Serve letter
from Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 29 indicating the ability of the property to
receive adequate water service.

Prior to the Issuance of Certificate of Occupancy

64.  Prior to the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, the property owner / applicant or their
successor shall provide the Environmental Sustainability Department with a Final Waste
Reduction and Recycling Report. This report shall designate all materials that were land filled
and recycled, broken down into material types. The final report shall be approved by the
Environmental Sustainability Department.

65.  Prior to final sign off by the Planning Department, the City Biologist shall inspect the pfoject

site and determine that all planning conditions to protect natural resources are in compliance
with the approved plans.
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The applicant shall request a final Planning inspection prior to final inspection by the City of

- Malibu Environmental and Sustainability Department. A Certificate of Occupancy shall not be

issued until the Planning Department has determined that the project complies with this CDP. A
temporary Certificate of Occupancy may be granted at the discretion of the Planning Director,
provided adequate security has been deposited with the City to ensure compliance should the
final work not be completed in accordance with this permit.

Fixed Conditions

67.

68.

This coastal development permit shall run with the land and bind all future owners of the
property.

Violation of any of the conditions of this approval may be cause for revocation of this permit
and termination of all rights granted there under.

Additional Conditions

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

During project construction activities, the contractor shall follow standard soil sampling
procedures and shall report to the City any contaminants identified during testing.-
Contaminants shall be reported to the public within 30 days.

Construction of the Winter Canyon area pipelines shall only occur during Spring, Summer and
Winter breaks for Webster Elementary School and Our Lady of Malibu School.

Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the treatinent, plant, the City shall work with
Santa Monica Malibu Unified School District and Qur Lady of Malibu School to develop an
emergency evacuation plan.

The project shall incorporate a phased plan to remove the eucalyptus trees and replace them
with oak trees.

Mitigation Measure HM-3 shall be modified to read:

“Prior to construction on the treatment plant site, a geoprobe or other equivalent drilling
methodology will be used to conduct a limited soil investigation in the areas around existing
seepage pits to the anticipated depths of excavation at the proposed treatment plant site. Soil
cores will be collected at pre-identified locations and screened in the field visually and with the
use of handheld sampling devices such as photo-ionization detectors (PIDs). As determined in
the field, selected soil samples and/or composite soil samples will be collected and delivered to
a State-certified analytical laboratory for analysis for volatile organic compounds via EPA
Method 8260. Samples will be collected and handled using industry-standard methods for soil
sample collection for chemical analysis. The results of the analyses will be published on the
City’s website within 30 days of receipt from the laboratory.

During excavation and grading for the proposed Project, the contractor shall observe exposed
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soil for visual evidence of contamination and will sample soil stockpiles in the field for volatile
organic compounds using a handheld device such as a PID. All observations will be recorded
in a daily log book. If visual contamination indicators are observed during excavation or grading
activities or significant levels of volatile organic compounds are detected, all work shall stop
and an investigation shall be designed and performed to verify the presence and extent of
contamination at the site.

A qualified and approved environmental consultant shall perform the review and investigation.
Results shall be reviewed and approved by LACFD or the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) prior to construction. The investigation shall include collecting
samples for laboratory analysis and quantifying contaminant levels within the proposed
excavation and surface disturbance areas. Subsurface investigation shall determine appropriate
worker protection and hazardous material handling and disposal procedures appropriate for the
subject site.

Dun'n'g treatment plant operation, periodic testing of emergency power generators associated
with pump stations shall not occur when Webster Elementary School and Our Lady of Malibu
School are in session.

Air quality testing and reporting shall occur on an ongoing basis during treatment plant
operations.

Section 12.  Certification.

The City Clerk shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 12% da

A’ITEQT

J

JOHN , Mayor

i ik

LISA P\JPE City Cle¥k -

P

{seal)

D AS TO EORM:

Coastal Commission Appeal - An aggrieved person may appeal the City Council’s decision to the
‘Coastal Commission within 10 working days of the issuance of the City’s Notice of Final Action.
Appeal forms may be found online at www.coastal.ca.gov or in person at the Coastal Commission
South Central Coast District office located at 89 South California Street in Ventura, or by calling (805)
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585-1800. Such an appeal must be filed with the Coastal Commission, not the City.

Any action challenging the final decision of the City made as a result of the public hearing on this
application must be filed within the time limits set forth in Section 1.12.010 of the M.M.C. and Code
of Civil Procedure. Any person wishing to challenge the above action in Superior Court may be limited
to raising only those issues they or someone else raised at the public hearing, or in written
correspondence delivered to the City of Malibu at or prior to the public hearing,

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 15-05 was passed and adopted by the City

Council of the City of Malibu at the regular meeting thereof held on the 121 day of January 2015 by
the following vote:

AYES: .3 Councilmembers: House, La Monte, Peak, Rosenthal, Sibert
NOES: .. 0 :
ABSTAIN: 0
ABSENT; ‘@ o
A PR
LISA POPE, ‘City Clrk
" (seal)
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Exhibit A
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan

The City of Malibu is the lead agency for the Malibu Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility
(CCWTF) Project. The EIR prepared for the Project provides an analysis of the potential environmental
impacts that could result from the proposed project, either during construction or operation. The City
of Malibu has found that implementation of the identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts
to less-than-significant for all but two potential impacts. Two potential noise impacts were found to be
significant and unavoidable impacts, even with mitigation: Noise and Vibration (NV)-1 and NV-4.
Both of these impacts would be temporary in nature, occurring during construction and/or emergency
testing, and associated mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce impacts as much as
feasible.

Mitigation measures for the proposed project are identified in this Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Plan, and include a total of 17 impacts that require mitigation from one or more of 35 mitigation
measures. Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code requires a lead or responsible
agency that approves or carries out a project where an EIR has identified measures to mitigate
significant environmental effects to adopt a “reporting or monitoring program for the changes made to
the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects
on the environment.” In accordance with Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code, this Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) has been prepared.




Resolution No. 15-05

Page 49 of 63

DA1O8 16U RIOM
Sumpredt madp ivh »5 30 UOIBIIUR-08 Szoym b_o 3 SE SUR. (IS’ I SEare
503 0y NQIBRAL Jo A1
SMSESW SII U] PaY19ds -pal —Sv 7 3 NPLod 3q.([eqs ARo[oinpzn ALOSRG}N JuaIm)
SE ASAITIS 18Q PISTId0) [nn ,»ot..“ “q, Bm:uu —a._umo ! _Eu d
tanpuoa 0 Kdatorq, Al S
patsifEnb .b-mﬂuuu -
pg inprosifiui jo_ vononxsiny: Hfoig
AMpIYyas _.o:u:.ﬁuﬂ s ﬁoEo_o Kue Jo 3933 007 A U110 590 o..saa Kire
UPPIIBYDD anodde nqiey Jo K15 - Bifolcig :
Suung ¢ pagend
HONINIEYED Qe ‘nqiEN €019
a1g o7 | e iS00I PRLEY 10410 JL0. W
ueld .359580 .
: 8310095k 0} aprlIr-A8 Suofeoizriow 78 dosdde
] e yeu; axtud 6§ {d096sd Fuiaiodas w (3 purd ‘asesyer Piry Juniisp
PA13NASiTo3 51 JuSEOID , 8 J0 1A 21 - pauawmduly 3q 0 A8 Jo VOMEELIPLe
12210 NQENTRY-ARRA ‘puew Apwn ¥ ou PAINRP 39 pirom.sping -Supip
g KomBmuno). JO 5352131 [3NS AiDY JO UOHIAP: @ T EY gy 3_: mE.:d SFunip
uorB3IA Lo
3n0.1dd8 PUE MoASY s
3foxd ) : aeéuso& % anrbas
uoIpPNIsU0Y ¢ aip.105 .u._o_.auu_mo.& BME._E.G _zﬁ m_ouso.a =w_ﬂ a S90mosas Eagororq Jo Euuso.a
UORBIBUOD UOIIPRILOD ire. UHa | s Jog sypusls Bumo]joy. ap EEEE BT ‘spajoui pnom
Big 7| spsor0iduBisp ayim fqrieN nomEiN | ol
Wisaq o | StoMmSwaw g ey [ | oD, JOATO WA
PaymurA[msafa are FBILE Y 10m uuﬁnm-% Ao 2psine sprduy
SB7R oM TR AJLBA ¢ WaA21d .03 Pl At Ul PIAsBUI AJEIT 9 {RUS SIS Y0 e
., §auoz oM, SaNO2°RI0M
uo.uonna 0} pateasd 25941 304408 0)-PaTinN g )M SEITE POqINSTP A[S!
2 SUITE poQISTp ‘padojanap 9q |rew: ‘seam: Loddng Apo o
AQUOU TR WIYUOD "¢ ~“Binyred *S%IE TMOP. A3} .J0] IWQINMSIP JO £BIB: sy oz .
SeIre-}lom U0 Jo o 7151301019 pasosdde i yiim- uofieijnstioy
ufts oy s0emBug peforg dopERIOD | 1, somBug walord s Sq panoaddr aq Jjags seaze o Iy o
UORRBU0D ofoad Aurjasuod

:o_uo:._u:oo

“0lq -

,m:...EQ .

1 Joj sUOTBAYINIDS:
onangsiod ot

S1-9J1SBAL TOIR UUYYOD

veyd Bunpadayy pi

UOIPATSUPD

E.EEnaE_ 9q [j8Ys Samsea i WezILN|W pire
ajueploat mEBu:ou 914). ‘[aad). ._Equw_m WRLp ‘ss3] 8 03 SIEIqEY

119t U, 59109d8 SNJB3S-] ESE 0} sprdur 9anpaI01 *[-OIF AN

NY1d ONLHOATE ONVONDIOLINOW NOLLVOLIN
yoafosg Aoy Jueuyen Lo malsepIafle] Y NN

SAMISN 10 MITD 59 30 SuopiEinSal
o-sapatjod ‘sueyd yeyoi8ar 1o.fean]
LY $3193ds 3nE)9: T % 463 Enu,




Resolution No. 15-05

Page 50 of 63

1S3 9ATR 3o ._o“uw.a:ou

SUIAG SANGE 2001 PaI3P L0 WAUO| Ol 9385591 91 U SBOZ

o1 wpsayon Jopuozar Jyng I uinis sany 5% Aue PloA® 0} pa139.11p puR sjsou danoe
UIBUTBLIN PUE QUHOH b
purog 318 515311 3AN038 Saa..,_.*m_su urgsiBojony; paupenb® &g _!__Euﬂv s8 .v»i__nsmu
B poyseuA|rea]d pue ERIEY 13gnq ayepdoiddde ww peymispy =,o§8 8 1 sindes
Postqesa d5e sialng .638.« 05 P Saposds suprissud g
afepadoadds wip uuon £
utswn ; ;i
ST UT PIQUISIP 5B »5 Bsﬂf _Euuouo  Arassan RIS UOD
paksafat uoponasue) 1900 eROAT \0)RtaddA pus P qFunsu
JEpo1aIdes. sum g Ess WIMPqEKEp Al vew B jo Aejdp w51 adip g
KaAns prg BN IO T 21 WL 8Feh 3y 558» ot firtaq £anms
ospas Suiisait Sitmp
£330, UOPANASUOY : {sfep g Bt
: ep 0¢ Binmuisag
uonInIsueD u_. uondnnsuoy
Suung- 'z ‘o dorsd skEp pg I U ST hﬁﬁ?@hﬁhﬂﬂ“ .
Tommnasuod PORIpUCD SREKIAIE | gL SQ&»:&&: S PIOAR 9B SATATIOS wofiAn 503 'S- 018 WIN fou
-ad 1 | PRQARsam feip uupudy ‘T | o kupy : A
“Apaypaunny N0
a0y papoBI g {[auys 510948 -3jqEoL 0 SUBHTB|DIA 16 PuB Aty:
m_mB APPSR !mo_em .Q_U 91 01 530( bav anp ovSo.& pug
‘815eq Aptsos 3 :
‘.0 $30] Suptoyuous R R&oﬁ Hom iRy oY U] 3 sﬁﬁa A 303 3 Hromn ..
18013001 Y €. q 3pi0m K08 oy 10134 5K8p 24T TithiM 501 naffepd
Gojonisuos pazrm3vo szy Suuojiuous 1350 38pig HOd 21 o, Sudid Fmaeyd o ‘e jpuopamsimf’
T Suuag 7 | Teatfolom e wuuo 2 - _Mﬁe Az, mMos»w _“.“ﬁw wﬁaﬁhﬁﬂw umoﬂuu
OISO Suuojioty THoiERA 9 ypuey OI8
liofpnEuoD 1o} ) Qe oy - .
o 1 aifojord Bipod 1 | o kuo 34 aus %35 914q paKeidds Sojiuotr esBoldN Y HOIEIN | oo
SEIJR. 1P U0
J0 :o.ﬁa_ -2 sr01dds
%

{ea01tdy

A Uorjeynsuoy tyiyion

A unung aeduy




Resolution No. 15-05

Page 51 of 63

8o;
Suponuow Ajiep ANRA: b
MW
SH YL RTSISU0D
sg Jonuow feaiSooiq .
joauRdinRA ¢ ‘PIpPEIY %E%ﬁmagoﬁ u_!&sna o mﬁ pie ‘PASHW
VHSZ U2 0135007 :
s 36 ‘07 208(pe GoiimwurAjtep'e .5_555
URIA M320 1A YI0M :
APYA'SETB AINUPE *T Jojiuon
" suomagieds TEsigolog | f
uopsmIsIO) axford oyn pamodiodm | nqueyy: nqiEw [ 4 -] 4101
fuuna t g ansew ugguod T | yokup FL <) 17
210q8 ilaieii 93t
‘v-OIl WP\, €016 1DIURP UTSNPULOML LRI 1R ffe Suaa 1
JATIA YT S U9 ISISUOD NsiuL porwsysardin aq PIOAE 3Q J0UTRYIBY) 930
" T SIN390 TRAOUEYS Kws 30 ?oEu:e sss00sd das-omB .ﬂs Bund0 b_uaﬁ.oa
1994 T MUY T 01 spRduty SZfmnul SYUNY o) 2610 o] .ms_sns 10U aN $8q
vonINIELGD voseae PUs 5piiq tatyin Kawin Fmp S307 ({8 SAoui ) F[Rio3ds feAous)
fiuna 7 SupeasqTaq pum pq 0N B URPLHIA AID9YL, "STBq PR SpIIq J03 Stroseas Snpastq
Do 3piine Ajuo paadusy — N 24 2PISIN0.PAOURF 3 [[BYS SINMIPEY JO.UOLINDIUL SQULI DY | o0
a1 T 9% 5990 T ULGUOD T | g0 A, J083 PAONI>19Q ISTMOEI) 8201 J[ ‘AQISEI XD 93 O *L-OIF W PO
“STENqQEY
PRTROSSE PUE U QBN 10 AP0 uekus) i Autgamd
way [Suzymm pasegjat noatday uﬁﬁ&u& 3 Bunjup o
0jaoud yaaxy gy L]
By wb 1aq _z.s S99y
__anEE_Fm iosa(Eq MEGs) BAlUR ‘s B AOM
10/pUB J4dMS: 1 PIPMAUY 3G 1)jm pajrddle 2q. 01 s 2)qeon ddy:
JOPEAUOD "Umea]. E.euﬁﬁa. Ate SuLua. wosy shreynjiod 1enuajed
INOM: Ensu) ! 25_59.»« ursd; (o .803& .mootv
0P8 dddms spfoxd uorpngsta) e
uopRISIeD. PN IWBISULD nqIEn, nqIEA -o1d
Juung 1. SLHOMBINAIBA T | Jo.L0 1080 pesd
syuassnbs)
[o1q patiifent

«u.?._._ Q__uuu JUOLAPDI | JGRMOISEAL S0 ]) DI { L]

ung yaedug

PR —,




Resolution No. 15-05

Page 52 of 63

-woJ Azme aTBTRIp
0241p-01 _UBS_EEE
e sarsERIW uuguo) g

Bos@ 10foxd
MM SHU0Z 10032191
PUe$92.0 3AMRUAINLIP] ‘Z

10 "SI0 FU0AATS (PUIA SE psn 0q 10U [[EYs SHUNG93IL,
*SIymRUeY

.98a10)s .poaosdds W paprISIP 8 |EUS yedy a3y :0)

SNOLIIR(AP 9q PINOJ T8I STBIABIL JO.S[BI[UIIGY Shotiosjod ¢
“EATIANEY
18 Jo-sauoz 1002 ) ok Asme PI1oaip o :uﬁ % EQ .

uotisnsuon 13{03d o
fune 7 10PRATS
__o:unhﬂum ’ o sﬂ”ﬁwﬁﬂm IR, nqrewg | R # Biaoiios suy ays-ud _ﬁEy_ mo:ns .owuu | &omE
T g | sasnsestu ep untmos 1 | g0 o, ] Ma.w..._o, o1 T Sposdi Anfodiws a::son rq ﬁaﬂ oL uéﬁ snz e
n0q8
‘ol W pus 018
EE 1A JURBISU0d
£330 [EADIID!
‘200 TBIp UIYDOD ‘2
UONORISU0) A uosess
Buung 'z Smpsrgmqpmpiiy |- “HasIngsd
BONINIISUO; -opiSING Ajuo poAbusas naYEN nqe i 1y AT DU fh e AT o SR AT O S i
ot | omsduseip mguin 1 | g m_m Py aRodE £1-018 TADLPS L-O1 DA -OT& It o1 35 ol
.c>oau N-.Qm NN pe L8
WIN ‘9018 WK =018 W ‘Z-01F WIK ‘1-018 WiN 01 J0j0y olg
SuBME bﬁo,m i
_an&o—oi.._ UL ‘[BACTI
Jnoqe LEOIT WK | PIPYIN0NR SpUESaM paNesd
pUe ‘o-01d WIN ‘#0189 WK ‘Z-019 W ‘1-0I8 AW 03 100y + RIRIPIY 10.199]5D 8SDAPE TEIUESARS: £0Ig
SMASA 20 Madd £
20.swofjeindas ‘sapyed E.m_ Tepoifas
- 30 290} UY PAUTITSPE AmUnuo)
. . JaAoqe 2019 KN [BINBUIARSIOS 1310 20 T81qRi( ULEdy
pue ‘9619 W "FOIa W 2018 Wi '1-0la WK 01 Jejey £U8'UO 0 S RAPE _ua__BEE-u.:m o1

srudardde
e pagsuBidun
9B S2IMSBRNW

lEAcItdy

adayy pue G

ajarsucdsay

x.a.._z_ £, JUSLLERL) J)EMSISERY1E1IA] SIAL) RATTEN

Lpnsung )




Resolution No. 15-05

Page 53 of 63

B3 T
SU UM HRSISU0D
M0 10US20p

BAIE p2OU3J AU} LI
3URQINISIP T pUE
uonINASUOd-InoySnoan
VB SNBULI

By En o

‘umsesn
SO (A JIRISUDD
“pajyeTSul 8- msuﬁ.«

nassﬂnﬁﬁa_h.» .

“SEaTy LRISAS UonNqUISIp pie UOYYI03 SN M

Burunaso Ajreninjod oﬁnoﬁ J1) 53R SATIRO Kud pishosd s3pnyIut
SIyL. ‘5990 o>a=;5 30'59U0Z Pa15103d 5], LT Jo. SBSB
UOJSMIAX nou._ow oE ugs EBo:o 9q [J8i ¢ owasu reusjRw Jo

! it paqumsI> aq 01
oL 1k Je 8936 oyiannsuod
A._»_una.m st .u%wu_._.;

UOHIIBUOD
Suung
o - o nparosd famus Ky ‘oomonssues oy sotid D-OTE W |
S:oms_Ezﬁ»au> *
sanspaw g sndeysy 417 o1 TmreInd £330 383(3 40 o dust
S M TRESUH0d aq e 53 55205 v oy Uy $3Ir8ENW Smﬂm_._E
£10030 TEAQLA) ‘Wp 0) peuodss off IR Soan SR EADIRI
0.0 9A[TBU.PRi903d apy ishomaid jou 5955 IAneu papejold
A Epunygue) ) Aup IR .anﬁu S} 1t 1 "0 10Edun PP A UM £390
" aimseow BV |31y parsmnd saupio AlB 9Xe 91T IULNID 0] SBIYE ANy
SJUD s JURSISUI0D 20 BiZ0)0IE | . »oE.E .uuh.u».:u: vumao.- £93MpUOY [[BLS JLIAQTE JO Emo_os
uopInIEUag - papldwod SEA eS| ngiei. AgiEN 6ol
g 330 9AT8Y (WGIOD T Jo ANY. Jo A gl
ASBAY SIY P :
WL suoRTOYedE ) : nsbjﬂcou usu.u,%i
g pounbass ..osau_snm.p ._nBS SM.. w_oBu %.sﬁn% M»oﬁan 3)
10.;0s0dsIp pur PoUEY yoaurdinba 30 €ajatgon KA8sY Jo Supymd 10 889358 ‘asn'oYY @
1P2JOIS AR S[RLSTRIL DL '§931) Jo.SauvZ
uswdinba uonanastio Pap3103d 31 U4 MO0 T0LL.1|BLS STEMIBLL ]IS PayRABIXa
eI QUGUAD .10 ‘3SO5L ‘sRyarew Supiing ‘Sapigan’ uo nmEqm Sy e

SIUOZ J0O 931, IAITEU

ug)d Binpraday pue Bt

NY1d DNLIHOAZY ONY.ONOLINDN NOLLYOLUA
y39foug A)Ioe] Jueiigens s MjEMEIsEAN J01IB) SIAID NGHEN

s st nt

Ameuaung yaredug




Resolution No. 15-05

Page 54 of 63

2MEBI I YIIM JSISUOD

st:uBisap TBYY LUUOD) °

1:07:J0 oyRIe IR 9_8»& ]

3 Jovam Uk U} vss_a 24 |12Ys {pjo 1mok 1-treyy ssa): ume_asw
IGRY S| qRIIS, 1) aus-uo.padeidarag
1/BYS 230,93 JO tp{edy poutisiom 1o S50 O} wea_ﬁﬁ “wotf oty

YONONIEL0).

RSP,

onasuo) g
uonsnIBU0D 59 J0PENUOD 21 Jor o_ﬁ%sma”_a 3t o3 83yEO W ﬁa&.mzv »Nﬁ
-3g, 7 | uSmap ong parmsndioom J— " o eAouas 103 pesodosd axm 1em pus BrRILy wonsstesd s Bydeyn |
Bod 1| ® Sahdih Fi w1 | o iy " gITOm POUIS930 MO8 BIGIOTED ATV 1O YN | ) mﬁ _
sondu)
9.4 348U JoJ uoneE MW
: saimodsoout jjuwsd
uomIrEU0s -dojansp-mEisEOd ULYLOD
‘ Sl T | amERwyKIBRsUC) HiQIEIN €1-018
whsoq (7| - sruflisspsiguuguog P .96 : b
=oau.5n=8 : : ..us_ﬁona&
. 30 aipdas spasu Suausy o paymaunes.ad uoRangsuos Sumsanp
DR LoYu0t LU - Bnnﬁs.ﬂﬁ.,ﬁna a1 gosaseyd wnongstios: E.,ms..aﬁss
auoz paynjerd SUTRWR3 SNy AN BT 9088 .E.ﬁoa Sy bu_.ou___ss
3tp Uy sjooipuey 31 5P pUB IULZ | Esso.a 9 oA 29539K0
iAo 53 0AD roary. :533_»5 : daom:,uﬁ SRR OANBIE nbﬁm%u op
topdirsuo 031U YUK JSHOIY: | quotudy 05250 NOFPNISN0) T8N QNSRS [TRYS PUB Fuoun)
Suna P— OBINE | Ko Jo oymiasu uirp nasaid aq (e oL
Bonshiton, UDITE|EISUE 935330 " aQitbin “OIE UOJPANSI0D Sy ) qusde(pe 10 utfitia 318 78Ly ATRY | 5o
e | o -t | el | SR o3uouT TRUE 3i901014 6 110 PaeEd V- Z1-OTE WA | ©
S1o0TpoY
1-pUBY Yjim 3UOP I8 98
IA1T8U:§0-2U0Z UORI0d
ou.: 91 o zoeobﬁ
TR SO[IATIOR PaTHIRF
UONAEUOY BN ATBA,
amsedn sy  “seats wiaeds UojiqLngip
LM TUSISUOD PITMI0 i Emua
duzy .828»&5
25518 HiUOD, -
oharursto)
fuung -z




Resolution No. 15-05

Page 55 of 63

S3NSESU dWBULONSG J] 'S

smak ot DR SANSEIW

SsUeIIoad Spsw
BOIRINIW TR LUIUOS 4

“3amS8Iw

S1Y) YN/ JISISUoD

paor|daram juawaoeidas

spmyasnbal

18y} 539 justssidas
AmmnAnBA €

- syoday

[enuuB o 30- _-§a v

B0 O I8 Ec_ao T

30 ‘opeSnmu a)s: 30 ‘a)1s<up. 1307 Jo omer 88: Bumuwy dsy ﬁsgz
paEdntueg jeE puduwil ot ‘Ai1ow NS UIEeY BIEATISEN
pasadosd o Jo JNSAIH 58 PHUIRION 51.20F1A JO eIy 51

-J0.80] 8) 89311 91030 AU 1 ‘P ua.u_z%sﬁ..u_:?ﬁ popusIXd
2q {RUS. eoﬁn m::%..sﬁ . ‘seak 01 30 preaS1p g Tsu 3ol

918 SPIRPIRTS 95MRNII0}13 3] *UOITRENIIN AU JO.AIOBF 10.85200NS
3 uatiinaop 0) porRd Bl on meak- 01 31piJ0 UOSH3L0D ot
EpiE Kjeauiue 10 a1 oy u_%.a,op e n.,s R

.sﬁxan;s _:;3 w 5_35 @ Eu.aaz Treus

En w07 ».:u._._s patoluoln 3q (fuys |

22 sBunipass Jo equiu

183

jeaciddy
5415uGdsay

urid Ginpraday pue fuo

Jo0fosg A1 JUSLRTEL). JEEMOISE Y SOINT T 3.;:.

udsaid s)

uﬁ.suo.a somassen pasddond .

"NV BNLLHO YT N ONTHOLINO W NOLLVOLLIW

vineado ¢ suomayizads . - uodn Bﬁaobﬁ 11 ‘PIAOILS fou SR} 990 popatold popagre "
uojjonuswo 1% o1d Gty payesodaosuy - iR AQHEIA . 1o
Swng 1 oyl gD T | gk Ty | R TS NN S Rtk a1t o krming,'S1-018 WL | °F Em
paspuRI
539 9t Jo 530 pire S259dAy. a1, 1o pageq oq et 99y oy,
&_Ecuﬂoo mssE_a DO 3__5 £] .B eo.ﬁw.ssv-
Pire $920 SATU. 10 s50[ 31
w m.a_ie zsne_ 9|qEPIOABUT JO ures301g B.a_..uﬁ ul e
HO TgaAGming & A1 a00k
“BOIB, UB.R 35:_ aq [fEys (pjo o4 1. wey 59D sBuyips
pung @Eﬂan o_E_.a 1 10:Ju2wio[9A9p WOT pIr NS 81 )
Jﬂwh_mq: g“”%-ﬁ N.ww 7 ; +130: .‘88 83 ?roﬁa 4. fisha, Jog
ABN 3 o ol .
ot it X d oSNNS 0 .
o3z 8811[poas Jo DML “a
PO TRY b._b> ‘T xﬂi&& w.n_‘o& aq) 105 ‘paredad. UR[LUOTIOY01] UL FAIEN
UNDUIRLOD T svonesyiyds -9ip P ‘G’ m PR 16 SO JT] o) meriiid mvcﬁ.u..u uiib:& of
uonINIIOD - xafoud oy peraodioawn naIEN: nqEA - 018
-1d ‘[ | SIQIMSEAWTRQUUIOD L | JOAND 040D WA
pened o




Resolution No. 15-05

Page 56 of 63

ILTIRL TS 3iive)

«ald.

T

“KIre2150]098ya1e
Ji'padoroasp st eyd

JUSUNEIT B TEY) UHOD

suopEayeds

19foud onun paTeaodioan,
§1 A1TSEIW TEA) MLYLOD. *

L

feamno
S URISURY
o>.=.s,z

naiN
o K5

puB uajE20] sunpedid pesodoid 0L UT pRTRIO] 028 SPRJRI Treauss
.a__nu_mo_Bth PAUMIUIPP PUE- E_._.ww_.ug___ :o:...Em:ou.u.E
a; §,. ot [f8Ls 3

:Eﬁno.«a n&l

Y

upRIBULD

Fuung -

Sirisest)

Si) Ul pIqUas6sd
3.,23._%2
s1quai(dde i
SOUEPI0IY. U PAfpUSY
SIE-HORONIS U0 w_._s,ﬂ
vob>ou== o.a sifieias

tewiniy £os 35 wgued

uoisspwosy: 2NNy

30 mcoa%ﬁs&oue
o4 Ui $9UEpI09IR

n pareon st ndsip
Jopun s UNRaY
QS0YM S3N0SeI

eimjro AUR Wit uNEUDY

Jojyuoty

TBIMINY URILRUSY: OATTEN;
pus’ ﬁ_ma_nuncuh wog:
UOMEpIRWILDII LA
EPIO0L Y poyees

o1 oangsiiod Burp
POBAGIUN'S2IN0SIS

{RIm{nD. AUR TR Uuguo).

m.:onS.Eoohw
133foad ojn parpiodrosw

uryg Bunsedsy pue bunopuory

${ JanSEIW WIGuoD

148D

iracitidy
FECILES

‘18
180104BYoiY
Jopuow
|esmir
‘eI Iy
BN

Ywﬁ@ ] 35 bgaoav E&%Sﬁ.a T g0: soi

31 Ut p3ifed 3q [eYs Hrom ({8 .__o_._u_.Emﬁo Suump' vo!So:: o
SEOMOSSI [RIMIT. P3G J “TORIIIY: SATRN pSTSIIR-AIRSTNO
b} vﬁﬂﬁuo_oaﬁa Ut A PAUIUOUIION A2 BY STOIR
Ss6Y} 17 *Fuptoyiow STLMD. PRIaAISIp 38 SEUSELL IESyifs

JTPIPRDD A’ 332_ iE S siyy

“{2A0qe paquossp 88) 33

22Jn0532
fesBotoaya e ue 70 QduesjjuBis
Bt v 0FuB - 283Y: Lol




Resolution No. 15-05

Page 57 of 63

$ VB3P WO 1

Johno

91eaf]ads {18 o) woJuod TIELS 103(05d YL :Z-OAD AN

suauads jo

AMSBIW, 5_3 usﬂ_u—__Ou

nquEN

“sjusNbel paRzey SISIas el pUB K310 Ut

Buppeys puro S 0yanp spIezey
mszgs S199113,2919Ap8 [ENUEISQNS

Atojuesu pue, mmqa._ﬁa
| todan go ydtaser gy -
2SSk A paelidis
susiinba} S Bnpatu
-K1onisodas uinasnt
B0 PITRIND AR
Stowioads eyl WILLe). | :
poumannsm ) ‘s334nos3I jissay nuphuos
o s sid pas ojdisres 0] Hanﬁ..oa 0] ¥.9A3Y 0} Ja5ucs i 318ojosudered payend Aq
pue sfissoy sFuALes d 3108 Eﬁoa 100 958 .voabﬁv bw_s_ﬁa
0} A18535290 830JN083) ﬁﬁ
SRR DA Mol syt _Eo_uao& BY 08§01 3 u:tsﬂ_ame 8%8.
stiofagdds 1HOJOMOR | o nondo. sy Utemas [jeys sopiudiis si8ofojucared paifienb oL o o
uonInYsUeD wofoud ojur patrrodiosin neuEN NQUEINL | 203 § 30 ipdap B mopq In3dh fie HONRARSXS Sidym sedrs-Kunk ¥ ,Sdinosd: eaiBojoiuested
Suung 7 | SIITSROLIIEQUUGUOD T | Jo Ay B | u _s.asz 24 [[ays Joyuoiy 9igojoiucared pamnrend v 1-ME DN W anbpun & Konsap Ajpanpur s0.418e1CH 1-¥d
) aAdqe ‘2-HY NN PUR LMY W o) aej0y ST URUIY QISHD pjnoaoefold UV
padojaadp
st up(d Jumean
v 1w djwugsan
a1 iy 301ERI0OIE
"t put sonaNKS ol *anupInos
mu_._rs B:wnvz.%uw“. PInoA UopINRSU0d GofYM Stjmo)jo] .B:u.ﬁ_nﬁ_ pue. —ano_akv
V.,»&ﬁﬁ mam»aaoo ) * 3 155 G WAUTTS31 11U PIBY 9 [8LK B0 1 40
) PO, 1So109BLIY. e vo.a>8m€ 2Q SPRTYE. E.BE:mm a:uo_wo_suﬁh pInogs
3 SpRmi I LIER Jojjyous * -uotprinsuoy pafosd A pepedin.ag oy fentnod ot oy

_NVTId ONIZNOATY ONV.ONHOLINON NOLLYOLLIN
106foag Aioe] JUOUGEQ] 1 JETEMOTSERY JOTAD AIMD NGIIRY




Resolution No. 15-05

Page 58 of 63

‘Suofreatyiasds uppaiinbas

S8 3UOD S oMY
pu.uotpmdad

s I ANIRA

Sjugpuauy
oruswsiddng puodey
PUB uoyFUBULY, SOy
uﬁ.& %\.EoioSusAw

HDPRiT0D.

toparusuay Bmu:& ?osn...oxnm
© Buung g iy Eo:avﬁsacoe ATSE0D
LONOIBUSY ) | worpansuas
ALY msa_ 39 nqUEAC] RN
:m_mua s Pt .n.%.::a:oo : JOo A R
. PydEYD AF1PUe Ma._ ?
“uBld 81U §; & ]
L 1 nquE nQUEN SOMEEINS *; T 2D AITPYR ‘AT WL RO S AID §-0D
B T Py iy A0 apul mus_%sm 1pisa A1dioo [reys $osfoad Sy -0 WA prid
201RPI0ITE U1 £MD30
WP UUIIOD
11814 [GQU0D) U005, _—
‘Pus Lo EnsaAty o e ued
"Teo10098 ropraueg) | SHQIN EODMYT a1 Jo.Med i pdanbal trald oo totsoyd
317 Jo SUPBRPUAANOIA Aumsosy |20 PUe -Pal0id A 103 PAINPUCY -tomRERsIAUL [EapINIMOod Sunquse,
uefIoNIEUOD) ap amiodioguy uoprnstiesy | 2UN.MI SIOMPDIATINZAI o) Ak aUBpa0 U] patiozead oq pIe sdop 0 sapyispur 01 g spaezwy
Suung 2z susyrEaydi:pefoud nien; “nqifujay | P00 JRATONRE PR’ Ul IORRD 30w 30 RBERArb: 5 SUAJOAUY SIRIT4'9519AD'S [RIISGNS”
: ! foAum | ? ia IpE Sutpesd pe omtpres 035 i | "I ) :
wBsg: 1 puB ufisap uugue 1 | Jo M. ok | 20 P iiv. o1 PN | feuojed oy ssspni. 6. desd sevidey 080
*URURINbU E:on&_._
pure: .m:a_au_u_voE wogado ue(d ‘saanpasoxd uorieagpou
AMSTIW AT RIsU0D '5[030)01d 3Tay, “Jaks Sk & uaiot]o)
. am sjodoioad Bureiado QUER e dso} apudgidds wavawﬁws_.ﬂa_oﬁ.sbm ¢
vopend) ‘I iford wipued | o Ly KD jfeys sfoaoyoud’ m:.._.wn% Rfoud ic-OUOMIN | WA

AT ik JuEISuGs

IO TUTTTHTH]

31A3Y

[ea0ddy
g MBI

Aueg
qisuodsay

B2




Page 59 of 63

318 Uk|d oSU00S9 Y
fausBrawy puejonued
URISQNg SNOp reEZEH
a7 3o stionsip

pue syuawanfibas

3 Jeip wugUoy

(G8EME) el BofwaKasy
UOTOIOd RIEM OIS $,139(01d S U PATRIION SY PSTE

Resolution No. 15-05

TR zﬁnnu:&u.. e SUOTIORID 831 vos:E& 99 [[218 AmJy

% pus: mo_§u33§§==e»§ﬁ>

517810 {1 o8 odssy
Aaus§nuig pue.jonuoD
22UMSQNG SNOPIEZBY
BAnA 9w«
vﬁuoﬁ_ous E:.Eoo u..v.

PR [rEiu0D '

es_u_sas_
8t Smsedta st t T
Ui Yisstod W Hoxd 1 un_»-ipu =ni EE»PE Sujuren oy, eNARE
uoPIMSUOD Supuen {BsLLGONA Y =o_.uaﬁsoo Y pOTRLIOSSE. i._aaha PRY 1 01 §E5_Ea_5
Suung ¢ e uugyoy °z, o spped peinfesew 159G b&& vqu uEE-oE a_._onﬂu
SoNonIsLoD anﬁu_un& HOPRANED | Aotfliaurs ‘worjusaasd i . S[RIRTELSNOpIEZRY 10 35Eaa1
wig T : o | O s JnWos 0} P 1=NH _.SEES-S%E“SE&EE::E
—.m—muﬂ . ’ i '«9>=O i b sl B s a

1B]d Bo[TER FAIY plre
‘Bundeaspus ‘fonue)
uojsoIAs MR 3 !
PANTIUGPE 218 SOMESBAW
10U03, UOISOIR- UBYIDD *

-Suome|msin auadid
. WsAs ST

uog_ucm Sudf
1) 55 jom S !.amﬂE:o:ﬂ eI adofs ouy EEE:
i b ;

01D

eaiddy

woday) pue Bunojiuopy




Resolution No. 15-05

Page 60 of 63

uoendo ‘¢

U0
sd T
w@sa

TsRIW
11 AN MO RISTOD

UBld Ssauisng S[e}RME
snopmzy Iredalg

niqIEiN
Jo.AitD

QBN
Johity

258919130 1)1ds.2 07 S3.Mpa00d UOFEOYROUPUR SUOs
b_.amhznvﬁ .5_.9@_ s ..EE:EE& iy SE

SNOPIRZHY [T JO. omasm ..:a g puey mﬂ.a_;.v_:os Sy, ._se
TR UTED JITELIISBA ST J03:UB[d SSOUNNE STEUITEIN SNOPIEZEH
8.amdaad :-ﬁ &0 9y swopsisdo’ Ua_.o._muo..._ FR sy uﬁz

INH

oordUsUOD

Suung 't

OS1.a3Yi 40 d4DY1
-Aq srisai ja (eA0sdde

PUE LA UIRICY

amsesw s

A 9oueydisos ) pus
WRMSUOI | NUILGATAL
£q papmpuo
S15[108 PR BUOUEIT0I
Suipsedrs wonednsaAtn

PUR ma1ads AUB oy

nQIEN
JoA1D

mnSue)
m
UsUIIO AU
JopRIwed

qnER
pLY ]

uo =oa€§0 no.n 1 oz. =o==_8§ :u..sao b_o 3¢ .n.uzmm WM

&NH

uapRIEUOY

guing. ‘g

VORI IO

~d 1.

SOIURISANS STOPIZBED
aqut popniaut

51 S|BUSTRW STOPTRZEY
Jo'Buypirey pue

sthodssayds uupiimoy

seom g pug

om0 JusTe(ps 1y ave

“Juonidinbs pirs s3)jddrs

1108 Aaddraima {ep

suomEdyIsads
o foud oy parerodioatn

m_.u.:.wuoE uwmed -

IR,
3 1

JPBNNGD

noireN
30y

“upld om:gw»x&_umbpﬂ pue foguosy
SPUBEQRG u:ovhnamﬂa_.n& . v%so.aua Jeis-SpUrbE W

560 uq_wuﬁ PUE oA, 30 S83Te _ﬁowﬁog&vﬁﬁ 2_
e iuintinbs ds Lom83n

uEEv.o 81015 pUs-‘sd ey ;_EB-E ﬁoﬁaﬁ 110 TN

TWH

) . dadms
9 o pajrigdisaut

ueyd Butproday pue Guneioyy

ﬁ.?..n Ayjiorf jusunen: | 1ajemelSE Ay 1300 us_u nqiewy

* N¥1d ONLMOETH UNV.ONIMOLINOIN NOULVOLLIN -

Arenung yaediy




Resolution No. 15-05

Page 61 of 63

uonaBULD g
wBisq 1

sasnseau |03un2-98tolr

orendordds Jo ssn A7IBA

suopeIPINds
152 foud o papeiodiotn

B[ s5Uodsay

jweunsy. RuRdury

2ArEIui sitp
itesEio3 il ssuodssy

21TEROW UONOD

jurBums]-agedasd

“TER U pATEAD] 3G BTN A4 J1 3]Q1SE9] SE $1070950) ANISUAS

Wog- Jej S8 PITeI0] 3 [[BYS SIIN0S -Asiou Amuopms e

*spadus Yo[TBIqLA pUB 950U fenusiod
20001 0]-5|q5Rs). LA Kk PINLP-51d 34 Jreus SOy Mg ‘e
ALy
RAIRYM ISR 3 JEUS Jcona:&o “peduiy. i Jotpes
.mc_s_.a SBU3NS gsoa .§3 ;

anm_g»_ 2506 Jamo| .GE:E _vaaon__uﬁgg‘
._a.vﬁnenES 1) 1O, PIHAUL [OEYQ U0 3]qEPIOARUN
st 5007 _x.skon m:&:-ﬁ:»ﬁ Jo omn sy 93ym
- mod b-Rquizn ‘upg Bosie

5 uu.ESwmu 28TOUII PIOAR D1 AIQISERS
BBhnB i) EE._____X ponmod a_—-usuo_o n
AleonmepAn *uwrpngsuod: bl Surmp pasn sy ¥ (ovasq

isunasd. pus s :uwv. Justudinba ;S&E Jq e

“fpvedigy

.2810U  BONIAIEHOY: §E==E o). syany pus juamdinby

If8 Jog pasn 3q JBYS (SpROS 3o splomys Sueniearye
Areansnods pue .mo._io_oﬁ oEwB "5197p “SIDUI[S S4EYY
‘sjgnw Saiprisi) $anby : IqereAR 1S9y e
hEE:B EE_G%E:— 2AnIdsas
iPB. Wi IONINNST0s. uiinp SHTUPI6 Asjo0. D::oo
pue KD qia ouE__mEou Urag ey sy’ _._o:uE.ueoo .

*un01{0F 930 K1 2PN, PIAIOD B{OND: .,on_oz ...o_n_la,\.awio.

31y 03 S9As] 28100 HOASNNSLO): FIMPIT 0) SHIMSEIW {D.JL03-08100

‘oymuidbidde s jpegs: soioEguUOd UDPOAISWOY YL, (T-AN ADN

-Kuddoad purs 45} g6 vonIRoad ayyaq (el dsuodsas b unrui

5850 Sujuma ...3» nEunst Jo° a.ox._ 0 832»..&38.“
2q KBttt BYSYOIPE 0F Agpoads” E_aﬁows WEDUSE UTEIN0I
1feys ved omS&uﬁ Eusﬁ syr .ﬁaooo.& UOTTBUIPIOD pire

2siiodsd} A5 EHUL B ap T If0IL 9t 105 tre) 4 dstiodsay
umupsL-e usus(dun pue smedssd M A 2:. 1-AH AN

NV1d ONLLHOATY INV.ONHOLIROH ROLLYDLIN
o6foag Aypoe.] Jusiigees) Ixemejse s 10jueYy A nqitey

S P
3o sprepum-ajqeotdde so satrampao
260U 10 UBld [RIUS B0} ¥ UYL

PAYSH| QRIS SPIEPUE]S J0:9530)0 LI S|IAI
ira1enwE 40 01 srosiad dsodxg.

Mogpat-so-{irEuns) pRs
wog-aomepuny).01 pfqns weloss

Aeanng aeduy

9-DMH




Resolution No. 15-05

Page 62 of 63

-AHWW fp o § AH AT 1L PUE§ Y “-OF) W I

D )8,] SUTSIXY JO UoIStRAXy
Jo samptaed :u.ssc. DIEMYERN

JADY T PUE Y A T PR ‘ST T1 91 L S ‘c-OTH AN 208 10 1676/ MBN.J6 uSEidrinsuoly 2
SELLIILA ZEE
Aytiaix 199 foad-9if}
g . ‘510421 9810U UR[QUR U} 9SBILNY: 1poued ) :
9A0Ge ‘AN W 9 Jojou ..obza%u:ux_auaa ¥ 5:&& R

il Tio R
suung t

/ amsiui A
moEuo& se it pus
posnoy aIB BRI USE
KomSiaus >«._.u> ‘T
‘ubtRatgIvads
130ford oy pakiodindn
" . NSO MULOD ‘T

nqIEN:
oA

wpuiue) |

ngIEN
J0 800

,ﬂoau_ BSI01F" ou%o._ 8 353

mmoaa_uuo ﬁua&muﬁ [}

’ NSZ :

ueyd Hunpoday pue Guisopuogy

311 PUB. *I0}5RAL0D  UOTRNIRUGS AL} ity pmnnuue .a_amo._

18 panmassad og. _ﬁﬁ.w 3_55.85: 3 a_ﬁux ‘Kressazau

B Suyoyuons ss - ipol 1pnj .3:. ORI TAGEC
o} sdons. 9. ey uosBHd: SIE mco_._uom%e “5UeAPE

v U0 pUB §eare NeMARinsuos fB parsod. Arshomfdsios

-84 |[eys UOse1j-a1f) Jo Aqumir auoyd pue auren. oyt ‘ssseyd
‘uorpnnsucs ayr Juunp. sjurerdwios asjou o0} Fuiprodsa
.._a 1qistiodsel ‘3q |{Bys uosE) 1afoid paeuSisp v e
“a]q oY AfTeonripa) sk R0 dasdy aALiiSusE
WoJ. JB): $8. P1RIO| 99 [[BIE w.a t0q-pire-3o8( pasodotd e
'§107d939.1 [0OLPS, UB {B1JUSPISA) LIOL
2]qISEQ). 5B JBT SB pAjRol 9g.Jfeys $eork Supjred pim BB
‘nbwdmbaotetionmens. se (aa S gajidspai fBuafRIN o

“SJQISBILAUNXD 2 0} SIPUPHPIO

uoo?i b__auu juougeel] 528.2! 18089 2D NqYe




Resolution No. 15-05

Page 63 of 63

syofoud

UHLINILOD. PILMUIP] 2
103 SN S)q)sH0dsIs
01UB]d [0NUGY

QSVTpuUe.QIDV'] Wog
Siuanunues asurdoidds

JUAURLOD PUR MILAD
103 Q571 pue QIDHYT
0):LIR]d [0.AU0D ATRIL,

sjooys Bupsoqydou
s pur afoud a3t
inita uorBUMIO0S M UEid

alord pasodosd
appm HBUNOUOT
POINPILLS AT R Y RIS
B AL 3ip J6 apy
v 4O Guopm s0
BITR SSIURD DALD PN

UP(IUBYOD
Suung 7
UoNIRISUOD

4gELL Jo'sdrdoaapraod

se amiodrosuy -

Jo sudaa yeip spuolg -

jonuop otgeiL-dopAaq

.ﬂuuaamo Wi %ﬂﬁa '

Jowesiagy
nqiEN
FLLS))

Jjgisuodsay

ASVIPUA3Y1
Ag:ponapass 5q e WwTg [0Ru0D) PR ) UARONNSUGR 39

84 30° [EAGdY: P, oy Ay
» %3 o pue .u_ﬁo josysg 3:5 nqmEA

ﬁoa.a PITERL 2 0) 5_ E,so orar oz appaosd. [reus
D o1 B D IALD 410130, 9J110- T 1Rl HOJ BUorR Jo =ore
280 WD ;

mnvm Syop. B U Sty oﬁ 5 »:.UEB__& uo..uaunau
3q 01 DIIPatEs 9 e mafoad A e Wafosd gesedord
‘3t Jo; IDNannsuey pue ueld [ONUOY IMIRAL Syl AIBUIPI0OD
IS Q1D o wigstod R FareasF ooy .Ez«ﬁ W

NV1d DNLLNOATH GNY ONRIOLINOW NOLLYOLUIN
100f01d Ao Jusugeat) seemelsepriojua) A1) nqlel

‘voppnIsod Juump spaduy

- spedwy

LR PUR SR U oduws

sy
[eyiisanipnaug jueoylidis ashe




	I. Appeal Jurisdiction AND Procedures
	A. APPEAL PROCEDURES
	1. Appeal Areas
	2. Grounds for Appeal
	3. Substantial Issue Determination
	4. De Novo Review

	B. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION AND FILING OF APPEAL

	II. Staff RecoMMENDATION FOR FINDING NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE
	III. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS FOR NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE DETERMINATION
	A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND SETTING
	B. Background
	C. APPELLANT’S CONTENTIONS
	D. ANALYSIS OF SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE
	1.  Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA)
	2. Factors Considered in Substantial Issue Analysis

	E. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE REVIEW CONCLUSION




