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Jeffrey and Christina Spitz
Friends St. residents, Pacific Palisades
jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com; ppfriends3@hotmail.com

January 27, 2022

Board of Recreation and Parks (RAP) Commissioners rapcommissioners@Iacity.org
Michael Shull, General Manager, RAP michael.a.shull@lacity.org
Gary Lee Moore, City Engineer, Bureau of Engineering (BOE) gary.lee.moore@lacity.org
Hon. Mike Bonin, Councilmember, CD 11 mike.bonin@lacity.org

Re: George Wolfberg Park at Potrero Canyon (Park)

City Officials:

On January 19, 2022, BOE produced numerous documents in response to Mr. Spitz’s Public Records Act (PRA)
request.! Our initial review of these documents reveals disturbing evidence of closed-door decision-making,
willful disregard of community opinion, obfuscation, falsehoods and even likely Brown-Act violations
underpinning the City’s decision to open a Friends St. public entrance and close off the south/PCH entrance
to Potrero Canyon at the Park’s opening.

Among the documents produced is a November 12, 2020 email message from Pedro Garcia (former BOE
engineer and immediate past Park project manager, now transferred to the General Services Dept.) to a
concerned Friends St. resident, Marco Assante (who lives directly across from where the Friends St. gate and
public entrance are proposed to be located). Attempting to justify the City’s decision to open an entrance on
Friends St., Mr. Garcia told Mr. Assante the following:

“This entrance has been part of the project for many years and has been presented at
various community meetings and is supported by the Department of Recreation and Parks,
Council District 11, and various community groups including the Pacific Palisades Community
Council, the PP Park Advisory Board, and the Potrero Canyon Citizens Advisory Committee.”

Virtually every statement in this message is false. Here are the true facts:

1. Entrance part of the project for many years:

Not so. A west rim entrance/accessway has not been in any Coastal Development Permit for this
project since 1993 (when RAP removed a “pathway to DePauw St.” from prior plans, following strong
public opposition by residents to any west rim entrance/accessway, as described in 1992 and 1993
Coastal Commission staff reports).

The entrance was not in the plans in 2013, when then-BOE project manager Robert Hancock, aware
of the community’s strongly expressed position against west rim access, stated in a written
document (BOE spreadsheet entitled “50% Review Comments,” produced by BOE in response to the
PRA request) that “after a Community meeting the response was overwhelming that the local
residents do not want access to the park along Friends Street. At this time pedestrian access along
Friends St. is not a part of the plans” [Emphasis added].?

! Additional documents are expected this week from RAP. We anticipate that these documents will confirm the
concerning events and matters described in this letter.

2 The “50% Review Comments” spreadsheet also stated that this was BOE’s response to comments by the “Citizen’s
Advisory Committee,” to the effect that there should be a gate and entrance on Friends St. (“Once the neighborhood



The entrance was not included in a map/rendering shown by Mr. Hancock to PPCC in 2016 (see para.
2 below).

The entrance was not included in “100% plans” that Kristin Ly of BOE purported to send to the
“Potrero Canyon Community Advisory Committee” for review in December 2019 (the actual PCCAC
has been inactive since 2008).

Even well into 2020, the entrance was not included in Park plans. Rather, in 2020 BOE and RAP
officials questioned whether a gate (but not a pathway) that designers had apparently inserted in
prior landscape plans may have been intended solely as a maintenance gate. In late January 2020,
officials acknowledged that RAP management would need to “be on board with access to Friends”
(since a pathway was not in the prior plans). In April-May 2020, when the issue of whether this gate
was intended solely for maintenance apparently remained undecided (and the “100% plans” still did
not include a pathway), former PCCAC members pressed BOE to add a pathway to the Friends St.
gate in the final plans.® As of June 2020, a pathway had apparently still not been included in the
plans, and comments again were submitted asking for the pathway to be added. In or about
September 2020, BOE began preparing the EIR Addendum, in which it included the utterly and
demonstrably false statement that a “decomposed granite path” connecting “the entrance on
Friends St.” to Park trails had been studied in the 1985 EIR and that therefore further CEQA analysis
was not required.

2. Entrance presented at various community meetings:

Not so. In 2016, Mr. Hancock, accompanied by Mr. Garcia, gave a presentation on the project to
PPCC (the only such presentation made at PPCC since 2008), saying nothing about a gate/pathway or
entrance on Friends St. (and showing a map/rendering of the project that included no such gate/
pathway or entrance; the map was posted and remains posted on the PPCC website). In 2020, Mr.
Garcia gave a presentation to the PP-PAB, again showing the same map that had been presented to
PPCC in 2016 (and which CM Bonin had also publicly shown in 2019 and was posted on the CD 11
website), not referencing Friends St. as the location of any gate/pathway or entrance (according to

sees the park completed, they will want to walk there without having to drive to the Rec Center and parking in the
inadequate parking there (spilling out to Alma Real).”) Not only is this statement not a position ever taken by the
PCCAC, it is directly contrary to the PCCAC’s position, reflecting community consensus, as expressed in its last official
statement: the final 2008 PCCAC report (Sec. 13c; see excerpt from the report on p. 6, following). Rather, this statement
was the personal opinion of one former PCCAC member who had submitted, verbatim, the same exact comments in an
individual document (also produced as part of the BOE PRA response) commenting on the “50% Drawings” (cut and
pasted in the “50% Review Comments” spreadsheet).

3 Minutes of a May 1, 2020 meeting among four former PCCAC members (David Card, Gil Dembo, Rob Weber, Bob
Harter), City staff and RAP Commissioner Joe Halper, with Mr. Card’s added “changes and additions,” regarding “old
comments that still apply to the “100% drawings,”” include the following:

“MUST HAVE A PATH FOR A PEDESTRIAN ACCESS FROM THE FRIENDS GATE TO THE BENCH AT THE CLOSEST
TRAIL. THIS IS A PEDESTRIAN ACCESS POINT” [original comment by Mr. Card; all caps and bold font in original].
“***Agreed that trail or stair case should lead from gate to park, as indicated in 2008 advisory committee report.
Pedro [Mr. Garcia] will follow up with DBS and Dept of Disability to help ensure that either a staircase or a trail
are located at a pedestrian access gate off of Friends Street.”

The “agreement” is in fact NOT based on anything in the “2008 advisory committee report.” Instead, the 2008 PCCAC
report recommends the exact opposite of what was purportedly agreed on: “No new walkway/stairway easements for
West Rim public access. The existing status quo to remain . ...”



available meeting minutes and reporting).* Mr. Garcia was listed on the agenda of a PP-PAB meeting
to give an update on the project on November 17, 2021 but did not appear. There have been no
meetings of the PCCAC since 2008.

We are not aware that City officials gave any presentations about a plan for a gate/pathway or
entrance on Friends St. at any community meetings. Almost all major Palisades organizations are
members of PPCC and none have reported publicly that such a presentation was ever given at their
meetings — most of which are held privately.®> In the 14 years since the 2008 PCCAC report was
issued, neither BOE, RAP nor CD11 has ever noticed or scheduled a public community meeting

with residents to discuss placement of a gate/pathway or entrance on Friends St., or the plan to close
the south/PCH entrance at the Park’s opening.®

3. Entrance supported by Pacific Palisades Community Council (PPCC):

Not so. The only position ever taken by PPCC on the Park was its motion passed in 2004, supporting
the sale of rim lots to fund Park completion; calling for community input on the design; and stating
that it would approve the sale of rim lots to fund Phase Il (landscaping) only “after further input
from the community is sought by the City regarding the design and plan,” “PPCC approves of such
design and plan,” and the plan includes certain particulars, including an “EIR of project on abutting
neighborhoods.” [Emphasis added; see excerpt from the motion on p. 6, following.].

The City has not sought “further input” from the community on the current design and plan. PPCC
has never approved any design or plan for the Park (no design or plan other than the map displayed
in 2016, 2019 and 2020 has ever been shown to PPCC or the community). An EIR of the project on
abutting neighborhoods (specifically as to opening a Friends St. entrance and closing the south/PCH
entrance) has never been conducted, despite the false statement in the EIR Addendum. PPCC has
never taken a position on west rim access.” The 2008 PCCAC report specifically references the 2004
motion and likewise states that PCCAC “expects” that environmental and traffic studies of impact of
the project on adjacent neighborhoods will be conducted (fairly read, the 2008 report calls for such
studies of the impact on neighborhoods adjacent to Park entrances; see excerpts from the report on
p. 6, following). We submit that if a position were ever to be taken by PPCC on this subject (or if a
new position were to be taken by PCCAC, assuming the committee still exists), that could only occur

% The map clearly does depict an open entrance at the south/PCH end of the canyon, connecting to a trail running west
along PCH to the PCH/Temescal Canyon intersection — one of the PCCAC’s 2008 recommendations, to provide access to
the beach. The trail’s current status is unknown.

® In 2014, Temescal Canyon Association (TCA; a PPCC member) stated in a letter to CM Bonin that it supported greater
public access to the Park; the same position is expressed on its website. We assume that consistent with its position,
TCA would not support the plan to close the south/PCH entrance and thus close public access to/from the coast.

6 In late June 2021, some rim residents received written notices from the landscaping company, advising that the Park’s
landscaping would begin on August 12. These notices said nothing about construction of a gate/entrance or pathway on
Friends St. or about the planned fencing off/closure of the south/PCH entrance.

7 As noted in earlier correspondence, until recent disturbing events compelled her to speak out, Ms. Spitz had not
commented publicly on these issues since 2014, when she became PPCC Chair and was advised that she should remain
neutral as PPCC had not taken a position on west rim access. As clearly stated in its Mission Statement and Bylaws,
PPCC does not take policy positions unless there is community consensus, reflected by a 2/3 vote of its Board.
Community consensus on the issue of west rim access was ascertained and reflected in the 2008 PCCAC report. Current
community consensus (if different) has not been ascertained.



(consistent with their public positions) after sufficient environmental impact studies had been
conducted.®

4. Entrance supported by the Potrero Canyon Community Advisory Committee (PCCAC):

Not so. The 2008 PCCAC report with its clear-cut recommendation — no new easements for west rim
public access; status quo to remain; possible consideration only much later, “if there is public
support” (Sec. 13c) — was and is a public document in the possession of and known to CD 11, BOE
and RAP (as well as Messrs. Card, Weber, Dembo and Harter, who are all former members of PCCAC).
CM Bonin and his representatives over the years have called the report (unchanged since 2008) the
“guidance,” the “guidelines” or the “blueprint” for Park design. At a public PPCC board meeting on
June 27, 2019, CM Bonin stated: “City is adhering to the guidance from the [PCCAC’s] 2008
recommendations.” All responsible parties knew that the PCCAC had not met since 2008 and had
not changed its recommendations. Any suggestion to the contrary — that an entrance on Friends St.
and/or closure of the south/PCH entrance was or is supported by PCCAC — was clearly and
demonstrably false.

5. Entrance supported by the Pacific Palisades Park Advisory Board (PP-PAB):

Not so. We are confident that the PP-PAB has never taken a position on this subject. For many
years, its members have repeatedly declined to consider action on matters involving Potrero Canyon,
based on uncertainty over the board’s jurisdiction (including a request by Mr. Card in 2020 to take a
position on homeowner encroachments into the canyon). On January 29, 2020, the board passed
only this motion: “This board will take up any matter that arises from Potrero Canyon that may
directly impact the quality of this park.” At its November 17, 2021 meeting (at which Mr. Garcia was
scheduled but did not appear), the board again expressed doubt as to the extent of its jurisdiction (as
it had on several other prior occasions) and did not take up the question of west rim access after Mr.
Spitz raised concerns during public comment about the plan to install an entrance on Friends St.
(then-new information for PP-PAB board members).

What was the basis for the untrue statements in Mr. Garcia’s message to Mr. Assante? He and other City
officials involved with this project (Officials) knew of the actual community consensus position stated in the
2008 PCCAC report. Officials knew that the PCCAC was a Brown-Acted committee which had not held a
public meeting since 2008 and that the PCCAC's position consequently was unchanged. Officials knew or
should have known that neither PPCC nor the PP-PAB had taken a position on public west rim access.
Officials knew that the City had never provided any public notice to the community to present a west rim
access proposal, nor held a public meeting on the subject, nor had (or has, to date) the City explained the
decision to open a public entrance on Friends St. (or to close the south/PCH entrance) at a PPCC or PP-PAB
meeting or in any other public forum.

What has become abundantly clear is that three or four former PCCAC members have been meeting privately
for many years with Officials (including RAP Commissioner Halper), purporting to give “advice” (including
promoting a Friends St. public entrance), in direct contravention of the actual PCCAC position.® Certainly, the

8 As the principal author of over 30 letters/statements submitted in 2021 on behalf of PPCC in opposition to the Bonin
motion regarding homeless housing at state beaches — which repeatedly emphasized PPCC’s position in support of the
Coastal Act mandate of preserving coastal access — Ms. Spitz believes that if the matter of closure of the south/PCH
entrance were to come before the PPCC Board, consistent with its past position, the Board would not support closing off
that entrance preventing coastal access from/to the Park.

9 We appreciate the donation of time and services by Mr. Card and others who may have assisted the City with respect
to landscape design matters that are within their expertise. However, as previously pointed out, the PCCAC is “inactive”
(described as such on the PPCC website, in language approved by Mr. Card as PPCC Chair, by George Wolfberg ((Mr.



highly impactful decision to close off the south/PCH entrance to the canyon at the Park’s opening —
preventing public access to the coast — has never been shared or explained openly with the community, nor
have the impacts of such a closure ever been studied.

On behalf of the many west rim residents who have now spoken out against these decisions and are seeking
answers — and in light of what we have now learned from the BOE documents — we implore the City to: 1)
temporarily pause work on the Friends St. accessway and refrain from installing any permanent closed
fencing at the south/PCH entrance; 2) promptly hold a public meeting with the community to explain these
decisions and ascertain whether there is indeed community support; and 3) reverse course if in fact it is
demonstrated that significant community support does not exist.

In no event should the City move forward with either of these plans until sufficient traffic and other
environmental studies are conducted and Coastal Commission permission is obtained.

We see no reason why landscaping work on the remainder of the Park (which we support) could not continue
and be completed while these two matters (Friends St. public access opening and south/PCH entrance
closing) are temporarily paused in order to allow for:

e public explanation and transparency,

e ascertainment of the actual extent of community support,

e sufficient study of impacts on the adjoining neighborhoods (as called for by both PPCC and the
PCCAC).

Numerous prior requests for action by City officials — our own requests and those of other concerned
residents — have unfortunately gone unheeded. We again ask for your prompt response and hope that you
will not continue to ignore our reasonable requests.

Jeffrey Spitz and Christina Spitz

30-year residents of Friends St., Pacific Palisades
(For identification only: Ms. Spitz is a former PCCAC member and current PPCC Secretary and Chair Emeritus)

cc (via email): A.P. Diaz, RAP; Cathie Santo Domingo, RAP; Daryll Ford, RAP; Norman Mundy, BOE; Patrick Schmidt,
BOE; Kristen Ly, BOE; Noah Fleishman, CD 11; West rim residents

Card’s predecessor as PPCC Chair and the former Chair of the PCCAC)), by Ms. Spitz and by other past PPCCC Chairs)
and, according to Mr. Card’s public explanation at a PP-PAB meeting in 2020, has not acted “officially” since 2008. At
the same time, he and less than a handful of former PCCAC members have (as confirmed by the documents produced by
BOE) given “advice” to Officials over the course of many years, acting and being treated as if their personal opinions
(which included promotion of a Friends St. public entrance) were the official positions of the PCCAC and of the entire
Palisades community.

As Officials well knew, the PCCAC was created by the City Council and subject to the Brown Act. To the extent these
former PCCAC members offered their personal opinions as those of the PCCAC or led Officials to believe that the PCCAC
position on west rim access is anything other than as expressed in its 2008 report, or if their advice exceeded the
boundaries of PCCAC's actual position — and if they told Officials that these positions (not in the 2008 report) were the
current positions of the community as a whole — this would have been based on falsehoods and raises ethical and legal
guestions not only about the conduct and violations of the Brown Act, but also the legitimacy of the resulting decisions.

The January 3, 2022 letter to Officials from Mr. Card, Mr. Weber and Mr. Dembo — improperly using the City seal
(proscribed by LAMC Sec. 68.108) and purported PCCAC letterhead, thus cloaking themselves in the authority of the
PCCAC when the letter itself and its contents (including unfounded accusations against residents) had not been
authorized by (or even divulged to) other former PCCAC members or in any public meeting of the PCCAC — underscores
the gravity of the matter and further demonstrates how these individuals have apparently been presenting personal
opinions as PCCAC-authorized “advice,” while not complying with the Brown Act public meetings mandate.



Excerpts from the 2008 PCCAC report and 2004 PPCC motion

2008 PCCAC report excerpts:

“Preamble: In making these proposals, the Committee expects the City of Los Angeles to consider the
existing traffic and parking congestion in and around the Pacific Palisades Recreation Center and the adjacent
residential and business districts, as well as the projected impact of the Potrero Canyon Trails project on
those areas as estimated by traffic and parking studies the city will undertake. The Committee also expects
that the city will take into account all applicable land use and environmental laws, including but not limited
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and all applicable permitting procedures in cooperation
with state and local governmental agencies” (p. 1).

“The PCCAC took guidance from the following motion unanimously adopted on May 27 by the Pacific
Palisades Community Council . . .” [motion language quoted; excerpts below] (Background Summary, p. 2).

”

“[Cross-reference to PPCC bullet items”}: “Item: EIR of project on abutting neighborhoods. See preamble
(Background Summary, p. 3).

“13. Access to the Canyon:

c. West Rim Easements: No new walkway/stairway easements for West Rim public access.
The existing status quo will prevail, though this issue may be considered again much later in the process of
lot sales and park construction if there is public support . ..” (p. 4).

2004 PPCC motion excerpt:

“The Pacific Palisades Community Council

2. Supports the sale of a sufficient number, but no more, of the City owned developed (improved) lots in
Potrero Canyon to fund the completion of Phase ll, but not Phase IlI;

3. Supports the sale of such additional City owned lots in Potrero Canyon, incrementally and sequentially
taking into account the environmental impact upon the surrounding neighborhood, as is necessary to fund
Phase Il only after further input from the community is sought by the City regarding the design and plan of
Phase Ill, the PPCC Board approves such design and plan, and such design and plan includes, but is not limited
to, the following particulars:

h) EIR of project upon abutting neighborhoods

”

From PPCC meeting minutes, May 27, 2004 (posted at www.pacpalicc.org)

End of excerpts.



Jeffrey and Christina Spitz
15210 Friends St., Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com; ppfriends3@hotmail.com

February 8, 2022

Steve Hudson, District Director, California Coastal Commission (CCC) steve.hudson@coastal.ca.gov
Aaron McClendon, Deputy Chief of Enforcement, CCC aaron.mcclendon@coastal.ca.gov

Re: George Wolfberg Park at Potrero Canyon (Park), 15101 Pacific Coast Highway, Pacific Palisades, City of
Los Angeles, CA — Permit No. 5-91-286 (Project)

Dear Messrs. Hudson and McClendon:

We are 30-year residents of Friends St., a street located adjacent to the Park in an entirely residential
neighborhood of Pacific Palisades known as the “West Rim.” For identification only, Ms. Spitz is current
Secretary and Chair Emeritus of Pacific Palisades Community Council (PPCC) and a former member of the
Potrero Canyon Community Advisory Committee (PCCAC).}

In brief, the Project has made a dramatic, unexplained turn from its decades-long, principal intended goal —
providing a public accessway to the coast (from the Palisades Recreation Center at the north end of the Park
to the PCH and coast on the south end) — to providing, instead, a public accessway from the Recreation
Center solely to a residential neighborhood street on the West Rim of the canyon with no access to the coast.

We and more than 35 other residents of the West Rim have previously expressed our serious concerns with
the substance as well as the “process” of the City of Los Angeles (City) in its decision-making and approval of
these new Project developments. January 6, 2022 letter attached. Among our concerns is the fact that the
City is or may be proceeding with Project construction in violation of the controlling Coastal Development
Permit, No. 5-91-286, last amended in 2014 (the CDP).

The many reasons for our concerns include but are not limited to:

1. The City is now engaged in Phase Il of Park construction (landscaping). The City has decided to fence
off and close the south/PCH entrance (and thus prevent public access to and from the coast) when
the Park is opened (with signs stating “no coastal access”) (Coastal Access Closure). To our
knowledge, this significant change in the Park has not been included in any Project plans either
submitted to or approved by the CCC,? nor has it been publicly announced to the community.

! The PCCAC was a Brown-Acted committee of 16 members, formed by the Los Angeles City Council in 2004-05 to
provide community input into the design of the Park (which had then been stalled for many years). After three+ years
of public meetings, the PCCAC issued its final report in 2008 (the 2008 Report) reflecting community consensus, which
City officials acknowledge to be the “blueprint” for Park design and construction. 2008 Report attached. In the 2008
Report, the PCCAC recommended, among other things, that in addition to a pedestrian bridge, a trail should be
constructed from the south/PCH end of the Park, running to the intersection of Temescal Canyon Blvd. and PCH (the
Lateral Trail), to allow for safe crossing over PCH and access to nearby Will Rogers State Beach; and further, based on
overwhelming community opposition to opening a public access point on the West Rim (West Rim access), such access
should not be included nor even considered in the future unless there is “public support.” In the ensuing 14 years, the
PCCAC has been inactive and has not met; there have been no changes to the 2008 Report and no effort has been made
to ascertain the current level of public support (if any) for West Rim access; and to our knowledge West Rim residents
remain overwhelmingly opposed to West Rim access.

2 Although requested, no such document was provided by the CCC in response to a Public Records Act (PRA) request
we submitted in December 2022. Further, the Palisades community has not received word from the City as to when
completion of construction and Park opening are expected to occur.



2. The City is constructing a public entrance/accessway on Friends St. (Friends Street Access or “FSA”),
which it intends to open at Park opening and which again, to our knowledge has not been included in
any Project plans either submitted to or approved by the CCC. There is no access to the coast from
Friends St.

3. The CDP expressly calls for the Project to provide trail access from the Palisades Recreation Center to
the coast, as does the certified 1985 Environmental Impact Report for the Project (the 1985 EIR).
Link to the 1985 EIR provided on p. 6, below. Coastal Access Closure was never mentioned in the CDP
and was not studied or mentioned in the 1985 EIR (not surprisingly, it was never even raised as a
possibility by any officials until now).

4. The 1985 EIR also did not study or mention a public entrance/accessway on the West Rim of the
canyon, whether on Friends St. or in any other location on the West Rim. Rather, studies were
conducted only as to impacts of grading on the two intended entrance points: at the Palisades
Recreation Center (north end) and at the mouth of the canyon above PCH (south/PCH end).2

5. We and other West Rim residents oppose Coastal Access Closure, which would eliminate public
access to and from the coast and thus violate the Coastal Act and the CDP. Indeed, if the planned
Coastal Access Closure were made public, opposition would go well beyond the West Rim
neighborhood. This Park is intended to be used by the entire region, not simply Palisades residents.
The Park’s appeal (and its use by the public) is and will be substantially diminished in the absence of
coastal access.

6. We and other West Rim residents oppose including FSA (now under construction); we did not
support West Rim access in 1992-93 (when, in light of public opposition, the City removed “trail
access” to DePauw/Friends from prior plans and the CDP was amended accordingly), or in 2008 (as
reflected in the 2008 Report); nor do we support West Rim access now.

7. Since the 1993 amendment, the CDP has never included West Rim access as a Project condition or
requirement (or even mentioned West Rim access).

8. Several years ago, the City submitted a prior landscaping plan to the CCC which, to our knowledge,
was approved in 2016. That prior plan did not reflect FSA or Coastal Access Closure.*

9. The City approved a final landscaping plan for the Project (the Final Plan) in January 2021. Despite
our requests, the Final Plan has not been publicly shown or made available to the Palisades
community. To our knowledge, the City has not submitted the Final Plan to the CCC and the CCC has
not approved the Final Plan, nor to our knowledge has the City requested or received approval from
the CCC for either FSA or Coastal Access Closure.

10. The process by which decisions were reached with respect to FSA and Coastal Access Closure was
hidden from the public. The City made no effort to ascertain the level, if any, of public support for
these new plans. There was no public notice or opportunity for community input. Based on
documents which we have only recently received in response to PRA requests, it is evident that the
City’s decisions were made entirely in private meetings and communications between City officials
and less than a handful of former members of the PCCAC (none of whom live anywhere near the
West Rim). These individuals apparently presented their personal opinions as if they were official

3 According to the 1985 EIR’s supervisor (City Recreation and Parks/RAP Environmental Supervisor David Attaway), the
1985 EIR covered Phase Il (grading), and RAP “assumed” that if there were delays, “the EIR might need to be modified
for Phase 111" (remarks by Attaway at public PCCAC meeting in November 2006). There was more than a three-decade
delay between the 1985 EIR certification and final landscaping plan approval (2021), yet inexplicably, the 1985 EIR was
never modified and its contents were later misrepresented in a 2020 EIR Addendum (see items 9-12 below).

4 A gate only (apparently for maintenance), but no public accessway/pathway, appeared on the prior landscaping plan.

2



PCCAC positions (which were accepted as such by the City), more than a decade after the last PCCAC
meeting. Further, and most disconcerting, the opinions expressed were contrary to the PCCAC’s
actual position and the community consensus reflected in the 2008 Report (the “blueprint”), and
potentially in violation of the Brown Act’s open meetings mandate.®

11. An EIR Addendum for the Project was issued in November 2020 (the EIR Addendum) — an essential
basis for the City’s 2021 approval of the Final Plan. Link to the EIR Addendum provided on p. 6,
below. City officials falsely stated in the EIR Addendum that FSA and any potential impacts of FSA
(specifically, a “decomposed granite path” connecting “the entrance on Friends St.” with Park trails)
had supposedly been studied in the 1985 EIR and for this reason, CEQA requirements had been met
and environmental review was not required. This is manifestly untrue: neither Coastal Access Closure
nor FSA (a “decomposed granite path” nor any other form of entrance/accessway on the West Rim)
was studied or mentioned in the 1985 EIR, which (as confirmed in 2006 by the RAP supervisor of the
1985 EIR) was concerned with grading, not landscaping (see fn. 3 above).®

12. We and other West Rim residents were shocked to learn (in early November 2021) of the EIR
Addendum and that the City’s approval of FSA was based on demonstrable falsehoods in the EIR
Addendum. Despite multiple requests for an explanation, the City has refused to explain how these
false statements came to be included in the EIR Addendum.

13. The West Rim neighborhood is an area of known, serious geologic instability and limited means of
ingress and egress.” We and other West rim residents contend that direct, significant and

> A City/RAP Commissioner, who participated with former PCCAC members and other City officials in the private
meetings and decision-making, explained in an email to City officials (written the day after Mr. Spitz first formally raised
concerns with the City) that the decision to add FSA to the Final Plan was based on a claim that the PCCAC regarded
inclusion of FSA as “essential” (according to the Commissioner, this claim was made by a former PCCAC member who
was misidentified as PCCAC’s Chair). Bureau of Engineering (BOE) officials also confirmed in emails among themselves
that this is what had occurred and was the reason that the City paid the Project designer to change the landscaping
plans. Thus, the underpinning for the change in the plans to include FSA was apparently a false claim that the PCCAC
regarded FSA as “essential” to the Project -- clearly this was never a position of the PCCAC and was NOT the community
position reflected in the 2008 Report (nor is it now the position of West Rim residents).

6 Even if the impacts of a decomposed granite (DG) path from Friends St. had been studied in the 1985 EIR (which they
indisputably were not), it is unclear whether the FSA now under construction will even consist of DG. Elements visible
from the canyon rim include a concrete curb; any other materials being used are not apparent, nor is the angle of the
pathway’s slope (the Project designer advised BOE in May 2020 that DG was only suitable for maintenance purposes on
a steep slope, not for public access). Whatever the materials or design, the impacts of FSA have never been studied.

7 Friends St. is posted as a “Not-a-through-street,” as are other nearby West Rim neighborhood streets leading from/to
Friends St. (Lombard Ave. and Swarthmore Ave.). Many pedestrians already visit the neighborhood for recreation on a
daily basis, often walking in the middle of these quiet residential streets. Thousands of people regularly visit Will Rogers
State Beach (below the Park and bluff area) and many of these beachgoers will also seek to visit the Park, which has
been repeatedly described as a regional park (one of the FSA proponents has publicly acknowledged that “swarms” of
visitors can be expected at the Park). There are no public facilities such as restrooms or a parking lot on Friends St. or in
the West Rim neighborhood. The entirety of Pacific Palisades (including the Park and the West Rim neighborhood) is
within the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone; dangerous wildfires have occurred in the canyon below Friends St. and
in the bluff/slide area below Via de las Olas (a restricted access street connected to Friends St. on the bluff above PCH),
including as recently as 2021. West Rim streets at critical intersections of ingress and egress are narrow and traffic is
impeded (with only single car passage when vehicles are parked on both sides of the street) even in normal conditions.
The addition of more vehicles due to the opening of a Park entrance would not only exacerbate already difficult
conditions but also have serious ramifications for public safety during emergency evacuations.

Moreover, as Special Condition 2 of the CDP recognizes, the Project site is in an area of “extraordinary hazard from
landslides and erosion.” Via de las Olas has been closed to public use since the 1950s, when a massive slide buried a
Caltrans worker alive and led to the rerouting of PCH; the street is in fact still recognized and described in various CCC
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foreseeable negative impacts on the West Rim neighborhood will occur if Coastal Access Closure and
FSA are implemented, and that adequate traffic studies and environmental analyses were and are
essential to any decision on Project plans that include Coastal Access Closure and FSA.2 No such
studies or analyses have taken place and, to our knowledge, the City made no effort in its decision-
making to take into consideration any of the conditions prevalent in the West Rim area (as described
in fn. 7). Moreover, the negative impacts of FSA will be made much worse by Coastal Access Closure.

14. The adoption of the new Final Plan and/or the addition of Coastal Access Closure and FSA to the
Final Plan are significant and material changes in the Project which, we submit, require approval by
the CCC or a new CDP amendment (CDP, Special Conditions 1(b), 8, 16.C, 17.B, and/or 21.D); of
course, since Coastal Access Closure would eliminate coastal access and clearly violates the CCC’s
mandate under the Coastal Act to preserve maximum access to the coast, Coastal Access Closure
should be denied outright.

15. The CDP requires the City to submit biannual progress reports to the CCC (Special Condition 25); to
our knowledge no such reports have been submitted after 2015.°

16. The CDP also requires the City to list the Lateral Trail as a separate line item in biannual reports; to
our knowledge this has not occurred after 2015.

17. On August 7, 2015, Mr. Rehm wrote to Norman Mundy (BOE Environmental Supervisor), advising
that the CDP “does not indicate that the City must wait until after all other work is completed with
the Canyon to begin planning for and constructing the [Lateral Trail].” Mr. Rehm also asked Mr.
Mundy to “please submit plans for the lateral access trail to the Department of Building and Safety
and to the Coastal Commission for review concurrently with the next set of plans.” To our
knowledge, plans for a Lateral Trail have not yet been submitted to the CCC.

staff reports for proposed residential projects as being in a “hazardous” area. In a 2008 CDP amendment for this Project,
the Commission required the City to submit plans separately for stabilization and fill of the adjacent Via de las Olas
bluff/slide area (which the City had previously submitted together with prior plans for the Project); the 2014 CDP
amendment again required the City to remove plans for the Via de las Olas bluff/slide area from the plan for the Park
(Special Condition 10). It is unknown whether the City has ever separately sought approval for plans to stabilize this
area; the hazardous and unstable conditions on Via de las Olas still exist (including a recent large slide that occurred in
January 2022 which caused trees to topple and drainage pipes and concrete infrastructure to break apart/give way). At
a minimum, sufficient studies should take place to determine the impact of additional expected traffic on an already
extremely unstable area of “extraordinary hazard” with limited means of ingress and egress.

8 As reflected in in the 2008 Report, both the PCCAC and PPCC (in a 2004 motion reflecting community consensus) also
called for an EIR of the Project on abutting/adjoining neighborhoods. Section 30253 of the Coastal Act (quoted in the
CDP) requires that: “New development shall: (1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and
fire hazard. (2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion,
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area .. ..” [Emphasis added.] To assure stability and
minimize risks to life and property in this area of acknowledged high geologic and fire hazard — and to ensure
compliance with the Coastal Act -- adequate studies of the impact of FSA and Coastal Access Closure must be
undertaken and construction in furtherance of these Park aspects should be ordered paused pending such studies.

% In email communications in 2019 with the Project designer — concerning changes in then-proposed material
requirements for the access road running through the Park — CCC Coastal Program Analyst Zach Rehm requested that
the designer provide an update on compliance with Special Condition 25; “My understanding is that a progress report
and pedestrian crossing feasibility study were due within six months of approval of the last permit amendment in 2014.”
To our knowledge only two progress reports were submitted (in 2014 and 2015); it is unknown whether the required
feasibility study was ever submitted (a draft feasibility study was prepared in 2016, but it is unclear if that draft study or
another, final feasibility study was ever submitted to the CCC). Although state funding has been secured, to our
knowledge the bridge has not yet been designed and its construction and opening are believed to be many years away.
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18. To date, the Lateral Trail has not been constructed nor even designed (statement by a BOE official at
a recent PCH Task Force meeting of public officials, per a local blog). Despite years of off and on
negotiations over permission for the City to use a portion of Caltrans property along PCH for the
Lateral Trail, the current status is unclear.?® It now appears that the City may intend to open the Park
with the south/PCH end closed off and without the Lateral Trail in place.'*

19. Grading of the Park was completed in August 2020. A year and a half later — 58 years after the site
was purchased by the City; 37 years after the 1985 EIR was certified; 14 years after the 2008 Report
was issued; and 7+ years after the last CDP amendment — construction is still ongoing and the Park
has not opened for use to the public.

20. To our knowledge, the City has not applied for or received from the CCC any extension or waiver of
the requirements of Special Condition 1(d) of the CDP (public use to begin within one year after
grading is completed).

21. To our knowledge, the City has not passed a resolution or recorded a deed restriction as required by
Special Condition 2 of the CDP (document to show that the City “understand(s] that the site may be
subject to extraordinary hazard from landslides and erosion and the applicant[s] assume the liability
from those hazards” and indicating that “any adverse impacts on private property caused by the
proposed project shall be fully the responsibility of [the City]”), nor, to our knowledge, has the City
received from the CCC any extension or waiver of this requirement.

While we support and do not wish to delay overall Park completion, we and other West rim residents are
deeply concerned with the above developments and strongly oppose the decisions to close the south/PCH
entrance and to open a public entrance/accessway on Friends St. Since early November 2021 (when
construction began on the FSA), we and other concerned West Rim residents have asked repeatedly (in
multiple letters and other communications in November and December 2021 and in January 2022) for an
explanation from City officials. To date, the City has completely failed to provide any explanation whatsoever
with regard to any of the issues raised above.'> When submitting our last letter of January 27, 2022 to the

10 As of October 2021, the City had decided to forego the Lateral Trail and to proceed only with the pedestrian bridge
(per documents received from Caltrans). However, shortly thereafter, the City apparently reversed course, deciding
instead that construction of the Lateral Trail would go forward while work on the pedestrian bridge would proceed
separately. Itis unknown what steps have been taken or are now being taken (if any), or what additional steps would
be needed, before construction could even begin — nor when the Lateral Trail might actually be completed (although, as
noted in fn. 11 below, it appears that this should be accomplished within the same time frame for completion of
landscaping, i.e., several months from now).

11 A fair reading of Condition 25 of the CDP, along with Mr. Rehm’s statements to BOE 6 % years ago — encouraging the
City in 2015 to “begin planning and construction” of the Lateral Trail without waiting for the Park to be completed —
strongly suggest that the CCC intended just the opposite: that the Park should open to the public with the Lateral Trail
already designed, constructed and in place, to allow safe access to and from the coast.

If the City claims that the reason for Coastal Access Closure is because the Lateral Trail will not be in place at Park
opening, this is a situation of the City’s own making. Assuming the City is now belatedly working on the Lateral Trail,
this work should proceed along with construction of overall Park landscaping. Once both the Park landscaping and the
Lateral Trail are completed and approved by the CCC — which should be easily accomplished, since it appears that
landscaping will not be completed for at least another 6-8 months — only then should the Park open. Under no
circumstances should the Park be permitted to open without coastal access.

12 Our knowledge is limited at this writing to responses to our various PRA requests, our personal knowledge of certain
events and matters, and/or our independent research. We have submitted PRA requests to and received responses
from the CCC, Caltrans and BOE. RAP, however, has to date failed to provide any documents in response to our PRA
request and is out of compliance with the PRA. We will advise the CCC if we learn of new, material information that may
have a bearing on any of the matters addressed above.
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RAP Commissioners and other City officials, we requested the City’s complete, meaningful response by
February 7, 2022. January 27, 2022 letter attached.'* There has been no response at all to this last request.

We now respectfully request that the CCC take immediate steps to investigate these matters, address our
serious concerns and determine the extent of the City’s (non) compliance with the CDP. Once you have
reviewed the foregoing, we believe you will conclude, as we have, that the City is acting in violation of either
the CDP or the Coastal Act and that enforcement is required.

Time is of the essence; as noted, the City is currently engaged in ongoing construction of overall Park
landscaping, including creating a regional Park with no coastal access and with access instead at the
Recreation Center and on a local neighborhood street on the West rim, Friends St., in an area of possible
“extraordinary hazard” (an outcome never contemplated in the CDP). We urge the CCC to act before this
result becomes irrevocable.

Thank you for your courtesy and anticipated prompt attention to this important matter. We also thank Mr.
Amitay and Ms. Vanderberg-Jones for their courteous assistance with our PRA requests.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey and Christina Spitz

cc (via email):

Zach Rehm, District Supervisor

Andrew Willis, Southern California Enforcement Supervisor
Jordan Sanchez, Enforcement Officer

Shahar Amitay, Coastal Program Analyst

Sonora Vanderberg-Jones, Legal Analyst

Attachments: (1) PCCAC 2008 Report; (2) January 6, 2022 letter to City officials from residents; (3) January 27,
2022 letter to RAPC, et al., from Jeffrey & Christina Spitz

Link: RAPC Approval of Final Park Plan (Attachment 1 - 1985 EIR, pp. 7-194; Attachment 2 - 2020 EIR Addendum,
pp. 196-201): https://www.laparks.org/sites/default/files/pdf/commissioner/2021/jan21/21-016.pdf

13 The January 27 letter, and communications from other concerned West Rim residents, are also publicly posted on
the RAPC website. Mr. Spitz has spoken during public comment at two RAPC public meetings (in November 2021 and
February 2022), asking for a public explanation and expressing residents’ concerns (among other things, that the RAPC
had approved the Final Plan and the landscaping bid based on the false EIR Addendum); to date, the RAPC has declined
to agendize the matter or respond to the repeatedly-expressed concerns and requests for an explanation.



44 Residents/Homeowners of the West Rim Neighborhood
Friends St., Lombard Ave., Swarthmore Ave.,
Via de las Olas, DePauw St., Earlham Ave. and Via de la Paz
(streets adjacent to or near Potrero Canyon in Pacific Palisades, CA)*

February 10, 2022

Steve Hudson, District Director, California Coastal Commission (CCC) steve.hudson@coastal.ca.gov
Aaron McLendon, Deputy Chief of Enforcement, CCC aaron.mclendon@coastal.ca.gov

Re: George Wolfberg Park at Potrero Canyon (Park), 15101 Pacific Coast Highway, Pacific Palisades,
City of Los Angeles, CA — Permit No. 5-91-286 (Project)

Dear Messrs. Hudson and McLendon:

We are 44 residents and/or homeowners of the West Rim neighborhood of Pacific Palisades,
located adjacent to or near the Park referenced above. Each of us lives in or owns homes on West
Rim streets, as indicated above.

We fully agree with and support the letter of February 8, 2022, submitted to Mr. Hudson and Mr.
McLendon of the CCC by West Rim residents Jeffrey and Christina Spitz (February 8t Letter).

We strongly oppose the new plans to 1) close the south/PCH entrance to the Park and thereby
prevent access to the coast (Coastal Access Closure), and 2) open a public entrance instead on
Friends St., a neighborhood street with no coastal access (Friends St. Access/FSA). As explained in
the February 8" Letter (and specifically described in the Coastal Development Permit for the
Project), the West Rim is an area of “extraordinary hazard,” located entirely within the Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone, with known, substantial geologic instability and extremely limited means
of ingress and egress. There are no public facilities on Friends St. or on any other streets in the
West Rim neighborhood. Implementation of Coastal Access Closure and FSA will have direct,
significant and foreseeable negative impacts on the entire West Rim neighborhood. At a minimum,
adequate studies of these impacts (which have never been conducted) are essential before any
further steps are taken with respect to these new plans.

The City of Los Angeles (City) has never given public notice or an explanation to the community
about Coastal Access Closure or FSA. The City has never asked for our input or sought to learn the
actual extent of public support (if any) for these new plans. We believe that most West Rim
residents are completely unaware of what has been proposed and is now being constructed for the
Park. We are confident that as they become aware, many more residents will express concerns and
opposition —just as they did in 1992-93 and again in 2006-08, when a proposal to include public
West Rim access was publicly discussed and overwhelmingly rejected by hundreds of residents
(including several of the signatories to this letter who lived or owned homes in the West Rim
neighborhood at the time).

! Signatories’ names and the streets where they live and/or own homes are listed on p. 2 below. For convenience,
this letter is submitted on behalf of the signatories by West Rim resident Jeffrey Spitz, jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com.




Further, as explained in the February 8% Letter, since the Park is intended to be used by visitors
from throughout the region, once the plan for Coastal Access Closure becomes known to the wider
public, opposition will unquestionably go well beyond the West Rim neighborhood.

We respectfully urge the CCC to take immediate steps to enforce the Coastal Act and the Coastal
Development Permit for this Project.

Thank you for your courtesy and anticipated prompt attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,

44 West Rim Residents/Homeowners:

Rick Albert, Lombard Ave.

Marco Assante, Friends St.

Sandy Correia, DePauw St.

Kimi and Graham Culp, Via de las Olas

Stephen Edwards, Swarthmore Ave.

Anita Gorwara and Daniel Dohada, Earlham Ave.
Gabby and Alain Gourrier, Friends St.

Andrea and Bruce Greenwood, Friends St.
Michelle and Dennis Hackbarth [for ID only: former PCCAC member], Via de las Olas
Richard Hart, Friends St.

Norene Hastings, Via de la Paz

Meaghan and Grant Kessman, Friends St.2
Brooke, Jimmy and Dillon Klein, Friends St.
Isabella, Nicolas and Tony La Rosa, Friends St.
Cathy, Alexandria and Peter Longo, Friends St.
Lucia Ludovico and Greg Glenn, Earlham Ave.
Nancee and Kim Mendenhall, Friends St.

Blake S. Mirkin, Via de las Olas

Bill Moran, Via de las Olas

Phyllis and Leonard Schlessinger, Swarthmore Ave.
Ron Shelton, Via de las Olas

Christina Spitz [for ID only: former PCCAC member] and Jeffrey Spitz, Friends St.
Anna and Ollie Stokes, Friends St.

Mike Sultan, Earlham Ave.

Shoshanna and Clive Svendsen, Friends St.

Leslie Yates, Via de la Paz

cc (via email):

Zach Rehm, District Supervisor

Andrew Willis, Southern California Enforcement Supervisor
Shahar Amitay, Coastal Program Analyst

Sonora Vanderberg-Jones, Legal Analyst, West Rim residents



Jeffrey and Christina Spitz
15210 Friends St., Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com; ppfriends3@hotmail.com

March 15, 2022

Aaron MclLendon, Deputy Chief of Enforcement, CA Coastal Commission (CCC)
Via email: aaron.mclendon@coastal.ca.qov

Re: George Wolfberg Park at Potrero Canyon (Park), 15101 Pacific Coast Highway, Pacific Palisades, City of
Los Angeles, CA — Permit No. 5-91-286 (Project)

Dear Mr. McLendon:

We appreciate that staff has been busy with the CCC’'s March meeting agenda. As you resume investigation of
matters involving the Project, we bring to your attention additional information that we believe is relevant.

1. Public entrance/pathway on Friends St.

As you know, the 2016 landscaping plans previously approved by the CCC (2016 plans) did not show a pathway
or public entrance to the Park on Friends St.; we contend that the “gate” depicted in the 2016 plans was
intended for maintenance only. Please see the attached email exchange on February 8, 2022 between Mr. Spitz and
CCC District Supervisor Zach Rehm about this issue (Attachment 1).%

We have now received additional documents in response to PRA requests which, along with other information
and evidence, decisively show that the “gate” depicted in the 2016 plans was intended for maintenance only;
that there was no intention to include a public entrance or pathway; that a pathway was only added to
landscaping plans for the project after pressure from a small number of individuals through much of 2020; and
that the CCC has never considered or approved any such pathway. See the attached email messages among
Recreation and Parks (RAP) and Bureau of Engineering (BOE) officials, Jan.-Mar. 2020 (Attachment 2) and May 1, 2020
Meeting Notes (Attachment 3).

Among other things, these documents demonstrate that:

1) In early 2020, City officials were uncertain as to whether a public entrance/entry/pathway had been
intended, requested and/or should be included in new plans then under development (since the CCC-approved
2016 plans had included only a gate but did not include a pathway); see, e.g., Jan. 15, 2020 message from then-
Project Manager Pedro Garcia: “There is a proposed entrance to the park from Friends St. However the plans
do not show a trail from this entrance down into the park main trail.” [Emphasis added.]

2) On February 28, 2020, in the course of discussions as to whether a public entrance/pathway on Friends St.
should be added to the plans or who might have requested it, Mr. Garcia emailed RAP Planning supervisor Darryl
Ford, indicating that while the prior plans included an “entry” on Friends St., a “trail from the entrance to the
main park road was not included.” Mr. Garcia asked to meet with RAP staff “[if] the Friends entry and trail are
still requested and approved by RAP” to determine the “best solution” for a connection to the “main park road.”

3) On February 28, 2020, in a follow-up with RAP staff, RAP civil engineer Sean Phan) advised Mr. Ford that
there was a “challenge” in creating an ADA compliant pathway on Friends St. Mr. Phan stated: “I highly doubt

Y1n our letter to you and Mr. Hudson of February 14 2022, we also made clear the differences between the 2016 plans,
which did not include a Friends St. pathway, and the new/final plans (to our knowledge unapproved by the CCC), which
include a “new” pathway on Friends St. that was not depicted in the 2016 plans.



that we [RAP] made that request (serving us no purpose at all). I'd suggest not to have that entrance unless CD
brings it up.” [Emphasis added.]

4) On March 2, 2020, with the issue not yet being clarified or decided, Mr. Ford asked Mr. Garcia: “Can you
advise who requested for the landscape plans to include an entrance from Friends St.?” Mr. Garcia replied on
March 4, 2020: “The landscaping plans that show the entrance from Friends Street were developed at least six
years ago based on input received from the community at various Community meetings and in collaboration
with the Council Office. | do not know who exactly requested this entrance.” These statements by Mr. Garcia
were inaccurate.?

5) On March 11, 2020, in a further follow-up, Mr. Garcia advised Mr. Ford: “We spoke with our design
consultant’s landscape architect yesterday and he informed us that the Friends St. entrance was intended to be
a maintenance entrance only and that’s why there is no trail connecting it to the park.” [Emphasis added.]

6) In May 2020, following these exchanges, City officials agreed to include a Friends St. pathway in the new
plans then under development. This agreement was the result of persistent, privately-applied pressure by, and
private meetings of City officials with, a small number of individuals improperly holding themselves out as the
Pacific Palisades Community Advisory Committee (PCCAC).> See May 1 Meeting Notes (Attachment 3).

Again, the Friends St. gate was intended to be for maintenance, not for public pedestrian access. The 2008
PCCAC report, reflecting overwhelming community opposition, clearly recommended no such access unless
there is “public support.” There has never been an effort to ascertain the current level of public support (if any)
for west rim access. On the contrary, there is substantial, documented community opposition. The statement
in the May 1 Meeting Notes that a “trail or staircase should lead from gate to park, as indicated in 2008 advisory
committee report” is manifestly inaccurate. The “agreement” privately reached by this small group of
individuals was contrary to the actual community consensus (as reflected in the 2008 PCCAC report) and
arguably violated the Brown Act “open meetings” mandate.

7) Other documents received in response to PRA requests evidence that after additional lobbying by some of
these same individuals, the pathway was eventually included in the new plans sometime after June 8, 2020. The
EIR Addendum was then prepared (and approved by the RAP Commissioners), containing false statements to the
effect that the pathway had been studied in the 1985 EIR. Again, the pathway now being constructed — which
we respectfully submit is a “development” under Section 30106 of the Coastal Act — has never been subjected
to environmental review or approved by (or even disclosed to) the CCC.

8) On November 9-10, 2021, in internal messages among City officials after Mr. Spitz’s first formal expression of
concern about the new Park developments, RAP and BOE officials acknowledged among themselves that the
reason for the “gate and path becoming part of the project” — which in turn was “one of the many changes for
which we have paid Marrs [the landscape designer] to redesign” [emphasis added] — was because Mr. Card
(misidentified as the PCCAC’s “Chairperson”) had advised City officials that it was the PCCAC's position that
inclusion of the pathway was “essential.” See the attached email messages among City officials, Nov. 9-10, 2021
(Attachment 4). In fact, no such position was ever taken by the PCCAC.

2 |n fact, the only public meetings in which input was received from the community occurred in 2005-2008. In these
meetings, community members expressed overwhelming opposition to a public entrance/pathway on Friends St., as
expressed in the PCCAC’s 2008 final report — the opposite of Mr. Garcia’s characterization. Moreover, as we explained in
our letter of February 14, 2022, in 2013 Mr. Garcia’s predecessor as Project Manager rejected a lobbying attempt by
individual PCCAC members to include a Friends St. accessway, respecting the community’s overwhelming opposition.

3 As we have previously explained, the PCCAC, a Brown-Acted committee, is “inactive” and has held no meetings in 14 years
(since it issued its report reflecting community consensus in 2008, recommending no addition or consideration of west rim
access unless there is “public support”). This is the only position ever taken by the PCCAC.



Again, we have received no explanation or response from the City with respect to any of these matters.

We respectfully submit that these facts conclusively demonstrate that the City has failed to comply with the
Coastal Development Permit. We hope you reach the same conclusion and that the CCC takes prompt action to
require compliance.

2. Concerns of the wider community.

Pacific Palisades is a community of over 25,000 residents. Recent events demonstrate that beyond the 44 west
rim residents who have written to the CCC and expressed concerns, the wider Palisades community is also
concerned about these issues.

At a public meeting of Pacific Palisades Community Council (PPCC) in February 2022, several board members
(some of whom do not live anywhere near the west rim neighborhood) indicated that they too had questions
and concerns which have not been answered about the closure of the south/PCH entrance and the inclusion of
an entrance/pathway on Friends St., and requested a presentation by City officials about these matters.*

The PPCC Executive Committee (EC) accordingly requested that City officials attend a PPCC meeting to give a
public presentation on the status of Potrero Canyon and specifically the concerns that have been raised. City
officials declined the EC’s request. As a result, the EC requested a written response from City officials to specific
guestions about the Project (see March 7, 2022 EC letter/Attachment 5); letter also linked on the PPCC website at:
http://pacpalicc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/PPCC-EC-Potrero-Questions-1.pdf).

To date, City officials have not responded to the March 7th EC letter nor provided answers to the EC’s questions.
In connection with the CCC’s own investigation, we hope that the CCC will ask similar questions and demand
answers from the City.

3. New public safety concerns.

In January 2022, extensive damage occurred in certain hillside areas of the Park — in the vicinity of the
south/PCH entrance and the Friends St. pathway — due to major rain storms. This damage is documented in
photographs attached to a 3/17/22 meeting agenda of the RAP Commissioners’ “Facilities Repair and

Maintenance Commission Task Force” (the photographs):
(https://www.laparks.org/sites/default/files/pdf/commissioner/MTFagenda/2022/FRM%20Task%20Force%20Agenda 3.17.22.pdf).

At this writing, we do not know what measures, if any, the City has undertaken or proposes in order to mitigate
any damages and/or remedy unsafe conditions. We do not know if a study or investigation has taken place (or
will take place) specifically as related to the safety to the public of trails/pathways or other Park features on or
near steep hillsides in the vicinity of the “Main areas of major damage” identified in the photographs. We
respectfully suggest that the CCC follow up on these matters to ensure public safety going forward.®

We continue to look forward to receiving an update from the CCC as soon as possible. Thank you again for your
prompt attention to these issues and your continuing courtesy and cooperation.
Jeffrey and Christina Spitz

cc (via email): Andrew Willis, Southern California Enforcement Supervisor, CCC
(Separate Attachment list on p. 4, following)

4 As confirmed in public statements and positions on its website (www.pacpalicc.org), PPCC is the most broad-based
community organization and has been the voice of the Palisades since its founding in 1973. Minutes of its public meetings
may be found on the website. Again, for identification only, Ms. Spitz is PPCC Secretary and Chair Emeritus; she writes
here solely on her individual behalf.

® Please also see a further letter written by the PPCC EC to RAP officials on March 15, 2022 regarding these matters
(Attachment 6; also linked at http://pacpalicc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/PPCC-EC-Letter-RAP-Commissioners.pdf).




Separate Attachment:

Email exchange between Mr. Rehm and Mr. Spitz, Feb. 8, 2022
Email messages among City officials, Jan.-Mar., 2020

May 1, 2020 Meeting Notes

Email messages among City officials, Nov. 9, 2021

March 7, 2022 EC letter to RAP officials

March 15, 2022 EC letter to RAP officials
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From: bcaloha@aol.com

To: ppfriends3@hotmail.com; Willis, Andrew@Coastal; McLendon, Aaron@Coastal; Hudson, Steve@Coastal; Rehm
Zach@Coastal

Cc: Amitay, Shahar@Coastal; Tealer, Nicholas@Coastal; jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com

Subject: Re: Construction on FSE has resumed (Potrero Canyon development)

Date: Tuesday, April 12, 2022 10:21:04 AM

Attachments: GWP 2021 Landscape plan pp L404 L405 2.28.22.pdf

All,

I am extremely concerned that the City has carved a road and constructed concrete retaining walls in the
exact spot of a large 1969 landslide without doing an Environmental Impact Study or a traffic study. The
entrance is located on a street that is "not a through street" with nowhere for cars to turn around other than in
neighbors' driveways.

The City (Pedro Garcia) included false statements which led to the approval of the Friends Street entrance,
however, the map they included for approval did NOT include a Friends Street entrance. We have brought
this to their attention yet they continue constructing a road that has not been approved and could affect the
instability of the hillside.

In addition, the Friends Street entrance road does not seem to connect to the main path leading down to the
coast or the lookout. On the latest landscape map which | have attached, the road doesn't connect to connect
to any trail and may just lead up to the Palisades Recreation Center. | don't understand why they would
include an entrance leading up to the park and not to the coast.

Thank you for taking our concerns seriously and for your time on this matter. We really appreciate it!

Brooke Klein

From: Chris Spitz <ppfriends3@hotmail.com>

To: andrew.willis@coastal.ca.gov <andrew.willis@coastal.ca.gov>; aaron.mclendon@coastal.ca.gov
<aaron.mclendon@coastal.ca.gov>; steve.hudson@coastal.ca.gov <steve.hudson@coastal.ca.gov>; Rehm,
Zach@Coastal <Zach.Rehm@coastal.ca.gov>

Cc: Amitay, Shahar@Coastal <shahar.amitay@coastal.ca.gov>; Tealer, Nicholas@Coastal
<nicholas.tealer@coastal.ca.gov>; Brooke Klein <bcaloha@aol.com>; Jeffrey Spitz
<jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com>

Sent: Tue, Apr 12, 2022 7:51 am

Subject: Re: Construction on FSE has resumed (Potrero Canyon development)

Good morning CCC staff/officials:

| attach additional photos taken yesterday by resident Brooke Klein. These show the very
substantial, ongoing construction of a Friends St. entrance/pathway, including concrete
retaining walls and poles being inserted apparently for railing along the

trail (unreviewed/unauthorized by the CCC).

| also understand from Ms. Klein (who has been able to observe first-hand the construction
activity in Potrero Canyon) that there may be issues with the trail configuration, i.e., it is
apparently not being constructed to connect with the main trail and may not even be consistent
with the unapproved most recent set of plans, nor does it appear to provide access to the
coast). Please contact Ms. Klein (cc'd above) should you wish to learn more about this
troubling aspect of construction.

Thank you again for your anticipated prompt attention to these serious matters.
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mailto:Andrew.Willis@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:Aaron.McLendon@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:Steve.Hudson@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:zach.rehm@coastal.ca.gov
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Best regards,
Christina Spitz

From: Chris Spitz <ppfriends3@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, April 11, 2022 12:13 PM

To: andrew.willis@coastal.ca.gov <andrew.willis@coastal.ca.gov>; aaron.mclendon@coastal.ca.gov
<aaron.mclendon@coastal.ca.gov>; steve.hudson@coastal.ca.gov <steve.hudson@coastal.ca.gov>;
Rehm, Zach@Coastal <Zach.Rehm@coastal.ca.gov>

Cc: Amitay, Shahar@Coastal <shahar.amitay@coastal.ca.gov>; Tealer, Nicholas@Coastal
<nicholas.tealer@coastal.ca.gov>; Brooke Klein <bcaloha@aol.com>; Jeffrey Spitz
<jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com>

Subject: Fw: Construction on FSE has resumed

Dear Andrew and CCC staff/officials:

Appreciating that you are still in the process of review and may be writing soon to the City with
your concerns, | bring to your attention these recent photographs, taken by rim resident Brooke
Klein.

The photos show that the City has resumed extensive construction work on the unauthorized
Friends St. entrance/pathway, including drilling holes, installing poles and cable wire railing all
the way down to the main path through the canyon.

As we have previously made clear, we and other residents are very concerned with the extent
of unauthorized/unpermitted construction already taking place. We believe it is urgent that the
CCC take action without delay so that this work can be paused for further review by the CCC
before the conditions become irreversible.

Thank you again,

Christina Spitz






Across the canyon:









From: Chris Spitz

To: Tealer. Nicholas@Coastal; Willis, Andrew@Coastal; Amitay, Shahar@Coastal
Cc: Jeffrey Spitz; Brooke Klein

Subject: Potrero Canyon Park Development

Date: Friday, April 29, 2022 9:31:24 AM

Dear Nick and CCC officials:

Please note that the City is again working on the "Friends St. trail" today. Attached is a
photo taken this morning by resident Brooke Klein. You will note the numerous fence posts
that have been inserted (into cement) along the rim. This work has been ongoing since
your letter was sent via email to the City a week ago, on Friday, 4/22. The BOE project
manager has acknowledged receipt of the letter.

The City is knowingly disregarding the CCC's directive to cease work on this aspect of the
project. It is apparent that without immediate CCC action, the City will continue to violate
the CDP and ignore the CCC's admonition to stop work.

We respectfully urge you to address this issue without further delay.

Thank you again.

Chris Spitz


mailto:ppfriends3@hotmail.com
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Jeffrey & Christina Spitz

15210 Friends St., Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com; ppfriends3@hotmail.com

June 14, 2021

Shahar Amitay, Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission shahar.amitay@coastal.ca.gov

Re: George Wolfberg Park at Potrero Canyon, 15101 Pacific Coast Highway, Pacific Palisades —
Permit No. 5-91-286 (Project); CDP Amendment Application No. 5-91-286-A13

Dear Shahar:

Thank you for forwarding the June 8 “Application Status Letter — Incomplete.” We appreciate that
the CCC requires the City to submit a more complete application to address in greater detail the
concerns that have been raised. We also appreciate that notice and a hearing will be required.

We have additional questions and concerns that we hope you will be able to answer and clarify:

1) Site Plan/Final Landscaping Plans:

You direct the City to submit either a “narrative explanation” or two full-sized sets of “Existing Site
Plans” explaining the existing extent of the proposed Friends St. trail (proposed trail) and other
“after-the-fact” development. To our knowledge, the CCC has never received, let alone approved,
the complete 2021 landscaping plans for Phase 3 of the Project (final plans). As we have explained,
Phase 3 is now being constructed according to the unapproved final plans, i.e., different plans from
those that the CCC approved in 2016 — another apparent violation of the CDP.

Will the CCC also direct the City to submit the complete unapproved final plans in connection with
the application for a CDP amendment? Isn’t CCC approval of the final plans required before any
further work is undertaken on the Project?

2) Environmental Review:

The Status Letter does not specifically require the City to show that environmental review of the
proposed trail has ever taken place. However, in order to determine consistency with the Coastal
Act’s resource protection policies (Chapter 3 of the Act), environmental review is required when
permission is sought for proposed development in the Coastal Zone.!

As you know, (1) to date, there has never been any environmental review of the proposed trail,? and

1 See Item 9 of the Required Attachments for CDP applications: “9. All available environmental review documents for
the project, such as a CEQA Notice of Exemption, mitigated negative declaration, or EIR (Environmental Impact Report),
NEPA review documents, or others. Include all comments and responses to comments to date.” See also: California
Code of Regulations Sec. 13057(a)(1)-(4); Friends, etc. of Elkhorn Slough v. California Coastal Commission (2021) 72
Cal.App.5th 666, 695-696.

2 Instead, as we have explained in detail in prior correspondence, the City prepared a false EIR addendum in 2020,
claiming that the proposed trail had been reviewed in a 1985 EIR for the Project, when it was manifest from the EIR
itself that no such review had ever taken place (see, e.g., our letters to the CCC of February 8 and March 15, 2022).




(2) as we and 42 other neighbors have shown, the proposed trail will likely have a substantial
adverse impact not only on the surrounding coastal neighborhood, but also on the slope area of the
canyon rim top, including the viewshed from future park trails.3

Please clarify and confirm that the CCC will require environmental review of the impacts of the
proposed trail in connection with the application for a CDP amendment.

3) Lateral Trail Status:

The CCC’s April 22 letter to the City clearly required the City to recommence construction of the
Lateral Trail within 30 days. The City’s recent annual report does not explain the Trail’s status, other
than to indicate that a funding source has not yet been ascertained and the CCC’s assistance may be
necessary to obtain Caltrans’ permission (despite City officials having known for more than seven
years that the Lateral Trail was required by the CDP and that permission from Caltrans would be
necessary).

From personal observation, we can report that workers and construction vehicles are intermittently
present in the area where the Lateral Trail would be constructed (below the Via de las Olas bluff, to
the west of the mouth of Potrero Canyon), but it appears that this involves Caltrans work on other,
unrelated PCH projects; construction of the Lateral Trail does not appear to have commenced.
Moreover, from public reporting at recent meetings of the Pacific Palisades Community Council (on
which Christina currently sits as Secretary), funding for construction of the Lateral Trail has
apparently not yet been secured.

This is particularly concerning because the status of the Lateral Trail is intertwined with the matters
referenced in items 1 and 2 above. Specifically, as we have explained, the unapproved final plans
anticipate that the park will be open to the public without the Lateral Trail in place and without any
coastal access.* In addition, there is no access to the coast from Friends St. If the south entrance
above PCH is closed at park opening, the only park entrance other than the north entrance at the
Recreation Center will be via the proposed trail on Friends St.

This is a matter of significant concern to residents and should also be of concern to the CCC. Since
“swarms” of park visitors are expected (according to a public statement by a proposed trail
proponent), opening the park with the second entrance only on Friends St. would clearly result in an
undue burden on a quiet, residential, coastal neighborhood —a narrow street with limited means of
ingress & egress that is essentially a cul-de-sac, and in an area of known geologic instability and
“extraordinary hazard” (as described in the CDP)°> — while providing no coastal access (in direct
contravention of the CDP and Coastal Act).

3 See our letter to the CCC of February 8, 2022; the letter to the CCC of February 10, 2022 from 44 neighbors; and
Christina’s email to the CCC of April 15, 2022 (review of impacts is required to determine compliance with the CCC’s
Regional Interpretive Guidelines: “The [CCC] . . . has expressed concern regarding the potential affect [SIC] of proposed
development along the slope areas of rim top properties on the viewshed from the future Potrero Canyon park trails”).

4 Depicted on the unapproved final plans: a sign at the south entrance above PCH stating “no coastal access”; a locked
gate below the south entrance, to remain locked indefinitely, or until “future ped connection” (see, e.g., our letter to
the CCC of February 14, 2022).

5> We again note Section 30253 of the Coastal Act, which requires that new development “minimize risks to life and
property in areas of high geologic, flood and fire hazard,” and “neither create nor contribute significantly to . . . geologic
instability.”

2



Will the CCC follow up with the City to obtain a more detailed and accurate description of the status
of the Lateral Trail? Most importantly: Will the CCC require that the park remain closed to the
public until the Lateral Trail is completed and coastal access can be assured (as the CDP requires)?

We respectfully direct your attention to our prior communications with the CCC which provide
detailed factual and legal support for the matters discussed above, as well as other important
matters related to the proposed Friends St. trail and Lateral Trail: our letters to CCC staff of
February 8, February 14, and March 15, 2022; the letter from 44 neighbors to the CCC of February
10, 2022; Jeffrey’s email to CCC staff of April 5, 2022; Christina’s email to CCC staff of April 15, 2022;
and all attached documents.

Thank you again for your continuing attention to these important matters.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey and Christina Spitz

cc (via email):

Steve Hudson, District Director, CCC

Zach Rehm, District Supervisor, CCC

Andrew Willis, South Coast Enforcement Supervisor, CCC
Nicholas Tealer, District Enforcement Officer, CCC



Jeffrey & Christina Spitz
15210 Friends St., Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com; ppfriends3@hotmail.com

June 17, 2022

Board of Recreation & Parks (RAP) Commissioners rap.commissioners@Ilacity.org

Re: George Wolfberg Park at Potrero Canyon (Project)

Dear Commissioners:

At the June 16, 2022 meeting of the RAP Commission Facilities Repair & Maintenance Task Force, the public
was invited to submit additional comments in writing because time limitations prevented more extensive
comment during the meeting. Accordingly, we are providing the following information to clarify and correct
certain inaccurate statements concerning the Project.

1) Community Outreach/Support

The “Task Force Briefing Report” attached to the meeting agenda claims that “regular meetings” were held
with the “committee” (the Potrero Canyon Community Task Force, also known as the Advisory Committee)
“throughout the design process” — suggesting that community outreach has been extensive. In fact, the
Advisory Committee (a Brown-Acted Committee) last met in 2008, when it issued its report with
recommendations to the City.! It has held no public meetings since that time and has taken no positions
other than as set forth in its Report.2 Many of its members have either moved or sadly passed away, and the
Committee is recognized as being “inactive” by the Pacific Palisades Community Council (PPCC) (public
documents on the PPCC website, approved by current and former PPCC Chairs, including David Card, George
Wolfberg and Ms. Spitz).?

Moreover, City officials have conducted minimal community outreach since 2008, with only a few meetings
over the years at the PP-PAB and one meeting six years ago at PPCC when BOE officials were present. More
recently, PPCC requested that RAP and BOE officials attend a PPCC meeting to answer questions about the
Project’s status, but PPCC was advised by a representative of CD 11 that neither RAP nor BOE would attend a
meeting to answer PPCC’s questions; PPCC also requested written answers to questions from RAP and BOE,
but that request has likewise been ignored.

1 Ms. Spitz was a member of the Advisory Committee. She is aware that there have been no public meetings of the
Committee nor any properly noticed meetings of any kind since 2008, and that the Committee has taken no positions
other than as stated in the Report, nor could it in the absence of a properly noticed meeting.

2 Report entitled “Potrero Canyon Trails: City of Los Angeles Greenspace and Pathways Connecting Palisades Village to
the Beach,” provided to City officials and recognized by CD11 (in public statements at PPCC meetings) as being the
“blueprint” for the Park’s design (the Report).

3 Mr. Wolfberg in fact advised in 2013 that he did “not foresee the Committee ever officially meeting again” (email from
G. Wolfberg to C. Spitz, Mr. Card and City officials, 10/24/13). Indeed, Mr. Card has publicly acknowledged that the
Advisory Committee’s “formal responsibility concluded” when the Report was issued in 2008. Nevertheless, as Mr. Card
has also acknowledged, he, another Committee member (Gil Dembo) and RAP Commissioner Joe Halper continued to
hold meetings regarding the Project (Pacific Palisades Park Advisory Board (PP-PAB) meeting minutes, 1/29/20).
Documents we have obtained from the City also evidence that Mr. Card purported to represent the Committee in
numerous private meetings with City officials, including with Commissioner Halper, at which decisions were made about
the plans for the Project and in particular about an accessway on Friends St. Whatever discussions were had at these
meetings did not and could not have reflected the position of the Committee (and certainly not of the community),
since these meetings were not public and were not properly noticed in accordance with the Brown Act.



As to the issue of a Friends St. pathway/entrance (Friends St. Trail), the Report specifically stated that there
were to be no new easements for west rim public access; that the status quo was to remain; and that there
may be possible consideration of the issue only much later, “if there is public support” (Report, Sec. 13c).

In 2008, west rim access was (and is today) overwhelmingly opposed by local residents (as recognized by
former BOE Project Manager Rob Hancock in internal BOE documents obtained in response to Public Records
Act requests). In the 14 years since the Report was issued, public opposition has not changed and there have
been no efforts by the City to obtain current community input or to ascertain whether public sentiment has
changed. The statement made by the inactive Committee’s “Vice-Chair” during public comment at the June
16 hearing, that “the Advisory Committee fully supports the Friends St. Trail,” is contradicted by the Report
itself and is demonstrably inaccurate — again, since there have been no public meetings of the Committee in
over 14 years, the conclusion in the Report has not changed, and there is no showing at this time of “public
support” for a Friends St. Trail; in fact, the opposite is true (over 44 west rim property owners have
submitted letters voicing their opposition).

2) Friends St. “Kiosk”

A media presentation attached to the June 16 meeting agenda (showing proposed park signage) depicted, on
p. 13, a map with a noticeable boxed marker entitled “Friends St. Kiosk” pointing to a spot where the
proposed Friends St. Trail is sited. RAP officials noted at the meeting that the park signage had been
approved, but did not indicate whether the Friends St. kiosk specifically had been approved, nor was
anything said about the purpose of this kiosk or its design or dimensions.

As Mr. Spitz noted during public comment, this was the first “public” indication that a kiosk of any kind was
planned for the Friends St. Trail. There was no advance community outreach about the kiosk or park signage;
the fact that any park signage had already been approved was not known until the meeting and raises
important questions: When was the signage approved, and by whom and by what process? When, if ever,
was any notice given about the proposed park signage, and to whom? Was the Friends St. kiosk specifically
approved? Why weren’t west rim residents told anything about a planned kiosk for Friends St.? What is the
purpose, size and design of the planned structure? Has the California Coastal Commission (CCC) been
apprised of the plans for a Friends St. kiosk, and if not, why not? Does the City intend to request CCC
permission (which is clearly required) for the Friends St. kiosk?

Clearly, the City plans a prominent entrance with a kiosk on Friends St. — a posted “Not a through street” in a
quiet residential neighborhood with limited means of ingress & egress and no direct access to the coast —
while at the same time closing off the long-planned south entrance at the mouth of the Canyon above PCH.*
Records received from RAP and BOE demonstrate that two years ago, the City had already developed plans
(never submitted to or approved by the CCC) which depict the planned closure of the south entrance (and no
Lateral Trail). We and other west rim residents were never apprised in advance of these plans. We strongly
object to the Friends St. Trail, entrance and kiosk.

3) LAFD Emergency Use
An assertion was made during public comment on June 16 that the Los Angeles Fire Dept. (LAFD) supposedly

requires the Friends St. Trail — in addition to a gate at that location — for emergency purposes. This claim is
unsupported and contrary to fact.

4 The closure is a result of the City’s own decisions and inaction, specifically its inexplicable failure for more than seven
years to obtain permission from Caltrans or to begin construction of the Lateral Trail to Temescal Canyon Blvd. —
required by the Coastal Development Permit (CDP) to provide coastal access.



As we have previously explained — and as described in detail in CCC staff reports related to the CDP for this
project — the original CDP in 1991 provided for an accessway to the west rim at Friends St. & DePauw St.
(variously described as a “fire road,” “fire lane,” “fire truck access” or “emergency access trail”) that could
accommodate LAFD vehicles. It was believed at the time that this accessway was needed because 1) LAFD
required a 20 ft. wide road to accommodate emergency vehicles, and 2) such a road could not be sited to
cross a dam in the riparian zone running through the center of the Canyon. After community opposition to a
west rim accessway arose, City officials met with LAFD and CCC staff and determined that a 12 ft. wide road,
wide enough to accommodate emergency vehicles, could be rerouted through the riparian zone, making a
west rim accessway unnecessary.

As a result, the prior accessway was “abandoned” and removed from the amended CDP in 1993; it has not
been included in the CDP nor in any plans submitted to or approved by the CCC ever since. As explained in
the 1993 CCC staff report:

“The previous plan had a fire truck access to the park at DePauw/Friends Street, a residential street.
The current plan does not exit at Friends Street. This rerouting saves additional area of existing
coastal sage scrub, and also eliminates a potential off-road vehicle entry that had been the subject
of opposition from adjacent lot owners. Currently access will be from the Pacific Coast Highway and
from the community park, which has provision for parking and supervision.”

We have reviewed hundreds of pages of documents pertaining to this Project, including many documents
produced by the City in response to Public Records Act requests, and have never seen any documents
reflecting an LAFD position to the effect that a Friends St. Trail is needed for emergency purposes. The
current partially-built trail is not wide enough to accommodate LAFD vehicles, unlike the 12 ft. wide road
which was designed and sited for use by LAFD in emergencies. Nor, as was claimed during the June 16
meeting, will the currently-proposed Friends St. Trail or gate be of use to LAFD. Indeed, it is clear that for fire
prevention and LAFD access to the Canyon, a throughway via the 12 ft. road from the Recreation Center to
an open entrance at the south/PCH end is essential.

The fact that a gate was approved on Friends St. is also not dispositive: The plans approved by the CCC in
2016 depict only a gate, not a pathway or trail to Friends St., and records that we have obtained show that
City officials were aware that the gate shown on the 2016 plans was intended for maintenance only, not for
public access or emergency purposes.

Moreover, as the CCC recognized in 1993, there is no provision for “parking and supervision” on Friends St.,
as there is at the Recreation Center (where the 12 ft. wide road, designed to accommodate LAFD trucks,
begins). There is simply no basis for a claim that LAFD now requires the Friends St. Trail for emergency
access.

We submit the foregoing so that you will have accurate information on which you can rely as this Project
moves forward.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey and Christina Spitz

cc (via email):
Daryll Ford, Planning Supervisor, RAP; Norman Mundy, Environmental Supervisor, BOE; Kristen Ly, Project
Manager, BOE; California Coastal Commission



From: Chris Spitz

To: Amitay, Shahar@Coastal

Cc: Hudson, Steve@Coastal; Willis, Andrew@Coastal; Rehm, Zach@Coastal; Tealer, Nicholas@Coastal; Jeffrey Spitz
Subject: Potrero Canyon Park -- Condition Compliance

Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 8:12:37 AM

Attachments: Screen Shot 2022-06-18 at 9.22.34 AM.pnq

Dear Shahar:

In your email message of June 15, you explained that the condition compliance process
is ongoing. In that regard, we bring to your attention the following:

In April and again in June 2022, a new "map" of the park was included among various
signage images proposed for "kiosks" that the City plans to install at two park "entrances" --
the Recreation Center and Friends St. (posted on the RAP website).

Attached is a screen shot of the page showing the map. See also agendas for RAP
"Facilities Repair and Maintenance Task Force" meetings (scroll down for signage images):

April 21 meeting
June 16 meeting

As you can see, this map clearly indicates that Friends St. is proposed to be one of only
two prominent entrances to the park, with the south entrance (mouth of the Canyon above
PCH) to be closed and with no Lateral Trail. There is no access to the coast on this most
recent map (which again, is one of the images that would be included on the kiosks).

This is in stark contrast with the map previously shown to the public at PPCC and Pacific
Palisades Park Advisory Board meetings, and which is posted on websites of PPCC, RAP
and Council District 11 (the City Council District for Pacific Palisades) -- which contains no
Friends St. entrance or trail and instead shows the main trail through the Canyon continuing
to Temescal Canyon Blvd. (see notation at bottom right: " Trail Continues to Temescal

Canyon"): Original Map.

Clearly -- despite the Coastal Act mandate to provide maximum access to the coast; the
decades-long express goal of the park; the CDP requirement for the Lateral Trail (which the
City has known about for 7+ years); and the CCC's recent directive to recommence
construction of the Lateral Trail -- the City still intends to proceed with a park that has a
closed south end above PCH and no access to the Coast -- dramatically different from
what has long been envisioned and required for this park.

Please also note: a rendering of the proposed kiosk for Friends St. was included among
the documents attached to the Task Force agenda in April (see attached image). As you
can see, the structure will be very large -- 7+ ft. x 8 ft. It would be placed on the bluff top
near the entrance to the Friends St. trail. We respectfully submit that 1) CCC permission
would be required for this structure; and 2) if sought, CCC permission should not be
granted as this obtrusive structure would violate the CCC's Guidelines for bluff top
construction on the Canyon rim.

Of course, we continue to 1) strongly oppose the opening of the park without the Lateral
Trail/coastal access; and 2) urge that appropriate and required environmental review take
place before any decision is made with respect to the Friends St. Trail.
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Thank you as always for your work on these significant matters.
Best regards,

Christina Spitz
Jeffrey Spitz



Jeffrey & Christina Spitz
15210 Friends St., Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com; ppfriends3@hotmail.com

June 27,2022

Shahar Amitay, Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission (CCC) shahar.amitay@coastal.ca.gov

Re: George Wolfberg Park at Potrero Canyon (Park) -- CDP Amendment Application No. 5-91-286-A13
(Iltem 17 on the CCC’s 7/14/22 Meeting Agenda)

Dear Shahar:

As you and/or other CCC staff members review the City’s CDP amendment application and prepare the staff
report on this matter, we respectfully request your consideration of the following key facts and concerns
regarding the proposed Park entrance and trail on Friends St. (the Friends St. Trail) and related hardscape/
posted metal fencing and entrance kiosk (Hardscape/Fencing/Kiosk):!

1) The gate on Friends St. was intended for maintenance only.

As you know, a gate on Friends St. — but no trail connected to the gate — is depicted on the 2016 landscaping
plans approved by the CCC (2016 Plans). A trail from Friends St. was not depicted on any plans until the City
prepared new landscaping plans in 2020 (2020 Plans; unapproved by the CCC) — and was only added to the
2020 Plans after repeated private lobbying of City officials by a small number of individuals who had long
sought to add the Friends St. Trail.2

Proponents of a Friends St. Trail now argue that this gate was supposedly intended for pedestrian access as a
public entrance — notwithstanding that no trail is depicted on the 2016 Plans. This argument is completely
without merit and belied by actual facts.

As demonstrated in our letter to Aaron McLendon of March 15, 2020 (and accompanying attachments), in
early 2020, the City knew that the 2016 Plans did not include a trail. Then-Bureau of Engineering (BOE)
Project Manager Pedro Garcia acknowledged in an email on January 15, 2020 that “the plans do not show a
trail from this entrance down into the park main trail.” In follow-up discussions in 2020 about whether a
public entrance and trail should be added to new plans then being developed by BOE, Mr. Garcia learned
that the gate depicted on the 2016 Plans was intended for maintenance only. Specifically, Mr. Garcia stated
on March 11, 2020 in an email to Recreation & Parks (RAP) Planning Supervisor Darryl Ford:

“We spoke with our design consultant’s landscape architect yesterday and he informed us that
the Friends St. entrance was intended to be a maintenance entrance only and that’s why there
Is no trail connecting it with the park.” [Emphasis added.]

1 Many of these matters were addressed in greater detail in prior communications with the CCC; we again respectfully
direct staff’s attention to our letters and/or emails to the CCC of February 8, February 14, March 15, April 5, April 15,
June 14 and June 21, 2022; the letter from 44 neighbors of February 10, 2022; our letter to the RAP Commissioners of
June 17, 2022; and all attached and/or linked documents.

2 As we have previously pointed out, a fire access trail on the west rim was included in the original 1991 CDP but was
“abandoned” by the City and removed from the CDP in 1993 after a public outcry and after LAFD determined that the
main road running through the canyon was wide enough (12 ft.) for emergency access. The project CDP has never
required west rim pedestrian access nor provided for a Friends St. Trail ever since.



Moreover, in a February 28, 2020 email to Mr. Ford, a RAP civil engineer (Sean Phan) provided this
explanation as to whether a trail had previously been requested or should even be included in any plans:

“I'highly doubt that we [RAP] made that request (serving us no purpose at all). I'd suggest
not to have an entrance unless CD brings it up.” [Emphasis added.]

Notwithstanding the officials’ knowledge and understanding about the actual intended purpose of the gate
(for maintenance only) — and the fact that, according to the RAP civil engineer, a Friends St. trail served “no
purpose at all” — the City proceeded to add the Friends St. Trail to the new 2020 Plans. Again, as
demonstrated by the many documents we obtained in response to public records requests, this occurred as a
result of private pressure improperly placed on City officials by a few individuals who claimed to be speaking
for the Potrero Canyon Community Advisory Committee (PCCAC) -- and thus for the community.?

Yet, as these individuals and City officials all knew, the PCCAC had issued a report in 2008 (2008 Report),
finding specifically that there should be no change in the status as to west rim pedestrian access and the
issue of whether there should be a Friends St. Trail should not be taken up again in the absence of public
support (see 2008 Report attached to our letter to Steve Hudson of February 8, 2022). Disturbingly, the
Friends St. Trail was added to the 2020 Plans and construction subsequently began, without CCC permission
and despite the fact that there was -- and over a decade later still is — strong opposition by west rim residents
to pedestrian access or a public entrance and trail on Friends St.

2) Lack of public support.

The public has spoken to express opposition to west rim pedestrian access and a Friends St. entrance and
trail on many occasions during current and past public processes. The process of considering the CDP
amendment is by definition a process that involves public input. Consideration of whether there should be a
public entrance and pathway on Friends St. was extensively vetted and exhaustively discussed in a series of
public meetings with the Brown-Acted PCCAC in 2005-2007. During this time, local residents expressed
overwhelming opposition to a proposed Friends St. entrance and trail. These meetings culminated in the
PCCAC’s recommendations for the Park’s design as set forth in the 2008 Report. The Report clearly stated
that there should not be any changes in the current status and the issue of west rim access should not even
be taken up in the future in the absence of public support.

In 2013, so-called “50% plans” were prepared and distributed among City officials and a small number of
former PCCAC members for review and comment. The then-BOE Project Manager was Rob Hancock.
According to a spreadsheet prepared by Mr. Hancock at the time, one former PCCAC member (David Card,
purporting to speak for the PCCAC but in fact relaying his personal opinion) remarked that it was “time to
discuss a public access gate (or no fence at all) where the park abuts Friends St. ... Once the neighborhood
sees the park completed, they will want to walk there without having to drive to the Rec Center .. ..”*

Mr. Hancock then cut and pasted Mr. Card’s remarks into a column on a spreadsheet in an item regarding
Public Access (“50% Review Comments”), titling the remarks as those of the “Citizen’s Advisory Committee.”
He added another column in response, rejecting these remarks and stating:

3 As we have previously explained, the PCCAC was a Brown-Acted committee established in 2004-2005; it last met 15
years ago, several of its members have passed away or moved, and it has long been inactive. Christina Spitz was a
member, as were the individuals who privately pressured the City to add the Friends St. Trail. Ms. Spitz was unaware of
these private discussions until recently (after reviewing documents received from public records requests) and to her
knowledge other former members of the PCCAC were unaware as well.

4 Nine years later, in June 2022, Mr. Card (who lives miles away from Friends St.) made these exact same remarks at a
public Task Force Meeting of the RAP Commissioners. These remarks were untrue then and are untrue now.



“Disagree — After a Community meeting the response was overwhelming that local
residents do not want public access to the park along Friends St. At this time pedestrian
access along Friends St. is not a part of the plans.” [Original emphasis by Mr. Hancock.]

(See attached Spread Sheet — 50% Review Comments.)

Tellingly, Mr. Hancock was still the Project Manager when the plans were then completed, submitted to the
CCC and approved in 2016 by the CCC. His name appears as a cc on the September 19, 2016 letter advising
the City of the CCC Executive Director’s approval of the 2016 plans (see letter from Al Padilla, CCC Regulatory
Permit Supervisor, to Norman Mundy of BOE, cc Rob Hancock). Consistent with the community’s position
recognized and reiterated by Mr. Hancock in 2013, the approved 2016 Plans contained no “access along
Friends St.” and no Friends St. Trail.

The reality today is that the local community’s position has not changed — residents of the Friends St.
neighborhood are overwhelmingly opposed to the Friends St. Trail. We submit that the Trail was
inappropriately added to the 2020 Plans and has now been partially constructed solely due to the efforts of a
few individuals who do not live in the neighborhood and who are seeking to promote their own personal
desire for a public entrance on Friends St. This result is the opposite of the PCCAC’s 2008 recommendation;
is not required by or even mentioned in the controlling CDP; and was never approved by the CCC.

3) There has been no environmental review of impacts on coastal resources or public safety.

We reiterate in the strongest possible terms that the proposed (and partially constructed) development and
structures will likely result in substantial negative impacts and pose significant risks to public safety. Notably,
there has been never been any environmental review of the impacts of the Friends St. Trail or of the
Hardscape/ Fencing/Kiosk on coastal resources or on public safety.

(a) The Friends St. Trail.

No formal or informal study or analysis has ever been undertaken as to the impact this development
will have on the community or the specific neighborhood surrounding the entrance to the Friends St.
Trail. As we have previously brought to your attention, the 1985 EIR addresses only the grading
phase of the project (with a further EIR believed to be necessary in the future for the design phase,
but which was never prepared) and contains no mention of a Friends St. Trail or any studies of the
impact of such a trail — not surprising, since the Trail was never even included in any plans for the
project until 2020. In a subsequent EIR Addendum in 2021, the City cited to specific sections of the
1985 EIR which supposedly addressed the Friends St. Trail — but those sections on their face do not
reference the Trail; in fact, there is no reference whatsoever to the Trail in the 1985 EIR. (See link to
the RAP Approval & EIR Addendum in our February 8, 2022 letter to Mr. Hudson.)

The neighborhood adjacent to the Friends St. Trail is located in the Coastal Zone and as such, we
submit, is a coastal resource. The location is within the designated Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone and the controlling CDP recognizes that this is an area of “high hazard” and geological instability
— not only with respect to the canyon rim but also the adjacent Via de las Olas bluff and rim streets.
As described more fully in our letter to Mr. Hudson of February 8, 2022, this is a quiet residential
neighborhood with very limited routes of ingress and egress. Friends St. itself is posted as “Not a
Through Street”; to the west of the proposed Friends St. entrance the street narrows to one lane
when cars are parked on both sides of the street; at the other end there is restricted local access only
to Via de las Olas. Surrounding streets are similarly narrow and winding. (See attached “Street
Photos.”)

Wildfires have occurred in our bluff areas, often from illegal homeless camping which continues



despite the community’s efforts at prevention and enforcement. “Swarms” of visitors are expected
when the Park opens (public statement made by one of the individual Friends St. Trail proponents)
which would put a strain on these conditions if a Friends St. Trail and entrance were used by large
numbers of visitors. At a recent public meeting of the Pacific Palisades Park Advisory Board, RAP
officials informed the community that no park rangers will be assigned to the Park — a disturbing
development that we submit will put the Friends St. neighborhood at further risk if the Friends St.
Trail is permitted. Evacuation during emergency events would be difficult at best, and lives and
safety of residents and Park visitors alike may be put at risk. These conditions will only be
exacerbated if, as current plans provide, the south/PCH entrance is closed at Park opening (due to
the City’s failure to construct the Lateral Trail to Temescal Canyon Blvd.) and, as a result, there are
only two means of access to the Park — at the Recreation Center and Friends St.

To put it simply, the Friends St. Trail is not only unnecessary and uncalled for, it is potentially
dangerous. Appropriate environmental review and traffic studies should be required, at a minimum,
before any decision is made on the CDP amendment application for permission to construct the
Friends St. Trail.

(b) Hardscape/Fencing/Kiosk

The hardscape and fencing related to the Friends St. Trail — cement retaining walls (constructed);
steel posts cemented to the ground (partially constructed); wire fencing (to be constructed) — were
never mentioned, let alone approved, in the 2016 Plans. The same is true of the large kiosk (7 feet
tall x 8 feet wide), with signage board, proposed for the entrance to the Friends St. Trail. These
structures are either already in place or will be positioned on the slope areas of the canyon rim top
and, we submit, will be visible from canyon trails. (See attached “Hardscape/Fencing” photos; a
rendering of the Kiosk was attached to my email message to you of June 21, 2022.)

We believe that these obtrusive structures violate the Regional Interpretive Guidelines developed by
the CCC many years ago for Potrero Canyon (Guidelines).” Palisades community organizations such
as Pacific Palisades Community Council (PPCC) and Temescal Canyon Association (TCA) have weighed
in over the years on canyon rim development, insisting on compliance with the Guidelines to protect
the viewshed from canyon trails and to comply with the Coastal Act's requirement that the "scenic
and visual qualities of the coastal area" be protected as a "resource of public importance" (Coastal
Act, Sec. 30251). As the City recognizes in the Zoning Information Bulletin (footnote 5 below): “The
State Coastal Commission . . . has expressed concern regarding the potential affect [sic] of proposed
development along the slope areas of rim top properties on the viewshed from the future Potrero
Canyon Park trails.”

The CCC has long made clear that Park development must preserve the natural environment of this
important coastal resource. At the very least, appropriate environmental review should be required
before any decision is made on the CDP amendment application for permission to construct these
obtrusive structures.

Thank you again for your continuing attention to these important matters.

Sincerely,
Jeffrey and Christina Spitz

(See cc’s on p. 5, following)

5 See LA Planning Dept. Zoning Information Bulletin: http://zimas.lacity.org/documents/zoneinfo/Z12422.pdf.




cc (via email):

Steve Hudson, District Director, CCC

Zach Rehm, District Supervisor, CCC

Aaron MclLendon, Deputy Chief of Enforcement, CCC
Andrew Willis, South Coast Enforcement Supervisor, CCC
Nicholas Tealer, District Enforcement Officer, CCC















From: Chris Spitz

To: Amitay, Shahar@Coastal

Cc: Jeffrey Spitz

Subject: Re: Potrero Canyon Park matter (on CCC agenda 7/14)
Date: Tuesday, June 28, 2022 5:47:59 PM

Dear Shahar --

I'm sure you've been busy but I'm wondering if you could please forward the City's
application for a CDP amendment at your earliest convenience.

If I need to make a more formal request, please let me know that as well.
Thank you so much.

Best regards,

Christina Spitz

From: Chris Spitz

Sent: Friday, June 24, 2022 5:41 PM

To: Amitay, Shahar@Coastal <shahar.amitay@coastal.ca.gov>

Cc: andrew.willis@coastal.ca.gov <andrew.willis@coastal.ca.gov>; Rehm, Zach@Coastal
<Zach.Rehm@coastal.ca.gov>; steve.hudson@coastal.ca.gov <steve.hudson@coastal.ca.gov>;
Tealer, Nicholas@Coastal <nicholas.tealer@coastal.ca.gov>; Jeffrey Spitz
<jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com>

Subject: Potrero Canyon Park matter (on CCC agenda 7/14)

Dear Shahar:

We see that the City has posted the required notice on Friends St. (see attached).
We also see that this matter is now on the CCC's July meeting agenda (for 7/14).
| presume the required written notices of the hearing will eventually go out.

Would it be possible for you to forward to us a copy of the City's revised application in the
meantime?

Thank you for your assistance.
Best regards,

Chris Spitz


mailto:ppfriends3@hotmail.com
mailto:Shahar.Amitay@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com

From: Chris Spitz

To: Amitay, Shahar@Coastal

Cc: Jeffrey Spitz

Subject: Potrero Canyon Park/CDP amendment application no. 5-91-286-A13
Date: Wednesday, June 29, 2022 2:41:10 PM

Attachments: Corr to CC 3.15.22.pdf

Attachment to Coastal Comm correspondence 3.15.22.pdf

Dear Shahar:
Thank you again for providing the City's supplemental submission.

In reviewing the very brief document, we were surprised to see that there is no discussion
of the reasons why the City believes the new pathway is essential or even beneficial to this
project. We also note that there is no reference to the City having made any effort to
determine if there is community support or interest in the proposed pathway (indeed, we
have previously provided both to the City and to the CCC evidence of strong community
opposition).

Further, the City has made no showing that it has done any analysis -- environmental,
traffic or otherwise -- as to the impact the proposed development will have on coastal
resources or public safety.

In our recent letter we highlighted the fact that the City designers were not the people who
proposed the pathway in the first place, but rather a few individual community members. In
this regard, and to provide you with additional context, we attach correspondence of March
15, 2022, which was previously submitted to the CCC but was not directed specifically to
you. We think that you should be aware of this information as you prepare the staff report.

Once again, we very much appreciate your ongoing attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Christina Spitz

Jeffrey Spitz
Pacific Palisades
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Jeffrey and Christina Spitz
15210 Friends St., Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com; ppfriends3@hotmail.com

March 15, 2022

Aaron MclLendon, Deputy Chief of Enforcement, CA Coastal Commission (CCC)
Via email: aaron.mclendon@coastal.ca.qov

Re: George Wolfberg Park at Potrero Canyon (Park), 15101 Pacific Coast Highway, Pacific Palisades, City of
Los Angeles, CA — Permit No. 5-91-286 (Project)

Dear Mr. McLendon:

We appreciate that staff has been busy with the CCC’'s March meeting agenda. As you resume investigation of
matters involving the Project, we bring to your attention additional information that we believe is relevant.

1. Public entrance/pathway on Friends St.

As you know, the 2016 landscaping plans previously approved by the CCC (2016 plans) did not show a pathway
or public entrance to the Park on Friends St.; we contend that the “gate” depicted in the 2016 plans was
intended for maintenance only. Please see the attached email exchange on February 8, 2022 between Mr. Spitz and
CCC District Supervisor Zach Rehm about this issue (Attachment 1).*

We have now received additional documents in response to PRA requests which, along with other information
and evidence, decisively show that the “gate” depicted in the 2016 plans was intended for maintenance only;
that there was no intention to include a public entrance or pathway; that a pathway was only added to
landscaping plans for the project after pressure from a small number of individuals through much of 2020; and
that the CCC has never considered or approved any such pathway. See the attached email messages among
Recreation and Parks (RAP) and Bureau of Engineering (BOE) officials, Jan.-Mar. 2020 (Attachment 2) and May 1, 2020
Meeting Notes (Attachment 3).

Among other things, these documents demonstrate that:

1) In early 2020, City officials were uncertain as to whether a public entrance/entry/pathway had been
intended, requested and/or should be included in new plans then under development (since the CCC-approved
2016 plans had included only a gate but did not include a pathway); see, e.g., Jan. 15, 2020 message from then-
Project Manager Pedro Garcia: “There is a proposed entrance to the park from Friends St. However the plans
do not show a trail from this entrance down into the park main trail.” [Emphasis added.]

2) On February 28, 2020, in the course of discussions as to whether a public entrance/pathway on Friends St.
should be added to the plans or who might have requested it, Mr. Garcia emailed RAP Planning supervisor Darryl
Ford, indicating that while the prior plans included an “entry” on Friends St., a “trail from the entrance to the
main park road was not included.” Mr. Garcia asked to meet with RAP staff “[if] the Friends entry and trail are
still requested and approved by RAP” to determine the “best solution” for a connection to the “main park road.”

3) On February 28, 2020, in a follow-up with RAP staff, RAP civil engineer Sean Phan) advised Mr. Ford that
there was a “challenge” in creating an ADA compliant pathway on Friends St. Mr. Phan stated: “I highly doubt

Y1n our letter to you and Mr. Hudson of February 14 2022, we also made clear the differences between the 2016 plans,
which did not include a Friends St. pathway, and the new/final plans (to our knowledge unapproved by the CCC), which
include a “new” pathway on Friends St. that was not depicted in the 2016 plans.





that we [RAP] made that request (serving us no purpose at all). I'd suggest not to have that entrance unless CD
brings it up.” [Emphasis added.]

4) On March 2, 2020, with the issue not yet being clarified or decided, Mr. Ford asked Mr. Garcia: “Can you
advise who requested for the landscape plans to include an entrance from Friends St.?” Mr. Garcia replied on
March 4, 2020: “The landscaping plans that show the entrance from Friends Street were developed at least six
years ago based on input received from the community at various Community meetings and in collaboration
with the Council Office. | do not know who exactly requested this entrance.” These statements by Mr. Garcia
were inaccurate.?

5) On March 11, 2020, in a further follow-up, Mr. Garcia advised Mr. Ford: “We spoke with our design
consultant’s landscape architect yesterday and he informed us that the Friends St. entrance was intended to be
a maintenance entrance only and that’s why there is no trail connecting it to the park.” [Emphasis added.]

6) In May 2020, following these exchanges, City officials agreed to include a Friends St. pathway in the new
plans then under development. This agreement was the result of persistent, privately-applied pressure by, and
private meetings of City officials with, a small number of individuals improperly holding themselves out as the
Pacific Palisades Community Advisory Committee (PCCAC).> See May 1 Meeting Notes (Attachment 3).

Again, the Friends St. gate was intended to be for maintenance, not for public pedestrian access. The 2008
PCCAC report, reflecting overwhelming community opposition, clearly recommended no such access unless
there is “public support.” There has never been an effort to ascertain the current level of public support (if any)
for west rim access. On the contrary, there is substantial, documented community opposition. The statement
in the May 1 Meeting Notes that a “trail or staircase should lead from gate to park, as indicated in 2008 advisory
committee report” is manifestly inaccurate. The “agreement” privately reached by this small group of
individuals was contrary to the actual community consensus (as reflected in the 2008 PCCAC report) and
arguably violated the Brown Act “open meetings” mandate.

7) Other documents received in response to PRA requests evidence that after additional lobbying by some of
these same individuals, the pathway was eventually included in the new plans sometime after June 8, 2020. The
EIR Addendum was then prepared (and approved by the RAP Commissioners), containing false statements to the
effect that the pathway had been studied in the 1985 EIR. Again, the pathway now being constructed — which
we respectfully submit is a “development” under Section 30106 of the Coastal Act — has never been subjected
to environmental review or approved by (or even disclosed to) the CCC.

8) On November 9-10, 2021, in internal messages among City officials after Mr. Spitz’s first formal expression of
concern about the new Park developments, RAP and BOE officials acknowledged among themselves that the
reason for the “gate and path becoming part of the project” — which in turn was “one of the many changes for
which we have paid Marrs [the landscape designer] to redesign” [emphasis added] — was because Mr. Card
(misidentified as the PCCAC’s “Chairperson”) had advised City officials that it was the PCCAC's position that
inclusion of the pathway was “essential.” See the attached email messages among City officials, Nov. 9-10, 2021
(Attachment 4). In fact, no such position was ever taken by the PCCAC.

2 |n fact, the only public meetings in which input was received from the community occurred in 2005-2008. In these
meetings, community members expressed overwhelming opposition to a public entrance/pathway on Friends St., as
expressed in the PCCAC’s 2008 final report — the opposite of Mr. Garcia’s characterization. Moreover, as we explained in
our letter of February 14, 2022, in 2013 Mr. Garcia’s predecessor as Project Manager rejected a lobbying attempt by
individual PCCAC members to include a Friends St. accessway, respecting the community’s overwhelming opposition.

3 As we have previously explained, the PCCAC, a Brown-Acted committee, is “inactive” and has held no meetings in 14 years
(since it issued its report reflecting community consensus in 2008, recommending no addition or consideration of west rim
access unless there is “public support”). This is the only position ever taken by the PCCAC.





Again, we have received no explanation or response from the City with respect to any of these matters.

We respectfully submit that these facts conclusively demonstrate that the City has failed to comply with the
Coastal Development Permit. We hope you reach the same conclusion and that the CCC takes prompt action to
require compliance.

2. Concerns of the wider community.

Pacific Palisades is a community of over 25,000 residents. Recent events demonstrate that beyond the 44 west
rim residents who have written to the CCC and expressed concerns, the wider Palisades community is also
concerned about these issues.

At a public meeting of Pacific Palisades Community Council (PPCC) in February 2022, several board members
(some of whom do not live anywhere near the west rim neighborhood) indicated that they too had questions
and concerns which have not been answered about the closure of the south/PCH entrance and the inclusion of
an entrance/pathway on Friends St., and requested a presentation by City officials about these matters.*

The PPCC Executive Committee (EC) accordingly requested that City officials attend a PPCC meeting to give a
public presentation on the status of Potrero Canyon and specifically the concerns that have been raised. City
officials declined the EC’s request. As a result, the EC requested a written response from City officials to specific
guestions about the Project (see March 7, 2022 EC letter/Attachment 5); letter also linked on the PPCC website at:
http://pacpalicc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/PPCC-EC-Potrero-Questions-1.pdf).

To date, City officials have not responded to the March 7th EC letter nor provided answers to the EC’s questions.
In connection with the CCC’s own investigation, we hope that the CCC will ask similar questions and demand
answers from the City.

3. New public safety concerns.

In January 2022, extensive damage occurred in certain hillside areas of the Park — in the vicinity of the
south/PCH entrance and the Friends St. pathway — due to major rain storms. This damage is documented in
photographs attached to a 3/17/22 meeting agenda of the RAP Commissioners’ “Facilities Repair and

Maintenance Commission Task Force” (the photographs):
(https://www.laparks.org/sites/default/files/pdf/commissioner/MTFagenda/2022/FRM%20Task%20Force%20Agenda 3.17.22.pdf).

At this writing, we do not know what measures, if any, the City has undertaken or proposes in order to mitigate
any damages and/or remedy unsafe conditions. We do not know if a study or investigation has taken place (or
will take place) specifically as related to the safety to the public of trails/pathways or other Park features on or
near steep hillsides in the vicinity of the “Main areas of major damage” identified in the photographs. We
respectfully suggest that the CCC follow up on these matters to ensure public safety going forward.®

We continue to look forward to receiving an update from the CCC as soon as possible. Thank you again for your
prompt attention to these issues and your continuing courtesy and cooperation.
Jeffrey and Christina Spitz

cc (via email): Andrew Willis, Southern California Enforcement Supervisor, CCC
(Separate Attachment list on p. 4, following)

4 As confirmed in public statements and positions on its website (www.pacpalicc.org), PPCC is the most broad-based
community organization and has been the voice of the Palisades since its founding in 1973. Minutes of its public meetings
may be found on the website. Again, for identification only, Ms. Spitz is PPCC Secretary and Chair Emeritus; she writes
here solely on her individual behalf.

® Please also see a further letter written by the PPCC EC to RAP officials on March 15, 2022 regarding these matters
(Attachment 6; also linked at http://pacpalicc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/PPCC-EC-Letter-RAP-Commissioners.pdf).
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Attachment 1

Email exchange between Mr. Rehm and Mr. Spitz, Feb. 8, 2022






3/13/22,2:04 FM Mail - Chris Spitz - OQutlook

RE: Potrero Canyon Development Project

Jeffrey Spitz <jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com>

Tue 2/8/2022 6:25 PM

To: Rehm, Zach@Coastal <Zach.Rehm@coastal.ca.gov>; Hudson, Steve@Coastal <Steve.Hudson@coastal.ca.gov>;
aaron.mclendon@coastal.ca.gov <aaron.mclendon@coastal.ca.gov>

Cc: Willis, Andrew@Coastal <AndrewWillis@coastal.ca.gov>; Sanchez, Jordan@Coastal
<Jordan.Sanchez@coastal.ca.gov>; Amitay, Shahar@Coastal <shahar.amitay@coastal.ca.gov>; Vanderberg-Jones,
Sonora@Coastal <sonora.vanderberg-jones@coastal.ca.gov>; Chris Spitz <ppfriends3@hotmail.com>

Mr. Rehm,

Thank you for the information. While your statement below is correct, that the plans show a gate at Friends
Street (presumably intended for maintenance, not public access) and “paths” in the park, the plans clearly do not
show any path leading from the Friends Street gate to anywhere. Yet the City is currently building a path from
the proposed Friends Street gate; | must therefore conclude that the City is acting contrary to the CC approved
plans and therefore contrary to the existing CDP. Please advise if you disagree with my conclusion.

Further, the plan you provided shows the central park path leading out of the park at the PCH end and running in
the direction of Temescal Canyon Blvd. But the City is now proceeding on a plan (approved by the City, but neither
provided to, nor approved by, the CC and contrary to the CC approved plan) that would close the south/beach
end of the park and not allow for coastal access. Ironically, the plans you provided show the details for the
proposed signs pointing towards Coastal Access, which only makes sense if the park were open at the
south/beach end so that park users could actually access the coast.

Obviously, it is disconcerting, to say the least, that the CC would have apparently done nothing for 5+ years while
the City failed to submit required Progress Reports, but “reminded” the City of its obligation days after | submitted
a PRA request asking for them.

| look forward to a further and more comprehensive response to our detailed letter of earlier today. | again ask
that the CC exercise its supervisory and protective functions in evaluating the continued development of this
project.

Thank you.

SPITZLAWGROUP

www.spitzlawgroup.com

Jeffrey Spitz

11835 West Olympic Blvd.,Ste. 600E
Los Angeles, CA 90064
424-273-1126 (t)

424-273-1119 (f)

310-467-3378 (m)

Confidentiality Notice: This communication (and/or the documents accompanying it) has been sent by a lawyer
and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on this information is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please advise the sender by reply e-mail and
immediately delete the message and any attachments without copying or disclosing the contents. Thank you

IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To ensure compliance with IRS requirements, any U.S. tax advice contained in this
communication (including any attachments) is not intended to be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax related

penalties under the Internal Revenue Code, or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another person any

tax related matters addressed herein.
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3/13/22,2:04 PM Mail - Chris Spitz - Outlook

From: Rehm, Zach@Coastal <Zach.Rehm@coastal.ca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 4:36 PM

To: Jeffrey Spitz <jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com>; Hudson, Steve@Coastal <Steve.Hudson@coastal.ca.gov>;
aaron.mcclendon@coastal.ca.gov

Cc: Willis, Andrew@Coastal <Andrew.Willis@coastal.ca.gov>; Sanchez, Jordan@Coastal
<Jordan.Sanchez@coastal.ca.gov>; Amitay, Shahar@Coastal <shahar.amitay@coastal.ca.gov>; Vanderberg-Jones,
Sonora@Coastal <sonora.vanderberg-jones@coastal.ca.gov>; Chris Spitz <ppfriends3@hotmail.com>

Subject: Re: Potrero Canyon Development Project

Mr. Spitz,

Please see attached landscaping plans approved pursuant to the Coastal Commission's CDP 5-91-286,
as amended 11 times, and a letter from Commission staff who reviewed them in 2016. The paths and
gate to Friends Street are indicated on page 8 (sheet L404). | can send you the more detailed
engineering sheets if you like, but they are large file size so | will need to break up into several files.

With regard to your question in a separate email earlier today, the City is still required to submit annual
progress reports, including updates on the trail to connect to the coast (either via the Temescal
Canyon/PCH intersection or via a bridge over PCH near the mouth of the canyon). City staff failed to
submit those reports in 2017-2021, Coastal Commission staff reminded them of the requirement last

week, and they are preparing the 2022 report now. | will provide you a copy as soon as it is provided to
us.

Sincerely,

Zach Rehm

District Supervisor

California Coastal Commission
301 E. Ocean Blvd, Suite 300
Long Beach, CA 90802

(562) 590-5071

From: Jeffrey Spitz <jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 1:06 PM

To: Hudson, Steve@Coastal <Steve.Hudson@coastal.ca.gov>; aaron.mcclendon@coastal.ca.gov
<aaron.mcclendon@coastal.ca.gov>

Cc: Rehm, Zach@Coastal <Zach.Rehm@coastal.ca.gov>; Willis, Andrew@Coastal <Andrew.Willis@coastal.ca.gov>;
Sanchez, Jordan@Coastal <Jordan.Sanchez@coastal.ca.gov>; Amitay, Shahar@Coastal
<shahar.amitay@coastal.ca.gov>; Vanderberg-Jones, Sonora@Coastal <sonora.vanderberg-jones@coastal.ca.gov>;
Chris Spitz <ppfriends3@hotmail.com>

Subject: Potrero Canyon Development Project
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3/13/22,2:04 PM Mail - Chris Spitz - Outlook
Dear Mr. Hudson and Mr. McClendon:

Please see the attached correspondence and attachments thereto regarding our very serious concerns about the
above captioned project currently under development by the City of Los Angeles, we believe, in violation of the
Coastal Act and/or CDP 5-91-286.

Thank you in advance for your attention and prompt action on this matter.

SPITZLAWGROUP

WWWw.spitzlawgroup.com

Jeffrey Spitz

11835 West Olympic Blvd.,Ste. 600E
Los Angeles, CA 90064
424-273-1126 (t)

424-273-1119 (f)

310-467-3378 (m)

Confidentiality Notice: This communication (and/or the documents accompanying it) has been sent by a lawyer
and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on this information is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please advise the sender by reply e-mail and
immediately delete the message and any attachments without copying or disclosing the contents. Thank you

IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To ensure compliance with IRS requirements, any U.S. tax advice contained in this
communication (including any attachments) is not intended to be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax related
penalties under the Internal Revenue Code, or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another person any
tax related matters addressed herein.
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Attachment 2

Email messages among City officials, Jan.-Mar., 2020
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Proud Recipient of the Mayor's Office 2019 Gender Equity Award

' On Wed, Jan 15, 2020 at 12:17 PM Pedro Garcia <pedro.garcia@lacity.org> wrote:
. Hi Dave,

~ There is a proposed entrance to the park from Friends St. However the plans do not show a trail
- from this entrance down into the park main trail. Do you know if there's a reason for this?

If this is an oversight, we can correct this by constructing railroad tie steps from the entrance to
the DG trail as shown here (Grading Plan Sheet C-10 attached):

sl EEINET VM..—M—:—*"Z—"_W ,4.,7.._“\-- ‘W'T e - Y‘*--—“*—--«T——- i

The trail that is shown on the plans that comes off of the main trail is oversteepened and also
requires steps to reduce the slipping hazard.

Construction of the steps would solve the access problem but will not be ADA accessible.
- However we do have an accessible entrance to the park from Frontera St.

- We may also be able to construct a wooden staircase (see attached sample). However we're
- checking if this would require Coastal Commission approval.
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Please advise if RAP is ok with this solution and we can get it constructed right away.

Thank you,

Pedro Garcia, PE, CCM
Geotechnlcal Engineering Division| Civil Engineer, PM 1

Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 120

 Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213

~ Mail Stop 495

O: (213) 847-0472 | F: (213) 847-0541

ENGINEER!NG

Frem

Proud Rec:p:ent of the Mayor's Office 2019 Gender Equity Award






1/26/22, 9:03 PM City of Los Angeles Mail - Potrero Canyon Park - Friends Sireet Entrance

Connect

Create
‘0 Coﬂaborate

. an @ Sean Phan <sean.phan@lacity.org>

Potrero Canyon Park - Friends Street Entrance
3 messages

Pedro Garcia <pedro.garcia@lacity.org> Fri, Feb 28, 2020 at 2:54 PM

To: Darryl Ford <Darryl.Ford@lacity.org>

Cc: Sean Phan <sean.phan@Iacity.org>, Lisa Cahill <lisa.cahill@lacity.org>, David Takata <david.takata@lacity.org>, Patrick

Schmidt <patrick.schmidt@Iacity.org>, Kristen Ly <kristen ly@lacity.org>
Hello Darryl,
Over the course of the project planning and design, there has been much discussion and concern regarding whether the

project should include an enirance on Friends Street. At the time the Civil plans for the current phase of grading and
construction were prepared, the decision to include an entrance from Friends Street had not been finalized and a trail

from the entrance to the main park road was not included. However, the current Landscape plans being completed for the

final phase do include an entry at Friends Street.

At this point we would like to confirm that the Friends Street entry and trail should be included in the final park plans. To

add the trail would require some additional grading at the top of the slope near Friends Street, and possibly the addition of

stairways to reach to the main park road below. If the Friends entry and trail are still requested and approved by RAP, we
would like to meet with RAP staff at your earliest convenience to finalize the route and determine the best solution for
connection with the park road.

As we are in the final weeks of completing the plans for the next phase, we request that you respond as soon as possible
so we can avoid any delays in getting the final plans completed and approved.

Thank you,

Pedro Garcia, PE, CCM

Geotechnical Engineering Division| Civil Engineer, PM 1
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 120

Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213

Mail Stop 495

0: (213) 847-0472 | F: (213) 847-0541

ENGINEERING

it £ [
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Proud Recipient of the Mayor's Office 2019 Gender Equity Award

Darryl Ford <darryl.ford@lacity.org> Fri, Feb 28, 2020 at 3:18 PM

To: Sean Phan <sean.phan@lacity.org>, David Takata <david.takata@lacity.org>
Not familiar with the history here. Did we request that a Friends Street entrance be added to the landscape design?

I have to image that developing an ADA compliant path from here would be a challenge (or us just adding stairs
sufficient?).

Thoughts?
[Quoted text hidden]

Sean Phan <sean.phan@lacity.org> Fri, Feb 28, 2020 at 3:31 PM

To: Darryl Ford <darryl.ford@lacity.org>
Cc: David Takata <david.takata@lacity.org>

Darryl,

https//mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=c31b4ca90e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A16598229258451 67492&simpl=msg-f%3A1659822025...
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1/26/22, 9:03 PM City of Los Angeles Mail - Potrero Canyon Park - Friends Street Entrance

Agree with you re. challenge of developing ADA compliant path on Friends Street entrance. | don't know the history but

highly doubt that we made that request (serving us no purpose at all). I'd suggest not to have that entrance uniess CD
brings it up. Thanks.

Sean
[Quoted text hidden]

Sean H. Phan, P.E, CCM

Planning, Construction, & Maintenance | Civil Engineer
Department of Recreation and Parks

221 N. Figueroa, Suite 400

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Phone: 213 202 2637

hitps://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=c31 b4ca90e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A16598229258451 67492&simpl=msg-f%3A1659822025... 2/2
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On Mon, Mar 2, 2020 at 7:57 AM Darryl Ford <darryl.ford@lacity.org> wrote:
Pedro. Can you advise who requested for the landscape plans to include an entrance from
- Friends Street?

- On Fri, Feb 28, 2020, 2:54 PM Pedro Garcia <pedro.garcia@lacity.org> wrote:
Hello Darryl,

Over the course of the project planning and design, there has been much discussion and
concern regarding whether the project should include an entrance on Friends Street. At the
time the Civil plans for the current phase of grading and construction were prepared, the
decision to include an entrance from Friends Street had not been finalized and a trail from
the entrance to the main park road was not included. However, the current Landscape plans
being completed for the final phase do include an entry at Friends Street.

At this point we would like to confirm that the Friends Street entry and trail should be
included in the final park plans. To add the trail would require some additional grading at the
top of the slope near Friends Street, and possibly the addition of stairways to reach to the
main park road below. If the Friends entry and trail are still requested and approved by RAP,
we would like to meet with RAP staff at your earliest convenience to finalize the route and
determine the best solution for connection with the park road.

- As we are in the final weeks of completing the plans for the next phase, we request that you
- respond as soon as possible so we can avoid any delays in getting the final plans completed
and approved.

- Thank you,

Pedro Garcia, PE, CCM
Geotechnical Engineering Division| Civil Engineer, PM 1

' Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
- 1149 S. Broadway, Suite 120
Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213
- Mail Stop 495
- 0: (213) 847-0472 | F: (213) 847-0541

http://eng.lacity.org/ Inline image 1 Inline image 2
Proud Recipient of the Mayor's Office 2019 Gender Equity Award
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Subject: Re: Potrero Cyn - Entrance from Friends Street

From: Dave Takata <david.takata@Iacity.org>

Date: 1/29/2020, 5:57 PM

To: Pedro Garcia <pedro.garcia@Iacity.org>

CC: Kristen Ly <kristen.ly@lacity.org>, Raul Leon <Raul.Leon@Iacity.org>, Justin Ramirez
<justin.ramirez@lacity.org>, Sandra Honore <sandra.honore@Iacity.org>, Steven Jin
<steven.jin@lacity.org>, Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@Iacity.org>, Sean Phan
<sean.phan@Iacity.org>, Darryl Ford <darryl.ford@lacity.org>

So if management is onboard with creating access from Friends, if we are not providing fully
compliant access, | believe that DBS Accessibility Commission may need to concur with only stairs.

I have not been able to find any exception to a "trail ladder" type improvement in areas of excessive
slope.

The new stair, if approved shall not be wood due to increased maintenance and eventual slip and fall
claims (maybe grating?). The riser shall be "closed" type with treads/landings with
contrasting/distinguishable nosing. Check max vertical rise for stairs.

Where the stairs terminate, what is the slope of pathway until it reaches the maintenance road?

David Takata, P.E.

City of Los Angeles

Department of Recreation and Parks
Planning, Construction, & Maintenance

221 N. Figueroa St, Ste 400 (MS 682)
Los Angeles, CA 90012

213-202-2653 off
213-202-2611 fax

On Wed, Jan 29, 2020 at 4:40 PM Pedro Garcia <pedro.garcia@lacity.org> wrote:
~ Hi Dave,

Just following up on this.

Thank you,

Pedro Garcia, PE, CCM
Geotechnical Engineering Division| Civil Engineer, PM 1

Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 120

Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213

Mail Stop 495

O: (213) 847-0472 | F: (213) 847-0541
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Subject: Re: Potrero Canyon Park - Friends Street Entrance
From: Darryl Ford <darryl.ford@Ilacity.org>
Date: 3/11/2020, 5:34 PM

To: Pedro Garcia <pedro.garcia@Iacity.org>

Ok. Thanks for the additional information and context. This helps. I'll follow up with Cathie.

On Wed, Mar 11, 2020, 7:20 AM Pedro Garcia <pedro.garcia@Iacity.org> wrote:
- Hi Darryl,

- Just following up on this. We spoke with our design consultant's landscape architect yesterday and
he informed us that the Friends St entrance was intended to be a maintenance entrance only and
that's why there is no trail connecting it to the park. However I've been unable to locate
documentation to back this up.

Thank you,

Pedro Garcia, PE, CCM
Geotechnical Engineering Division| Civil Engineer, PM 1
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 120

- Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213

- Mail Stop 495

- 0: (213) 847-0472 | F: (213) 847-0541

http://eng.lacity.org/ Inline image 1 Inline image 2
Proud Recipient of the Mayor's Office 2019 Gender Equity Award

On Wed, Mar 4, 2020 at 4:57 PM Pedro Garcia <pedro.garcia@l|acity.org> wrote:
Hi Darryl,

The landscaping plans that show the entrance from Friends Street were developed at least 6
years ago based on input received from the community at various Community meetings and in
collaboration with the Council Office. | do not know who exactly requested this entrance.

Thank you,

Pedro Garcia, PE, CCM

Geotechnical Engineering Division| Civil Engineer, PM 1
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 120

Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213

Mail Stop 495

O: (213) 847-0472 | F: (213) 847-0541

http://eng.lacity.org/ Inline image 1 Inline image 2
Proud Recipient of the Mayor's Office 2019 Gender Equity Award






Attachment 3

May 1, 2020 Meeting Notes






Minutes from May 1. 2020 meeting re: Potrero Canyon Park

(Attendees: Joe Halper, David, Card, Rob Weber, Gil Dembo, Bob Harter, Darryl Ford,
Sean, Phan, Pedro Garcia, Lisa Cahill)

David Card additions and changes to minutes: 5-2-20

OLD COMMENTS THAT STILL APPLY TO THE 100% DRAWINGS:

1. MUST HAVE A PATH FOR PEDESTRIAN ACCESS FROM THE FRIENDS GATE
TO THE BENCH AT THE CLOSEST TRAIL. THIS IS A PEDESTRIAN ACCESS
POINT.

***Agreed that trail or stair case should lead from gate to park, as indicated in 2008
advisory committee report. Action ftem: Pedro will follow up with DBS and Dept of
Disability to help ensure that either a staircase or a trail are located at a pedestrian
access gate off of Friends Street.

2. NEED TRILOGY LOCKS AND PEDESTRIAN GATES AT ALL ACCESS POINTS,
WITH PANIC BAR, AND 6 FOOT FENCE AND GATES, AT:
— tennis courts,
— west baseball stairway,
— Friends street,
— bottom at PCH
Q: Why haspless locks?
Q: Why a 4’ tall gate next to a 6’ tall gate at tennis court? Both should be 6.

***Discussed with item #4. Agreed that there will be trilogy locks at gates. Perimeter
fence will be 4’ except at gates and at patterson Pl., where it will be 6’. Should be
wildlife friendly if at all possible. Action Item: Lisa to arrange a meeting with the Planning
Dept Wildlife Pilot Study Team. Materials will be discussed. Cost estimates for the
various materials on a per foot basis would be helpful to have for this meeting. Pedro
will ensure changes are reflected in plans. Pedro will also check on maintenance issues
re: private gates and work to eliminate private gates if at all possible.

3. DELETE THE WIRE FENCES along the trails, especially where they're on both
sides of the trail (over dam is ok). See L402-4 where both sides of trails leading to the
dams have wire fences.






***Action item: Pedro will check HMMP about requirements for fencing around riparian,
and send a copy to group (sent). Pedro will also check the reason for the wire fencing
on both sides of the trail (between the main trails and the dams); shouldn’t need the
uphill side - L 402-404.

***Action Item: Recommendation from Commissioner Halper that the overall plans and

drawings (not just the wire fence) be discussed at a future RAP maintenance task force
meeling.

4. PERIMETER FENCE needs to be 6’ tall at every access point - all 4 of them:
tennis, baseball, Friends and PCH.

— And a fence from 706 Patterson Place wall to the baseball gate needs to
be drawn on L401 and L701 and it has to be 6 feet tall. This blocks access to and from
the Patterson Pl residences. If you need to put a 6’ gate there for access to the

drainage and to RAP property upstream, please do (a regular fork latch and padlock on
a chain will do).

— Perimeter fence at 4’ is ok, but what happened to the split rail? Why chain
link?

— Delete all the gates to private property. If they are for maintenance on the
landslide remediation sites, what maintenance? Just walk over the 4’ fence.

***See jtem #2.

5. ADD 6 MORE QUICK COUPLERS: one each at L601, 602, and 606, and two at
L605. These are needed where indicated in my prior comments where the distance
between QC'’s is too great. This is a cheap add. It will facilitate the hand watering of
trees with hoses by volunteers when the irrigation craps out and is not repaired.

***Action Item:Pedro will check on this. Dave will send to Pedro photos of sheets
showing where. Pedro agrees it's an easy add.

6. Delete the Rhino vehicle gate. Why a gate inside the top and bottom gates?
***Action Item:Pedro will check on this. If 6'gates at top and bottom, do we need a

middle gate? Will it impede emergency response and patrol? Can also be discussed
after the wildlife gate/fence committee meefing.






7. The dead end outlook on L403: Keep the path and outlook, but move the bench,
boulders and trash down to the main trail or closest dam, because we don’t need to
encourage gatherings on a dead end (fewer eyes on the site could lead to a teen hang
out or homeless camp), and the maintenance crew will not be able to drive up there to
empty the trash can. Rob wants the whole trail there eliminated; | say keep the trail.

=*xA\ ntion Item:Pedro will ask that these be moved so as to not create an attractive
nuisance: trash, bench, boulders and special plantings. Keep the ftrail.

NEW COMMENTS TO 100% DRAWINGS:

8. BASEBALL STAIRWAY AND ITS GATE MUST BE IN THE CONTRACT - L401.
***Already being done.

9. IMPERMEABLE BASIN LINER MUST BE IN THE CONTRACT - L401-404.
***Already being done.

10. Why is the restroom footprint to be revised? To be what? Can't we eliminate the
restroom, since there are already restrooms close by?

***Djscussion re: patrons use of this vs rec center restrooms, decided that bridge is very
important to access, and restrooms are very important to the new patrons of the new
park and bridge. RAP staff checking on self-cleaning, 2 vs 4 stalls, individual unisex
stalls, and/or the addition of urinals.

11. What is planted in the unhatched areas of the Meadow Park Entry and Upper
Terrace drawing on L7157

=**Action Item: Pedro to ensure that landscape architect will show that plants go in the
blank spaces of these beds. Dave will send a photo of the sheet.

12. What vine or plant is going into the planters around the restroom on the trellis? |
don’t see any drawing that names a vine for there.






***Action Item: Pedro to ensure that the landscape architect calls out the restroom trellis
plants (vines).

13. No educational or interpretive signage (see Rob’s comments below).

***Action Item: Pedro and Sean to work ensure signage is placed throughout the park
and will check on types available. Informational signs should include: flora/fauna, fitness
(fength of trails), history of Palisades area. Park sign should be “George Wolfberg Park
at Potrero Canyon”. Community outreach was halted because of Covid-19, but many
community groups have already submitted letters in support. Pedro to double check
with the contractor to ensure placement of all signs are reflected on plans.

Additional Items Discussed:

Maintenance yard may be incorporated into plans once the land near PCH is shifted
from Caltrans to City of LA ownership. Contamination issues must be dealt with first.
Pedro estimates that this will be turned over to the city in about 3-4 months, (Aug/Sept
2020). This would shift maintenance yard location from rec center to bottom of Potrero.
***Action Item: Pedro will get this committee the names of the decision makers at
Caltrans and this committee will follow up with state reps re: the bridge funding and this
land being turned over to the city.

Properties that encroach onto view shed or those with pending construction plans to do
so will be followed up on by David and Lisa. Lisa will also check with CD11 planning
staff and make sure that this committee receives notices for planning hearings on the
351 Alma Real property.

Next meeting to be scheduled in approximately 2 weeks.***Action Item: Lisa will send
meeting information soon.
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Email messages among City officials, Nov. 9-10, 2021
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® Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org

*wd: Frends Street Gate to Park at Potrero Canyon
| message

Jose FUENTES <jose.fuentes@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 10, 2021 at 12:09 Ph
‘o: Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>, Norman Mundy <Norman.Mundy@lacity.org>

FYIl

————————— Forwarded message -———

From: Patrick Schmidt <patrick.schmidi@Iacity.org>

Date: Wed, Nov 10, 2021 at 6:20 AM

Subject: Fwd: Frends Street Gate to Park at Potrero Canyon
To: Jose FUENTES <jose.fuentes@lacity.org>

fyi, this was one of the many changes for which we have paid Marrs to redesign.

------ Forwarded message
From: Pedro Garcia <pedro.garcia@lacity.org>

Date: Wed, Nov 10, 2021 at 6:16 AM

Subject: Fwd: Frends Street Gate to Park at Potrero Canyon

To: Patrick Schmidt <patrick.schmidi@lacity.org>, Kristen Ly <kristen.ly@lacity.crg>

EYI. This is how | remember the gate and path becoming part of the project.

Pedro

----- -- Forwarded message ---—-——

From: Joe Halper <joe1263h@gmail.com>

Date: Tuesday, November 9, 2021

Subiject: Frends Street Gate to Park at Potrero Canyon

To: "Catalina M. Santo Domingo" <Cathie.SantoDomingo@lacity.org>

Cc: Darryl Ford <darryl.ford@lacity.org>, Len Nguyen <len.nguyen@lacity.org>, Garcia Pedro <pedro.garcia@iacity.org>, Noah
Fleishman <noah.fleishman@lacity.org>, "Michael A. Shull P.E." <michael.a.shuli@lacity.org>

Hi All

For Your Information:

According to the President of the Pacific Palisades Community Council and Chair of the CD11 Potrero Canyon Park Advisory
Committee to provide public access to this “Regional Park” the Friends Street gate to the George Wolfberg Park at Potrero Canyon is
considered essential. The concem is that the park would become a private backyard for the homes on the rim of the canyon without

adequate public access. The Commitiee's recommendation is to keep the adopted plan which would include the Friends Street gate as
planned.

| believe this issue was addressed during the multi years of planning of the project. If you would like to discuss this issue further |
suggest you contact the Chairman of the CD11 Potrero Canyon Park Advisory Committee David Card.at davidcard22@agmail.com

Please keep me in the information loop as the project progresses

Many thanks
Joe

._The email message was inadvertantly sent earlier while being drafted.

Pedro Garcia, PE, CCM
Geotechnical Engineering Division| Civil Engineer, PM 1
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works






1149 S. Broadway, Suite 120

Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213

Mail Stop 495

0O: (213) 847-0472 | F: (213) 847-0541
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Patrick Schmidt, P.E. G.E.

Geotechnical Engineering Division | Manager
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 120

Los Angeles, CA 90015

Mail Stop 495

Phone: 213-847-0535 | Cell: 213-923-5984
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Jose Fuentes, PE, CCM

Deputy City Engineer | Engineering Services Program
Bureau of Engineering | Depariment of Public Works
1148 S. Broadway, Suite 700

L os Angeles, CA 90015

Phone: (213) 485-4906
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Attachment 5

March 7, 2022 EC letter to RAP officials






PACIFIC PALISADES COMMUNITY COUNCIL

March 7, 2022

Noah Fleishman, Deputy District Director, CD 11
Darryl Ford, Planning Superintendent, Dept. of Recreation and Parks (RAP)
Kristin Ly, PE, Civil Engineering Associate/Project Manager, Bureau of Engineering (BOE)

Via email to each of the above

Re: George Wolltberg Park (the Park) at Potrero Canyon (the Project)

Dear Mr. Fleishman, Mr. Ford and Ms. Ly:

The Pacific Palisades Community Council (PPCC) Executive Committee regrets that you have declined our
invitation to attend a PPCC public board meeting for a “stand alone” presentation with respect to matters involving
the Project.

In lieu of a presentation at a PPCC meeting, we respectfully request that you provide written answers to the following
questions:

1.

Will the south/PCH entrance to the canyon be closed at the Park’s opening? Will there be a sign in place
stating "no coastal access," as indicated in the RAP-approved final landscape plans for the Project (the Final
Plans)? For how long will the south/PCH entrance be closed? Will it ever be opened, and if so, under what
circumstances?

Does the City of Los Angeles (the City, including RAP, BOE and/or CD 11) intend to seek permission or has
the City sought permission from the California Coastal Commission (CCC) for this closure? Has the CCC
indicated whether it will allow the entrance to be closed for any length of time?

What is the reason for the decision to close the south/PCH entrance? Ts the closure tied to the status of the
lateral trail from the south/PCH entrance to Temescal Canyon Blvd. (the Lateral Trail), and/or to the status of
the PCH over-crossing/pedestrian bridge (the Bridge)?

What is the current status of the Lateral Trail? Is the City now proceeding to design and construct the Lateral
Trail, or has this effort been abandoned? If the latter, what is the justification for doing so?

If the City is now working on a design for the Lateral Trail, when does the City expect the design to be
completed? Will the design be submitted to the CCC for approval? Why hasn't the Lateral Trail design been
completed and submitted to the CCC at an earlier time?

Has permission from Caltrans been secured for the City to use Caltrans property along PCH for the Lateral
Trail? What is the status? What further steps, if any, need to occur with respect to Caltrans permission? Is
the City now actively pursuing these steps? Has Caltrans indicated that it will grant permission and if so,
when is permission expected to be granted?

If the City is now proceeding with the Lateral Trail, what is the timeline and estimated completion date?
What is the estimated cost to complete the Lateral Trail? Is funding available to complete the Lateral Trail,
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Noah Fleishman, Darryl Ford and Kristin Ly
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12.
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or are there any funding challenges? If so, what are any such challenges and how does the City propose to
secure sufficient funding in order to complete the Lateral Trail?

Will the City hold off on opening the Park to the public until the Lateral Trail is completed? Or, will the City
instead open the Park to public use while keeping the south/PCH entrance closed until the Lateral Trail is in
place? Or, will the City wait to open the south/PCH entrance until the Bridge is in place? If the latter, what
is the time estimate for completion of the Bridge?

Why did the City prepare the Final Plans after the City had prepared and submitted to the CCC prior
landscape plans for the Project which the CCC approved in September 2016? Have the Final Plans been
submitted to the CCC and has the CCC also approved the Final Plans? If not, does the City intend to submit
the Final Plans to the CCC for approval?

Why was a pathway to/from Friends St. included in the Final Plans?

Since September 2016, what efforts has the City made to ascertain the level of public support for inclusion of
a pathway/public entrance on Friends St. and/or for closure of the south/PCH entrance? What is the City’s
position on whether public support for these measures should be obtained and ascertained? Has the City
reached any conclusion as to the current level of public support for these measures, and if so, what is the
City’s conclusion and the basis for that conclusion?

Regarding the EIR addendum for the Project’s landscaping phase (EIR Addendum): Has the City followed
up after concerns about the EIR Addendum were raised by residents, and has the City reached a conclusion
as to whether statements in the EIR Addendum (about prior study in the 1985 EIR of a pathway/public
entrance on Friends St.) are accurate or inaccurate? If so, what is the City's conclusion and the basis for that
conclusion? Will any further action be taken with respect to these statements in the EIR Addendum?

Why does the EIR Addendum omit reference to proposed closure of the south/PCH entrance or any study of
the impacts of a proposed closure of that entrance? Has the City reached a conclusion as to whether or not a
study is needed of the impacts of a closure of that entrance, and if so, what is the City’s conclusion and the
basis for that conclusion? Will any further action be taken with respect to the EIR Addendum’s omission of
a reference to closure of the south/PCH entrance?

PPCC’s Executive Committee respectfully requests answers to these questions in the interest of transparency. Thank
you for your anticipated cooperation and prompt attention to this request.

We appreciate the City’s work towards completion of the Park for its use by all.

Sincerely,

Executive Committee, Pacific Palisades Community Council

David Card, Chair Christina Spitz, Secretary
David Kaplan, Vice-Chair John Padden, Organization Representative (P.R..D.E.)
Richard G. Cohen, Treasurer Joanna Spak, Elected Representative (Area 1)
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PACIFIC PALISADES COMMUNITY COUNCIL

March 15, 2022

Board of Recreation and Parks (RAP) Commissioners
Michael A. Shull, General Manager, RAP

Cathie Santo Domingo, Assistant General Manager, RAP
Darryl Ford, Planning Supervisor, RAP

Via email to the above recipients

Re: George Woltberg Park (Park) at Potrero Canyon; 3/17/22 meeting of the RAP Facilitv Repair and
Maintenance Commission Task Force, agenda item 2A (3/17 Meeting)

Dear RAP Commissioners and RAP officials:

For 49 years, Pacific Palisades Community Council (PPCC) has been the most broad-based community organization
and voice of the Palisades. The Potrero Canyon project began with the City’s purchase of the site 58 years ago with
the goal to create a park connecting the Palisades Recreation Center and the coast. PPCC — which was instrumental
in 2004 in helping to jump-start the then-stalled project via a motion and City Council action — has been following
the Park’s progress for decades.

This year, Pacific Palisades is proudly celebrating the centennial of its founding in 1922. PPCC and the community
at large look forward to the Park’s completion during this centennial year.

We appreciate that the 3/17 Meeting will include an update on Park conditions as related to damage from recent
storms. We share an interest in learning about the measures undertaken or proposed by the City and/or its contractor
to mitigate any damages and remedy unsafe conditions.

At the same time, we bring to the RAP Commissioners’ attention our letter to City officials of March 7, 2022, in
which we have requested answers to several questions about aspects of the Park’s landscaping. See the attached
March 7 letter, also linked at: http://pacpalicc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/PPCC-EC-Potrero-Questions-1.pdf.

Further questions: In light of apparent damage to hillside areas as a result of recent storms, has the City conducted or
will it conduct any study or investigation as to the safety to the public of trails, pathways or other Park features on or
near steep slopes in the vicinity of the area depicted in the box labeled “Main areas of major storm damage,” in
photos attached to the 3/17 Meeting agenda? If so, will the results be made publicly available? If not, why not?

PPCC has not received a response to date to the March 7, 2022 letter. We respectfully request that RAP officials
provide answers to our questions at the 3/17 Meeting or at an upcoming public meeting of the RAP Commissioners;
or, should City officials decline to present at a public meeting as we originally requested, we request written answers
to our questions at the earliest opportunity.
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Thank you for your anticipated courtesy and cooperation.

Sincerely,

Executive Committee, Pacific Palisades Community Council

David Card, Chair Christina Spitz, Secretary
David Kaplan, Vice-Chair John Padden, Organization Representative (P.RID.E)
Richard G. Cohen, Treasurer Joanna Spak, Elected Representative (PPCC Area 1)

Attached: March 7, 2022 letter

cc (via email):
Noah Fleishman, Deputy District Director, CD 11
Kristen Ly, PE, Project Manager, BOE







Amitay, Shahar@Coastal

From: SouthCoast@Coastal

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 12:20 PM

To: Amitay, Shahar@Coastal

Subject: FW: Public Comment on July 2022 Agenda Item Thursday 17a - Application No. 5-91-286-A13 (City

of Los Angeles, Pacific Palisades)

From: Francesca Muller <famuller53@msn.com>

Sent: Friday, July 1, 2022 6:34 PM

To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>

Subject: Public Comment on July 2022 Agenda Item Thursday 17a - Application No. 5-91-286-A13 (City of Los
Angeles, Pacific Palisades)

How will this entrance on Friends be managed when the park closes? It is my understanding there will not be a park
employee to supervise the access to the park. Will there be a gate that is locked in the evenings? What will happen if a
homeless encampment is started, are their provisions to prevent this? Is this park going to be managed on the honor
system? I'm very concerned about the potential effect on our neighborhood and the quality of our community if there
are not resources to manage this access, should it be approved.

| look forward to your response.
Thank you,
Francesca Muller

Widow of Wallace Leifer

Sent from my iPad



Amitay, Shahar@Coastal

From: SouthCoast@Coastal

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 12:07 PM

To: Amitay, Shahar@Coastal

Subject: FW: Public Comment on July 2022 Agenda Item Thursday 17a - Application No. 5-91-286-A13 (City

of Los Angeles, Pacific Palisades)

From: Hannah Spitz <hspitz1@icloud.com>

Sent: Monday, July 4, 2022 9:31 PM

To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>

Subject: Public Comment on July 2022 Agenda Item Thursday 17a - Application No. 5-91-286-A13 (City of Los Angeles,
Pacific Palisades)

Dear Coastal Commission:

| grew up and lived on Friends St. in Pacific Palisades for almost 30 years, until December 2020. | currently live in Los
Angeles but visit my family on Friends St. on a weekly basis. | am very familiar with Friends St., the West Rim
neighborhood and Potrero Canyon.

| strongly oppose the proposal to place a public entrance and trail to the park in Potrero Canyon on Friends St. This is a
quiet residential neighborhood with very limited means of ingress and egress and in a high fire zone where wildfires
have often occurred. | believe that a public entrance and trail on Friends St. would present a serious public safety risk
for residents.

| urge you to deny the application.

Sincerely,

Hannah A. Spitz

Sent from my iPhone



July 5, 2022

Californua Coastal Commission,
301 E. Ocean Blvd,

Suite 300, T h 17a

Long Beach, CA, 90802

Application No. 5-91-286-A13
(City of Los Angeles, Pacific Palisades)

Honrable Commissioners,

Our members voted unanimously to support the construction of the Friends Street Trail
however, the members do not support the recommendation of the Staff to delete the requirement
that parking be provided by the City at the access to the Friends Street Trail. The Staff
recommendation to remove that condition is erroneously based on the premise that there is
“ample street parking is available along the stretch of curb nearest the Friends Street
Trailhead,”*Not only is that not true, it fails to recognize how popular the Friends Street Trail will
be.

Firgt, let us put thisin context. Prior to the filling in of Potrero Canyon, residentsin the
Alphabet Streets and Huntington Palisades had to use either Chatauqua or Temescal Canyon to
walk to the beach, both of which were not that convenient. Moreover, if beachgoers did not want
to drive, it was avery long walk using Chatauqua or Temescal and during the summers, it was
hard to find parking on Temescal because most of the parking on the street was taken up by
visitors either going to the beach or to Upper Temescal Canyon.

So prior to Potrero Canyon being filled in, people (mostly teen agers) would use Potrero
Canyon as a short cut to get to and from the beach. Often, they would stash their surf boards in
the brush in the Canyon rather than carry them up and down the steep trail in and out of the
canyon.

Now with the pedestrian and bicycle bridge to be constructed over PCH to the beach, the
Potrero Canyon trail will be extremely popular for everyone living north and in the areas adjacent
to the Rim to use the trail to get to and from the beach. And that includes many living on the
Mesa west of Potrero Canyon.

! Staff Report p. 19

15015 bestor blvd., pacific palisades, california 90272
ppa90272@gmail.com



Application No. 5-91-286-A13

We have heard from a number of residents that the statement that there is ample parking
available on Friends Street is untrue and our own observations confirm that. Available street
parking on Friends Street cannot begin to support the amount of use of the Friends Street Trail. It
will mean that users of the Trail will be parking in the adjacent neighborhoods. That is an adverse
impact that the City should be required to mitigate. But the City made it that much more difficult
to mitigate because the City sold off the lots where parking could have been provided.
Nevertheless, the City should be required to install at |east a 20 space parking area near the
trailhead.

The Opposition

From the beginning, there has been strong opposition from the residents on west side of
the Canyon to having atrail connecting the west side of the Canyon to the main trail, even though
it also provided them with access. The principle fear has aways been that homel ess persons
(homel ess persons are known to use the Canyon) will use the Trail to gain access to and from
their neighborhoods. Because of that, their opposition to the construction of the Trail has been
ferocious, especially from Chris Spitz.

While some have called the opposition the work of a bunch of NIMBY s, we share and
understand their concerns and hope that the use of atime locking gate will mitigate the problem.
Nevertheless, we believe that the public benefit that the Friends Street Trail will provide to the
public far outweigh the potential problems that homeless intrusion into the adjacent
neighborhood. We believe the best way to approch this problem is for the City provide shelter
and mental health services for any homeless person who popul ate the Canyon and its nearby
environmens.

Therefore, we urge the Commission approve the Staff Report but require the City to
provide a parking lot of at least 20 spaces at or close to the Trailhead.

Respectully,
JACK ALLEN, MARIA FOREMAN,
President Secretary

15015 bestor blvd., pacific palisades, california 90272
ppa90272@gmail.com
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Application No. 5-91-286-A13

David Card

IN FAVOR of the permit amendment

David M. Card

landscape designer, davidcard22@gmail.com

July 7, 2022

Board of Commissioners, California Coastal Commission
c/o Shahar Amitay, Coastal Program Analyst, CCC
shahar.amitay(@coastal.ca.gov

Re: George Wolfberg Park at Potrero Canyon (Park), Application by the City of
Los Angeles to amend the Coastal Development Permit, hearing before the Board
of Commissioners on July 14, 2022. IN FAVOR.

Dear Honorable Commissioners:

Our new Park in Pacific Palisades has been named by the L.A. City Board of
Commissioners, Dept. of Recreation and Parks, after George Wolfberg. As Chair
of the Potrero Canyon Community Advisory Committee appointed by the City of
Los Angeles, George led the community outreach starting in 2005 and helped
build the consensus on its design. From that beginning and until his death in
2020, George believed in the necessity of an access gate and trail from Friends
Street (on the canyon rim near the mouth of the canyon) into the Park, for the
benefit of the thousands of nearby residents living on that coastal mesa.

Where the Park fronts that block of Friends Street, about 525 feet long, people
have long had access. 1 rode my newspaper route along that Friends St. rim in
1957-8, where there were big stretches of vacant open access to the canyon.
When the construction chain link fence went up for the filling and grading of the
canyon decades ago, neighbors and other Palisadians showed their desire to enter
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the canyon there by pushing the fence down or cutting it open. That has been
going on ever since. There has always been access on Friends Street.

The Park is one mile long, from the L.A. City Recreation Center to PCH. The
easiest way for the west rim residents to access the Park is to walk in at Friends
Street. Otherwise, they would drive their car to the Rec Center, the business
district, or the Huntington Palisades neighborhood on the east rim. Parking is
overflowing at that north end of the canyon. Residents on the east rim and
patrons of the Rec Center complain about the parking, even with the added
spaces created by this Park project.

People want to explore the canyon, hike, bike and walk their dogs, and they also
want to go to the beach. The Park trails now end at the mouth of the canyon at
the CalTrans right of way on the north side (bluff side) of PCH. With the help of
Senator Ben Allen and Assemblymember Richard Bloom, there is $11million in
the State budget for a pedestrian overcrossing to continue the Park trail safely
over PCH to the beach and bike path at Will Rogers State Beach.

City Councilmember Mike Bonin has applied for a Community Project grant
from Congressman Ted Lieu for a lateral trail connecting Potrero and Temescal
Canyon Parks, for another safe crossing at the signal at PCH/Temescal. The Park
will become a regional park with all of these trails connecting, including the
Friends St. trail. The Park will be connected to Will Rogers State Beach,
Temescal Canyon Park (L.A. City), and Temescal Gateway Park, which leads to
Topanga State Park and the National Recreation Area of the Santa Monica
Mountains. The CCC staff report is right to encourage CalTrans to agree to the
lateral trail through the State’s PCH right of way as soon as possible.

The Friends Street access gate and trail make the Park much safer. Both my
professors at landscape architecture school and our local Senior Lead Officer,
LAPD, have taught us that more eyes and ears make a place safer. The more
access points and trails, the safer the park users and nearby residents will be,
because more people will be enjoying the park.

First responders will have access via the fire road at each end of the canyon (the
Rec Center gate and the gate at the mouth of the canyon), and on foot at the
Friends Street gate and trail. Park users near the mouth of the canyon will be able
to seek nearby help and escape using the Friends Street trail and gate.



The Friends Street residents wanted a 6’ fence, and they got it. They also wanted
the park closed at night, and they got a Friends Street gate with a Trilogy lock
that locks between sundown and sunup. They wanted stabilized slopes and a
beautiful new park in their neighborhood, and they got it.

This is a public park, built with about $40million of taxpayer money. The Park is
for everyone, not just the people who live in homes on Friends Street overlooking
the Park. A handful of nearby residents want to shut their neighbors out of this
public park, while they enjoy the views from their rim homes or through the 525
feet of chain link fence where the Park comes right up to Friends Street.

The L.A. City Recreation & Parks Department’s Strategic Plan Goal No. 1 is to
provide safe accessible parks, so that every Angeleno has walkable access to a
park in their neighborhood, within a %2 mile of their home. The Friends Street

trail provides that close access to all of the residents of the coastal mesa west of
the Park.

The Friends Street trail is almost completed. Stoppage of work is costing time
and money, which is in short supply. The proceeds of the sale of city lots and
homes on the Potrero Canyon rims will be all used up completing this project.

This project has been ongoing for about 50 years. Let’s finish George Wolfberg
Park at Potrero Canyon, with the Friends Street trail, the pedestrian bridge over
PCH, and the Lateral Trail to Temescal Canyon Park, so we can all have easy
access to and from the beach.

With hope for the Park’s opening this fall,

David M. Card,

Landscape designer.

Very long-time resident of Pacific Palisades (1957-67; 1978-present).

Vice Chair, Potrero Canyon Community Advisory Committee.

Chair Emeritus, Pacific Palisades Community Council (in my individual
capacity, not speaking on behalf of PPCC).



From: SouthCoast@Coastal

To: Amitay. Shahar@Coastal

Subject: FW: public comment on July 2022 agenda item Thursday 17a - application no. 5-91-286-A13 (city of LA Pacific
Palisades

Date: Thursday, July 7, 2022 5:55:26 PM

Attachments: Dear Coastal Commission (v2).docx

From: Kathy Magliato <kmagliato@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 5:04 PM

To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>

Cc: Karen Ridgley <Karenridgley4dPPCC@gmail.com>; Lee anne Sanderson
<leeannesanderson@gmail.com>; Navid Khodayari <navidkhodayari@gmail.com>; JANE HILTON
<janehiltondesign@yahoo.com>; Harriet Glaser <happyglase@gmail.com>; Denise & Michael Doyen
<doyenhouse@earthlink.net>; Magliato, Kathy <kmagliato@gmail.com>; Chris Spitz
<ppfriends3@hotmail.com>

Subject: public comment on July 2022 agenda item Thursday 17a - application no. 5-91-286-A13
(city of LA Pacific Palisades

Dear Coastal Commission:

| am a 16-year resident of EI Medio Bluffs, Pacific Palisades on Asilomar Blvd.,
directly across the street from the Asilomar View Park (Asilomar Park). El Medio
Bluffs and Asilomar Park are situated on the bluff above PCH and Temescal Canyon
Rd. El Medio Bluffs is a neighborhood of 780 R1 homes. Asilomar Park is a narrow
neighborhood park along the bluff and contiguous with the El Medio Bluffs
community. El Medio Bluffs and Asilomar Park are located to the west of Temescal
Canyon Road and are geographically identical to the bluffs neighborhood to the
east (Via de las Olas and Friends St./west rim of Potrero Canyon).

| oppose the proposal to place a public entrance on Friends St. to the park in
Potrero Canyon.

There is no need for this entrance because there will be sufficient access to the park
via an entrance at the Palisades Recreation Center. More importantly, based on my
experience, | believe that an entrance on Friends St. would pose a significant safety
risk for residents of Friends St. and the surrounding west rim neighborhoods.

Asilomar Park is operated by the Los Angeles City Dept. of Recreation and Parks
(RAP). For many years, Asilomar Park has been frequented by individuals who drive
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Dear Coastal Commission:



I am a [ __-year] resident of El Medio Bluffs, Pacific Palisades on Asilomar Blvd., directly across the street from the Asilomar View Park (Asilomar Park). El Medio Bluffs and Asilomar Park are situated on the bluff above PCH and Temescal Canyon Rd. El Medio Bluffs is a neighborhood of 780 R1 homes. Asilomar Park is a narrow neighborhood park along the bluff and contiguous with the El Medio Bluffs community.  El Medio Bluffs and Asilomar Park are located to the west of Temescal Canyon Road and are geographically identical to the bluffs neighborhood to the east (Via de las Olas and Friends St./west rim of Potrero Canyon). 



I oppose the proposal to place a public entrance on Friends St. to the park in Potrero Canyon.

There is no need for this entrance because there will be sufficient access to the park via an entrance at the Palisades Recreation Center.  More importantly, based on my experience, I believe that an entrance on Friends St. would pose a significant safety risk for residents of Friends St. and the surrounding west rim neighborhoods.



Asilomar Park is operated by the Los Angeles City Dept. of Recreation and Parks (RAP). For many years, Asilomar Park has been frequented by individuals who drive to the park at night, park on the street in front of homes, ignore rules and parking restrictions posted on signage, and engage in high risk and illegal activities involving smoking in a very high fire risk zone, drugs, fireworks, vandalism and disturbing the peace.  These activities are not only a nuisance but also pose a serious public safety risk for nearby residents.  Unfortunately, enforcement efforts against these activities have been minimal or sporadic and the City/RAP provides no security, despite years of residents’ complaints, police reports and requests for protection. 



The Via de las Olas neighborhood, east of Temescal canyon Rd., also has a neighborhood park. It is named Via de las Olas Bluffs View Park (Via Park) and is situated similarly on the bluffs above PCH and directly across the street from homes.  Via Park is adjacent to Potrero Canyon; Friends St. (on the Canyon rim) merges with Via de las Olas.  Via Park to my knowledge is also operated by RAP; I understand that RAP will also operate the future park in Potrero Canyon. 



No RAP Park Rangers are assigned to Asilomar Park nor to my knowledge, to Via Park.  I understand that the same types of prohibited activities that occur at Asilomar Park also occur at Via Park.  Based on experience, I believe they are also likely to occur on Friends St. if a park entrance were placed there, posing a similar public safety risk for residents. 



I urge you to deny the City’s application for permission to construct a public park entrance on Friends St.



Sincerely,



[name]

El Medio Bluffs neighborhood

Pacific Palisades


to the park at night, park on the street in front of homes, ignore rules and parking
restrictions posted on signage, and engage in high risk and illegal activities involving
smoking in a very high fire risk zone, drugs, fireworks, vandalism and disturbing the
peace. These activities are not only a nuisance but also pose a serious public safety
risk for nearby residents. Unfortunately, enforcement efforts against these
activities have been minimal or sporadic and the City/RAP provides no security,
despite years of residents’ complaints, police reports and requests for protection.

The Via de las Olas neighborhood, east of Temescal Canyon Rd., also has a
neighborhood park. It is named Via de las Olas Bluffs View Park (Via Park) and is
situated similarly on the bluffs above PCH and directly across the street from
homes. Via Park is adjacent to Potrero Canyon; Friends St. (on the Canyon rim)
merges with Via de las Olas. Via Park to my knowledge is also operated by RAP; |
understand that RAP will also operate the future park in Potrero Canyon.

No RAP Park Rangers are assigned to Asilomar Park nor to my knowledge, to Via
Park. | understand that the same types of prohibited activities that occur at
Asilomar Park also occur at Via Park. Based on experience, | believe they are also
likely to occur on Friends St. if a park entrance were placed there, posing a similar
public safety risk for residents.

| urge you to deny the City’s application for permission to construct a public park
entrance on Friends St.
Sincerely,

Dr. Kathy E Magliato MD, MBA, FACS
kmagliato@gmail.com, 310-291-7128
El Medio Bluffs neighborhood

Pacific Palisades

Kathy E. Magliato, MD, MBA, FACS
Cardiothoracic Surgeon

St. John's Health Center, Santa Monica, CA
Founder, CEO, CMO Cordex Systems Inc

President, American Heart Association Western States Regional Board


mailto:kmagliato@gmail.com

Past President of the Board, American Heart Association,
Greater Los Angeles Division

Cell 310-291-7128

NY Times Bestselling Author of HEART MATTERS: A Memoir of a Female Heart Surgeon

Co-Executive Producer of NBC's HEARTBEAT

Co-Executive Producer of TNT's PROOF


http://www.kathymagliato.com/

From: SouthCoast@Coastal

To: Amitay, Shahar@Coastal

Subject: FW: Public Comment on July 2022 Agenda Item Thursday 17a - Application No. 5-91-286-A13 (City of Los
Angeles, Pacific Palisades)

Date: Thursday, July 7, 2022 8:59:51 PM

Attachments: Friends access A CCC 7 6 2022.pdf

Friends access B ccc 7 7 2022.pdf
Friends access E CCC 7 7 2022.pdf

From: Sunset Blvd <william.moran@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 6:58 PM

To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>

Cc: William Moran <william.moran@yahoo.com>; Ines Boechat <miboechat@gmail.com>; Chris
Spitz <ppfriends3@hotmail.com>

Subject: Public Comment on July 2022 Agenda Item Thursday 17a - Application No. 5-91-286-A13
(City of Los Angeles, Pacific Palisades)

July 7, 2022
California Coastal Commission
Commissioners:

I am a resident of Via de Las Olas, located about one block from the proposed Friends Street
entrance/gate to Potrero Canyon Park. I am a signatory of the letter dated July 8, 2022 which
has been sent in by Jeffrey/Chris Spitz, signed by 50+ residents of the neighborhood and I
agree with all of its contents.

There are two additional points I wish to present. First is that in 2006 when an access
walkway to Potrero Canyon from Friends was proposed, the neighbors circulated a petition in
opposition to that proposal. Petitions with approximately 400 signatures from residents of the
Via Mesa area (Sunset/Pacific Coast Hwy/Temescal Cyn/Potrero Cyn were presented to the
Potrero Canyon Citizen's Advisory Committee in opposition to the proposed access/walkway.
Secondly the Via Mesa area has one pre-school and four elementary schools located between
Sunset Blvd and the proposed Friends access gate. (One elementary school, Seven Arrows,
actually has two separate locations - four blocks apart - therefore a total of six physical
locations.) Twice a day (Mon-Friday) Via de la Paz, Swarthmore, La Cruz and Alma Real are
significantly impacted by the vehicular traffic to/from the schools. The safety of these small
people and their parents crossing intersections will be affected by the additional traffic of Park
attendees if the proposed Friends gate becomes an official City sanctioned access point.

In 2006 public hearings were conducted and the neighborhood residents were overwhelmingly
in opposition to a Friends access gate. Attached is a petition with 92 signatures of residents of
the neighborhood, at that time, in opposition to a public access to Potrero Canyon Park via
Friends. These are copies of the petitions that I found in my personal files. There are
approximately 300 additional signatories to the petition. I am requesting that, at the very least,
the Coastal Commission withdraw permission for the Potrero Canyon landscaping to proceed
and halt completion of the opening of the Potrero Canyon Park for a 90 day period from the
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At the upcoming meeting of the Portrero Canyon Citizen's Advisory Committee. It is anticipated that two items

for discussion will be:

1.

PLEASE HELP!!!

the creation of a dog park, possibly at the flats between the Palisades and PCH, and Temescal

and Portrero Canyons (also referred to as the old Occidental Petroleum and Sun Spot Sites.)

and;

2.
Friends streets.

creating four access walkways/stairways to Portero Canyon at De Pauw (2), Earlham, and

MANY OF YOUR NEIGHBORS ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO BOTH OF THESE MEASURES,
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PLEASE HELP!!!

At the upcoming meeting of the Portrero Canyon Citizen's Advisory Committee. It is anticipated that two items
for discussion will be:
1. the creation of a dog park, possibly at the fiats betwaen the Palisades and PCH, and Temescal
and Portrero Canyons (aiso referred to as the old Occidental Petroleum and Sun Spot Sites.)
and,

2. creating four access walkways/stairways to Portero Canyon at De Pauw (2), Eartham, and
Friends streets.

MANY OF YOUR NEIGHBORS ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO BOTH OF THESE MEASURES,
BECAUSE OF THE THREAT TO THE FRAGILE GEOLOGY OF OUR AREA AND THE INCREASED
TRAFFIC ON OUR ALREADY CONGESTED STREETS. PLEASE SIGN BELOW TO ADD YOUR
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PLEASE HELP!!!

At the upcoming meeting of the Portrero Canyon Citizen's Advisory Committee. It is anticipated that two items

for discussion will be:

1. the creation of a dog park, possibly at the flats between the Palisades and PCH, and Temescal
and Portrero Canyons (also referred to as the old Occidental Petroleum and Sun Spot Sites.)
and;

2. creating four access walkways/stairways to Portero Canyon at De Pauw (2), Eartham, and
Friends streets.

MANY OF YOUR NEIGHBORS ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO BOTH OF THESE MEASURES,
BECAUSE OF THE THREAT TO THE FRAGILE GEOLOGY OF OUR AREA AND THE INCREASED
TRAFFIC ON OUR ALREADY CONGESTED STREETS. PLEASE SIGN BELOW TO ADD YOUR
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NAME ADDRESS SIGNATURE

LLvphc | 327 Lomborol Farliny Hsipac
T Patts | 333 Lanbind Avg st
Auoteo \beECH 1§ 225 FRtenIDS C@_A/)M%//

Keibn Forman

460 Lombucd

Vorth Ao —

LAy AArE

420 LoppArD

| (s,

korh«. \Ca\fru

STrve Jo e | (523 eati M ST Yo
o | © | (fJeber
Uih1r-Tows Ve s ) Balte | A Gl

3 KZZJE;A M,{
Rickard Hoyk [15275 Tiend ¥ | | ot~

/4

1S26) FAR(EWDSL £/

land -

)

Ji20y Btor P

H_FRISNDL o

o A
éﬁ{ '/M_‘






PLEASE HELP!!!

At the upcoming meeting of the Portrero Canyon Citizen's Advisory Committee. It is anticipated that two items

for discussion will be:

1. the creation of a dog park, possibly at the flats between the Palisades and PCH, and Temescal
and Portrero Canyons (also referred to as the old Occidental Petroleum and Sun Spot Sites.)
and;

2. creating four access walkways/stairways 0 Portero Canyon at De Pauw (2), Earlham, and

Friends streets.

MANY OF YOUR NEIGHBORS ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO BOTH OF THESE MEASURES,
BECAUSE OF THE THREAT TO THE FRAGILE GEOLOGY OF OUR AREA AND THE INCREASED
TRAFFIC ON OUR ALREADY CONGESTED STREETS. PLEASE SIGN BELOW TO ADD YOUR

OPPOSITION.
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ADDRESS

SIGNATURE

Oprspbrans

v O p

265 | awlsed Ave.

e






PLEASE HELP!!!

At the upcoming meeting of the Portrero Canyon Citizen's Advisory Committee. It is anticipated that two items

for discussion will be:

1. the creation of a dog park, possibly at the flats between the Palisades and PCH, and Temescal
and Portrero Canyons (also referred to as the old Occidental Petroleum and Sun Spot Sites.)

and;

2.
Friends streets.

creating four access walkways/stairways to Portero Canyon at De Pauw (2), Earlham, and

MANY OF YOUR NEIGHBORS ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO BOTH OF THESE MEASURES,
BECAUSE OF THE THREAT TO THE FRAGILE GEOLOGY OF OUR AREA AND THE INCREASED
TRAFFIC ON OUR ALREADY CONGESTED STREETS. PLEASE SIGN BELOW TO ADD YOUR

OPPOSITION.

NAME

ADDRESS

SIGNATURE

Avoy ﬂ)m.: Lol

J5278  FRENOS

CZ/E/&%A/

@C&M} ({\w&—

15275 (\?"’iwdr

K’°"~M \(_J" < ég27f %:—\_J ,

s

arlicGou riud| 15256 Eriepols St P e S
- [~ Z
/}'/69:/\ %ouffw/ 1S256 Frunds SP/Q{){/Z/ 2

DAV R. YAUSS | 1S250 FRIEAN I PP | ]

Nancee mendenhill 15246 Friends sppP N -l

Kinn Menbendsau | 10046 Raendds Si s Wised L 0|

BRAD Jopnson 15235 Faicums ST | Jord Lbds,

Nell Olec Thowd (S2U, Fritinds SE W/
ww% L qu,\,{; Stz | 1SZ 10 Ay A | W o Sy
KN Gl | /5200 Friemts 5 Ren Speizon

vaé; oL /pt /$242 Feierns ol W"'—?"_)egz-w .

2D Thams (5226 ey 5% 8 @

isa Juckeen [5219 Pawnfl . j@@m/@%c






PLEASE HELP!!!

At the upcoming meeting of the Portrero Canyon Citizen's Advisory Committee. It is anticipated that two items

for discussion will be:

1. the creation of a dog
and Portrero Canyons (also referred to as the old Occidental Petroleum and Su

and;

Friends streets.
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BECAUSE OF THE THREAT T
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PLEASE HELP!!!

At the upcoming meeting of the Portrero Canyon Citizen's Advisory Committee. It is anticipated that two items
for discussion will be:

1. the creation of a dog park, possibly at the flats between the Palisades and PCH, and Temescal
and Portrero Canyons (also referred to as the old Occidental Petroleum and Sun Spot Sites.)
and; .

2. creating four access walkways/stairways to Portero Canyon at De Pauw (2), Eartham, and
Friends streets.

MANY OF YOUR NEIGHBORS ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO BOTH OF THESE MEASURES,
BECAUSE OF THE THREAT TO THE FRAGILE GEOLOGY OF OUR AREA AND THE INCREASED
TRAFFIC ON OUR ALREADY CONGESTED STREETS. PLEASE SIGN BELOW TO ADD YOUR

OPPOSITION.

NAME ADDRESS SIGNATURE
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From: “susan cuse" <susan.cuse@gte.net>
To: "Bill Moran" <buyersbr@mindspring.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2006 9:51 AM

Subject: RE: dog park

Dear Bill, | applaud your volunteerism to take the time and make the e to galvanize people on this issue. | will check out the
web site and will be at the next meeting, if possible. Please add my name to the petition. Best, Susan

From: Bill Moran [mailto:buyersbr@mindspring.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2006 9:01 AM

To: susan cuse

Subject: Re: dog park

Susan,

We presented a petition with 74 signatures on it opposing

both the location of the Dog Park and the West rim access

proposal. About 75-100 people at meeting. They were

overwhelmingly opposed to many/most of what is being proposed in Potrero. You can stay informed through their website at:

Potrero.info/bb/
Please attend future meetings if possible. All this will continue for a long time before a consensus is obtained.

Thanks, Bill Moran

----- Original Message -----

From: susan cuse

To: buyersbr@mindspring.com

Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2006 7:22 AM
Subject: dog park

Dear Bill, | was unable to attend the meeting last night but will do so in the future if possible. | am OPPOSED to the
dog park location because of the adverse effects. | have a four year old black Labrador and am appalled at the number
of people who bring their dogs off leash to the recreational center daily. | play tennis there 4 mornings a week three of
them at 8 a.m. | can well imagine the parking, filth, congestion etc. at the proposed location. What happened at last
nights meeting? Best, susan.cuse@gte.net 535 MT. Holyoke

5/18/06
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Bill Moran
From: "Chris Spitz" <ppfriends3@hotmail.com>
To: <caroline.wittcoff@usdoj.gov>; <cdn.thomas@aecorp.biz>; <dmhackbarth@yahoo.com>;

<douglas.fuchs@usdoj.gov>; <jp@thephelpsgroup.com>; <jrblooredds@yahoo.com>;
<lenjade.brode@verizon.net>; <nahan2@sbcglobal.net>; <nelloliver@hotmail.com>: <ortobinh@yahoo.com>;
<roper@humnet.ucla.edu>; <sylvia@thephelpsgroup.com>

Cc: <buyersbr@mindspring.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2006 9:37 AM

Subject: potrero - conflict issue

I don't know where all of you stand on the dog park "component" of these proposals (I know several of
you are very opposed, but I suspect most of the rest are also opposed to the dog park as well as the
walkways), but an interesting fact to note: At least one of the subcommittee members (the authors of the
proposals) is also an active member of the dog group PADS that is pushing for the dog park at the old
Oxy site, Judith Collas (others may be as well). Judith is a lovely, dedicated and hardworking person,
and I am very reluctant to single her but, I do think there's a huge conflict here -- the committee members'
role (it seems to me) is to be neutral proponents of measures that would attempt to benefit the entire
community, not advocates for a particular interest group to the detriment of residents! -

Whoever speaks first on this issue might consider asking if any committee members (without singling out
any by name) are members of PADS or any other group that is seeking to push either the dog park or the
west rim walkways proposals (Huntington residents??), and if so, they should absolutely recuse
themselves from voting on these particular proposals!

As far as I'm concerned, this demonstrates how terribly flawed and prejudicial this entire process has
been!

Cheers,
Chris S.

5/17/06
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Bill Moran

From: "Chris Spitz" <ppfriends3@hotmail.com>
To: <buyersbr@mindspring.com>

Sent: Monday, May 15, 2006 4:02 PM

Subject:  potrero

Hi Bill: My husband and I live on Friends near Via de las Olas. Got your letter today -- that's great that
you are so organized. On our end (particularly Friends and Lombard) we are very upset over the
walkways, most of all -- which are for PUBLIC ACCESS, not just for the residents (they wasn't really
specified on your materials, but I believe at this point people know about this). We've been passing out
flyers (two sets in last two weeks basically to all the "west rim" street residents), so we expect a big
contingent (or at least hope for that) opposing the proposed walkways/access points.

Re the dog park: did you know that some of the Via bluffs residents (including Dennis Hackbarth - sp?)
went around on Saturday passing out a Petition and obtaining signatures opposing both the dog park and
the walkways? Dennis told me he and others were going around to all the affected streets.

Please put me on your email list. Iin turn am maintaining our own email list of residents (mainly Friends
and Lombard, although there are a few from Swarthmore) who are concerned primarily about the
walkways/public access issue, if you'd like to be on that list (I'm not sure how they each feel about the
dog park, although some may be against that as well).

Thanks for doing this!
Cheers,

Chris Spitz
15210 Friends, 459-8061

5/15/06
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Bill Moran
From: "Chris Spitz" <ppfriends3@hotmail.com>
To: <caroline.wittcoff@usdoj.gov>; <cdn.thomas@aecorp.biz>; <dmhackbarth@yahoo.com>;

<douglas.fuchs@usdoj.gov>; <greg@rohde-victoroff.com>; <hancedw@aol.com>; <jp@thephelpsgroup.com>;
<jrblooredds@yahoo.com>; <lenjade.brode@verizon.net>; <nahan2@sbcglobal.net>; <nelloliver@hotmail.com>:
<ortobinh@yahoo.com>; <roper@humnet.ucla.edu>; <sylvia@thephelpsgroup.com>; <zmadmom@verizon.net>

Cc: <buyersbr@mindspring.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2006 6:42 PM

Subject:  FW: Special Meeting Agenda

Concerned Residents:

Please note (see below) that George Wolfberg is apparently going to start the meeting tomorrow a little
early (7pm?). I've written him that I think that is a disservice to the affected community, that most people
believe it starts at 7:15, etc., but we'll have to see.

Incidentally, I have learned from a resident of Lombard, Greg Victoroff (opposed to the walkways) that
apparently someone approached him late last night with a petition to sign opposing the dog park; he
declined to sign the petition. Then, when he went to leave in the morning, his car was smeared with dog
feces!

This is obviously outrageous and more than regrettable. I personally do not want to see the
unreasonable emotionalism of the dog park issue transferred over to the walkways issue, in any way!
THOSE OF US OPPOSING THE WALKWAYS ARE NOT CRAZIES, VANDALS OR
DESTRUCTIVE (and I would assume most of the dog park opponents aren't either, yet this incident is
extremely troubling); it would be a terrible shame if incidents like this are somehow used to confuse our
issue with the dog park issue in the minds of the Committee (with "a pox on all their houses" being the
possible result)! Hopefully you all agree, and we can make clear that the dog park issue is entirely
separate from the walkways issue (and that those who do such acts of vandalism have nothing
whatsoever to do with the matter at hand)!

Chris Spitz

From: "George Wolfberg, Chairman" <Potrero@verizon.net>

To: Recipient list suppressed:,

Subject: Special Meeting Agenda

Date: 7ue, 16 May 2006 13:47:15 -0700

Dear Interested Party, ,

Many people believe the workshop begins at 7:00 PM. The park has freed up the old gym at
6:30 and it will be set up as quickly as possible. If the tour is complete, and IF the gym is set
up, we can start a few minutes early as I believe we will need as much time as possible to
accommodate those wishing to speak. To legally start early, we must post a "special" agenda
over 24 hours prior to the meeting. The attached Special Agenda has been posted to our web
site and will be posted at the park and post office this afternoon. Basically, this gives us 15

minutes flexibility.

5/17/06
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S

Bill Moran

From: <Judebc1@aol.com>

To: <buyersbr@mindspring.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2006 9:36 PM

Subject:  dog park

hi Bill--| live on Beirut (I'm the one with the big 'mature’ chocolate lab Daisy-we see each other many mornings early) and in
tonight's mail | got your letter--at about 9 pm. | would have come to the meeting tonight, but I didn't see the information. Please
do keep me on your email list. We need another traffic jam opportunity on the PCH like a hole in the head, and we don't need
all those extra people in our neighborhood. Thanks--

jude clement

5/18/06
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Bill Moran

From: "Kim A. Millimaki" <thousand.hills@verizon.net>
To: <buyersbr@mindspring.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2006 3:14 PM

Subject: Potrero Canyo

Dear Bill,

Thank you for your correspor
meeting tonite, | would love t
access from the fire lane is ju
parking on the Via Bluffs is ur
weight (that is why they are i
does not seem at all appropri

We are dog owners and, of ¢
really not feasible.

We truly appreciate your effor
Best Regards.

Kim & Tim Gorry

n Dog Park

'dence re: the plans for Potrero Canyon. Although my husband and | are unable to attend the

0 stay updated on events as | do not agree with their plans. Putting a dog park next to PCH with

st an absurd idea that would create havoc on PCH. Additionally, having access and potential street
nbelievable. Those streets are already very narrow, the end of the bluffs cannot withstand alot of
nore or less fenced off) and bringing in the large number of people into our already close quarters
ate or wise.

burse, would love to have a dog park in the Palisades. Unfortunately, the location for this dog park is

its in keeping everyone informed of this matter.

5/18/06
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Bill Moran

From: "susan cuse” <susan.cuse@gte.net>
To: <buyersbr@mindspring.com>

Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2006 7:22 AM

Subject: dog park

Dear Bill, 1was unable to attend the meeting last night but will do so in the future if possible. | am OPPOSED to the dog park
location because of the adverse effects. | have a four year old black Labrador and am appalled at the number of people who
bring their dogs off leash to the recreational center daily. | play tennis there 4 mornings a week three of them at 8 a.m. | can well
imagine the parking, filth, congestion etc. at the proposed location. What happened at last nights meeting? Best,

susan.cuse@gte.net 535 MT. Holyoke

S foh TIoo A
Loplics, fid o lf cc  Dugesin
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Bill Moran

From: "Lee Kovel" <lkovel@kovelfuller.com>
To: <buyersbr@mindspring.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2006 9:53 AM

Subject: Dog park

Thanks for the update Bill.

I am opposed to a dog park at the OCCY site.
Sadly, your letter arrived yesterday so I cannot attend the meeting.

If it helps, you can read or voice my objection.

I live at 15515 via de las olas
I am a dog lover and dog owner.

Creating a park of this nature will serve to add congestion, fire hazard, and the need for more public payroll employees to
maintain this park and protect its users and neighbors.

As a bluff resident, we are constantly inundated with nighttime teens and transients who, in spite of limited access use the

area both as a place to stay and a place to drink and do drugs.
It is typical to have police there to maintain order on a WEEKLY BASIS.

So this isn’t really about a dog park... It’s about bringing more traffic and easy access to the public in a quiet area. It’s about
the clear probability of more crime and more danger to our children who live adjacent. It's about more havens for drugs. It's
about a massive increase in fire hazard to a hill that the LA FIRE Dept. has labelled, “dangerous.”

It’s not about dogs. It's about safety.

Thank you.

Lepm O

5/17/06
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Bill Moran

From: "M M Appleman” <mmappleman@adelphia.net>
To: <buyersbr@mindspring.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2006 6:31 PM

Subject: Oppose Dog Park on the flats

Dear Bill,
We cannot make the meeting May 17 but we STRONGLY Oppose a Dog Park
on the flats below the Palisades AND the planned access from the

residential streets!
Good Luck

Michael & Irma Appleman

767 Radcliffe Ave.

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
(310) 459-1465
<mmappleman@adelphia.net>

5/17/06

o
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Bill Moran

From: "alan roper” <roper@humnet.ucla.edu>
To: <buyersbr@mindspring.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2006 8:58 AM

Subject: Potrero Canyon

Received your letter re the proposed dog park at Potrero and PCH.

Wili definitely attend the community council meeting Wednesday
evening and would like to be updated on future events.

Thanks
Nina Roper
15331 Friends St.

5/17/06
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Bill Moran
From: "Jerry at BSAR" <Jerry@BorderSAR.ORG>
To: "Bill Moran™ <buyersbr@mindspring.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2006 6:53 AM
Subject:  Occidental Dog Park

Bill,

Keep us informed.

Jerry and Kathy McBrearty
646 Via de la Paz

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
310-459-6054 home/office
310-795-5539 cell

Thanks for your leadership on this.

Jerry

5/17/06
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Bill Moran

From: "htaj” <htaj@gte.net>

To: <buyersbr@mindspring.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 20, 2006 1:57 PM

Subject:  dog park

Can you please add me to the list
Sincerely, .

Harry Papadopoulos
htaj@gte.net

5/20/06
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Bill Moran

From: "Daudiste! Publishing" <daudistel@verizon.net>
To: <buyersbr@mindspring.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2006 12:34 PM

Subject:  Proposed Dog Park

Will you please add us to your list of concerned residents.
Dr. Leonard Brode & Jade Brode - Friends Street

lenjade.brode@verizon.net

5/17/06






POTRERO CANYON COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE [PCCAC]
COMMUNITY WORKSHOP MEETING - 5/17/06

Meeting called to order at 7:20.

1. Remarks by Councilman Bill Rosendahl - Councilman Rosendahl opened the meeting
and thanked the committee, community and his staff for creating a community forum for
“democracy in action.” He encouraged everyone to speak their minds and build
consensus.

II. Overview — George Wolfberg — PCCAC was appointed per City Council Resolution
and is a Brown Act (open meeting law) committee. PCCAC has e-mail list of interested
parties and a website (http://potrero.info/bb/). The Potrero project is stalled and Phase 2
has not been completed due to lack of funds. PCCAC has been meeting to get head start
on plans for Phase 3. Purpose of this meeting is to brief community on the Committee’s
latest approved consensus list of uses to be implemented in Phase 3 and seek community
input. GW introduced committee members and Pam Emerson our Coastal Commission
Representative and set out ground rules . [Double-click to read]

I Presentation of Proposed Uses — David Card.

7. Use constraints per Coastal Commission: Among the CC permit requirements: (1) a
7.9 acre riparian habitat; (2) additional parking of 10-30 spaces; and (3) a fire road
from top to bottom, which is halfway complete.

8. David presented a visual “tour” of the proposed future canyon’:

(1) There are 4 variations on the plan to move one or two tennis courts to fit in the
required parking spaces;

(2) Meadow area with trees and turf would be built below the ballfields, on top of a
cistern which would gather water, treat it, and use it for irrigation, including the
seasonal riparian stream with the rest going into the ocean;

(3) Below the meadow area an 8.6 acre riparian area would be created, which would
capture runoff from cistern and include an existing stream near Earlham;

(4) Two or more hiking and mountain biking trails would go from top to bottom of
canyon,

(5) Flat rest/view areas would be available along the trails;

(6) Two items included on the consensus list of proposed uses, but set aside by the
committee for further discussion and public comment are the following:

» In addition to the access points at the top and bottom of the canyon,
some committee members proposed one or more access points along the
west rim in order (a) to provide easier access for those neighbors; (b) to
provide non-vehicular access for emergency personnel; and (c) to
encourage more eyes/ears watching and protecting the canyon; and

»  Some committee members proposed a dog park in the Oxy/Sunspot areas
next to PCH.

| The consensus list of the proposed uses was passed out at the meeting and is available on the website,
www.potrero.info/bb/ .
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(7)Finally, a pedestrian bridge would be built at the mouth for beach access in a safe
way that does not impede traffic.
David noted that completion of the project will take a few years even if it were started
immediately, so there is a need to reach consensus on how the canyon will be used.
He answered some questions and encouraged everyone to fill out the questionnaire
available at the meeting and on the website. Additional questions regarding the
osed uses should be sent to potrero@verizon.net

Comments Summary

— Frontera resident. There are already too many cars parking in front
/ Baseball has ruined the neighborhood. Thirty parking spaces is not

. Wants impact studies before more uses are added.

lifford) — Alma Real resident. Already sees too much traffic and bad
drivers. Gracious park neighbors have already allowed partial skatepark

and ballfields. Wants stop sign at Chapala and Alma Real, speed enforcement and

10.

s and EIR and traffic studies. Petition available to sign.

— Huntington resident. Leave the canyon alone. The Park is beautiful
¢ preserved. No need for a second community park.

Huntington resident. Represents Palisades Advocates for Dogs
dog park in the meadow area. The Sun Spot option is no good
because of traffic / noise.

Lucia Ludiviccio — Wants poll of residents to see if they want a park. “Botched
effort, very much against it.”

Craig Weston — Huntington resident. Traffic and parking are already bad, so any park
uses should not add to these problems. Huntington residents have to endure massive
school and other traffic. Wants a police car that is not taken out for other Westside
emergencies. Loves the park ideas, but not the congestion.

Michelle Castillo — DePauw side. There are lots of kids on this narrow street, 17 on
her block. Doesn’t want any more cars on the street.

Jan Chatten-Brown — Via de la Paz. It’s going to be a park so make it nicer and
passive. More like Los Liones with a seasonal stream. Co-chair of PAD - wants off
leash area on top of cistern.

Doug Fuchs — Thanked committee for the hard work. Sees a groundswell of
opposition to this park. Owns a lot and will be building a house. Only a fraction of
PP residents knows what’s going on. West rim walkways would change the character
of the neighborhood: trash, safety problems. Reasons for proposal are not valid
because west rim access is not wanted by neighbors, there is no plan for emergency
vehicles into the park, and they should not have to be deputized to be the canyon’s
“gars/eyes.”

Ron Shelton — Loves the idea of restoration of riparian. Via de las Olas neighbors are
still fighting city re erosion and waiting for the street to be repaved. Doesn’t want
more people on that street or doing 5-point U-turns on his lawn at corner of Friends
and Via de las Olas.
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11.

12.

13,

14.

15.

16.

17,

18.

Ellen Travis — Lombard and DePauw. Coastal permit allows access only at top and

bottom. Supports sale of two lots on Alma Real.

Mark Victor — Parks are for local neighborhoods. Opposed to picnics, beach access

and spending money. Why all this effort into this park? Wants people added to

committee who are affected by this proposal.

Joe Phelps — Bluffs are now “Meth Mountain.” Intruder has already come into his

house from park. Quotes 1993 letter from Marvin Braude re not wanting to see big

park project. Opposed to 8’ paths.

Steven De Sousa — lives across from a proposed Western rim entry point. In favor of

riparian habitat. He’s an IMBY. No west rim access but otherwise is in favor of

proposed uses: exceptional opportunity.

Jerry Bloore — Friends, closest to west rim point. Constant stream of cars now on

street looking to park by the downed fence for access now, so it will just get worse

Shirley Haggstrom — Left early and the following note attached to her card to be read

into the record was overlooked:

» Public tennis players have been treated very badly in this park.

» We have been pushed off the upper courts so the City can lease them out.

» Had the PP Tennis Club not raised money to build Courts 7 and 8 years ago, the
general tennis playing public would only have Courts 5 & 6 to play on when they
are not leased out to groups.

» We have been pushed to the edge. And now someone wants to push us down into
Potrero Canyon where we would not feel safe!!

» There is significant opposition to tearing up our courts. There is even talk of a
petition.

» Certainly there are better and less expensive ways of providing a few parking
spaces. Investigate those options.

Emily Kovner - lives near four proposed west rim access points. Proposal is

egregious and unfair and reflects a lack of understanding of landscape architecture.

The committee needs professionals not amateurs. No parking on the R-1 lots.

Wallace Leifer — DePauw. Looks out on ballfields, has reported lots of negative

activities. Don’t need more traffic on that street. Supported pa.rkmg on only one side

William Moran Brought petition opposing dog park and west rim access, sngned by
77 people on west rim.

. John Kronstadt — Alma Real resident. Thanked the Committee. Wants the promised

passive park, not picnic areas or parking.

. Mike Aicher —Special thank you to David Card. In favor of proposal except for

additional access issue. Opposed to dog park in meadow.

. Mike Schmidt —Leave the canyon alone. Supports a passive park: no bike traius or

picnic tables. People already don’t use the picnic tables in Temescal Canyon. Open
the gate by the tennis courts. Likes to run and walk his dog.
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23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Louis Magur — DePauw. Adamantly opposed to the 16 draft points. Permit is for
passive park with 2 entrances. No west rim access. Brought pictures of crowded
DePauw. Proposal will create safety and transient problems. Wants 24-hour security
as “fencing is not enough.” Just segregate enough funds to finish the fill and retumn
rest to city.

Chris Spitz — Friends. This is a disaster re west rim access. Bluffs are already
crumbling.

Bob Tull - Frontera resident. Moved her from New York City in 1957 America has
changed over time and some change is worse. Can never park in front of his house
even now.

Cissy Muller - DePauw Street. Was promised a passive park. Concessions were
made re ballpark expansion. Private schools will be using the park. Wants riparian,
not meadow. No dog park.

Toby Considine — Kids grew up in the natural canyon. Wants simple riparian habitat,
no beach access.

David Peterson — Huntington resident. Go back to the original plan for a passive park
- no traffic, gates, parking. No beach access needed.

Pat Ramsey — Alma Real resident. Expressed appreciation for committee’s efforts.
Potrero regional park would damage the Rec Center because too much volume for the
facility. No expansion of parking or access.

Steve Bellamy — tennis concession operator. PP probably has fewest tennis courts per
capita of any city in America but lots of hiking here already. Does not want to lose
tennis courts or contiguity. Shop was broken into once a week at night. Kids are
already hiding in this area and it will just get worse.

Dr. Duncan Thomas — Friends. No west rim access. There is a drug problem on the
bluffs. Do studies before proceeding.

Mary Lou Malcolm — Committee needed earlier input. Encourages everyone to take
and use committee and city contact information.

Kathleen Bottiansky — Alma Real. resident. Loves beauty of canyon. Walking access
from Las Casas to beach is an historic example. Parking is already bad. Don’t add to
it. Thanked committee,

Dennis Martin — Alma Real childhood. Was promised a passive park. Natural
canyon is coming back. Put a few parking spots by the library. No meadows needed.
Leave the canyon alone.

Meeting adjourned at 9:15 p.m.
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Biil Moran

lh,
From: "George Wolfberg, Chairman" <Potrero@verizon.net>
To: <Recipient list suppressed:>

Sent: Saturday, May 13, 2006 10:23 PM
Attach: 04-19-06.pdf; 04-19-06.doc
Subject: Meeting Notes 04-09-06

Dear Potrero Community,

Attached, in word and pdf, are the meeting notes from the April 19th committee meeting.
Thank you Judy Collas for the fine job in taking and reporting these notes. The notes will be
posted to the web site as soon as possible.

Best regards,

George

George Wolfberg, Chairman

Potrero Canyon Community Advisory Committee
P.O. Box 1131

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272

310.454.4448 voice

310.454.9959 fax

Potrero@verizon.net
http://www.potrero.info/bb/

5/17/06
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Potrero Canyon Community Advisory Committee
Notesfor April 19, 2006 Meeting

Welcome and Introductions: Chair George Wolfberg called the meeting to order at
7:20 PM. Commijttee members present were John Anderson, David Card, Judith
Collas, Leonar¢/Hom, Carl Mellinger, Stuart Muller, Susan Nash, Norma Spak, and
Roger Woods. ‘Also attending were Andrea Epstein, representing Councilman Bill
Rosendahl’s office; Patricia Robideau, Tom Gibson, and Robert Oyakawa from the
Department of Recreation and Parks; and community members Jerry Bloore, Len and
Jack Brode, Nathan Gluck, Kris Graves, Ted Mackie, William Moran, Joe Phelps,
Chris Spitz, Michael Sultan, and Duncan Thomas.

Announcements and Status Reports: Patricia Robideau, District Park Maintenance
Supervisor, Recreation and Parks, reported that she and her crew had posted about 12
“Danger Construction Site -- No Trespassing™ signs at critical points in Potrero
Canyon. Rec and Parks intends to repair the fences on Earlham and Friends and to
enforce the City Attomey’s ruling excluding the public from the canyon. Stuart Muller
commented that there might be other law enforcement needs in Los Angeles more
urgent than citing people walking their dogs in Potrero Canyon. Ms Robideau said
enforcement could be provided by General Services Rangers. Judith Collas asked why
the public could not use the upper canyon, where the fill project has been completed.
Ms Robideau stated that the slopes had not been certified and thus still posed a danger,
in the City Attorney’s opinion.

George introduced Tom Gibson and Robert Oyakawa, Rec and Parks landscape
architects, who will be working on the park design. On Tuesday, 4/18, Tom and
Robert had joined George, David Card, Carl Mellinger, and Judith Collas for a walk
through the canyon.

George reported that the pro bono website is up and running and is being populated
with information as rapidly as possible. The address is WWW.potrero.info/bb/ .
Regarding the certification of the Alma Real lots, George reported that the John Byer
Group has the information needed, but the City still owes them money for their work in
Potrero Canyon. George is inquiring into the start date for the sewer line project that
will run from Via de las Olas to the base of Potrero Canyon. Work on the sewer line
could temporarily block access for the completion of the Potrero fill project.

There was some discussion of where the 1000-yard line marking the Coastal
Commission’s jurisdiction crosses the canyon. Someone stated that the baseball fields
are not subject to the Coastal Commission. David Card has a map with parameters and
will incorporate the line in his drawing. Regarding the cistern project, George reported
members of the Prop “O” Citizen’s Advisory committee agreed today on a procedure
where individual committee members could renominate projects. One member of the
committee expressed reservations about the rejection our project received and our
project may be resubmitted. After all the resubmissions are prioritized, some of the
projects left out may be revived.

George reported that Charlene Baskin has resi gned from the PCCAC because of other
commitments.
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Iv.

Subcommittee Reports and Committee Action: David Card presented the
Recreation Subcommittee’s Final Draft List of Park Uses and Facilities. As
background, he noted that the subcommittee had focused first on how people could
best use the park, including issues of access and safety. He also noted the constraints
imposed by the Coastal Commission permit, including the requirement of a 7.8 acre
riparian habitat, 10 to 30 additional parking spaces, and the fire road. He described the
RRM plan commissioned by the City, in which the riparian habitat featured an artificial
year round stream with concrete dams fed by potable water recirculated by pump.
Access to the park was limited to the fire road, which would be fenced on either side.
This plan was generally regarded as too expensive and high maintenance.

The subcommittee’s plan, by contrast, proposes a seasonal stream like that in Los
Liones canyon. Below the playing fields is a tree and turf area designated for informal
recreation, no organized sports and no lights. A cistern would be located under this flat
area to capture and screen surface runoff from the business district and surrounding
houses that now drains down the canyon to the ocean. This water will be cleaned of
debris and used to irrigate the riparian habitat. The riparian habitat is moved farther
down the canyon than the RRM plan. The fire road is not fenced, and there are other
trails crossing the canyon. The main entrances are still at Frontera and PCH as in the
original plan. The Frontera parking lot will be expanded possibly by moving the lower
tennis courts. The natural riparian area below Earlham could be incorporated into the
riparian habitat, possibly by a land swap with the private owner. Four pedestrian
access easements along the west rim would alleviate parking at the Recreation Center.
A pedestrian bridge at PCH will allow people to use beach parking and cross the
highway safely without affecting traffic flow. (Parking on the bluff side of PCH is
undesirable, because beach goers would park there free and then cross PCH illegally
and dangerously.) The park would be closed at sunset.

John Anderson questioned whether the narrow streets along the west rim could support
access parking and whether access easements would affect the value of lots to be sold.
He noted that the steep grade on the De Pauw lots would limit the area for parking and
make park access difficult. Someone reiterated the argument that the purpose of west
rim entrances was to allow neighborhood pedestrian access and thus reduce parking at
the rec center.

The group discussed improving access and parking at Frontera. The Coastal
Commission permit requires 10-30 additional spaces, and Frontera is already over
parked, causing unsafe traffic patterns. Issues included whom do we disturb and how
much parking would be gained by moving the tennis courts. John Anderson said that
each parking place requires about 300 sq. feet. Leonard Horn said the existing space
could be used more efficiently.

Comments from the public: Chris Spitz, Friends St. resident, thanked the committee
for its hard work on the Potrero plan, but expressed her concern about the possibility of
walkways and an LAPD substation on the west rim. Friends St. is a narrow effectively
dead end street that is already showing cracks and evidence of slippage. Chris feared
that, in addition to park users, beach goers, to avoid pay parking, would park on
Friends and walk down the canyon to the ocean. Because of the U turn necessitated by
the roadblock at Via de las Olas, outside traffic on Friends would cause congestion and
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danger, as well as being detrimental to the neighborhood spirit. Chris was concerned
to see these access routes on the map even though this is only a draft proposal.

Dr. Jerry Bloor, who lives Just north of the vacant lots on Friends St., said that when
the fill project was initiated 25 years ago, the Coastal Commission assured rim
residents that the park would not affect existing homes on the rim. Public access was to
be restricted to the fire road. An access route from Friends would bring the public into
the finger canyon cul de sac too close to residents’ backyards.

William Moran, Via de las Olas resident, questioned whether run-off water that would
normally go down Potrero had been diverted to Via de las Olas. He was assured that
storm drain water flows down the center of Potrero to the ocean through a large culvert
buried below the fill. Mr. Moran questioned how park closure at sundown would be
enforced; there is no enforcement on Via de las Olas. David Card said that the
reasoning behind the proposed Park Ranger Substation and multiple access points was
to provide for enforcement and increased safety.

Michael Sultan, Earlham St. resident, said that his main concern was not outsider
access per se, but the already limited parking on the narrow rim streets. He
recommended implementing permit only parking on these streets if the access routes
were built. He supported the idea of incorporating the privately owned Earlham lots
into the park and said we should contact the owner/developer.

Dr. Duncan Thomas, Friends St,, also testified to the traffic problems created by the
fact that Friends has access from only one direction; to leave, drivers must make U
tumns. The street is narrow and cracking already, and when new houses are built on the
vacant lots, parking will be even more crowded.

Someone suggested that when Via de las Olas is repaired the street may be open to
through traffic, but Chris Spitz said Via de las Olas will always remain “gated.”

Committee Action: David Card suggested that the committee adopt the List of Park
Uses and Facilities, subject to further discussion of access routes, Roger Woods stated
that the dog park item was controversial, and that project should be left to PAD, the
new organization formed for the purpose of creating a dog park in the Palisades. Susan
Nash moved that the document be adopted as written, except for item 11d, West rim
access and item 16. Dog Parks, which will be deferred for further discussion. The
committee voted unanimously in favor of adopting the list as amended.

For the public workshop on May 17, David will prepare “refined visuals.” He asked
Andrea whether Councilman Rosendahl’s office could help with the costs. John
Anderson will design a flyer to publicize the workshop. Information will also be
available on the new website. The workshop will begin with a canyon walkthrough
starting at Frontera at 5 pm. The public meeting will begin at 7:15 in the Old
Gymnasium.

The meeting adjoumned at 8:50.
Notes prepared by Judith Collas, 5/13/06

Next meeting: Community Tour and Workshop on May 17, 2006
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date of your July meeting date. During that time I will locate the other 300 signatories of the
petition, or if they cannot be located, I will circulate a new petition and get hundreds of current
residents to sign.

The only reason more people are not currently expressing opposition to the proposed Friends
gate access is that they are unaware of what is currently taking place. They were assured that
this issue was resolved in the negative in 2006 and that any Friends access proposal in the
future would need "widespread neighborhood approval" before proceeding. No public
hearings have taken place on this topic since 2006 -- the current incorrect, unapproved plan to
install a Friends access gate has been spearheaded and supported by only a handful of people
-- none of whom have the authority to create a Friends access. Also I am not aware that any of
the persons currently attempting to push this through Los Angeles City agencies even live in
the affected Via Mesa area. Via Mesa residents have to receive a notification, via U S Mail,
that a hearing will take place -- then those hearings need to actually happen. Proceeding with
the proposed Friends access gate/path, at this time, is contrary to many City of Los Angeles
procedures and laws as well as the state of California Coastal Commission procedures and
laws.

The five schools in the Via Mesa sub section of Pacific Palisades are: Methodist Pre-School,
Palisades Elementary School (both on Via de la Paz), Village School (Swarthmore), Seven
Arrows (La Cruz and Haverford), and Corpus Christi (Alma Real/Toyopa). I am confident
that each of these schools has a maximum of students that they can enroll, due primarily to
traffic/parking considerations. City of Los Angeles will not allow any additional vehicular
traffic into the neighborhood due to additional students, and yet the proposed Potrero Canyon
Park could possibly bring many hundreds of additional vehicles into the area to access the
proposed Friends entrance/gate. I haven't had an opportunity to contact the Heads of Schools,
however when I do so a couple of them may have heart attacks when they hear of the proposed
Friends access. Probably 98% of the hundreds of parents whose children attend those schools
will sign a petition in opposition to the Friends access. The Via Mesa area has about 650
single family homes and if each of those averaged 1.5 vehicles that equals 975 vehicles, plus
all the five school's vehicles, plus all the vehicles accessing the commercial businesses in the
area -- all of which total an already overloaded traffic situation. An EIR must be conducted to
ascertain the impact to the residential community if public access is granted to Potrero Canyon
Park via Friends St. The City of Los Angeles has 3,000,000 residents and Los Angeles county
has 10,000,000 residents. If a Friends access is authorized, there will be an unknown number
of Park goers who will use the four arteries from Sunset to Friends. What if there are 75
vehicles per day. What if there are 475 vehicles per day. There could be huge traffic
congestion in the area -- much worse than already exists.

Concerning the streets from Sunset Blvd./Temescal Blvd to Friends: There are only four
streets that run East/West to Friends from Sunset. They are: Radcliff, Swarthmore, Lombard
and Via de La Paz. Via de La Paz is the only one with sufficient width to accommodate
significant traffic safely. If one takes Via de La Paz West, it dead-ends at Via de Las Olas
(due to 1950's landslide). Therefore one needs to turn left onto Friends. Friends then has two
blocks where parking is allowed on both sides of the street and if there are cars parked across
from each other, only one vehicle can use the street (not one each way, one total). Cars have
to wait at the end of the block for an oncoming vehicle before they can proceed. Same thing
occurs if coming from Lombard, Lombard is 24 fee wide and with cars parked on both sides it
is a one car at a time usable street. These are the ONLY two legal ways to access the
proposed Friends access gate. Via de Las Olas has been "Withdrawn from Public Use" since



the 1950's due to the landslide that bifurcated Via de Las Olas and necessitated Via de La Paz
becoming a dead-end street. Via de Las Olas is currently not legally usable by the public to
gain access to/from Friends. All entrances to Via de Las Olas are either completely blocked or
have fences (and signs) that limit the access to one vehicle at a time and it is only legally
usable by the residents of Via de Las Olas. The proposed Friends access to Potrero Canyon
Park is therefore legally only accessible by two streets that already, currently, have only one
vehicle width of space to accommodate two way traffic. The block of the proposed Friends
access 1s essentially a cul-du-sac. At the intersection of Friends and Lombard it is posted with
a traffic sign: "NO THROUGH TRAFFIC". -- as is Lombard going West. Vehicles entering
Friends at that intersection traveling Wes end up at a place where further travel is blocked by
three steel posts filled with concrete, thereby blocking the entire lane. At this point the street
becomes Via de Las Olas. To continue, a driver needs to illegally cross into the opposing lane
(which is not blocked by steel posts) and go around the posts in their lane. In doing so, the
person has committed two illegal procedures. Entering a street that has been purposefully
blocked and entering a street that has been withdrawn from public use. To proceed lawfully, a
driver must turn around either in the middle of Friends Street or use a driveway of a resident
and return the direction that they entered.

Not a single off-street parking space exists at the proposed Potrero Canyon Park Friends
access.

In summary, the volume and flow of traffic has not been considered; which is why a complete
EIR , with emphasis on the potentially serious traffic congestion, needs to be conducted prior
to any additional work being done on the proposed Friends access. The proposed Friends
access gate/trail/walls/kiosk should be removed completely now and if ever approved in the
future would then need to be reconstructed.

Many of the Coastal Commission rules and regulations have been ignored and the current
proponents of the Friends access, including the City of Los Angeles are circumventing the will
of the neighbors without due process.

Please either require an EIR to be conducted, or at the very lease require a stay of construction
in Potrero Canyon Park for 90 days, during which time I will provide to the Commission
significant written opposition to the Friends access. My petition signatures from the Via Mesa
area residents in opposition to the Friends access will be a multiple of any signatures received
in favor of it. Please give me three months to substantiate my claims to significant
neighborhood opposition. The Potrero Canyon Park project is now 30 years old and another 3
months will not represent a significant additional time period in which to do it correctly.

Attached as a file are copies of signed Petitions (10 pages) from 2006. A second attachment is
a file with 22 pages of emails, Notes from the Potrero Canyon Community Advisory
Committee Meetings of 4/19/2006 and 5/17/2006 and an article from the Palisades Post dated
4/27/2006.

I have pictures of all the signs and streets I referred to in this email. I will try to put together a
second email with those pictures as well as a map of Via Mesa area depicting the traffic flow
to/from the proposed Friends St access.

We are requesting your assistance for due process of the proposed Friends access to Potrero
Canyon Park. Please do not allow the proponents of the Friends access to deny us an



opportunity to be heard.
Thank you for your time and consideration,
Sincerely,

William Moran
310-717-5474



From: SouthCoast@Coastal

To: Amitay. Shahar@Coastal

Subject: FW: Public Comment on July 2022 Agenda Item Thursday 17a - Application No. 5-91-286-A13 (City of Los
Angeles, Pacific Palisades)

Date: Thursday, July 7, 2022 4:02:48 PM

From: bcaloha@aol.com <bcaloha@aol.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 3:25 PM

To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>

Subject: Public Comment on July 2022 Agenda Item Thursday 17a - Application No. 5-91-286-A13
(City of Los Angeles, Pacific Palisades)

All,

Thank you for taking the time to read my comments. | have been a Friends Street resident for 14 years
and have been following the development of the park closely, as my house is on the canyon directly next
to where the landslide was in the '50s. When the Potrero Canyon Task Force last met in 2008, they
determined that there was not public support for a Friends Street entrance. There has been no contact
from the City to reach out to residents who will be directly affected by this entrance, since we were told in
2013 that there would not be an entrance on our quiet street.

There was never an Environmental Impact study done for this entrance, yet there were studies done for
the other two entrances that have been approved (PCH and Palisades Park). There has also never been
a traffic study done for the Friends Street entrance, yet there were traffic studies done for the two
approved entrances. | believe those entrances were approved because these studies were done and
there would only be a minimal impact on residents. This entrance will have a major impact on all the
residents living on Swarthmore, Friends, Lombard, and Via De Las Olas. Please do not consider
approving this entrance until those two studies have been completed and evaluated.

The Friends Street bluff is an unstable hillside, which was the exact spot of the 1950s landslide (see
photo). The City did not have permits to cut a road in the unstable hillside, to install retaining walls (that
are more than double the height of the 10" they are calling the curb), to drill and install 5.6' metal posts
and an underground irrigation system (only above ground was allowed in the Coastal permit). | alerted
Pedro Garcia and Mike Bonin's office in 2020 to let them know that this entrance was not permitted and
they continued to give me false information, claiming this was permitted and continued construction,
knowing this was illegal. We finally alerted the Coastal Commission who ordered them to stop
construction until they received permission. This has been an extremely frustrating process for residents
who have been lied to and ignored for years.

Friends Street is a narrow Street, and only one vehicle can pass at a time leading to the Friends Street
entrance (see photo). Friends Street is not a through street (see photo of signs posted). Please see
photos of the dangerous posts in the middle of the street yards away from the proposed entrance, which
could be hit if park-goers didn't know they were there. You can also get to the proposed entrance via
Swarthmore, which is also a one lane road, and not a through street (see photo), and you must drive on
Via De Las Olas, which is closed to public use due to a landslide that killed a Cal Trans worker. There are
fences with a small opening for one car to enter or exit (see photo of fenced opening). Since Friends
Street is not a through street, the only way to turn around is in residents' driveways, which would be from
sunrise to sunset every day. This will negatively impact residents and their families, some who have
bedrooms on the street. This entrance is just feet away from residents' homes.

There is no security, supervision or restrooms at this proposed entrance. There will be no one monitoring
who goes in or out or if people leave the park at Sunset. It only makes sense to have entrances at the two


mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:Shahar.Amitay@coastal.ca.gov

approved entrances: Palisades Park and at PCH.

| beg you to listen to the residents and deny the City the permit for this entrance that has not been
studied. If you do not immediately abandon this idea, please do the proper studies to determine the
environmental impact it will have on the unstable bluff. As you are aware, the City is now asking for
millions more than the landscape contract for unforeseen circumstances. Would you want to have to pay
millions more if there was a negative impact because the City did not do proper studies on this entrance
where there has already been a landslide? The only environmental study done on this area was for
grading, not for a road, retaining walls, high posts and heavy foot traffic. What happens during the next
heavy rain? Let's pray no one else gets injured or killed.

Thank you for your time. Best,

Brooke Klein
Friends Street Resident





















Amitay, Shahar@Coastal

From: SouthCoast@Coastal

Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 5:55 PM

To: Amitay, Shahar@Coastal

Subject: FW: Public Comment on July 2022 Agenda Item Thursday 17a - Application No. 5-91-286-A13 (City

of Los Angeles, Pacific Palisades)

From: Ines Boechat <miboechat@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 5:23 PM

To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>

Subject: Public Comment on July 2022 Agenda Item Thursday 17a - Application No. 5-91-286-A13 (City of Los Angeles,
Pacific Palisades)

Honorable Commissioners:

My husband, Vicente Gilsanz, and I, M. Ines Boechat, are residents and homeowners of the properties located at 15231
and 15237 Via De Las Olas in Pacific Palisades. We are co-signers of the letter sent to you on behalf of the 60
residents/homeowners of the West Rim Neighborhood, regarding the Potrero Canyon FriendsStreet entrance and would
like to bring to your attention issues from our perspective.

Via de las Olas is a street long withdrawn from public use, located in an area of extraordinary high geologic and fire
hazard. The street is blocked to through traffic, as indicated by postage placed in the streets that give access to it. We
have lived here since 1983 and have witnessed serious landslides, which required expensive city repair and stabilization,
brush fires, homeless encampments at the base of the bluffs and increased traffic, despite signaling advising against it.

Since Friends Street ends at Via de las Olas, we are afraid the proposed entrance to the park will bring further traffic,
increasing the risk of added damage to a geologically fragile area. In 2006, when the Potrero Canyon Park project
proposal was circulated in the neighborhood, we were part of a group of residents who collected more than 500
signatures against a Friends Street entrance. We were told by city officers that it would not be created unless there was
agreement with the neighbors. So it came as a surprise when we were told the Friends St. entrance was going to be a
reality.

We would be most grateful if the plans to add a Potrero Canyon Park entrance at Friends Street would be stopped in
order to protect this neighborhood from further irreparable damage.

Respectfully,

Vicente Gilsanz, MD

Maria Ines Boechat, MD.



60 Residents/Homeowners of the West Rim Neighborhood
Friends St., Lombard Ave., Swarthmore Ave.,
Via de las Olas, DePauw St., Earlham Ave. and Via de la Paz
(streets adjacent to or near Potrero Canyon in Pacific Palisades, CA)*

July 8, 2022

California Coastal Commission
Via email to: southcoast@coastal.ca.gov

Re: George Wolfberg Park at Potrero Canyon (Park): Comment on CDP Amendment Application
No. 5-91-286-A13 (Item 17a on the CCC’s 7/14/22 Meeting Agenda) (the Application) --
OPPOSE approval of Friends St. public entrance/trail and related fencing/kiosk structures

Honorable Commissioners:

We are 60 residents and/or homeowners of the West Rim neighborhood of Pacific Palisades, located adjacent to
or near the Park. Each of us lives in or owns homes on West Rim streets, as indicated above.

On February 10, 2022, many of us submitted a letter expressing our concerns with and opposition to the City’s
plans to open a public entrance and trail on Friends St. (the Friends St. Trail) and to close the south/PCH
entrance to the Park. We reiterate the concerns and points made in the February 10th letter, which has also
been submitted for comment on this matter.?

We strongly oppose the Staff Report’s recommendation to approve, as proposed, the Friends St. Trail and related
fencing and signage kiosk (the Related Structures).

At the outset, we note that this Application presents a highly unusual request: to create a street-front,
prominent public entrance to a regional park in a residential neighborhood of “extraordinary” high geologic
and fire hazard (without amenities or services and with restricted means of ingress & egress), mere feet from
homes.? In light of these circumstances, it is particularly appropriate that the City be held to an exacting
standard: the CCC should require the City to strictly comply with all applicable rules, regulations and guidelines.*
As detailed below, it is clear that the Application falls far short of these standards and therefore must be denied.

We emphasize the following key facts and concerns:

1. The Friends St. Trail Provides No Coastal Access.

As recognized in the Staff Report, the sine qua non for the Park and the rationale for the Friends St. Trail is to

1 Signatories’ names and the streets where they live and/or own homes are listed on p. 7 below. For convenience, this letter
is transmitted on behalf of the signatories by West Rim resident Jeffrey Spitz, jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com.

2 We also reiterate the concerns and points made in the following letters submitted by residents Jeffrey & Christina Spitz,
which we fully support: January 27, February 8, February 14, March 15, April 5, April 15, June 14, June 17, June 21 and June
27,2022.

3 We are unaware of any similar such entrance on a residential street in the surrounding areas of Los Angeles.

4 Given that the City has demonstrated a consistent refusal to abide by the terms of the controlling CDP —e.g., by
commencing construction of the Friends St. Trail before even requesting the required amendment and by failing for years
to file required annual reports or to commence construction of the required lateral trail to Temescal Canyon Road —it is
particularly important for the CCC to hold the City to strict compliance going forward.



provide “maximum coastal access” for the public.> Yet, under the current Park plans, the Friends St. Trail
provides no coastal access whatsoever.

There is no access to the coast from Friends St. itself. The most recent Park plans (not yet approved by the CCC)
provide for a closed south/PCH entrance/exit (the only Park entrance/exit that would otherwise lead to coastal
access), i.e., the main trail through the canyon itself does not provide coastal access. The lateral trail to
Temescal Canyon Road (required for coastal access) has not been constructed; it is unknown if or when such a
trail will ever be completed; and the proposed pedestrian bridge is years away from approval and construction,
let alone completion (according to Exhibit 6 to the Staff Report, the April 1, 2022 letter from the City, the bridge
project will not be completed until 2025-26). Indeed, CCC staff recognizes the current status by requiring
applicable Park signage to read: “Future Coastal Access.”

Simply put, the entire premise for the Friends St. Trail is false and does not withstand even simple scrutiny.
Under the circumstances, the Friends St. Trail should not be allowed and the Application should be denied. At a
minimum, the CCC should impose an additional condition that the Friends St. Trail not be opened to the public
unless and until coastal access is provided through an open south/PCH entrance/exit connecting either to the
completed lateral trail to Temescal Canyon Road (as required by the controlling CDP) or to the bridge over PCH.

2. Public Safety Considerations Require Evaluation of Impacts of the Friends St. Trail.

As an initial matter, Section 30214 of the Coastal Act requires that, in considering the Application, the CCC
consider the rights of the local residents and balance those rights in a reasonable and equitable manner, along
with the general public right of access to the coast. As noted below, the Friends St. Trail is not essential for
coastal access through the Park; that access is provided by the entrance at the top of the canyon (the Recreation
Center) where the public can also access resources, including parking and restrooms.

Section 30214 also sets forth a list of factors which the CCC must consider in balancing the equities of local
residents and the public right of coastal access. Unfortunately, the Staff Report does not reflect an adequate
consideration of many of these factors, including topographic and geologic characteristics, the fragility of the
natural resource and the proximity of the Friends St. Trail to residences (indeed, the entrance is proposed to be
located in the middle of a residential neighborhood).

There has been only one environmental study of the entire Potrero Canyon project, conducted 37 years ago in
1985 (the 1985 EIR). That study was of the grading phase (Phase II) only, not of the design/landscaping phase
(Phase I11);° the 1985 EIR did not reference anything about a Friends St. Trail, let alone study the impacts of such
a trail — not surprising, since the Trail was not even contemplated in 1985, was not in the plans approved by the
CCCin 2016, and was not inserted into the plans until 2020 (plans which have only recently been submitted to
the CCC and have not yet been approved).

% In the words of a City engineer in 2020, the Friends St. Trail otherwise serves “no purpose at all” (see the Spitz’s March 15,
2022 letter). We also note that under Section 30210 of the Coastal Act, “maximum access” is to be provided “consistent
with public safety needs” [emphasis added]; see also Sec. 30212 of the Act. As we demonstrate in section 2 below, an
environmental analysis must take place in order to determine the extent of impacts on public safety and whether approval
of the Friends St. Trail would be consistent with protection of the public safety of the entire West Rim neighborhood.

6 See the Spitz’s letter of February 8, 2022, footnote 3 on p. 2 (1985 EIR Supervisor’s explanation at a public meeting of the
Potrero Canyon Community Advisory Committee (PPCAC; now inactive)); see also PCCAC final report dated 2008 (Report),
attached to the February 8 letter, calling for environmental evaluation (specifically including traffic and parking studies) of
the design plan’s impact upon adjacent neighborhoods (Report Preamble, p. 1, and Background Summary, pp. 2-3). The
Report was principally authored by former PCCAC Chair George Wolfberg, for whom the Park is named. It would indeed be
ironic if, in construction of a Park in his honor, the wishes of Mr. Wolfberg and the PCCAC members, and by extension the
community’s wishes, as expressed in the Report, were ignored by an approval of the Application without proper
environmental analysis.



In fact, there has never been a study, analysis or evaluation of any kind with respect to the impacts on public
safety of the Friends St. Trail — impacts which, without question, may be considerable.

In Friends, Artists & Neighbors of Elkhorn Slough v. California Coastal Com. (2021) 72 Cal. App. 5" 666, the Court
of Appeal explained: “Generally, ‘[w]henever a project may have a significant and adverse physical effect on the
environment, an EIR must be prepared and certified.” Id. at 698, quoting from Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish
& Game Com. (1997) 16 Cal. 4™ 105 (“[e]nvironmental review must be completed before project approval.” 16
Cal. 4" at 113). Here, under the California Supreme Court authority of Mountain Lion, the only way the
Application can be approved without an environmental evaluation is if “it can be seen with certainty” that the
Friends Street Trail “will not have a significant effect on the environment....” Id.

“A ‘[s]ignificant effect on the environment’ is a substantial or potentially substantial, adverse change in the
environment [citations].” Mountain Lion, supra, at 113.7

The Staff Report in this matter utterly fails to serve as an adequate substitute for an EIR. It contains no
information about the environmental impacts of the Friends St. Trail, and merely states in conclusory fashion
that the Coastal Act’s policies have been complied with and that there are no feasible alternatives or mitigation
measures (without the checklist or other detailed documentation required by CCR Sec. 15252 and under
Elkhorn, supra).® At a minimum, it is clear that the following known conditions and potentially significant effects
on the environment were never examined or even considered:

e The means of ingress & egress at this location are extremely limited (Friends St. is a posted Not-a-
Through-Street at the location, as are other nearby West Rim neighborhood streets leading from/to
Friends St. (Lombard Ave. and Swarthmore Ave.); Via de las Olas at the south end of Friends is blocked
to through traffic; restricted traffic only is allowed on Via de las Olas due to significant landslide activity
in the bluff area; streets at critical intersections leading to and from the site are narrow and winding,
with only single-car passage feasible when vehicles are parked on both sides of streets).’

e The Park has often been described publicly as a “regional” park, which thousands of visitors are
expected to visit when the Park opens (Will Rogers State Beach, located at the mouth of the canyon, was
rated in a 2021 LA Times survey as the most popular family beach attraction in the Los Angeles area and
annually attracts millions of visitors).

e Traffic congestion and impeded emergency evacuation in West Rim neighborhoods are likely to occur as
a result — putting public safety at risk.

7 See also California Code of Regulations (CCR) Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, Section 15061(3) (activity not
subject to CEQA “[w]here it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a
significant effect on the environment”). Moreover, although the CCC (as an agency operating pursuant to a certified
regulatory program) “is not required to prepare an EIR document, the agency is still required ‘to comply with all of CEQA’s
other requirements.”” Elkhorn, supra, at 694, quoting from Mountain Lion, supra. In Elkhorn, the Court found that permit
approval must be preceded by preparation of a written report serving as a substitute for an EIR, and that the report must
contain detailed information about the project’s environmental impacts, alternatives, mitigation measures, conditions of
approval and other information required to inform the Commission’s decision. See also CCR Guidelines, Sec. 15252
(“Substitute Document”) (statement that the agency’s review of the project showed no potentially significant effects on the
environment “shall be supported by a checklist or other documentation to show the possible effects that the agency
examined in reaching this conclusion” [emphasis added]).

8 Of course, if there were no feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, that would not mean that the Friends St. Trail
must be approved. As noted, in the current Park iteration the Friends St. Trail does not provide any coastal access; but even
if coastal access becomes available through the Park, the Friend St. Trail cannot be approved if such approval is inconsistent
with public safety (Coastal Act, Sec. 30210). In that event, there would in fact be feasible alternatives for access to the
coast: via the entrance at the Palisades Recreation center, connecting to the main road through the canyon to the
south/PCH entrance, which in turn would lead to coastal access.

9 See photos attached to the Spitz’s letter of June 27, 2022.



e Street parking is limited and there are no public facilities (parking lot, restrooms and the like) located on
or near Friends St. or in the Park at the location of the Friends St. Trail.

e Due to the street’s configuration, visitors who wish to park on Friends St. must often make 3 point turns,
using residents’ driveways, in order to maneuver into parking spaces and/or to exit the street.

e The areais acknowledged to be one of “extraordinary” hazard (per the controlling CDP), with ongoing
serious issues of geologic instability in bluff areas (including dangerous slides and extensive damage
from rainstorms which occurred as recently as January 2022 in bluff areas of Via de las Olas and Potrero
Canyon, near the mouth of the canyon and Friends St.).

e The areais entirely within the designated Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.

e Wildfires have occurred with some frequency over the past several decades in the bluff areas of Potrero
Canyon and Via de las Olas, often caused by illegal, unsafe campfires set by homeless individuals.

e Homeless individuals frequently camp illegally in the canyons and bluff areas and are increasing in
numbers (per the respected Pacific Palisades Task Force on Homelessness).

e (City officials have publicly stated that there will be no park rangers assigned to the Park.

e For many years, individuals have been drawn to Palisades bluff park areas during nighttime hours (the
adjacent Via de las Olas Bluffs View Park and the nearby Asilomar Bluffs View Park — both operated by
the City Dept. of Recreation & Parks/RAP) to engage in prohibited activities involving drugs, fireworks,
firearms, vandalism, disturbing the peace, etc., near residences located a few feet away. Enforcement
against these illegal activities has been sporadic at best and no security is provided by the City/RAP.

Each of these known and certain conditions will likely be exacerbated by the addition of the Friends St. Trail,
putting public safety at risk. We further note: Sec. 30253 of the Coastal Act expressly mandates that new
development shall:

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

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

Implementation of the Friends St. Trail will have a direct, significant and foreseeable negative impact on public
safety, not only on Friends St. but on neighboring West Rim streets in this area of “extraordinary” (according to
the CDP) “high geologic . . . and fire hazard.” At a minimum, adequate studies of these impacts (which were
called for by the PCCAC in 2008 but have never been conducted) are essential before any further steps are taken
with respect to approval of the Application.

3. The Related Structures Violate the Coastal Act and the CCC Guidelines for Potrero Canyon.
a) Fencing.

We agree with proposed Special Condition 29G, which states: “All fencing shall be the minimum
necessary to ensure public safety and protect public views.”

The unpermitted fencing along the Friends St. Trail, as partially constructed and proposed, violates
Special Condition 29G and Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. That section provides:

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



Moreover, under the CCC’s Interpretive Guidelines for Potrero Canyon (the CCC Guidelines),'® structures

along the canyon rim must be sited to “blend the proposal with the surrounding topography” and
should not be sited in a way that will destroy the view corridor or the viewshed from canyon trails
(specifically referenced in the CCC Guidelines: Coastal Act, Sec. 30251). Unfortunately, the unpermitted
fencing which has already been constructed does just that.

As explained in the Staff Report, the unpermitted fencing along the sides of the Trail, as partially
constructed, consists of metal posts cemented to the ground that are 4 feet, 8 inches (56 inches) from
the Trail’s surface, with wire cables to be added between the posts. The City proposes that the Friends
St. Trail is or should be ADA-compliant. If permitted, the fencing may necessitate handrails (per ADA
requirements), and portions of the Trail may also require guardrails (per Cal/OSHA requirements, if
applicable here), depending on the angle of the slope.

The Staff Report does not address (and it is unclear) whether the metal post and wire fencing is
intended to be used as a continuous handrail or guardrail (or both). If a handrail, under ADA rules the
handrail must be constructed at a maximum height of 34-38 inches, measured vertically from a walking
surface with a 1:20 slope — at 4 feet, 8 inches, the fencing already-constructed does not comply with
(i.e., is at least 18 inches higher than) ADA handrail height requirements.

If the fencing is instead intended to be a guardrail, under Cal/OSHA regulations (assuming they apply to
exterior/public works projects), the height of the top rail must be 42-45 inches, and may not exceed 45
inches above the walking surface; the fencing along the Friends St. Trail, at 56 inches, clearly exceeds
regulations for guardrail height (if a guardrail is even needed) by 11 inches.?

At a minimum, consistent with Coastal Act requirements, there should be a threshold determination
(including an investigation and showing) as to whether the fencing is in fact needed or required under
applicable regulations, e.g., whether and in what locations the slope ratio is 1:20 and where along the
Trail a handrail or guardrail is actually needed. If needed, the fencing should be lowered to a height of
34-38 inches (if intended and needed as a handrail), and/or to no more than 42 inches (if intended and
needed as a guardrail) — the minimum heights necessary to protect public safety.

A 56-inch high, continuous metal post and wire fence is not required under any circumstances. It impairs
and degrades the scenic and visual quality of the coastal area and is an unnecessary, obtrusive blight on
the view corridor. The CCC should direct that the fencing be removed or lowered to the minimum
height required under applicable public safety regulations.

b) Cement Retaining Wall.

We are also concerned that the unpermitted cement retaining wall constructed along the side of the
Friends St. Trail violates Sec. 30251 of the Coastal Act. It is unattractive, alters the natural land form and
degrades the scenic and visual quality of the resource. It may also undermine slope stability. Even this
feature appears to have been constructed at twice the height called for in the City’s own (unapproved)
plans. Adequate studies should be conducted to ascertain the safety of the bluff in light of construction
of the Friends St. Trail retaining wall.

c) Signage Kiosk.

The CCC Guidelines contain the following “Sign Criteria,” pursuant to Sec. 30251 of the Coastal Act:

10 See LA Planning Dept. Zoning Information Bulletin: http://zimas.lacity.org/documents/zoneinfo/Z12422.pdf.

W https://inlinedesign.com/pages/handrail-height-requirements-ada.

12 https://www.dir.ca.gov/title8/3209.html#:~:text=(a)%20A%20standard%20guardrail%20shall,%2C%20runway%2C%200r%20ramp%20level.




“SIGN CRITERIA:
“... These guidelines contain general criteria which must be met before a permit can issue.

“1. Signage shall be restrained in character and no larger than necessary for adequate identification.

“3. No sign will be allowed which disrupts or detracts from the quality of view or the line of sight in any
view corridor. . . .

“4. No scenic values or other public interests should be harmed as a result of signing.”
[Emphasis added.]

We do not object to appropriate signage that highlights the work of the Park’s namesake, Mr. Wolfberg,
and provides information about the Park’s history and natural features. However, such signage must
comply with the Coastal Act and CCC Guidelines.’® A huge 7 feet by 8 feet signage kiosk may be
appropriate for this purpose at the main entrance to the Park (not located on the canyon rim), where
the main road through the canyon begins, and where there are facilities, including restrooms and a
parking lot (i.e., at the Recreation Center —the Park’s “front door”). It is clearly not appropriate at the
entrance to the Friends St. Trail — an ancillary entrance and effectively a Park “side door,” situated in a
residential neighborhood with no facilities, directly on a street-front along the canyon rim (thereby
protected by the CCC Guidelines).

This very large kiosk in the dimensions proposed would be a blight on the view corridor; would harm
scenic values; is completely unnecessary for adequate identification at this huge size and at this location;
directly violates the spirit (if not the letter) of the CCC Guidelines’ “SIGN CRITERIA;” and, most
importantly, violates Sec. 30251 of the Coastal Act. The kiosk is objectively much larger than necessary
for “adequate identification.” If the Friends St. Trail is approved, relevant Park rules could and should be
posted via a smaller sign as can be found on the adjacent Via de las Olas Bluffs View Park (also operated
by the City/RAP). See photo attached below, showing smaller sign with park rules (approximately 4’ x 2’)
posted on a bluff top at the location where Friends St. merges with Via de las Olas (only a few hundred
feet from the proposed Friends St. Trail entrance).*

For these reasons, if the Friends St. Trail is approved, a signage kiosk should not be permitted on the
canyon rim at the Friends St. Trail entrance; a sign substantially reduced in size similar to the sign posted
on Via de las Olas could and should be affixed to the perimeter fencing at the entrance to the Trail (as
needed to provide information about Park rules).

4. Conclusion.

To reiterate: The Friends St. Trail does not provide coastal access in its current iteration and serves no other
purpose; it should not be approved and the unpermitted fencing should be ordered removed. At a minimum,
there should be adequate environmental review, including a traffic study, prior to any decision on the Trail or
Related Structures. Alternatively, if the CCC determines that the Friends St. Trail should be approved, additional
specific conditions must be imposed to require (i) open coastal access to and from the Park before the Trail is
opened for public use; (ii) construction that minimally impacts coastal resources, including lowering of fencing
height as needed to comply with minimal height requirements for handrails and/or guardrails (only if and where
required), and (ii) installation of smaller, less obtrusive informational signage at the Friends St. Trail entrance.

13 Mr. Wolfberg himself was adamant that the CCC Guidelines (as contained in the Zoning Information Bulletin) for rim
construction must be followed; see http://pacpalicc.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/DIR-15425-W-De-Pauw-2.pdf.

14 The Via de las Olas sign is attached to a post — necessary because there is no fencing at the site. At the Friends St. Trail
entrance, a similar sign could be affixed to the chain link perimeter fencing, i.e., no otherwise obtrusive post is needed.



Thank you for your attention to and consideration of these important matters.

Sincerely,

60 West Rim Residents/Homeowners:

Jeffrey and Christina Spitz [for ID only: former PCCAC member], Friends St.
Rick Albert, Lombard Ave.

Catherine and Rudy Alvarez, Lombard Ave.

Laurel Anderson and David Kauss, Friends St.

Marco Assante, Friends St.

M. Inés Boechat and Vicente Gilsanz, Via de las Olas
Sandy Correia, DePauw St.

Kimi and Graham Culp, Via de las Olas

Stephen Edwards, Swarthmore Ave.

Anita Gorwara, Daniel Dohad and Joshua Dohad, Earlham Ave.
Gabby, Alain, Isabelle and Emmanuel Gourrier, Friends St.
Andrea and Bruce Greenwood, Friends St.

Michelle and Dennis Hackbarth [for ID only: former PCCAC member], Via de las Olas
Richard Hart, Friends St.

Norene Hastings, Via de la Paz

Lisa Jackson and Brian Carey, Friends St.

Meaghan and Grant Kessman, Friends St.

Brooke, Jimmy and Dillon Klein, Friends St.

Isabella, Nicolas and Tony La Rosa, Friends St.

Cathy, Alexandria and Peter Longo, Friends St.

Lucia Ludovico and Greg Glenn, Earlham Ave.

Nancee and Kim Mendenhall, Friends St.

Karina, Blake, Max and Dean Mirkin, Via de las Olas

Bill Moran, Via de las Olas

Michelle and Roger Potash, Via de las Olas

Phyllis and Leonard Schlessinger, Swarthmore Ave.

Ron Shelton, Via de las Olas

Anna and Ollie Stokes, Friends St.

Mike Sultan, Earlham Ave.

Shoshanna and Clive Svendsen, Friends St.

Leslie Yates, Via de la Paz

cc (via email):

Jack Ainsworth, Executive Director, CCC

Steve Hudson, District Director, CCC

Zach Rehm, District Supervisor, CCC

Andrew Willis, Southern California Enforcement Supervisor, CCC
Nicholas Tealer, District Enforcement Officer, CCC

Shahar Amitay, Coastal Program Analyst, CCC

(Attachment on p. 8, following)



Attachment:

Via de las Olas Bluffs View Park signage



Jeffrey and Christina Spitz

15210 Friends St., Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
jspitz@spitzlawgroup.com; ppfriends3@hotmail.com

July 8, 2022

California Coastal Commission

Via email to: southcoast@coastal.ca.qov

Re: George Wolfberg Park at Potrero Canyon (Park): Comment on CDP Amendment Application
No. 5-91-286-A13 (Item 17a on the CCC’s 7/14/22 Meeting Agenda) (the Application) --
OPPOSE approval of Friends St. public entrance/trail and related fencing/kiosk structures

Honorable Commissioners:

This will follow up on our letter of March 15, 2022, alerting CCC staff to extensive damages in the
lower Potrero Canyon and adjacent Via de las Olas bluff areas due to recent winter storms and
related landslides (also referenced in the July 8, 2022 letter from 60 West Rim residents/
homeowners, submitted concurrently with this letter).

We are again writing to bring to your attention recent action by City agencies regarding these
damages.

The City Board of Recreation and Parks (RAP) Commissioners took up a Board Report dated July 7,
2022 (7/7 Report) at its meeting of the same date. The 7/7 Report recommended authorization for
substantial change orders of an additional almost 52 million related to Potrero Canyon, including
ongoing work to repair the extensive landslide damages. Link to the 7/7 Report:
https://www.laparks.org/sites/default/files/pdf/commissioner/2022/jul07/22-185.pdf. The RAP
Commissioners approved the 7/7 Report.

The 7/7 Report provides detailed information about the damages, including an aerial view depicting
the “Main areas of major storm damage” (scroll down to attachments, figure 1).

The damaged area is immediately adjacent to the location where the Friends St. Trail has been
partially constructed. It is abundantly clear that this entire area of “extraordinary” geologic
hazard remains at risk for landslides. The public safety of Park users as well as area residents and
homeowners must be paramount. For these reasons, a thorough evaluation of all impacts on public
safety, including a study of geologic conditions, particularly as it relates to construction of the
Friends St. Trail (alteration of land forms, new retaining walls in canyon rim/slope areas, etc.) should
be required before any decision is reached on the Application.

We again emphasize: The Coastal Act makes clear that the right of public access is not absolute.
Public safety considerations must be taken into account and the interests and rights of residents
must be balanced with the general right of public access (Coastal Act, Secs. 30210, 30212, 30214).
As Section 30214 states: “The public access policies of this article shall be implemented in a manner
that takes into account the need to regulate the time, place, and manner of public access depending
on the facts and circumstances in each case. . ..”



In this case, there is no access to the coast from Friends St., the Park plan currently provides for no
coastal access and it is unclear if or when such access will ever be provided. Nonetheless, if coastal
access is eventually secured (through either the Lateral Trail or the pedestrian bridge),* the public
will have access to the coast through the long-planned main trail running through the canyon.?

Under the particular facts and circumstances present in this case, the risks to public safety
substantially outweigh the need for an additional access point to the Park at Friends St.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey Spitz
Christina Spitz

cc (via email):

Jack Ainsworth, Executive Director, CCC

Steve Hudson, District Director, CCC

Zach Rehm, District Supervisor, CCC

Andrew Willis, Southern California Enforcement Supervisor, CCC
Nicholas Tealer, District Enforcement Officer, CCC

Shahar Amitay, Coastal Program Analyst, CCC

! There is no reference to the status of either the Lateral Trail or the pedestrian bridge in the 7/7 Report. To our
knowledge the work now ongoing in the area of the mouth of the canyon consists solely of repair of storm-related and
landslide damages; construction of the Lateral Trail has not commenced despite the clear directive to the City in the
CCC'’s letter of April 22, 2022.

2 We note that a few proponents of the Friends St. Trail (many of whom do not live in the West Rim neighborhood) have
publicly argued that residents will find it personally more convenient to enter the Park from Friends St. rather than
having to travel to the Recreation Center entrance. This argument is not relevant to Coastal Act consideration and is
unsupported by relevant facts. West Rim residents who live near the Park overwhelmingly oppose — and for decades
have opposed -- the Friends St. Trail, regardless of convenience. At least half of those who reside in the wider mesa
area on the West Rim of the canyon live closer to the Recreation Center than to Friends St. (or are equidistant between
the two entrances). More importantly, the CCC’s sole focus is on access to the coast, not personal Park entry
convenience, which is and should be irrelevant to consideration of the Application.












Amitay, Shahar@Coastal

From: SouthCoast@Coastal

Sent: Friday, July 8, 2022 1:17 PM

To: Amitay, Shahar@Coastal

Subject: FW: Public Comment on July 2022 Agenda Item Thursday 17a - Application No. 5-91-286-A13 (City

of Los Angeles, Pacific Palisades)

From: Karen Ridgley <karenridgley4ppcc@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, July 8, 2022 10:07 AM

To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>

Subject: Public Comment on July 2022 Agenda Item Thursday 17a - Application No. 5-91-286-A13 (City of Los Angeles,
Pacific Palisades)

Dear Coastal Commission:

| am a 46 year resident of El Medio Bluffs, Pacific Palisades on Northfield St. in El Medio Bluffs. | am the Area 4
Representative to the Pacific Palisades Community Council. | represent constituents on Asilomar Blvd., directly across
the street from the Asilomar View Park (Asilomar Park). EI Medio Bluffs and Asilomar Park are situated on the bluff
above PCH and Temescal Canyon Rd. El Medio Bluffs is a neighborhood of 780 R1 homes. Asilomar Park is a narrow
neighborhood park along the bluff and contiguous with the El Medio Bluffs community. El Medio Bluffs and Asilomar
Park are located to the west of Temescal Canyon Road and are geographically identical to the bluffs neighborhood to the
east (Via de las Olas and Friends St./west rim of Potrero Canyon).

| oppose the proposal to place a public entrance on Friends St. to the park in Potrero Canyon.

There is no need for this entrance because there will be sufficient access to the park via an entrance at the Palisades
Recreation Center. More importantly, based on my experience fighting problems at Asilomar Park, | believe that an
entrance on Friends St. would pose a significant safety risk for residents of Friends St. and the surrounding west rim
neighborhoods.

Asilomar Park is operated by the Los Angeles City Dept. of Recreation and Parks (RAP). For many years, Asilomar Park
has been frequented by individuals who drive to the park at night, park on the street in front of homes, ignore rules and
parking restrictions posted on signage, and engage in high risk and illegal activities involving smoking in a very high fire
risk zone, drugs, fireworks, vandalism and disturbing the peace. These activities are not only a nuisance but also pose a
serious public safety risk for nearby residents. Unfortunately, enforcement efforts against these activities have been
minimal or sporadic and the City/RAP provides no security, despite years of residents’ complaints, police reports and
requests for protection.

The Via de las Olas neighborhood, east of Temescal canyon Rd., also has a neighborhood park. It is named Via de las Olas
Bluffs View Park (Via Park) and is situated similarly on the bluffs above PCH and directly across the street from

homes. Via Park is adjacent to Potrero Canyon; Friends St. (on the Canyon rim) merges with Via de las Olas. Via Park to
my knowledge is also operated by RAP; | understand that RAP will also operate the future park in Potrero Canyon.



No RAP Park Rangers are assigned to Asilomar Park nor to my knowledge, to Via Park. | understand that the same types
of prohibited activities that occur at Asilomar Park also occur at Via Park. Based on experience, | believe they are also
likely to occur on Friends St. if a park entrance were placed there, posing a similar public safety risk for residents.

| urge you to deny the City’s application for permission to construct a public park entrance on Friends St.

Sincerely,

Karen Ridgley,

El Medio Bluffs neighborhood, including Asilomar View Park

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272



Amitay, Shahar@Coastal

From: SouthCoast@Coastal

Sent: Friday, July 8, 2022 2:51 PM

To: Amitay, Shahar@Coastal

Subject: FW: Public Comment on July 2022 Agenda Item Thursday 17a - Application No. 5-91-286-A13 (City

of Los Angeles, Pacific Palisades)

From: Navid Khodayari <navidkhodayari@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, July 8, 2022 1:14 PM

To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>

Subject: Public Comment on July 2022 Agenda Item Thursday 17a - Application No. 5-91-286-A13 (City of Los Angeles,
Pacific Palisades)

Dear Coastal Commission:

I am a multi-year resident of El Medio Bluffs, Pacific Palisades on Asilomar Blvd., directly across the street from the
Asilomar View Park (Asilomar Park). El Medio Bluffs and Asilomar Park are situated on the bluff above PCH and Temescal
Canyon Rd. El Medio Bluffs is a neighborhood of 780 R1 homes. Asilomar Park is a narrow neighborhood park along the
bluff and contiguous

with the El Medio Bluffs community. El Medio Bluffs and Asilomar Park are located to the west of Temescal Canyon Road
and are geographically identical to the bluffs neighborhood to the east (Via de las Olas and Friends St./west rim of
Potrero Canyon).

| oppose the proposal to place a public entrance on Friends St. to the park in Potrero Canyon. There is no need for this
entrance because there will be sufficient access to the park via an entrance at the Palisades Recreation Center. More
importantly, based on my experience, | believe that an entrance on Friends St. would pose a significant safety risk for
residents of Friends St. and the surrounding west rim neighborhoods.

Asilomar Park is operated by the Los Angeles City Dept. of Recreation and Parks (RAP). For many years, Asilomar Park
has been frequented by individuals who drive to the park at night, park on the street in front of homes, ignore rules and
parking restrictions posted on signage, and engage in high risk and illegal activities involving smoking in a very high fire
risk zone, drugs, fireworks, vandalism and disturbing the peace. These activities are not only a nuisance but also pose a
serious public safety risk for nearby residents. Unfortunately, enforcement efforts against these activities have been
minimal or sporadic and the City/RAP provides no security, despite years of residents’ complaints, police reports and
requests for protection.

The Via de las Olas neighborhood, east of Temescal canyon Rd., also has a neighborhood park. It is named Via de las Olas
Bluffs View Park (Via Park) and is situated similarly on the bluffs above PCH and directly across the street from homes.
Via Park is adjacent to Potrero Canyon; Friends St. (on the Canyon rim) merges with Via de las Olas. Via Park to my
knowledge is also operated by RAP; | understand that RAP will also operate the future park in Potrero Canyon.

No RAP Park Rangers are assigned to Asilomar Park nor to my knowledge, to Via Park. | understand that the same types
of prohibited activities that occur at Asilomar Park also occur at Via Park. Based on experience, | believe they are also

likely to occur on Friends St. if a park entrance were placed there, posing a similar public safety risk for residents.

| urge you to deny the City’s application for permission to construct a public park entrance on Friends St.



Sincerely,

Navid Khodayari
El Medio Bluffs neighborhood
Pacific Palisades



Amitay, Shahar@Coastal

From: SouthCoast@Coastal

Sent: Friday, July 8, 2022 4:42 PM

To: Amitay, Shahar@Coastal

Subject: FW: Public Comment on July 2022 Agenda Item Thursday 17a - Application No. 5-91-286-A13 (City

of Los Angeles, Pacific Palisades)

From: Lee Anne Sanderson <leeannesanderson@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, July 8, 2022 4:37 PM

To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>

Subject: Public Comment on July 2022 Agenda Item Thursday 17a - Application No. 5-91-286-A13 (City of Los Angeles,
Pacific Palisades)

| could not get my comments submitted on the website, so | will email you. Please add or submit my letter for me.

To: Southcoast@Coastal.com

https://www.coastal.ca.gov/meetings/agenda/#/2022/7

Dear Coastal Commission,

I am a 25 year resident of El Medio Bluffs, Pacific Palisades on Asilomar Blvd., directly across the street from the Asilomar View Park
(Asilomar Park). EI Medio Bluffs and Asilomar Park are situated on the bluff above PCH and Temescal Canyon Rd. El Medio Bluffs is a
neighborhood of 780 R1 homes. Asilomar Park is a narrow neighborhood park along the bluff and contiguous with the El Medio Bluffs
community. El Medio Bluffs and Asilomar Park are located to the west of Temescal Canyon Road and are geographically identical to
the bluffs neighborhood to the east (Via de las Olas and Friends St./west rim of Potrero Canyon).

| oppose the proposal to place a public entrance on Friends St. to the park in Potrero Canyon. There is no need for this entrance
because there will be sufficient access to the park via an entrance at the Palisades Recreation Center. Based on my personal 25 years
of experience, | believe that an entrance on Friends St. would pose a significant safety risk for residents of Friends St. and the
surrounding area.

Asilomar View Park is operated by the Los Angeles City Dept. of Recreation and Parks (RAP). For many years, Asilomar View Park has
been frequented by individuals who drive to the park at night, park on the street in front of homes, ignore rules and parking restrictions
posted on signage, and engage in high risk and illegal activities involving smoking in a very high fire risk zone, drugs, fireworks,
vandalism and disturbing the peace.These activities are not only a nuisance but also pose a serious public safety risk for nearby
residents. Unfortunately, enforcement efforts against these activities have been minimal or sporadic and the City/RAP provides no
security, despite years of residents’ complaints, police reports and requests for protection.

The Via de las Olas neighborhood, east of Temescal Canyon Rd., also has a neighborhood park. It is named Via de las Olas Bluffs
View Park (Via Park) and is situated similarly on the bluffs above PCH and directly across the street from homes. Via Park is adjacent
to Potrero Canyon; Friends St. (on the Canyon rim) merges with Via de las Olas. Via Park to my knowledge is also operated by RAP; |
understand that RAP will also operate the future park in Potrero Canyon.

No RAP Park Rangers are assigned to Asilomar View Park nor to my knowledge, to Via Park. | understand that the same types of
prohibited activities that occur at Asilomar Park also occur at Via Park. Based on my difficult experiences, | believe they are also likely
to occur on Friends St. if a park entrance were placed there, posing a similar public safety risk for residents.

| urge you to deny the City’s application for permission to construct a public park entrance on Friends St. It would horrible for the
residents and it is your job to keep them safe from fire and loitering and crime.

Thank you for keeping our neighboring beautiful and safe,

Respectfully Submitted,
Lee Anne Sanderson





