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Malibu Planning Commission 
Regular Meeting Agenda 

 
Monday, June 6, 2016 

6:30 p.m.  
City Hall – Council Chambers 

23825 Stuart Ranch Road 
 
Call to Order – Chair 
 
Roll Call – Recording Secretary 
 
Pledge of Allegiance 
 
Approval of Agenda 
 
Report on Posting of Agenda – May 27, 2016 
 
1. Ceremonials / Presentations 
 

None. 
 
2. Written and Oral Communication from the Public 
 

A. Communications from the Public concerning matters which are not on the agenda but for which the 
Planning Commission has subject jurisdiction.  The Planning Commission may not act on these 
matters except to refer the matters to staff or schedule the matters for a future agenda. 

 
B. Planning Commission and staff comments and inquiries 

 
3. Consent Calendar 
 

A. Previously Discussed Items 
 

None. 
 

B. New Items 
 

1. Approval of Minutes 
 
Recommended Action: Approve the minutes for the May 16, 2016 Regular Planning 
Commission meeting. 
 
Staff contact: Planning Director Blue, 456-2489 ext. 258 
 

2. Extension of Coastal Development Permit No. 09-058, Site Plan Review Nos. 09-048 and 
10-031, and Demolition Permit No. 10-028 – A request to extend the Planning 
Commission’s approval of an application for the construction of a new single-family 
residence and associated development 

 
Location: 32860 Pacific Coast Highway 
APN: 4473-017-020 
Owner:  Morteza Ejabat 
Case Planner: Senior Planner Fernandez, 456-2489 ext. 482 
 

http://www.malibucity.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Item/2204?fileID=2620
http://www.malibucity.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Item/2205?fileID=2621
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Recommended Action: Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-47 granting a one-
year extension of Coastal Development Permit No. 09-058, Site Plan Review Nos. 09-048 
and 10-031, and Demolition Permit No. 10-028 to allow the construction of a new, two-story 
single-family residence, subterranean garage and associated development in the Rural 
Residential-Two Acre zoning district located at 32860 Pacific Coast Highway (Ejabat). 
 

4. Continued Public Hearings 
 
 None.  

 
5. New Public Hearings 

   
A. Coastal Development Permit Amendment Nos. 15-008 through 15-012 – An application to amend 

Coastal Development Permit Nos. 07-145 through  07-149, including an Addendum to the Certified 
Crummer Site Subdivision Final Environmental Impact Report 
 
Location: 24108, 24120, 24134, 24150, and 24174 Pacific Coast Highway, within the 

appealable coastal zone 
APNs: 4458-018-019, 4458-018-018, and 4458-018-002   
Zoning: Planned Development (PD)   

 Owner: PCH Project Owner, LLC 
 Case Planner: Contract Planner Janowicz, 456-2489 ext. 345 

 
Recommended Action:  
1) Consider the Addendum to the Certified Crummer Site Subdivision Environmental Impact 
Report and make findings in support thereof, and adopt Resolution No. 16-54 approving Coastal 
Development Permit Amendment No. 15-008 amending Coastal Development Permit No. 07-145 for 
development on Lot 1 of the Crummer Site Subdivision Project, consisting of a 7,950 square foot, 
one-story single-family residence with a 1,000 square foot basement, 948 square foot garage, 
detached 623 square foot second unit, 531 square feet of covered loggia space that projects more 
than six feet;  outdoor barbeque area with trellis, swimming pool, spa and pool equipment, decking, 
hardscape, roof-top mechanical equipment, water features, fencing, grading, motor court, septic tank 
and landscaping located at 24108 Pacific Coast Highway, in the Planned Development Zoning 
District (PCH Project Owner, LLC).  
2) Consider the Addendum to the Certified Crummer Site Subdivision Environmental Impact 
Report and make findings in support thereof, and adopt Resolution No. 16-55 approving Coastal 
Development Permit Amendment No. 15-012 amending Coastal Development Permit No. 07-146, 
for development Lot 2 of the Crummer Site Subdivision Project, consisting of a 7,661 square foot, 
one-story single-family residence with a 1,579 square foot basement and subterranean garage, 458 
square foot gym, 480 square foot second unit, 733 square feet of covered loggia space that projects 
more than six feet; outdoor fireplace with trellis, swimming pool, spa, and pool equipment, decking, 
hardscape, roof-top mechanical equipment, water features, fencing, grading, motor court, septic tank, 
and landscaping located at 24120 Pacific Coast Highway, in the Planned Development Zoning 
District (PCH Project Owner, LLC).  
3) Consider the Addendum to the Certified Crummer Site Subdivision Environmental Impact 
Report and make findings in support thereof, and adopt Resolution No. 16-56 approving Coastal 
Development Permit Amendment No. 15-009 amending Coastal Development Permit No. 07-147  
for development on Lot 3 of the Crummer Site Subdivision Project, consisting a 8,155 square foot, 
one-story single-family residence with a 1,000 square foot basement, 479 square foot detached 
second unit, 716 square foot garage, 84 square foot cabana; trellis, swimming pool, spa and pool 
equipment, decking, hardscape, roof-top mechanical equipment, water features, fencing, grading, 
motor court, septic tank, and landscaping, located at 24134 Pacific Coast Highway, in the Planned 
Development Zoning District (PCH Project Owner, LLC).  
4) Consider the Addendum to the Certified Crummer Site Subdivision Environmental Impact 
Report and making findings in support thereof, and adopt Resolution No. 16-57 approving Coastal 
Development Permit Amendment No. 15-010 amending Coastal Development Permit No. 07-148 for 

http://www.malibucity.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Item/2207?fileID=2624
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development on Lot 4 of the Crummer Site Subdivision Project, consisting of a 7,878 square foot, 
one-story single-family residence with a 1,000 square foot basement, 886 square foot garage, 149 
square foot cabana, 600 square feet of covered loggia space that projects more than six feet; outdoor 
fireplace with trellis, swimming pool, spa and pool equipment, decking, hardscape, roof-top 
mechanical equipment, water features, fencing, grading, motor court, septic tank, and landscaping, 
located at 24150 Pacific Coast Highway, in the Planned Development Zoning District (PCH Project 
Owner, LLC).  
5) Consider the Addendum to the Certified Crummer Site Subdivision Environmental Impact 
Report and make findings in support thereof, and adopt Resolution No. 16-58 approving Coastal 
Development Permit Amendment No. 15-011 amending Coastal Development Permit No. 07-149 for 
development on Lot 5 of the Crummer Site Subdivision Project, consisting of a 8,738 square foot, 
one-story single-family residence with a 1,000 square foot basement, 885 square foot garage, 479 
square foot second unit, 188 square foot pool house, 700 square feet of covered loggia space that 
projects more than six feet; trellis, swimming pool, spa and pool equipment, decking, hardscape, 
roof-top mechanical equipment, water features, fencing, grading, motor court, septic tank, and 
landscaping, located at 24174 Pacific Coast Highway, in the Planned Development Zoning District 
(PCH Project Owner, LLC). 
   

B. Coastal Development Permit No. 14-020, Variance No. 14-011, Stringline Modification No. 15-001, 
Demolition Permit No. 15-013, and Code Violation No. 14-031 – An application for a new single-
family beachfront residence and associated development 
 
Location: 18954 Pacific Coast Highway, within the appealable coastal zone 
APN: 4449-002-005 

 Owner: MPH, LLC  
 Case Planner: Assoicate Planner Hawner, 456-2489 ext. 276 

 
Recommended Action: Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-52 determining the project is 
categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act, and approving Coastal 
Development Permit No. 14-020 to demolish an existing single-family residence, onsite wastewater 
treatment system, and solid wall at front property line, and construct a new 2,511 square foot, two-
story, single-family beachfront residence including a loft, rear decks, rooftop deck with spa and 
barbeque, seawall extension, and installation of a new alternative onsite wastewater treatment 
system, including Variance No. 14-011 for reduction of the unenclosed parking space width, 
Stringline Modification No. 15-001 for modification of the required building stringline, and 
Demolition Permit No. 15-013 for demolition of the existing single-family residence and associated 
development located in the Single-Family Medium zoning district located at 18954 Pacific Coast 
Highway (MPH, LLC). 
   

C. Administrative Plan Review No. 15-089, Site Plan Review Nos. 16-004, 16-005, 16-007 – An 
application for improvements to an existing single-family residence and guest house with associated 
development 
 
Location: 31948 Pacific Coast Highway 
APN: 4473-012-020 

 Owners: Jill and Wayne Cohen 
 Case Planner: Planning Technician Peltier, 456-2489 ext. 244 

 
Recommended Action: Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-53 determining the project is 
categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act, and approving Administrative 
Plan Review No. 15-089 to permit modifications to an existing single-family residence and guest 
house, exterior site work; Site Plan Review (SPR) No. 16-004 for a 50 percent reduction of the 
required front yard setback; SPR No. 16-005 for a 20 percent reduction of the required side yard 
setback; SPR No. 16-007 for the construction over 18 feet in height in the Single-Family Medium 
zoning district located at 31948 Pacific Coast Highway (Cohen). 
   

http://www.malibucity.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Item/2206?fileID=2622
http://www.malibucity.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Item/2208?fileID=2625
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D. Coastal Development Permit No. 11-046, Variance No. 16-011, and Site Plan Review Nos. 16-017 
and 16-018 - An application for the construction of a new two-story single-family residence and 
associated development 
 
Location: 6050 Murphy Way, not located within the appealable coastal zone 
APN: 4467-004-028 

 Owner: C.A. Rasmussen Co. LLC 
 Case Planner: Senior Planner Mollica, 456-2489 ext. 346 

 
Recommended Action: Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-51 determining the project is 
categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act, and approving Coastal 
Development Permit No. 11-046 – An application for the construction of a new 10,605 square foot, 
two-story single-family residence with attached guesthouse and a subterranean garage, for total 
development square footage for the site of 10,887, alternative onsite wastewater system, new 
driveway, restoration of unpermitted environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA) retaining walls, 
pool, spa, pool equipment, landscaping, patio with barbeque area, grading, and associated 
development, including Variance No. 16-011 to reduce the required ESHA buffer, Site Plan Review 
(SPR) No. 16-017 for a roof height of 28 feet, and SPR No. 16-018 to allow for remedial grading in 
the Rural Residential-Ten Acre zoning district located at 6050 Murphy Way (C.A. Rasmussen Co. 
LLC). 
 

6. Old Business 
 
 None.  
 
7. New Business 
 
 None.  
 
8. Planning Commission Items 
 

None.  
 
Adjournment 

Future Planning Commission Meetings 
 

Monday, June 20, 2016  6:30 p.m. Regular Planning Commission Meeting City Hall Council Chambers 
Tuesday, July 5, 2016   CANCELLED 
Monday, July 18, 2016  6:30 p.m. Regular Planning Commission Meeting City Hall Council Chambers 
Monday, August 1, 2016  6:30 p.m. Regular Planning Commission Meeting City Hall Council Chambers 

 
Guide to Planning Commission Proceedings 

 
The Oral Communication portion of the agenda is for members of the public to present items which are not listed on the agenda, but are 
under the subject matter jurisdiction of the Planning Commission.  No action may be taken under, except to direct staff, unless the Commission, 
by a two-thirds vote, determines that there is a need to take immediate action and that need came to the attention of the City after the posting of 
the agenda.  Although no action may be taken, the Commission and staff will follow up at an appropriate time on those items needing 
response.  Each speaker is limited to three (3) minutes.  Time may be surrendered by deferring one (1) minute to another speaker, not to exceed 
a total of eight (8) minutes.  The speaker wishing to defer time must be present when the item is heard.  In order to be recognized and present 
an item, each speaker must complete and submit to the Recording Secretary a Request to Speak form prior to the beginning of the item being 
announced by the Chair (forms are available outside the Council Chambers).  Speakers are taken in the order slips are submitted. 
 
Items in Consent Calendar Section A have already been considered by the Commission at a previous meeting where the public was invited to 
comment, after which a decision was made.  These items are not subject to public discussion at this meeting because the vote taken at the 
previous meeting was final.  Resolutions concerning decisions made at previous meetings are for the purpose of memorializing the decision to 
assure the accuracy of the findings, the prior vote, and any conditions imposed. 
 
 
 
 

http://www.malibucity.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Item/2209?fileID=2626


Planning Commission Regular Meeting Agenda Page - 5- June 6, 2016

Items in Consent Calendar Section B have not been discussed previously by the Commission. If discussion is desired, an item may be
removed from the Consent Calendar for individual consideration. Commissioners may indicate a negative or abstaining vote on any individual
item by so declaring prior to the vote on the motion to adopt the entire Consent Calendar. Items excluded from the Consent Calendar will be
taken up by the Commission following the action on the Consent Calendar. The Commission first will take up the items for which public
speaker requests have been submitted. Public speakers shall follow the rules as set forth under Oral Communication.

For Public Hearings involving zoning matters, the appellant and applicant will be given 15 minutes each to present their position to the
Planning Commission, including rebuttal time. All other testimony shall follow the rules as set forth under Oral Communication.

Old Business items have appeared on previous agendas but have either been continued or tabled to this meeting with no final action having
been taken. Public comment shall follow the rules as set forth under Oral Communication.

Items in New Business are items which are appearing for the first time for formal action. Public comment shall follow the rules as set forth
under Oral Communication.

Planning Commission Items are items which individual members of the Planning Commission may bring up for action, to propose future
agenda items, or to suggest future staff assignments. No new items will be taken-up after 10:30 p.m. without a two-thirds vote of the
Commission.

Planning Commission meetings are aired live and replayed on City of Malibu Government Access Channel 3 and on the City ‘s website at
www.malibucity.org.

Copies of the staff reports or other written documentation relating to each item of business described above are on file in the Planning
Department, Malibu City Hall, 23825 Stuart Ranch Road, Malibu, California, and are available for public inspection during regular office
hours which are 7.30 a.m. to 5:30p.m., Monday through Thursday and 7:30 a. m. to 4:30p.m., Friday. Written materials distributed to the
Planning Commission within 72 hours of the Planning Commission meeting are available for public inspection immediately upon distribution
in the Planning Department at 23825 Stuart Ranch Road, Malibu, California (Government Code Section 5495 7.5(b)(2). Copies ofstaffreports
and written materials may be purchased for $0.10 per page. Pursuant to state law, this agenda was posted at least 72 hours prior to the
meeting.

The City Hall telephone number is (310) 456-2489. To contact City Hall using a telecommunication device for the deaf (TDD), please call
(800) 735-2929 and a Cal~fornia Relay Service operator will assist you. In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, ~fyou need
special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact Acting Environmental Sustainability Director Craig George at (310) 456-2489,
ext. 229. Not~/ication 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this
meeting. [28 CFR 35.102-35.104 ADD Title II]. Requests for use of audio or video equipment during a Commission meeting should be
directed to Alex Montano at (310) 456-2489 ext. 227 or amontano~malibucitv. org before 1200p.m. on the day of the meeting.

I hereby certify under penalty ofperjury, under the laws of the State ofCalifornia that the foregoing agenda was posted in accordance with the
applicable legal requirements. Regular and Adjourned Regular meeting agendas may be amended up to 72 hours in advance of the meeting.
Dated this 27ih day ofMay, 2016.

~ ii’/’, ~ ~. — -

K~ thleen Stecko, enior 0 T& Assistant

http://www.malibucity.org/
mailto:amontano@malibucity.org


Commission Agenda Report

Chair Stack and Members of the Planning Commission

Kathleen Stecko, Senior Office Assistant 4~..jiI

Bonnie Blue, Planning Director k~.IS

May 24, 2016

Ap~rovaI of Minutes

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve the minutes for the May 16, 2016 Regular
Planning Commission meeting.

DISCUSSION: Staff has prepared draft minutes for the above-referenced Planning
Commission meeting and hereby submits the minutes for the Commission’s
consideration.

ATTACHMENT: May 16, 2016 Regular Planning Commission Meeting

Planning Commission
Meeting
06-06-16

Item
3.B.1.

To:

Prepared by:

Approved by:

Date prepared:

Subject:

Meeting Date: June 6, 2016
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MINUTES
MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION

REGULAR MEETING
MAY 16, 2016

COUNCIL CHAMBERS
6:30 P.M.

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Stack called the meeting to order at 6:31 p.m.

ROLL CALL

The following persons were recorded in attendance by the Recording Secretary:

PRESENT: Chair Roohi Stack; Vice Chair John Mazza; and Commissioners David
Brotman, Jeffrey Jennings and Mikke Pierson.

ALSO PRESENT: Bonnie Blue, Planning Director; Trevor Rusin, Assistant City
Attorney; Richard Mollica, Senior Planner; Adrian Fernandez, Senior Planner; Jessica
Colvard, Assistant Planner; and Kathleen Stecko, Recording Secretary.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Commissioner Brotman led the Pledge of Allegiance.

REPORT ON POSTING OF AGENDA

Recording Secretary Stecko reported that the agenda for the meeting was properly posted
on May 5, 2016, with the amended agenda properly posted on May 10, 2016.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

MOTION Vice Chair Mazza moved and Commissioner Pierson seconded a motion to approve
the agenda. The motion carried 5-0.

ITEM 1 CEREMONIAL/PRESENTATIONS

None.

ITEM 2.A. PUBLIC COMMENTS

None.

ITEM 2.B. COMMISSION / STAFF COMMENTS

Planning Director Blue announced the May 20, 2016 closure date of the public
comment period for the Seaboard Road Extension Project and the cancellation of
the July 5, 2016 Regular Planning Commission meeting.
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CONSENSUS
By consensus, the Commission directed staff to report back on the unused
conditional use permit that exists at the premises that formerly operated as a wine
bar at 22775 Pacific Coast Highway and address other unused conditional use
permits.

CONSENSUS
By consensus, the Commission moved to adjourn the meeting in honor of recently
deceased Ozzie Silna and Rabbit Kekai.

ITEM 3 CONSENT CALENDAR

Item No. 3.B.2. was pulled for discussion by Commissioner Pierson.

MOTION Chair Stack moved and Vice Chair Mazza seconded a motion to approve the
Consent Calendar. The motion carried 5-0.

The Consent Calendar consisted of the following items:

A. Previously Discussed Items
None.

B. New Items
1. Administrative Coastal Development Permit No. 15-065, Minor

Modification Permit No. 15-018, and Demolition Permit No. 16-008 — An
application for the partial demolition, remodel, and addition to an existing
residence and associated development
Location: 5838 Deerhead Road, not within the appealable coastal zone
APN: 4469-014-006
Owner: D and L Levitt Family Living Trust
Case Planner: Contract Planner Rudolph, 456-2489 ext. 238
Recommended Action: Receive and file the Planning Director’s report on
Administrative Coastal Development Permit No. 15-065, Minor
Modification No. 15-018, and Demolition Permit No. 16-008.

3. Approval of Minutes
Recommended Action: Approve the minutes for the May 2, 2016 Regular
Planning Commission meeting.
Staff contact: Planning Director Blue, 456-2489 ext. 258

The following item was pulled from the Consent Calendar for individual consideration:

2. Administrative Coastal Development Permit No. 14-039 and Site Plan
Review No. 14-024 — An application for the construction of g new single
family residence and associated development
Location: 27420 Calicut Road, not within the appealable coastal zone
APN: 4460-001-018
Owner: John Shamolian
Case Planner: Assistant Planner Colvard, 456-2489 ext. 234
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Recommended Action: Receive and file the Planning Director’s report on
Administrative Coastal Development Permit No. 14-039 and Site Plan
Review No. 14-024.

Disclosures: Commissioner Pierson and Vice Chair Mazza.

The Commission directed questions to staff.

As there were no further questions for staff, Chair Stack opened the public
comment.

Speakers: Ken Stockton; Valerio Pascotto; and Norman Haynie.

As there were no other speakers present, Chair Stack closed the public
comment and returned the matter to the table for discussion.

MOTION Commissioner Jennings moved and Vice Chair Mazza seconded a motion to require
the project to be considered by the Planning Commission as a regular coastal
development permit. The question was called and the motion failed, 2-3,
Commissioners Brotman and Jennings and Chair Stack dissenting resulting in the
Commission receiving and filing the Planning Director’s report on Administrative
Coastal Development Permit No. 14-03 9.

ITEM 4 CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. Coastal Development Permit No. 11-056 and Site Plan Review Nos. 11-029 and
16-010 - An application for the construction of a new two-story single-family
residence and associated development (Continued from April 18, 2016)
Location: 24157 Malibu Road, within the appealable coastal zone
APN: 4458-018-010
Owner: The Lyn and Laurie Konheim Trust
Recommended Action: Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-43
determining the project is categorically exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act, and approving Coastal Development Permit No. 11-056 to allow for
the construction of a new 10,680 square foot, two-story single-family residence,
detached garage, fences and gates, swimming pool, installation of a new alternative
onsite wastewater treatment system, and associated development including a Site
Plan Review (SPR) No. 11-029 for height in excess of 18 feet (up to 28 feet for a
pitched roof) and SPR No. 16-010 to allow for remedial grading, located in the
Single-Family Medium Density zoning district at 24157 Malibu Road (Konheim
Trust).

Senior Planner Mollica presented the staff report.

Disclosures: Commissioner Brotman and Vice Chair Mazza.

The Commission directed questions to staff.
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As there were no further questions for staff, Chair Stack opened the public hearing.

Speaker: Kari Kramer.

As there were no other speakers present, Chair Stack closed the public hearing and
returned the matter to the table. No further discussion occurred.

MOTION Commissioner Jennings moved and Commissioner Brotman seconded a motion to
adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-43, determining the project is
categorically exempt from the California Enviromnental Quality Act, and
approving Coastal Development Permit No. 11-056 to allow for the construction of
a new 10,680 square foot, two-story single-family residence, detached garage,
fences and gates, swimming pool, installation of a new alternative onsite
wastewater treatment system, and associated development including a Site Plan
Review (SPR) No. 11-029 for height in excess of 18 feet (up to 28 feet for a pitched
roof) and SPR No. 16-010 to allow for remedial grading, located in the Single-
Family Medium Density zoning district at 24157 Malibu Road (Konheim Trust).

The Commission directed questions to staff.

The question was called and the motion carried 5-0.

ITEM 5 NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. Coastal Development Permit No. 11-018, Variance No. 15-032, and Demolition
Permit No. 15-018 — An application for the demolition of the existing residence,
construction of a new two-story beachfront residence and associated development
Location: 23678 Malibu Colony Drive, within the appealable coastal

zone
APN: 4458-005-023
Owner: Old Joes LLC
Recommended Action: Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. No. 16-42,
determining the project is categorically exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act and approving Coastal Development Permit No. 11-018 for the
demolition of an existing single-family beachfront residence, construction of a new,
5,880 square foot, two-story single-family beachfront residence, 380 square foot
covered area, new ground floor deck, rear-facing balcony, swimming pool, spa,
sunken fire-pit, fencing, entry gates and installation of a new alternative onsite
wastewater treatment system, including Variance No. 15-032 for the location of the
two unenclosed parking spaces in designated spaces on the adjacent private street
located in the Single-Family Medium zoning district and Malibu Colony Overlay
District at 23678 Malibu Colony Drive (Old Joes, LLC).

Senior Planner Fernandez presented the staff report.

Disclosures: Commissioners Brotman and Pierson.

As there were no further questions for staff, Chair Stack opened the public hearing.
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Speaker(s): None.

As there were no speakers present, Chair Stack closed the public hearing and
returned the matter to the table. No further discussion occurred.

MOTION Vice Chair Mazza moved and Commissioner Pierson seconded a motion to adopt
Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-42, as amended: 1) determining the
project is categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act and
approving Coastal Development Pennit No. 11-018 for the demolition of an
existing single-family beachfront residence, construction of a new, 5,880 square
foot, two-story single-family beachfront residence, 380 square foot covered area,
new ground floor deck, rear-facing balcony, swimming pool, spa, sunken fire-pit,
fencing, entry gates and installation of a new alternative onsite wastewater
treatment system, including Variance No. 15-032 for the location of the two
unenclosed parking spaces in designated spaces on the adjacent private street
located in the Single-Family Medium zoning district and Malibu Colony Overlay
District at 23678 Malibu Colony Drive (Old Joes, LLC); and 2) removing
references indicating lateral easement had been offered. The question was called
and the motion carried 5-0.

ITEM 6 OLD BUSINESS

A. Conditional Use Permit No. 14-005 — 99 High Tide Collective, a Medical
Marijuana Dispensary Located at 22775 Pacific Coast Highway
Case Planner: Senior Planner Mollica, 456-2489 ext. 346
Recommended Action: Find the 99 High Tide Collective in compliance with
Conditional Use Permit No. 14-005 subject to the removal of the unpermitted
signage and the implementation of an onsite valet during the peak hours of
operation for the retail center.

Senior Planner Mollica presented the staff report.

Disclosures: Commissioners Brotman and Pierson and Vice Chair Mazza.

The Commission directed questions to staff.

As there were no further questions for staff, Chair Stack opened the public
comment.

Speakers: Norman Haynie; Yvonne Greene (Colton Broccoli, Bruce Denberg, and
Cyrus Fuhrmeister deferred time to Yvonne Greene); Modesto Chilingar (Candace
Brown deferred time to Modesto Chilingar); Marc Bittan; Rob Fuller; Aaron
Lachant; Alexander Willems; Heather Brady; K. Lani; Ileah Miezwa; Vanessa
Rodriquez; Cody Samuel; Kandice Samuel; Madeleine Miller; Sam Boyer; Tamer
El-Shakhs; Erika Maeir; Nick Eliopoulos; Alex Hakim; Steven Hakim; A.
Freeman; Timothy Martin; John Carstarphen; Jennifer Straiton; and Natalia
MacGamwell.
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As there were no other speakers present, Chair Stack closed the public comment
and returned the matter to the table for discussion.

RECESS Chair Stack called a recess at 9:07 p.m., reconvening at 9:23 with all
Commissioners present.

The Commission deliberated on the matter and directed questions to staff and
Alexander Willems.

MOTION Chair Stack moved and Commissioner Pierson seconded a motion to find the 99
High Tide Collective in compliance with the Malibu Municipal Code and the
conditions of approval of Conditional Use Permit No. 14-005 as required by
Condition No. 7, with the removal of the unpermitted signage and the
implementation of a parking attendant during the peak hours of operation for the
retail center. The question was called and the motion carried 4-1, Commissioner
Brotman dissenting.

ITEM 7 NEW BUSINESS

None.

ITEM 8 PLANNING COMMISSION ITEMS

None.

ADJOURNMENT

MOTION At 10:07 p.m., Vice Chair Mazza moved and Commissioner Pierson seconded a
motion to adjourn the meeting in the memory of Ozzie Silna and Rabbit Kekai. The
motion carried 5-0.

Approved and adopted by the Planning Commission
of the City of Malibu on _________________

ROOHI STACK, Chair

ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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Chair Stack and Members of the Planning Commission

Prepared by: Adrian Fernandez, Senior Planner

Approved by Bonnie Blue, Planning Director LY~

Date prepared: May 24, 2016 Meeting Date: June 6, 2016

Subject: Extension of Coastal Development Permit No. 09-058, Site Plan
Review Nos. 09-048 and 10-031, and Demolition Permit No. 10-028 —

A request to extend the Planning Commission’s approval of an
application for the construction of a new single-family residence and
associated development

Location: 32860 Pacific Coast Highway
APN: 4473-017-020
Owner: Morteza Ejabat

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-47
(Attachment 1) granting a one-year extension of Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No.
09-058, Site Plan Review (SPR) Nos. 09-048 and 10-031, and Demolition Permit (DP)
No. 10-028 to allow the construction of a new, two-story single-family residence,
subterranean garage and associated development in the Rural Residential-Two Acre
zoning district located at 32860 Pacific Coast Highway (Ejabat).

DISCUSSION: On May 17, 2011, the Planning Commission, adopted Resolution No.
11-53, approving the subject application. Pursuant to Local Coastal Program Local
Implementation Plan Section 13.21, Condition of Approval No. 7 in Planning Commission
Resolution No. 11-53 states that the coastal development permit and associated
requests shall expire if the project has not commenced within two years after final City
action. Extension to the permit may be granted by the approving authority for due cause.
The item before the Commission is an extension request by the applicant. An
abbreviated project chronology of the project, including scope of work and approvals,
can be found in Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-47.

To:

Planning Commission
Meeting
06-06-16

Item
3.B.2.
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The subject coastal development permit was originally approved on May 17, 2011, has
been extended two times previously, and is currently set to expire on May 17, 2016. On
May 2, 2016, the applicant submitted a third extension request to ensure a valid CDP
remains in place while building permits are obtained and work can be scheduled, which
would extend the approval to May 17, 2017.

CONCLUSION: The project conditions, and the zoning ordinance under which the
approval was issued, have not significantly changed. Upon the Planning Commission’s
approval of the time extension request, the approval set forth in Planning Commission
Resolution No. 11-53 shall remain valid for an additional one-year term. The expiration
date of this approval would then be May 17, 2017. All conditions of approval in Planning
Commission Resolution No. 11-53 will remain in effect.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-47
2. Time Extension Request
3. Public Hearing Notice

Copies of all previously issued resolutions relating to the project can be obtained from
the Planning Department upon request.
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CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 16-47

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNFNG COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MALIBU
GRANTING A ONE-YEAR EXTENSION OF COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT NO. 09-058, SITE PLAN REVIEW NOS. 09-048 AND 10-031, AND
DEMOLITION PERMIT NO. 10-028 TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF A
NEW, TWO-STORY SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE, SUBTERRANEAN
GARAGE AND ASSOCIATED DEVELOPMENT IN THE IN THE RURAL
RESIDENTIAL-TWO ACRE (RR-2) ZONING DISTRICT LOCATED AT 32860
PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY (EJABAT)

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

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. On May 17, 2011, the Planning Commission adopted Planning Commission
Resolution No. 11-53, approving Coastal Development Permit (CDP) 09-058, Site Plan Review Nos.
09-048 and 10-031, and Demolition Permit No. 10-028 for the demolition of an existing 3,512 square
foot, two-story single-family residence, construction of a new, 5,447 square foot, two-story single-
family residence with a 1,010 square foot basement, swimming pool, spa, pool deck, trellis,
associated hardscape, driveway widening, fire department turnaround, landscaping, retaining walls,
interior and exterior remodel of an existing 1,686 square foot detached accessory structure with a
new, 3,711 square foot subterranean garage and 232 square foot, above-ground garage lift enclosure,
and the installation of a new alternative onsite wastewater treatment system; including site plan
reviews for construction in excess of 18 feet in height for a 28 foot pitched roof, and construction on
slopes between 3 to 1 and 2.5 to 1.

B. On June 3, 2013, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 13-51 granting a
two-year time extension of CDP No. 09-058 and associated discretionary requests.

C. On June 15, 2015, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 15-42 granting a
two-year time extension of CDP No. 09-05 8 and associated discretionary requests.

D. On May 2, 2016, the applicant submitted a third time extension request.

E. On May 12, 2016, a Notice of Public Hearing was published in a newspaper of general
circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners and occupants within a
500-foot radius of the subject property.

F. On June 6, 2016, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the
request, reviewed and considered the agenda report, reviewed and considered written
correspondence, public testimony, and other information in the record.

ATTACHMENT I



Planning Commission Resolution No 16-47
Page 2 of 3

SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
the Planning Commission previously determined the project to be categorically exempt pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301(l)(1) and 15303(a) — demolition and construction of a single-
family residence. As such, Categorical Exemption No. 11-009 was filed for CDP No. 09-058.

SECTION 3. Findings of Fact.

Pursuant to Local Coastal Program Local Implementation Plan Section 13.21, the Planning
Commission, having considered the staff report, all written correspondence and oral testimony
presented at the public hearing, hereby finds that the applicant has demonstrated due cause for the
necessity of a time extension of the approval of the coastal development permit and associated
requests.

SECTION 4. Planning Commission Action.

A. The approval set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 11-53 is hereby
extended for an additional one-year term. The approval is now set to expire on May 17, 2017.

B. No other changes to the conditions contained in Planning Commission Resolution No.
11-53 are made and all other findings, terms and/or conditions contained in Planning Commission
Resolution No. 11-53 shall remain in full force and effect.

SECTION 5. The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 6th day of June, 2016.

ROOHI STACK, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary

LOCAL APPEAL - A decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council by
an aggrieved person by written statement setting forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall be
filed with the City Clerk within 10 days and shall be accompanied by an appeal form and proper
appeal fee. The appellant shall pay fees as specified in the Council adopted fee resolution in effect at
the time of the appeal. Appeal forms and fee schedule may be found online at
www.malibucity.org/planningforms, in person at City Hall, or by calling (310) 456-2489, extension
245.



Planning Commission Resolution No 16-47
Page 3 of 3

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 16-47 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City of Malibu at the regular meeting thereof held on the 6~ day of June,
2016, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary



MARNY RANDALL
909 Euclid Street, #6/Santa Monica, California 90403/Phone: 310-395-2615/Mobile: 310-386-5521

E-mail: marnyrandall@gmail.com

April 27, 2016 RECEIy~~
Adrian Fernandez, Assistant Planner t~,4y U 2 2016
City of Malibu -

23815 Stuart Ranch Road LANNI,v~ ~
Malibu, California 90265 ~

RE: 32860 Pacific Coast Highway/CDP 09-058/SPRs 09-048 & 10-031 and Demo Permit 10-028
Time Extension

Dear Adrian,

The owner of the above referenced property is applying for a two year Time Extension on CDP
09-058 and the modifications and demolition permit listed above. The grading permits have been
issued for both the subterranean garage/guest house construction and the main residence
construction Those grading permits are active The building plans for both the subterranean
garage/guest house remodel and the main residence have been approved, but those permits have
not yet been issued.

Due to the expectation of heavy rains this past winter, the project civil engineer submitted a letter
to the city’s Building Official advising against any grading during the rainy season. Thus, the
grading has not been completed to a stage that would allow for the construction of the
subterranean garage or the basement of the residence. We expect to obtain the building permits
for those structures in the next few months.

Contractors are extremely busy at this time, and scheduling of work is difficult due to the
demand, and due to the lack of qualified contractors in the area. Many contractors closed their
businesses and left the area after the crash of 2008, and the pooi of sub-contractors left in this
area, who are truly qualified to work on a project of this complexity, is limited.

Please let me know if you have any questions or need any additional information.

Marny Randa~

Cc: Via e-mail: Mory Ejabat, Elizabeth Suzuki, Sutton-Suzuki Architects, Jens Hoist, Holst
Brothers Construction

ATTACHMENT 2



Notice Continued...

The extension request will be presented on the consent
calendar based on staffs recommendation but any person
wishing to be heard may request at the beginning of the
meeting to have the application addressed separate
ly. Please see the recording secretary before start of the
meeting to have an item removed from consent calendar.
The Commission’s decision will be memorialized in a writ
ten resolution.

A written staff report will be available at or before the hear
ing for the project. All persons wishing to address the
Commission regarding this matter will be afforded an op
portunity in accordance with the Commission’s proce
dures.

Copies of all related documents are available for review at
City Hall during regular business hours. Written com
ments may be presented to the Planning Commission at
any time prior to the beginning of the public hearing.

LOCAL APPEAL - A decision of the Planning Commission
may be appealed to the City Council by an aggrieved per
son by written statement setting forth the grounds for ap
peal. An appeal shall be filed with the City Clerk within ten
days following the date of action for which the appeal is
made and shall be accompanied by an appeal form and
filing fee, as specified by the City Council. Appeal forms
may be found online at www.malibucity.org/planningforms
or in person at City Hall, or by calling (310) 456-2489,
extension 245.

IF YOU CHALLENGE THE CITY’S ACTION IN COURT,
YOU MAY BE LIMITED TO RAISING ONLY THOSE IS
SUES YOU OR SOMEONE ELSE RAISED AT THE PUB
LIC HEARING DESCRIBED IN THIS NOTICE, OR IN
WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE DELIVERED TO THE
CITY, AT OR PRIOR TO THE PUBLIC HEARING.

If you have questions regarding this notice, please contact
Adrian Fernandez, Senior Planner, at (310) 456-2489,
extension 482.

Date: May 12, 2016

By: Bonnie Blue, Planning Director

City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road

Malibu, CA 90265
(310) 456-2489 Fax (310) 456-7650

NOTICE OF
PUBLIC HEARING

The Malibu Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on
MONDAY, June 6, 2016, at 6:30 p.m. in the Council
Chambers, Malibu City Hall, 23825 Stuart Ranch Road,
Malibu, CA, for the project identified below.

EXTENSION OF COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO.
09-058, SITE PLAN REVIEW NOS. 09-048 AND 10-031,
AND DEMOLITION PERMIT NO. 10-028 — A third request to
extend the Planning Commission’s approval of an application
for the construction of a new single-family residence and
associated development

32860 Pacific Coast Highway
4473-017-020
Rural Residential-Two Acre
(RR-2)
Marny Randall
Morteza Ejabat Trust
May 2, 2016
Adrian Fernandez
Senior Planner
(310) 456-2489, ext. 482
afernandez@malibucity.org

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning
Commission analyzed the proposed project. The Planning
Commission found that this project is listed among the classes
of projects that have been determined not to have a significant
adverse effect on the environment. Therefore, the project is
categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301(l)(1) and 15303(a) —

demolition and construction of a single-family residence. The
Planning Commission further determined that none of the six
exceptions to the use of a categorical exemption apply to this
project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2).
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Commission Agenda Report

Chair Stack and Members of the Planning Commission

Prepared by: Jasch Janowicz, Contract Planner

Approved by:

Date prepared:

Bonnie Blue, Planning Director~-~~

May 26, 2016 Meeting Date: June 6, 2016

Subject: Coastal DeveloDment Permit Amendment Nos. 15-008 through 15-
012 — An ar~Iication to amend Coastal DeveloDment Permit Nos. 07-
145 through
Crummer Site

07-149, including an Addendum to the Certified
Subdivision Final Environmental lmDact ReDort

Location:

APN5:

Zoning:
Owner:

24108, 24120, 24134, 24150, and 24174
Pacific Coast Highway, within the
appealable coastal zone
4458-018-019, 4458-018-018, and
4458-018-002
Planned Development (PD)
PCH Project Owner, LLC

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

1) Consider the Addendum to the Certified Crummer Site Subdivision Environmental
Impact Report and make findings in support thereof, and adopt Resolution No. 16-54
approving Coastal Development Permit Amendment No. 15-008 amending Coastal
Development Permit No. 07-145 for development on Lot 1 of the Crummer Site
Subdivision Project, consisting of a 7,950 square foot, one-story single-family
residence with a 1,000 square foot basement, 948 square foot garage, detached 623
square foot second unit, 531 square feet of covered loggia space that projects more
than six feet; outdoor barbeque area with trellis, swimming pool, spa and pool
equipment, decking, hardscape, roof-top mechanical equipment, water features,
fencing, grading, motor court, septic tank and landscaping located at 24108 Pacific
Coast Highway, in the Planned Development Zoning District (PCH Project Owner,
LLC).

2) Consider the Addendum to the Certified Crummer Site Subdivision Environmental
Impact Report and make findings in support thereof, and adopt Resolution No. 16-55

To:
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approving Coastal Development Permit Amendment No. 15-012 amending Coastal
Development Permit No. 07-146, for development Lot 2 of the Crummer Site
Subdivision Project, consisting of a 7,661 square foot, one-story single-family
residence with a 1,579 square foot basement and subterranean garage, 458 square
foot gym, 480 square foot second unit, 733 square feet of covered loggia space that
projects more than six feet; outdoor fireplace with trellis, swimming pool, spa, and
pool equipment, decking, hardscape, roof-top mechanical equipment, water features,
fencing, grading, motor court, septic tank, and landscaping located at 24120 Pacific
Coast Highway, in the Planned Development Zoning District (PCH Project Owner,
LLC).

3) Consider the Addendum to the Certified Crummer Site Subdivision Environmental
Impact Report and make findings in support thereof, and adopt Resolution No. 16-56
approving Coastal Development Permit Amendment No. 15-009 amending Coastal
Development Permit No. 07-147 for development on Lot 3 of the Crummer Site
Subdivision Project, consisting a 8,155 square foot, one-story single-family residence
with a 1,000 square foot basement, 479 square foot detached second unit, 716
square foot garage, 84 square foot cabana; trellis, swimming pool, spa and pool
equipment, decking, hardscape, roof-top mechanical equipment, water features,
fencing, grading, motor court, septic tank, and landscaping, located at 24134 Pacific
Coast Highway, in the Planned Development Zoning District (PCH Project Owner,
LLC).

4) Consider the Addendum to the Certified Crummer Site Subdivision Environmental
Impact Report and making findings in support thereof, and adopt Resolution No. 16-
57 approving Coastal Development Permit Amendment No. 15-010 amending
Coastal Development Permit No. 07-148 for development on Lot 4 of the Crummer
Site Subdivision Project, consisting of a 7,878 square foot, one-story single-family
residence with a 1,000 square foot basement, 886 square foot garage, 149 square
foot cabana, 600 square feet of covered loggia space that projects more than six
feet; outdoor fireplace with trellis, swimming pool, spa and pool equipment, decking,
hardscape, roof-top mechanical equipment, water features, fencing, grading, motor
court, septic tank, and landscaping, located at 24150 Pacific Coast Highway, in the
Planned Development Zoning District (PCH Project Owner, LLC).

5) Consider the Addendum to the Certified Crummer Site Subdivision Environmental
Impact Report and make findings in support thereof, and adopt Resolution No. 16-58
approving Coastal Development Permit Amendment No. 15-011 amending Coastal
Development Permit No. 07-149 for development on Lot 5 of the Crummer Site
Subdivision Project, consisting of a 8,738 square foot, one-story single-family
residence with a 1,000 square foot basement, 885 square foot garage, 479 square
foot second unit, 188 square foot pool house, 700 square feet of covered loggia
space that projects more than six feet; trellis, swimming pool, spa and pool
equipment, decking, hardscape, roof-top mechanical equipment, water features,
fencing, grading, motor court, septic tank, and landscaping, located at 24174 Pacific
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Coast Highway, in the Planned Development Zoning District (PCH Project Owner,
LLC).

DISCUSSION: When the Coastal Commission approved the LCP Amendment for the
Crummer Subdivision in August 2015, it did so subject to several project modifications,
which the City accepted when it adopted the LCPA in September 2015. The
modifications eliminated the need for Site Plan Review and necessitated changes to the
CDPs previously approved by the Planning Commission. Accordingly, the CDP
Amendment requests would modify the design of each single-family residence proposed
on Lots 1-5 in conformance with the Planned Development (PD) Zoning District
development standards adopted by the California Coastal Commission (CCC) and the
City of Malibu.

This agenda report will provide an overview of the project, including a summary of the
proposed CDPA amendments to the previously approved single-family residences
located on Lots 1 through 5. The report summarizes staff’s analysis of the project’s
consistency with PD Zoning District standards and the applicable provisions of the
Malibu Local Coastal Program (LCP). To address the modifications to the projects that
have been made since certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR), an
Addendum has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). The discussion and analysis demonstrates the project is consistent with
the PD Zoning District development standards, the LCP, and CEQA.

Background

On February 14, 2014, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 14-11, which certified
the Final EIR and adopted the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for
the Crummer project; adopted Resolution No. 14-12, which approved CDP No. 07-144
and VTTM No. 07-033 for the subdivision of one legal parcel into seven lots and the
associated grading and infrastructure; and adopted Resolution No. 14-13, which
approved Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 12-001. On May 18, 2014, the
Planning Commission considered the above-referenced CDPs and SPRs. At this public
hearing, the Planning Commission approved Resolution Nos. 14-03 through 14-07,
approving the development of one and two-story residences on Lots I through 5 of the
Crummer Site Subdivision, contingent upon CCC certification of the LCPA. On April 2,
2014, the City submitted its LCPA to the CCC for consideration.

On February 12, 2015, the CCC held a public hearing to consider the proposed LCPA.
After considering all of the testimony regarding the LCPA, the CCC continued the
hearing and directed CCC staff, the applicant, the property owner, and the City of Malibu
to address the CCC’s comments and suggestions. The Commission suggested further
limiting the height of the residences, further clustering, reducing the overall number of
lots, expanding the open space area, and modifying the entry gate.
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During the months that followed, the project applicant worked with City staff and CCC
staff to modify the project design consistent with the revisions recommended by CCC
staff. The revisions included:

1) Incorporating an earthen berm along the eastern edge of Lots 1 and 2 that gives
the appearance of a natural-looking extension of the bluff slopes and helps to
further minimize views of the structures from downcoast public viewing areas;

2) Reducing the height within the easternmost approximately 2,500 square feet of the
residence on Lot 2 by three feet (from 18 feet down to 15 feet) and shifting the
pool and patio on Lot 2 approximately 12 feet closer to the residence;

3) Reducing the height of the southwest corner of the residence on Lot 5 by three
feet (from 18 feet down to 15 feet) and shifting the pool, patio, and cabana on Lot
5 approximately 10 feet to the east and six feet closer to the residence; and

4) Shifting the guest house on Lot 1 closer to the primary residence.
5) Relocating the entry gate and guard house farther way from the public park and

reducing the size of the guard house;
6) Increasing the size of the open space conservation easement area by

approximately 64,000 square feet; and
7) Modifying the landscaping plan to reduce the maximum height of proposed

landscaping to 25 feet.

On August 12, 2015, the CCC held a public hearing to consider the revised project’s
consistency with the proposed LCPA. After hearing all of the testimony regarding the
LCPA, the Commission adopted the City of Malibu LCP Amendment LCP-4-MAL-14-
0408-1 subject to three suggested modifications consistent. The suggested modifications
included: (1) minor text revisions to the definition of the PD Zone in Chapter 5 of the
Land Use Plan, (2) minor revisions to the PD development standards to match the
changes listed above, and (3) inclusion of the Malibu Coast Estate Planned
Development Map I to Appendix 2 of the Local Implementation Plan (LIP).

On September 28, 2015 and October 14, 2015, the City Council adopted the CCC’s
modifications, which amended Chapter 5 of the Land Use Plan and established the final
development standards for the Crummer Site Subdivision. The CCC Executive Director
reported the City’s action to the CCC and the approval was confirmed “legally adequate”
and certified by the CCC in a letter dated November 9, 2015.

The development on Lot 6 (CDP No. 07-144) is limited to a private access road, a guard
house, and an entry gate. Since the changes to the development resulting from the CCC
modifications are limited to the relocation of the guard house and guard gate, a reduction
in guard house height, and a reduction in guard house square footage, the Planning
Director reviewed the changes and found them in substantial conformance with the
original Planning Commission approval (Resolution No. 14-02) and the certified PD
development standards, including Exhibit A - Planned Development Map 1.
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Project Setting and Surrounding Land Uses

The project site is an irregularly shaped, approximately 24-acre vacant, bluffiop parcel
located on the southeast corner of Malibu Canyon Road and Pacific Coast Highway
(PCH). The site includes coastal bluff and an inland bluff features. The site generally
consists of a large flat pad which descends to the south into a bluff face, to the north into
a cut slope that was constructed as part of PCH, and to the east toward the adjacent
vacant private residential property. The slopes along the southern boundary drop
approximately 120 feet toward private properties along either side of Malibu Road. The
slopes along the eastern boundary drop approximately 65 feet toward the adjacent
property. The northern property line of the project site runs parallel to PCH. At the
northwest corner, the project site is at approximately the same grade as PCH, but the
grade separation between PCH and the project site quickly increases when traveling
east along the northern property line. Ultimately, the project site rises to an elevation
approximately 60 feet higher than PCH at the northeast corner of the property. An aerial
view of the project site and the immediately adjoining uses is included as Attachment 6.

According to the LOP Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) Overlay Map, the
project site is not designated as ESHA; however, ESHA is located immediately to the
southwest of the subject property on State Park land. There are two drainage channels
located on the subject property; however, there is no resource-dependent riparian
vegetation present. The Winter Mesa drainage channel is located approximately 400 feet
east of the project site and runs parallel to the eastern property line from north to south.
The project does not propose new structures within the appealable jurisdiction as
depicted on the CCC Post-LCP Certification Permit and Appeal Jurisdiction Map;
however, fuel modification would extend into the appealable jurisdiction and therefore,
the proposed project is appealable to the CCC.

Surrounding land uses are as follows:

• East — Towing Site Subdivision (under construction) and, approximately 800 feet
east at the corner of PCH and Webb Way, the Malibu Colony Plaza shopping
center.

• West — Malibu Bluffs Park and the SMMC-owned park land surrounds Malibu
Bluffs Park to the south and west1.

• North, across PCH — Vacant land (proposed 27.8 acre Malibu Memorial Park
cemetery project), to northeast are multi-family residences on DeVille Way and
Civic Center Way, and to the northwest, Pepperdine University.

• South — Single-family residences, Malibu Road and the Pacific Ocean.

The City is currently in the process of preparing the Bluffs Park Master Plan and an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for 83 acres of undeveloped open space and 10 acres of developed park space under an agreement with
SMMC.
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Project Description

The proposed project
Lots 1-5. Tables 1
development statistics

involves modifying the design of five single-family residences on
through 5 include a comparison of the proposed project’s
with the previously approved development statistics.

Table I - Lot I Proposed Prolect vs. Previously Approved Project
Specification ProposedProject Previously Approved Net

Project Change
Building Height 18 feet 28 feet -10
First Floor Sq. Ft. 7,950 5,474 +2,476
Second Floor Sq. Ft. N/A 2,565 -2,565
Basement Sq. Ft. 0 0 0
included in TDSF
Basement Gross Sq. Ft. 1,000 1,000 0
Garage Sq. Ft. 948 891 +57
Second Unit Sq. Ft. 623 615 +8
Covered Loggia Sq. Ft. 531 507 +24
TDSF 10,052 10,052 0
Grading Quantities 1,972 CY (Non Exempt) 1,972 CY (Non Exempt) 0

In summary, the proposed re-design of Lot I eliminates the second floor and re
configures the one-story building footprint and associated structures. Building heights
would not exceed 18 feet. A 4 foot tall landscaped earthen berm is proposed along the
eastern boundary of Lot 1 to further screen the residence and reduce its visibility from
downcoast public views.

Table 2 - Lot 2 Proposed Project vs. Previously Approved Proiect
Specification Proposed Project Previously Approved Net

Project Change
Building Height 18 feet and 15 feet 18 feet 0
First Floor Sq. Ft. 7,661 7,661 0
Second Floor Sq. Ft. 0 0 0
Subterranean Garage/ 290 290 0
Basement Sq. Ft.
included in TDSF
Basement Gross Sq. Ft. 1,579 1,853 -274
Garage Sq. Ft. per LIP 0 (part of subterranean 0 (part of subterranean 0
3.6(K)(3) garage) garage)
Gym Sq. Ft. 458 458 0
Second Unit Sq. Ft. 480 480 0
Covered Loggia Sq. Ft. 733 733 0
TDSF 9,622 9,622 0
Grading Quantities 1,994 CY (Non Exempt) 1,992 CCY (Non Exempt) +2
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The proposed re-design of Lot 2 slightly reduces the subterranean garage square
footage. The building height remains no taller than 18 feet and the height within the
eastern most 2,500 square feet of the residence has been reduced from 18 feet to 15
feet. A 4 foot tall landscaped earthen berm is proposed along the eastern boundary of
Lot 2 to further screen the residence and reduce its visibility from downcoast public
views.

Table 3 - Lot 3 Proposed Project vs. Previously Approved Project
Specification Proposed Project Previously Approved Net

Project Change
Building Height 18 feet 28 feet -10
First Floor Sq. Ft. 8,155 4,435 +3,720
Second Floor Sq. Ft. 0 3,285 -3,285
Basement Sq. Ft. 0 0 0
included in TDSF
Basement Gross Sq. Ft. 1,000 1,000 0
Garage Sq. Ft. 716 716 0
Cabana Sq. Ft. 84 84 0
Second Unit Sq. Ft. 479 435 +44
Covered Loggia Sq. Ft. 0 479 -479
TDSF 9,434 9,434 0
Grading Quantities 1,992 CY (Non Exempt) 1,992 CY (Non Exempt) 0

In summary, the proposed re-design of Lot 3 eliminates the second floor and re
configures the one-story building footprint and associated structures. Building heights
would not exceed 18 feet.

Table 4 - Lot 4 Proposed Project vs. Previously Approved Project
Specification Proposed Project Previously Approved Net

Project Change
Building Height 18 feet 28 feet -10
First Floor Sq. Ft. 7,878 4,659 +3,219
Second Floor Sq. Ft. 0 3,193 -3,193
Basement Sq. Ft. 0 0 0
Included in TDSF
Basement Gross Sq. Ft. 1000 994 +6
Garage Sq. Ft 886 881 +5
Cabana Sq. Ft 149 149 0
Covered Loggia Sq. Ft. 600 631 -31
TDSF 9,513 9,513 0
Grading Quantities 1,831 CY (Non Exempt) 1,831 CY (Non Exempt) 0
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In summary, the proposed re-design of Lot 4 eliminates the second floor and re
configures the one-story building footprint and associated structures. Building heights
would not exceed 18 feet.

Table 5 - Lot 5 Proposed Project vs. Previously Approved Project
Specification Proposed Project Previously Approved Net

Project Change
Building Height 18 feet and 15 feet 24 feet -6
First Floor Sq. Ft. 8,738 4,700 +4,038
Second Floor Sq. Ft. 0 3,622 -3,622
Basement Sq. Ft. 0 376 -376
included in TDSF
Basement Gross Sq. Ft. 1,000 1,752 -752
Garage Sq. Ft. 885 885 0
Pool Bath Sq. Ft. 188 188 0
Second Unit Sq. Ft. 479 479 0
Covered Loggia Sq. Ft. 700 700 0
TDSF 10,990 10,990 0
Grading Quantities 1,777 CY (Non Exempt) 1,777 CY (Non Exempt) 0

In summary, the proposed re-design of Lot 5 eliminates the second floor and re
configures the one-story building footprint and associated structures. The building height
is no taller than 18 feet and the height within the south western portion of the structure
has been reduced from 18 feet to 15 feet. The pool, patio, and cabana were relocated
approximately 10 feet to the east and six feet closer to the residence to minimize views
from the adjacent Malibu Bluffs Park open space.

Applicable Development Standards (Lots 1-5)

The approved Planned Development Zoning District includes property development and
design standards that apply to Lots 1-5. The following development standards have
replaced the corresponding development standards otherwise contained in LIP Section
3.6 (Residential Development Standards); however, all requirements of the LCP,
including LIP Section 3.5 (General Regulations I Development Standards), that are not
inconsistent with the criteria listed below remain in effect. Table 6 summarizes the
applicable standards.
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Table 6 - Proposed Development Standards for Lots 1 —5
Lots 1-5 • The TDSF on each of Lot:
Structure o Lot 1: 10,052 Sf.
Size o Lot2:9,642sf.

o Lot 3: 9,434, Sf.
o Lot4:9,513sf.
o Lot 5: 10,990sf.

• Combinations of Basements, Cellars and/or Subterranean Garages. If
any combination of basements, cellars, and/or subterranean garages
is proposed, the initial one-thousand (1,000) square feet of the
combined area shall not count toward TDSF. Any additional area in
excess of one-thousand (1,000) square feet shall be included in the
calculation of TDSF at ratio of one square foot for every two square
feet proposed.

• Covered areas, such as covered patios, eaves, and awnings that
project up to six feet from the exterior wall of the structure shall not
count toward TDSF; if the covered areas project more than six feet,
the entire covered area (including the area within the six foot
projection) shall be included in TDSF.

• The development footprint on each lot (Lot Nos. 1-5) shall
substantially conform to that indicated on “Malibu Coast Estate
Planned Development Map 1” of this LIP. Structures on LotS shall be
setback a minimum of 190 feet from the edge of the bluff as identified
on “Malibu Coast Estate Planned Development Map 1” in order to
ensure that impacts to public views of the eastern Malibu coastline as
seen from Malibu Bluffs Park are minimized. The structural setback
on Lot 5 does not apply to at grade improvements or low profile
above-grade improvements for accessory uses not to exceed 10 feet

_____________ in height.
Lots 1-5 • Front yard setbacks shall be at least twenty (20) percent of the total
Setbacks depth of the lot, or sixty-five (65) feet, whichever is less. However, the

front yard setback for Lot 5 shall be at least forty-three (43) feet.
• Side yard setbacks shall be cumulatively at least twenty-five (25)

percent of the total width of the lot but, in no event, shall a single side
yard setback be less than ten (10) percent of the width of the lot.

• Rear yard setbacks shall be at least fifteen (15) percent of the lot
depth.

_____________ • Parkiand setbacks in LIP Section 3.6(F)(6) shall not apply.
Lots 1-5 • Every residence and every other building or structure associated with
Structure a residential development (excluding chimneys), including satellite
Height dish antenna, solar panels and rooftop equipment, shall not be higher

than eighteen (18) feet, except the easternmost approximately 2,500
sq. ft. of the residence on Lot 2 and the southwestern corner of the

____________ residence on Lot 5 shall not be higher than 15 feet, as indicated on
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Table 6 - Proposed Development Standards for Lots 1 —5
“Malibu Coast Estate Planned Development Map 1” of this LIP.
Height is measured from natural or finished grade, whichever is
lower.

• Mechanical equipment, including screens may not exceed roof height.
Roof-mounted mechanical equipment shall be integrated into the roof
design and screened.

. In no event shall the maximum number of stories above grade be
greater than two. Basements and subterranean garages shall not be
considered a story.

Lots 1-5 • Notwithstanding other provisions of this Code, all grading associated
Grading with the berm, ingress, egress, including safety access, shall be

considered exempt grading.
• Non-exempt grading shall be limited to 2,000 cubic yards per lot.
• Net export shall be limited to 3,500 cubic yards per lot.

Lots 1-5 The impermeable coverage requirement in LIP Section 3.6(l) shall apply.
Impermeable
Coverage
Lots 1-5 • In addition to the requirements of LIP Section 3.10, site landscaping
Landscaping shall be designed to minimize views of the approved structures as
& Screening seen from public viewing areas, including the use of native trees to

screen approved structures. Landscaping and trees shall be
selected, sited, and maintained to not exceed 25 feet.

• A natural-looking earthen berm that is 4 feet in height (except for the
northernmost 30 foot long portion on Lot 1 that shall be no less than 2
feet in height) above finished grade shall be constructed along the
east side of all approved structures on Lots 1 and 2 to minimize views
of the development from downcoast public viewing locations. The
location and height of the berm shall substantially conform to that
indicated on “Malibu Coast Estate Planned Development Map 1” of
this LIP. The berm shall be vegetated with lower-lying native species
that blend with the natural bluff landscape.

Lots 1-5 • Two enclosed and two unenclosed parking spaces. The minimum size
Parking for a residential parking space shall be 18 feet long by 10 feet wide.

• One enclosed or unenclosed parking space for a guest unit or second
unit.

Lots 1-5 • Structures shall be limited to colors compatible with the surrounding
Colors and environment and landscape (earth tones), including shades of green,
Lighting brown, and gray with no white or light or bright tones. The color

palette shall be specified on plans submitted in building plan check
and must be approved by the Planning Director prior to issuance of a
building permit. All windows shall be comprised of non-glare glass.

• Lighting must comply with LIP Section 6.5(G).
Permit • To insure the protection of scenic and visual resources in accordance
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Table 6 - Proposed Development Standards for Lots 1 —5
Required with the provisions of the LCP, any future improvements to structures
Lots 1-5 or significant changes to landscaping beyond that authorized by the

coastal development permit (CDP) for each residential lot (Lots 1-5),
which would ordinarily be exempt from a CDP pursuant to LIP Section
13.4.1, shall be subject to a new CDP or permit amendment.

LCP Analysis

The Malibu LCP consists of a Land Use Plan (LUP) and the LIP. The LUP contains
programs and policies to implement the Coastal Act in Malibu. The purpose of the LIP is
to carry out the policies of the LUP. The LIP contains specific policies and regulations to
which every project requiring a coastal development permit must adhere. This project
has been reviewed and approved for LCP conformance review by the Planning
Department, as well as the City Biologist and the City’s Geotechnical Staff.
Departmental review sheets are included as Attachment 9.

There are 14 sections within the LIP that potentially require conformance review and
specific findings to be made, depending on the nature and location of the proposed
project. Of these 14, five sections are for conformance review only and require no
findings. These sections include Zoning, Grading, Archaeological I Cultural Resources,
Water Quality and Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems, and are discussed under the
LIP Conformance section.

The remaining nine sections that potentially require specific findings to be made are
found in the following LIP chapters: 1) Coastal Development Permit Findings; 2) ESHA;
3) Native Tree Protection; 4) Scenic, Visual and Hillside Resource Protection; 5)
Transfer of Development Credits; 6) Hazards; 7) Shoreline and Bluff Development; 8)
Public Access; and 9) Land Division. Of these nine, General Coastal Development
Permit finding, Scenic, Visual and Hillside Resource Protection, Hazards, and Shoreline
and Bluff Development apply to the project. Consistency review with these sections is
discussed later in the LIP Findings section.

LIP Conformance

Zoning (LIP Charter 3)

On September 28, 2016, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 398 approving LCPA
No. 12-001 I ZTA No. 12-001 establishing the development standards for the Malibu
Coast Estate PD Zoning District. Table 7 below compares the proposed project’s
characteristics against the adopted PD development standards and the general
residential development standards (GRDS) in LIP Section 3.6.
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Table 7 — PD Development Standards Conformance
Adopted Malibu Coast
Estate PD Development Allowed!Required Proposed Comments

Standards

Front Yard Setback 65 Feet Lot 1: 65 ft. Complies
20% of lot depth, up to 65 43 Feet for Lot 5 Lot 2: 65 ft.

ft. max. Lot 3: 65 ft.
Lot4:65ft.
Lot5:43ft.

Rear Yard Setback Same as GRDS Lot 1: 81.7 ft. Complies
15% of Iotdepth Lot2: 113.4 ft.

Lot3:93.2ft.
Lot4: 114.3 ft.
Lot5:72.7ft.

Side Yard Setback Same as GRDS Lot 1: 77 ft. Complies
(cumulative) Lot 2: 60 ft.

Lot 3: 42 ft.
25% of lot width Lot 4: 67 ft.

Lot 5: 1075 ft.
Side Yard Setback Same as GRDS Lot 1: 30.5 ft. Complies

(minimum) Lot 2: 24 ft.
Lot3:21 ft.

10% of lot width Lot 4:27 ft.
Lot 5: 43 ft.

Bluff Setback (structures Same as GRDS Lot 1: 100 ft. Complies
with foundation) Lot 2: 95 ft.

Lot3:55ft.
Lot 4: 115 ft.

Bluff setback (Structures Same as GRDS 15 feet (fencing) Complies
without_foundation)

PARKING Same as GRDS 2 enclosed Complies
2 unenclosed
I space for second
u n it

TDSF (in sq. ft.) Lot 1: 10,052 Lot 1: 10,052 Complies
Lot 2: 9,642 Lot 2: 9,622 Complies
Lot 3: 9,434 Lot 3: 9,434 Complies
Lot 4: 9,513 Lot 4: 9,513 Complies
Lot 5: 10,990 Lot 5: 10,990 Complies

HEIGHT Lots 2 and 5: 18 Lot 1: 18 feet Complies
feet and 15 feet Lot 2: 18 feet, 15 feet Complies
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Table 7 — PD Development Standards Conformance
Adopted Malibu Coast
Estate PD Development AllowedlRequired Proposed Comments

Standards

where applicable. Lot 3: 18 feet pitched Complies
Lot 4: 18 feet Complies

Lots 1,3, & 4: 18 feet Lot 5: 18 feet, 15 feet Complies

IMPERMEABLE Same as GRDS Lot 1: 21,771 sq. ft. Complies
COVERAGE Lot 2: 23,500 sq. ft.

Lot 3: 23,934 sq. ft.
Lot 4: 23,950 sq. ft.
Lot 5: 22,920 sq. ft.

BASEMENT Combinations of Basements are fully Complies
basements, cellars, enclosed and do not
and subterranean daylight more than 3
garages up to 1,000 feet. Only light wells
sq. ft. shall not count proposed, no walk-out
toward TDSF. Above basements.
1,000 sq. ft. shall be
count towards TDSF
at ratio of 1 sq. ft. for
every2sq.ft.
proposed. No walk
out basements.

SLOPES Same as GRDS 3 to 1 or flatter Complies
Front/Side Yard Fencing Same as GRDS 42” solid + 30” Complies

wrought iron (up to 6’
max)

Rear Yard Fencing Same as GRDS 6’ wrought iron Complies
Retaining Walls Same as GRDS 6 ft. or less single wall Complies
Vehicle Entry Gate Same as GRDS 42” solid + 30” Complies

wrought iron (up to 6’
max)

GRADING Ingress, egress, Lot 1: 1,972 CYD5 Complies
including safety Lot 2: 1,994 CYDs
access considered Lot 3: 1,992 CYDs
exempt. Non-exempt Lot 4: 1,831 CYD5
grading limited to Lot 5: 1,777 CYDs
2,000 cubic yards
per lot. Net export
limited to 3,500
cubic yards per lot.
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The revised designs of the single-family residences located on Lots 1-5 comply with the
applicable residential development standards contained within the Section 3.6 of the
Malibu LIP (standards applicable to the RR zone) and the development standards of the
PD zoning district.

Grading (LIP Charter 8)

Revised grading plans and calculations were prepared for the proposed project. The
total grading yardage calculations for each lot are included in each plan set. The
approved PD zoning designation permits all grading on Lots 1 through 5 associated with
ingress, egress, including safety access grading, as exempt grading. The PD grading
standards limit non-exempt grading to 2,000 cubic yards for each of lot and restrict net
export2 to 3,500 cubic yards. Grading quantities proposed on Lots 1-5 are as follows:

• Lot 1: 1,972 c.y. of non-exempt grading and the net export of 1,992 c.y.
• Lot 2: 1,994 c.y. of non-exempt grading and the net export of 3,109 c.y.
• Lot 3: 1,992 c.y. of non-exempt grading and the net export of 368 c.y.
• Lot 4: 1,831 c.y. of non-exempt grading and the net export of 807 c.y.
• Lot 5: 1,777 c.y. of non-exempt grading and the net export of 307 c.y.

In total, the grading of Lots 1-5 would require 9,566 cubic yards of non-exempt grading
and after shrinkage, the total export is estimated to be 6,583 cubic yards. This is
consistent with the previously approved grading quantities for each lot. Lot 2 generates
the most export because of a combination of factors. The main factor is that the home is
located on a slight rise in the ground, which requires leveling through cutting to achieve
finish grades. As a result, this generated more cut for the home, pad and swimming pool.
However, cutting over most of the lot to establish finish grades resulted in minimal
planned fill. The combination of these factors resulted in a net export that exceeds the
average for the other homes. The site’s overall export quantities are also a result of the
upper portions of onsite soils being unsuitable for the support of structures. In
accordance with the remediation measures recommended in the site specific
geotechnical reports, the mitigation measures contained in the Final EIR and MMRP,
and the conditions of approval, over excavation of the upper soils and replacement with
compacted fill is required within the building pad areas to alleviate soil related hazards.
The proposed modifications do not require changes to any mitigation measures or the
Final EIR analysis.

Archaeological I Cultural Resources (LIP Charter 11)

No archaeological or paleontological resources were identified onsite. However, because
project construction activities could possibly disturb previously unidentified
archaeological resources, mitigation measures require a qualified archaeologist and a

2 Net export = [total cubic yards cut — total cubic yards fill — shrinkage].
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Native American Monitor of Chumash heritage to monitor all ground-disturbing activities,
including but not limited to all grading, excavation and site preparation.

Standard conditions of approval have been included pertaining to the protection of
cultural resources. Should any potentially important cultural resources be found in the
course of geologic testing or during construction, work shall immediately cease until a
qualified archaeologist can provide an evaluation of the nature and significance of the
resources and until the Planning Director can review this information. The proposed
revisions do not require changes to any mitigation measures or the Final EIR analysis.

Water Quality (LIP Charter 17)

The City Public Works Department reviewed and approved the previously approved
project for conformance to LIP Chapter 17 requirements for water quality protection and
the same standard conditions of approval have been required for the modified project.
The conditions require that prior to grading permit issuance, final grading and drainage
plans incorporating construction-phase erosion control and storm water pollution
prevention, as well as post-construction storm water management must be approved by
the City Public Works Department. The Final EIR determined that neither the
construction nor the operation of the proposed project would result in a significant
degradation of water quality, or in a violation of any water quality standards. However,
without mitigation, the proposed project could generate increased stormwater runoff that
could result in erosion, siltation, and flooding impacts; therefore, a mitigation measure is
included to require the proper maintenance of onsite stormwater detention tanks
underneath each residential lot and private street to mitigate potential flooding and
erosion impacts to downstream areas. The modified project does not require changes to
any mitigation measures or the Final EIR analysis.

Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems (LIP Charter 18)

LIP Section 18.7 includes specific siting, design and performance requirements. New
discharges from onsite wastewater disposal systems are prohibited within the Malibu
Civic Center area under Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(LARWQCB) Resolution R4-2009-007 issued in November 2009. The modified project is
one of a few projects exempt from certain aspects of the prohibition because those
projects had already progressed far enough through the entitlement process at the time
the prohibition was enacted. Under the terms of the prohibition, the applicant is allowed
to construct a new onsite wastewater treatment plant (OWTP) to serve the project as
long as a permit is obtained from the LARWQCB. The modified project is still required to
be connected to a centralized municipal wastewater treatment facility by 2019.
Conditions of approval have been included for the modified project that require the
applicant I property owner or successor to obtain a permit for the OWTP and AOWTS
from the RWQCB and legally establish a homeowners’ association (HOA) governing
document that obligates the collection of assessments, and specifies how the OWTP will
be operated and maintained.
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The wastewater collection and treatment infrastructure proposed on Lots 1-5 remains
unchanged and includes the construction of five 2,000 gallon septic tanks, for collection
of each lot’s wastewater prior to routing to the AOWTS treatment plant (located on Lot
6). The OWTP would be maintained by the HOA. The AOWTS treatment plant consists
of four 35,000 gallon compartments. Equalization, recirculation, polishing, and dosing
tanks would also be connected to treatment units. Treatment would be performed in two
stages. Three Advantex AXIOO treatment units would be used for stage I treatment, and
three additional Advantex AX100 treatment units would be used for nitrogen reduction
(secondary nitrification). After treatment, disinfection of the effluent would occur by liquid
chlorination and the effluent then would be dechlorinated prior to discharge to the
seepage pits. The seepage pits would be six feet in diameter and range from 61 to 65
feet deep. Soil conditions at the proposed seepage pit locations allow for a separation
between groundwater and the bottom of the seepage pits, ranging from 17 to 22 feet.

The OWTP for the previously approved project has been reviewed by the City
Environmental Health Administrator. The modified project will not change the OWTP
and thus was found to meet the minimum requirements of the Malibu Plumbing Code,
the MMC and the LCP. The same conditions of approval have been included, which
requires continued operation, maintenance and monitoring of onsite facilities. The
LARWQCB will review the final OWTS design during the issuance of the waste
discharge requirement (WDR) permit to ensure compliance with the total maximum daily
load (TMDL) I Clean Water Act Section 303(d) requirements. As conditioned, the
proposed AOWTS meets the minimum requirements of the City of Malibu Plumbing
Code and the Malibu LIP. The modified project does not require changes to any
mitigation measures or the Final EIR analysis.

LIP Findings

The findings address all five lots and CDPA5. Individual resolutions have been prepared
for each lot (Attachments 1-5). The original CDP resolutions have not been attached but
are available upon request from the Planning Department.

A. Coastal Development Permit [LIP Chapter 13]

LIP Section 13.9 requires that the following four findings be made for all CDP5.

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

The previously approved and the modified project have been reviewed for conformance
with the LCP by the Planning Department, City Environmental Health Administrator, City
Geologist, City Public Works Department, City Biologist, and the LACFD. The CDPAs,
as conditioned conforms to the LCP in that it meets all residential development
standards set forth in the underlying Planned Development (PD) Zoning District.
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Finding A2. The project is located between the first public road and the sea. The project
conforms to the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act of
1976 (commencing with Sections 30200 of the Public Resources Code).

The project is not located between the first public road and the sea and will not impact
public access or recreation because the project site is not along the shoreline. The
project will not result in significant impacts on public access or recreation. The project
conforms to the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act of 1976.

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

The Final EIR (EIR No. 09-001) was prepared in accordance with CEQA and presented
to the Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. Following the
implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Certified EIR, the modified
project would not result in significant adverse effects on the environment, within the
meaning of CEQA. The modified project was compared to the alternatives considered in
the Certified EIR, which are summarized below.

1. No Project, No Development Alternative - Under this alternative, the project site
would remain unchanged. The project site would not be subdivided, and therefore,
no development, including the proposed single-family residences would be
constructed and Malibu Bluffs Park would not be expanded. Under this alternative,
the project site would continue in its existing vacant land use.

2. Two-Story Homes with Skate Park Alternative — Under this alternative, 5 two-story
residential structures would be constructed and Lot 7 would be developed with a
skate park along with a 94 stall parking lot for recreational uses.

3. One Story Homes with Skate Park or Baseball Field Alternative — Under this
alternatives, 5 one-story residential structures would be constructed and lot 7
would be developed with either a skate park or a baseball field and a 94 stall
parking lot.

4. No Project, Foreseeable Development Alternative — Under this alternative, 8 two-
story residential structures on two-acre lots would be constructed. Lot 7 would be
developed for active recreational uses (baseball field and basketball court) along
with a 100 stall parking lot.

5. Modified Project — The proposed project consists of the development of 5 one-
story residential structures and associated improvements. The design of each
residential structure and the development each lot has been modified to ensure
compliance with the PD development standards and to reduce impacts to visual
resources to the greatest extent feasible.
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Based on the analysis contained in the Addendum to the Certified EIR, site
reconnaissance, visual analysis submitted by the applicant, photos, review of the
landscape plan and architectural plans, and the nature of the surrounding area, the
modified project will reduce impacts on visual resources when compared to the
previously approved project and impacts would remain less than significant. Therefore,
the modified project is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

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

According to the LCP ESHA Overlay Map, the project site is not designated as ESHA;
however ESHA is located immediately to the southwest of the subject property in State
Park land. There are two drainage channels located on the subject property; however,
there is no resource dependent riparian vegetation present. The DEIR was reviewed by
the Environmental Review Board (ERB). The ERB had several recommendations for the
proposed project; all feasible recommendations have been incorporated to the modified
project as conditions of approval. Therefore, the modified project conforms to the
recommendations of the ERB.

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

The project site is not designated as ESHA on the LCP ESHA and Marine Resources
Map. However, ESHA is located immediately to the southwest of the project site in State
parkland within Bluffs Park. The proposed development footprint has been designed to
stay a minimum of 100 feet from the offsite ESHA, consistent with LIP Chapter 4.
Proposed development of the project site would not impact the adjacent ESHA to the
southwest, nor would it impact the native plant communities in the two onsite drainage
channels or the native landscape on its southern, southwestern, eastern, or northern
boundaries, which are contiguous with the plant community located within the ESHA to
the southwest. Therefore, according to LIP Section 4.7.6(C), the supplemental ESHA
findings are not applicable.

C. Native Tree Protection Ordinance Findings (LIP Chapter 5)

The provisions of the Native Tree Protection Ordinance only apply to those areas
containing one or more native Oak, California Black Walnut, Western Sycamore, Alder or
Toyon trees that have at least one trunk measuring six inches or more in diameter, or a
combination of any two trunks measuring a total of eight inches or more in diameter, four
and one-half feet from the ground (LIP Section 5.2). According to a Protected Tree
Report prepared by Impact Sciences, Inc. in January 2009, the project site contains six
southern California black walnut trees that meet the City’s definition of a Protected Tree.
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The locations of these southern California walnut trees are all outside of the project’s
grading limits and will be avoided. Therefore, the Chapter 5 findings are not applicable.

D. Scenic, Visual and Hillside Findings (LIP Chapter 6)

The Scenic, Visual and Hillside Resource Protection Chapter governs those CDP
applications concerning any parcel of land that is located along, within, or provide views
to or is visible from any scenic area, scenic road or public viewing area. The
development proposed as part of the modified project would be visible from PCH, and
Malibu Canyon Road, designated as scenic roadways per the LCP. In addition, other
public scenic areas within the vicinity include Malibu Bluffs Park immediately adjacent,
Malibu Lagoon, approximately one-half mile to the east. Amarillo Beach, approximately
300 feet south of the project site, and Legacy Park, approximately one-half mile east of
the project site. The required findings in Chapter 6 are made below.

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

The modified project would be developed within the same general footprint as the
previously approved project, and does not materially change the architecture, design or
materials. Under the modified project, the reduction in structure height for all five
residences (from 28 to 18 feet), with the further reduction in structure height for portions
of the residences on Lots 2 and 5 (from 18 to 15 feet), the reduction in maximum height
of trees and landscaping, combined with the further clustering of accessory development
on Lots 1, 2, and 5, would serve to reduce the overall profile of the project and minimize
views of the project from public viewing locations. The combination of the proposed
siting, design, and landscape techniques would have no significant adverse scenic or
visual impacts to public views and protect the scenic quality of the area, consistent with
the policies of the LCP.

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

As stated in Finding Dl, the combination of the proposed siting, design, and landscape
techniques combined with the applicable conditions of approval, would minimize adverse
impacts to public views and protect the scenic quality of the area, consistent with the
policies of the LCP.

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

The modified project will have no significant impacts on scenic and visual resources and
impacts to all other impact areas will be less than significant or less than significant after
mitigation. The modified project will reduce environmental impacts to a greater degree
when compared to all of the EIR alternatives, with the exception of the No Project
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alternative. Therefore, the modified project is the least environmentally damaging
alternative.

Finding D4. There are no feasible alternatives to development that would avoid or
substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts on scenic and visual resources.

The modified project does not any pose any significant adverse impacts on scenic and
visual resources. As discussed in Finding D3, the modified project will reduce
environmental impacts to a similar or greater degree when compared to all of the EIR
alternatives, with the exception of the No Project alternative. However, the No Project
Alternative was rejected from further analysis because it is unreasonable to assume that
the applicant will never develop this site and it will remain in its current condition.

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

As discussed in Findings A3 and Dl, the modified project as conditioned will have no
adverse scenic and visual impacts. With the incorporation of mitigation measures
outlined in the MMRP, all impacts have mitigated to a less than significant level.

E. Hazards Findings (LIP Chapter 9)

Pursuant to LIP Section 9.3, written findings of fact, analysis and conclusions addressing
geologic, flood and fire hazards, structural integrity or other potential hazards must be
included in support of all approvals, denials or conditional approvals of development
located on a site or in an area where it is determined that the proposed project causes
the potential to create adverse impacts upon site stability or structural integrity. The
project was analyzed for the hazards listed in LIP Section 9.2(A)(1-7). The required
findings of LIP Chapter 9 are made as follows:

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

The project was analyzed for the hazards listed in LIP Section 9.2(A)(1-7). The applicant
submitted the following documents/data, which are on file at the City:

• Feasibility-Level Grading Plan Review - Leighton and Associates, Inc., December
5, 2007.

• Revised Addendum No. 1, Feasibility-Level Grading Plan Review - Leighton and
Associates, Inc., October 29, 2008.

• Responses to the City of Malibu Geotechnical Review Sheet Dated March 20,
2008 - Leighton and Associates, Inc., September 21, 2009a.
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• Geotechnical Evaluation of Proposed OWTS - Leighton and Associates, Inc.,
September 21, 2009b.

• Phase I Environmental Site Assessment - Leighton and Associates, Inc., October
28, 2011.

• Response to City of Malibu Comments on “Hydrogeological/Treated Water
Mounding Report” - Earth Consultants International, Inc., March 7, 2012.

• Responses to City of Malibu Geotechnical Review Dated January 12, 2010 -

Leighton and Associates, Inc., March 7, 2012.
• Response to City of Malibu Environmental Health Review Sheet Dated December

21, 2009- Earth Consultants International, Inc., March 7, 2012
• Response to City Of Malibu Geotechnical Review Dated May 7, 2012 - Leighton

and Associates Inc., May 16, 2012
• Five Geotechnical Reports, one for each individual residential lot - Leighton and

Associates, Inc., May 16, 2012
• Response to City of Malibu Environmental Health Review Sheet Dated April 16,

2012 - Earth Consultants International, Inc., May 22, 2012.
• Geotechnical Responses to Comments on DEIR — Leighton and Associates, Inc.,

July 1,2013
• City of Malibu Geology Review Sheets - City of Malibu 2016

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

1. The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone;
therefore, it is unlikely that the project site will be impacted by active faulting or
ground rupture.

2. The Seismic Hazards Zones map identifies the slopes on the eastern and
southern boundaries of the project site as an earthquake-induced landslide hazard
zone.

3. The site is not within a California Seismic Hazard Zone for potential liquefaction
hazard.

4. Preliminary slope stability analysis indicates that slopes in the eastern and
southern portion of the site meets the minimum required factors of safety for
pseudo-static stability; however, structural setbacks are required to ensure
buildings within other areas of the site meet the minimum required factors of
safety.

5. The project site is outside of the potential tsunami inundation zone.
6. The property is not located within the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s

(FEMA’s) 100-year flood zone.
7. The project site is in the vicinity of extreme fire hazard areas.

The City Geologist, City Public Works Department and the LACFD have reviewed the
modified project and found that there were no substantial risks to life and property
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related to any of the above hazards provided that their recommendations and those
contained in the associated geotechnical reports are incorporated into the project design.

Landslides and Slope Instability Hazards

During field investigations and reconnaissance, no signs of deep-seated landslide
features were observed onsite, only isolated erosion, ruling, and gullies were noted along
the lower slopes. Immediately to the south of the site along Malibu Road is the historical
Amarillo Beach landslide. This landslide is documented as a complex of rotational
landslides affecting the south-facing coastal cliffs and the area underlying Malibu Road
and the adjacent beachfront properties. Movement within the Malibu Coast Fault Zone,
weathering, erosion, undercutting by wave action and the presence of groundwater have
been described as contributing factors for slope instability for this area. Significant
movement of the Amarillo Beach landslide complex would most likely adversely affect
the offsite residential structures along Malibu Road, and significant movement of the
feature could cause headward movement of the headscarp region of the Amarillo Beach
landslide complex, but not on the subject property because the subject property is
located north of the landslide.

The State Seismic Hazards Zones map identifies the slopes on the eastern and southern
boundaries of the project site as an earthquake-induced landslide hazard zone, where
“previous occurrence of landslide movement, or local topographic, geological,
geotechnical, and subsurface water conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground
displacements.” The eastern and southern portions of the project site contain steep
downward slopes. The height and steepness of the slopes are such that they may be
susceptible to seismically induced slope failure or landslides.

The 2007 Leighton and Associates, Inc. reports established geotechnical setback zones
for structures on the project site in order to avoid slope instability hazards. The modified
project design still locates structures within the structural setback zones and therefore
the original 2007 Leighton and Associates, Inc. reports and recommendations are still
applicable and will be amended as necessary during the plan check process. The City
Geologist has conditionally approved the modified project with the specific
recommendations. Based on the findings summarized in all referenced Leighton and
Associates, Inc. reports and the applicable conditions of approval, the modified project
would be safe from hazards posed by landslides, settlement, or slippage provided that
the recommendations, including deepen foundations, in the reports are implemented.
The design of each residence must incorporate all of the recommendations contained in
the above-cited geotechnical reports and all foundation plans must be reviewed by the
geotechnical consultant and approved by the City Geologist prior to permit issuance.

Fire Hazard

The entire City of Malibu is designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone
(VHFHSZ), a zone defined by a more destructive behavior of fire and a greater
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probability of flames and embers threatening buildings. The site has been affected by
wildfires in the past. Most recently, an October 2007 wildfire severely burned the
northern, eastern, southern, and southwestern perimeters of the project site. A
preliminary fuel modification plan has been prepared and approved for the proposed
project. The preliminary fuel modification plan was prepared in accordance with the
LACED Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines and identifies specific zones within a property
that are subject to fuel modification. The long-term maintenance of the fuel modification
zones will be addressed in the proposed project’s Covenants, Conditions and
Restrictions (CC&Rs) and will be maintained by the HOA. The LACED has reviewed and
approved the Preliminary Fuel Modification Plan, and the Final Fuel Modification Plan for
the proposed project will need to be approved at the time of vesting tentative tract map
recordation.

Construction of the proposed structures would utilize appropriate building materials (i.e.,
ignition-resistant materials) and design features to complement the provided fuel
modification. The design will also incorporate alternative fuel modification measures
where fuel modification cannot be fully accommodated onsite, such as noncombustible
firewalls and landscaping techniques that include irrigated, fire-resistant plant species.

In addition to the approved Preliminary Fuel Modification Plan, a supplementary Fire
Protection Plan was prepared to evaluate the project’s vulnerability to fires with regard to
emergency access to the site, the adequacy of fire hydrants available to serve the site,
and the design of the proposed structures. The Fire Protection Plan includes
recommendations for the design of the road, gate, and driveways that would be created
by the proposed project. The modified project design did not require amendments to the
Fire Protection Plan and therefore the originally approved planning and design
recommendations for fuel modification, permitted vegetation, roadway access, fire
resistant building materials, and interior/exterior fire protection systems still apply.

In accordance with Section 9.4(Y) of the LIP, a condition of approval has been included
in each CDPA Resolution, requiring that the property owner indemnify and hold the City
harmless against wildfire hazards.

Finding E2. The project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse impacts on site
stability or structural integrity from geologic, flood or fire hazards due to required project
modifications, landscaping or other conditions.

As stated in Finding El, the modified project, as conditioned and approved by the City
Geologist, City Public Works Department and the LACED, will not have any significant
adverse impacts on the site stability or structural integrity from geologic, flood or fire
hazards due to project modifications, landscaping or other conditions.
Finding E3. The project, as proposed or as conditioned, is the least environmentally
damaging alternative.
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As stated in Finding A3, the proposed project is the least environmentally damaging
alternative.

Finding E4. There are no alternatives to development that would avoid or substantially
lessen impacts on site stability or structural integrity.

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

Finding E5. Development in a specific location on the site may have adverse impacts
but will eliminate, minimize or otherwise contribute to conformance to sensitive resource
protection policies contained in the certified Malibu LCP.

The sensitive resource protection policies contained in the LCP are not affected by the
modified project because it does not impact ESHA or ESHA buffer.

F. Shoreline and Bluff Development Findings (LIP Chapter 10)

LIP Section 10.3 requires that shoreline and bluff development findings be made if the
modified project is anticipated to result in potentially significant adverse impacts on
coastal resources, including public access and shoreline sand supply. The modified
project is not anticipated to result in such impacts. The project is sited and designed to
minimize risks and assure stability and structural integrity while neither creating nor
contributing significantly to erosion or adverse impacts on public access. The project site
is seaward of Malibu Road. The required findings in LIP Section 10.3(A) are made as
follows.

Finding Fl. The project, as proposed, will have no significant adverse impacts on public
access, shoreline sand supply or other resources due to project design, location on the
site or other reasons.

Pursuant to LIP Section 10.4, “[ajIl new development located on a bluff top shall be set
back from the bluff edge a sufficient distance to ensure that it will not be endangered by
erosion or threatened by slope instability for a projected 100 year economic life of the
structure.” The required setback is 100 feet from the bluff edge, however, this distance
may be reduced to 50 feet if the City geotechnical staff determines that the proposed
development will not be endangered by erosion or slope instability with a lesser setback.
The project site contains descending slopes along the north, east, and south portion of the
site. Slope stability analyses and erosion rate estimates were performed by a licensed
Certified Engineering Geologist and/or Geotechnical Engineer.

The December 2007 Leighton and Associates, Inc., report established a geotechnical
setback line away from the slope delineating areas with factor of safety of 1.5 or greater.
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Furthermore, the October 2008 Leighton and Associates, Inc. report determined that the
average historic rate of bluff retreat is 0.12 feet per year. To account for future extreme
conditions, such as future El Niño storm events, Leighton and Associates, Inc. assumed
a long-term bluff retreat rate of 0.2 feet per year. Based on a 0.2 bluff retreat rate, the
current top of bluff is estimated to erode 20 feet over the course of 100 years. The study
also concluded that the bluff retreat line is less restrictive than the 1.5 geotechnical
setback line.

The proposed residences are located landward of the 100 foot bluff retreat line and all
accessory structures are located landward of the 50 foot setback line. All structures are
located a minimum of 50 feet from the top of the bluff.

Fencing, which does not require any structural foundations, extends into the 50 foot
setback area but not closer than 15 feet from the bluff edge. Pursuant to LIP Section
10.4, “ancillary structures such as decks, patios and walkways that do not require
structural foundations may extend into the setback area but in no case shall be sited
closer than 15 feet from the bluff edge.” The project is not anticipated to result in any
new significant adverse impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply, or other
resources.

Finding F2. The project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse impacts on
public access, shoreilne sand supply or other resources due to required project
modifications or other conditions.

As discussed in Finding Fl, the modified project, as conditionally approved by the City
Geologist will not have any significant adverse impacts on public access, shoreline sand
supply or other resources.

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

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

Finding F4. There are no alternatives to the proposed development that would avoid or
substantially lessen impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply or other resources.

As discussed in Finding F4, the modified project, as conditionally approved by the City
Geologist, will not have any significant adverse impacts on public access, shoreline sand
supply or other resources.

Finding F5. In addition, if the development includes a shoreline protective device, that it
is designed or conditioned to be sited as far landward as feasible, to ellminate or mitigate
to the maximum feasible extent adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply and
public access, [that] there are no alternatives that would avoid or lessen impacts on
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shoreline sand supply, public access or coastal resources and that it is the least
environmentally damaging alternative.

The modified project does not include a shoreline protective device; therefore, this
finding is not applicable.

G. Public Access (LIP Chapter 12)

In accordance with LIP Section 12.6(B)(2), the project is exempt from providing public
lateral, vertical, bluff top, trail or recreational access for the following reasons:

• Lateral and Vertical Access - The project is not located on or adjacent to a
shoreline; therefore, no condition for lateral or vertical access is required by the
LCP.

• Bluff-top Access - The project is located on a bluff-top property; however, no
potential project-related or cumulative impact on bluff-top access is anticipated
because the property is vacant and does not encroach on any existing public
access ways.

• Trail Access - The project site does not include any existing or planned trails as
indicated on the LCP Park Lands Map; therefore, no condition for trail access is
required by the LCP.

• Recreational Access — Lots 1-5 are located adjacent to Malibu Bluffs Park. Lot 7 of
the approved VTTM No. 07-003 will be dedicated to the City for public recreational
uses. The proposed private street providing access to the single-family homes
would include sufficient turnaround area in the event that vehicles intending to go
to Malibu Bluffs Park inadvertently turn into the private residential road serving the
project. No condition for recreational access is required by the LCP.

H. Land Division (LIP Chapter 15)

LIP Chapter 15.2(B) applies to land division applications. The land division portion of the
project (CDP No. 07-144 and VTTM No. 07-033) was analyzed in Planning Commission
Resolution No. 14-02 and no changes to the approved land division area are proposed.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:

Addendum to the Certified Final EIR

A Final EIR was prepared and certified in accordance with CEQA to examine the
potential environmental effects of the Crummer Site Subdivision. The Crummer Site
Subdivision Final EIR was certified on February 24, 2014, making the required findings
under CEQA. An Addendum to the Certified Final EIR has been prepared in accordance
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 to address the proposed revisions to Lots 1-6, all
of which established consistency with the PD development standards.
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As discussed in Section lilA and IIIB of the Addendum, the revised design of the single-
family residences on Lots 1-5 and the guard house on Lot 6 would result in reduced
impacts to visual resources compared to the previously approved project and would not
create any new significant impacts or increase the severity of any other impacts
compared to those that were identified in the Crummer Site Subdivision Final EIR. No
new information of substantial importance has been identified that shows that mitigation
measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible in the Final EIR will in fact
be feasible, and will substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project. In
addition, no information has been identified that shows that mitigation measures which
are considerably different from those analyzed in the Crummer Site Subdivision Final
EIR will substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment.
Therefore, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 and Section 15164, the
Planning Department has concluded that an addendum is the appropriate environmental
document under CEQA. The Addendum is included as Attachment 10.

CORRESPONDENCE: To date, no correspondence has been received on the CDPAs.

PUBLIC NOTICE: Staff published the required Public Hearing Notice in a newspaper of
general circulation on May 12, 2016 and mailed the notice to property owners and
occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property (Attachment 11).

SUMMARY: The required findings can be made that the development of Lots 1-5 of the
Crummer Site complies with the LCP, MMC, and the PD Zoning District development
standards. Further, the Planning Department findings of fact are supported by
substantial evidence in the record.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-54
2. Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-55
3. Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-56
4. Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-57
5. Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-58
6. Aerial Map and Vicinity Map
7. Site and Story Poles Photographs
8. Project Plans (Architectural, Grading, and Landscaping Plans — Lots 1-5)
9. Departmental Review Sheets
10. Addendum to the Final EIR
11. Public Hearing Notice I Mailer

The Final EIR, environmental documents correspondence received, and other
information regarding this project are available on the City’s website at:
httrxllwww. malibucity.orcl/index.asDx?NID=386

All referenced reports and documents not included in the attachments can be viewed in their entirety in the
project file located at Malibu City Hall.
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CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 16-54

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MALIBU,
CONSIDERING AN ADDENDUM TO THE CERTIFIED CRUMMER SITE
SUBDIVISION FINAL EIR AND MAKING FINDINGS IN SUPPORT THEREOF,
AND APPROVING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AMENDMENT NO. 15-
008 AMENDING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 07-145 FOR
DEVELOPMENT ON LOT 1 OF THE CRUMMER SITE SUBDIVISION PROJECT,
CONSISTING OF A 7,950 SQUARE FOOT, ONE-STORY SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENCE WITH A 1,000 SQUARE FOOT BASEMENT, 948 SQUARE FOOT
GARAGE, DETACHED 623 SQUARE FOOT SECOND UNIT, 531 SQUARE FEET
OF COVERED LOGGIA SPACE THAT PROJECTS MORE THAN SIX FEET;
OUTDOOR BARBEQUE AREA WITH TRELLIS, SWIMMING POOL, SPA AND
POOL EQUIPMENT, DECKING, HARDSCAPE, ROOF-TOP MECHANICAL
EQUIPMENT, WATER FEATURES, FENCING, GRADING, MOTOR COURT,
SEPTIC TANK, AND LANDSCAPING LOCATED AT 24108 PACIFIC COAST
HIGHWAY, IN THE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT ZONING DISTRICT (PCH
PROJECT OWNER)

The Planning Commission of the City Of Malibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. On May 19, 2014, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 14-03 approving
CDP No. 07-145.

B. On April 2, 2014, the City submitted its Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA)
No. 12-001 establishing the PD Development Standards and the associated project development
statistics to the California Coastal Commission (CCC). The CCC staff deemed the application complete
on June 6, 2014.

C. On February 12, 2015, the CCC held a public hearing to consider the proposed LCPA.
After considering all of the testimony regarding the LCPA, the CCC continued the hearing and directed
CCC staff, the applicant, the property owner, and the City of Malibu to address the CCC’s comments
and suggestions.

D. On August 12, 2015, the CCC held a public hearing and approved the LCPA with
suggested modifications.

E. On September 28, 2015, the City Council adopted LCPA No. 12-001 with the CCC’s
suggested modifications. The LCPA amended Chapters of the Land Use Plan and established the final
development standards for the Crummer Site Subdivision. The CCC Executive Director reported the
City’s action to the CCC and the approval was confirmed “legally adequate” and certified by the CCC
in a letter dated November 9, 2015.

F. On October 15, 2015, the applicant submitted the subject application, Coastal
Development Permit Amendment (CDPA) No. 15-008 to amend the previously approved CDP in
accordance with the certified PD Development Standards. The application was routed to the City
Biologist and City Geotechnical Staff for review.

ATTACHMENT 1
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G. On May 2, 2016, a Courtesy Notice of Proposed Project was mailed to all property
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

H. On May 6, 2016, a Notice of CDP Application for CDPA No. 15-008 was posted on the
subject property.

I. On May 6, 2016, the project was deemed complete for processing.

J. On May 12, 2016, a Notice of Public Hearing was published in a newspaper of general
circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners and occupants within a
500-foot radius of the subject property.

K. On May 13, 2016, story poles were placed on the project site.

L. On June 6, 2016, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the
subject application, reviewed and considered the agenda report, reviewed and considered written
reports, public testimony, and other information in the record, including the Certified Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Crummer Site Subdivision and the addendum thereto.

SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
the Planning Commission has exercised its independent judgment and analyzed the modified project.
The Planning Commission finds that the modified project will not create any new significant impacts
or increase the severity of impacts as compared to those that were identified in the Crummer Site
Subdivision Final EIR, which was certified by the City of Malibu on February 24, 2014; and that none
of the conditions described in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 have occurred. The modified project
would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the Certified EIR or result in a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts. No changes have occurred with
respect to circumstances under which the previously approved project was undertaken that would cause
significant environmental impacts to which the modified project would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution. There is no new information that shows that the modified project would
cause new significant environmental impacts that were not already analyzed in the FEIR. Therefore,
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, no supplemental environmental review is required
beyond this Addendum. The Final EIR and the Addendum were considered prior to approval of the
project. Together they are determined to adequately satisfy all the requirements of CEQA.

SECTION 3. Coastal Development Permit Approval and Findings.

Based on substantial evidence contained within the record and pursuant to Sections 13.7(B) and 13.9
of the Local Coastal Program (LCP) Local Implementation Plan (LIP), the Planning Commission
adopts the analysis in the agenda report, incorporated herein, the findings of fact below, and approves
CDPA No. 15-008 to amend the scope of work previously approved for CDP No. 07-145 for a 7,950
square foot, one-story single-family residence with a 1,000 square foot basement, 941 square foot
garage, detached 623 square foot second unit, 531 square feet of loggia space that projects more than
six feet, outdoor barbeque area with trellis, swimming pool, spa and pool equipment, decking,
hardscape, roof-top mechanical equipment, water features, fencing, grading, motor court, landscaping
and a septic tank located at 24108 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH).
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The modified project does not affect the approved project’s conformance with the LCP. The required
LCP findings affected by the proposed amendment are made below. All other findings and conditions
for CDP No. 07-145 remain in effect and are incorporated by reference.

The modified project is consistent with the zoning, cultural resources, water quality, and OWTS
requirements of the LCP. The project, as conditioned, has been determined to be consistent with all
applicable LCP codes, standards, goals, and policies.

A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

1. The previously approved project and the modified project has been reviewed for
conformance with the LCP by the Planning Department, the City Biologist, City Environmental Health
Administrator, City Public Works Department, City geotechnical staff, LACFD and WD29. The
proposed project, as conditioned, conforms to the LCP in that it meets all of the required development
standards of the PD zoning district.

2. Based on evidence contained within the record, the modified project, as conditioned,
will not result in significant environmental impacts and has been designed to reduce impacts to visual
resources and all other environmental issue areas to the greatest extent feasible. The development
proposed on Lot 1 would not result in significant adverse effects on the environment, within the
meaning of CEQA, and there are no feasible alternatives that would further reduce any impacts on the
environment.

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

1. Based on evidence contained within the record, the combination of the proposed siting,
design, and landscape techniques would have no significant adverse scenic or visual impacts to public
views and would protect the scenic quality of the area, consistent with the policies of the Malibu Local
Coastal Program.

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

3. The modified project, as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

4. The modified project, would avoid or substantially lessen any significant adverse
impacts on scenic and visual resources when compared to the originally approved project and there are
no feasible alternatives that would avoid or substantially less any significant adverse impacts on scenic
and visual resources.

5. The modified project, as conditioned, will have no adverse scenic and visual impacts.
With the incorporation of mitigation measures outlined in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP), all environmental impacts have been reduced to a less than significant level.

C. Hazards (LIP Chapter 9)

1. Based on the evidence contained within the record, it has been determined that the
modified project will sufficiently remediate geologic and seismic hazards; and the project site is not
located in a tsunami inundation zone. The project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse
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impacts on site stability or structural integrity from geologic, flood or fire hazards due to required
project modifications, landscaping or other conditions.

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

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

4. The proposed project as designed and conditioned, will have no significant adverse
impacts on site stability, structural integrity or sensitive resources. Therefore, no adverse impacts are
anticipated to result from hazards or conflict with sensitive resource protection policies contained in
the LCP.

D. Shoreline and Bluff Development Ordinance (LIP Chapter 10)

1. Pursuant to LIP Section 10.4, “[a]ll new development located on a bluff top shall be set
back from the bluff edge a sufficient distance to ensure that it will not be endangered by erosion or
threatened by slope instability for a projected 100 year economic life of the structure.” The required
setback is 100 feet from the bluff edge, however, this distance may be reduced to 50 feet if the City
geotechnical staff determines that the proposed development will not be endangered by erosion or slope
instability with a lesser setback. The proposed residence is located landward of the 100 foot bluff retreat
line and all accessory structures are located landward of the 50 foot setback line. The modified project
is not anticipated to result in any new significant adverse impacts on public access, shoreline sand
supply, or other resources.

2. The modified project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse impacts on
public access, shoreline sand supply or other resources due to required project modifications or other
conditions.

3. The modified project, as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

4. There are no alternatives to the proposed development that would avoid or substantially
lessen impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply or other resources.

SECTION 4. Planning Commission Action.

Based on the foregoing findings and evidence contained within the record, the Planning Commission
hereby approves CDPA No. 15-008 subject to the following conditions.

No other changes to the conditions contained in Planning Commission Resolution No. 14-03 are made
by this amendment and all other applicable findings, terms, andlor conditions contained in Resolution
No. 14-03 remain in full force and effect.

SECTION 5. Conditions of Approval.

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

2. Approval of this application is to allow for the project described herein. The approved project is
limited to:

a. 7,950 square foot, one-story single-family residence;
b. 1,000 square foot basement;
c. 948 square foot garage;
d. 623 square foot second unit;
e. 531 square feet of loggia space that projects more than six feet;
f. outdoor barbeque area with trellis;
g. swimming pool, spa and pool equipment;
h. decking;
i. hardscape;
j. roof-top mechanical equipment;
k. water features;
1. fencing;
m. grading;
n. motor court;
o. landscaping; and
p. aseptictank

3. Subsequent submittals for this project shall be in substantial compliance with site plans on-file
with the Planning Department, dated April 15, 2016. Tn the event the project plans conflict
with any condition of approval, the condition shall take precedence.

4. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.18.2, this permit and rights conferred in this approval shall not be
effective until the property owner signs and returns the Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit
accepting the conditions set forth herein. The applicant shall file this form with the Planning
Department within 10 days of the Planning Commission’s resolution and prior to issuance of
any development permits. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.20, development pursuant to an approved
CDP shall not commence until the CDP is effective. The CDPA is not effective until all appeals,
including those to the California Coastal Commission, have been exhausted. In the event that
the California Coastal Commission denies the permit or issues the permit on appeal, the coastal
development permit approved by the City is void.

Biology/Landscaping

5. With the exception of the newly proposed waterline no new development, planting, or irrigation
is permitted within public easements. Any new structure, plant or irrigation system occurring
in the public easement shall be removed at the owner’s expense.
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6. Prior to Final Plan Check Approval, if your property is serviced by the Los Angeles County
Waterworks District, please provide landscape water use approval from that department.

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

8. Vegetation shall be situated on the property so as not to significantly obstruct the primary view
from private property at any given time (given consideration of its future growth). The
vegetation shall also be maintained so that the residential structures are screened to the
maximum extent feasible. On-site trees and other landscaping shall be maintained so that they
shall not exceed 25 feet in height.

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

10. The use of building materials treated with toxic compounds such as copper arsenate is
prohibited.

11. Prior to final landscape inspection, provide a signed copy of the Certificate of Completion,
certifying the irrigation installation and operational efficiency is consistent with the approved
plans.

12. New development, including, but not limited to, vegetation removal, vegetation thinning, or
planting of non-native or invasive vegetation shall not be permitted in required park buffer
areas, except that habitat restoration and invasive plant eradication may be permitted ifdesigned
to protect and enhance habitat values.

13. Permitted development located within or adjacent to parklands that adversely impact those areas
may include open space or conservation restrictions or easements over parkland buffer in order
to protect resources.

14. Grading shall be scheduled only during the dry season from April 1 - October 31. If it becomes
necessary to conduct grading activities from November 1 —March 31, a comprehensive erosion
control plan shall be submitted for approval prior to issuance of a grading permit and
implemented prior to initiation of vegetation removal and/or grading activities.

15. Grading/excavation/grubbing or any other site preparation activities that has the potential to
remove or encroach into existing vegetation (including the pipeline project) scheduled between
February 1 and August 30 will require nesting bird surveys by a qualified biologist prior to
initiation of grading activities. Should active nests be identified, a buffer area no less than 300
feet (500 feet for raptors) shall be fenced off until it is determined by a qualified biologist that
the nest is no longer active. A report discussing the results of nesting bird surveys shall be
submitted to the City Biologist prior to any vegetation removal on site. Nesting bird survey
reports are valid for no more than 5 days.

16. Construction fencing shall be installed within five (5) feet of the limits of grading adjacent to
native habitat prior to the beginning of any construction and shall be maintained throughout the
construction period to protect the site’s sensitive habitat areas.
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17. Night lighting from exterior and interior sources shall be minimized. All exterior lighting shall
be low intensity and shielded so it is directed downward and inward so that there is no offsite
glare or lighting of natural habitat areas. All lighting fixtures shall be rated dark skies
compliant. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant shall submit a photometric plan
for review and approval by the Planning Director. The photometric plan shall also demonstrate
compliance with any dark skies ordinance or any other applicable lighting standards adopted
by the City prior to issuance of a building permit for any structure on the site.

18. No lighting for aesthetic purposes such as up-lighting of landscaping, is permitted.

19. Necessary boundary fencing of any single area exceeding one half (1/2) acre shall be of an open
rail-type design with a wooden rail at the top (instead ofwire), be less than 40 inches high, and
have a space greater than 14 inches between the ground and the bottom post or wire. A split rail
design that blends with the natural environment is preferred.

20. Upon completion of landscape planting in the proposed common areas, the City Biologist shall
inspect the project site and determine that all planning conditions to protect natural resources
are in compliance with the approved plans.

21. All biological conditions outlined in the final approved Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
and individual lot development reviews shall be adhered to. In the event of any conflicting
conditions, the more restrictive shall apply.

22. Prior to final plan check, the applicant shall provide detailed “construction level” planting and
irrigation plans for review and final approval by the City Biologist.

SECTION 6. Severability.

If any part, provision, or section of this Resolution is determined by a court or other legal
authority with jurisdiction over the subject matter of this resolution to be unenforceable or invalid, the
remainder of the entirety of this Resolution shall not be affected and shall continue in full force and
effect. To this end, the provisions of this resolution are severable.

SECTION 7. The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 6th day of June 2016.

ROOHI STACK, Planning Commission Chair
ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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LOCAL APPEAL - Pursuant to LIP Section 13.20.1 (Local Appeals), a decision of the Planning
Commission may be appealed to the City Council by an aggrieved person by written statement setting
forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall be filed with the City Clerk within 10 days and shall be
accompanied by an appeal form and proper appeal fee. The appellant shall pay fees as specified in the
Council adopted fee resolution in effect at the time of the appeal. Appeal forms and fee schedule may
be found online at www.malibucity.org~ in person at City Hall, or by calling (310) 456-2489, extension
245.

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

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 16-54 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City of Malibu at the regular meeting thereof held on the 6th day of June
2016, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary



CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 16-55

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MALIBU,
CONSIDERING AN ADDENDUM TO THE CERTIFIED CRUMMER SITE
SUBDIVISION FINAL EIR AND MAKING FINDINGS IN SUPPORT THEREOF,
AND APPOVING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AMENDMENT NO. 15-012
AMENDING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 07-146 FOR
DEVELOPMENT ON LOT 2 OF THE CRUMMER SITE SUBDIVISION PROJECT,
CONSISTING OF A 7,661 SQUARE FOOT, ONE-STORY SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENCE WITH A 1,579 SQUARE FOOT BASEMENT AND SUBTERRANEAN
GARAGE, 458 SQUARE FOOT GYM, 480 SQUARE FOOT SECOND UNIT, 733
SQUARE FEET OF COVERED LOGGIA SPACE THAT PROJECTS MORE THAN
SIX FEET; OUTDOOR FIREPLACE WITH TRELLIS, SWIMMING POOL, SPA AND
POOL EQUIPMENT, DECKING, HARDSCAPE, ROOF-TOP MECHANICAL
EQUIPMENT, WATER FEATURES, FENCING, GRADING, MOTOR COURT,
SEPTIC TANK, AND LANDSCAPING, LOCATED AT 24120 PACIFIC COAST
HIGHWAY, IN THE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT ZONING DESIGNATION (PCH
PROJECT OWNER)

The Planning Commission of the City OfMalibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. On May 19, 2014, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 14-04 approving
CDP No. 07-146.

B. On April 2, 2014, the City submitted its Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA)
No. 12-00 1 establishing the PD Development Standards and the associated project development
statistics to the California Coastal Commission (CCC). The CCC staff deemed the application complete
on June 6, 2014.

C. On February 12, 2015, the CCC held a public hearing to consider the proposed LCPA.
After considering all of the testimony regarding the LCPA, the CCC continued the hearing and directed
CCC staff~, the applicant, the property owner, and the City of Malibu to address the CCC’s comments
and suggestions.

D. On August 12, 2015, the CCC held a public hearing and approved the LCPA with
suggested modifications.

E. On September 28, 2015 the City Council adopted LCPA No. 12-001 with the CCC’s
suggested modifications. The LCPA amended Chapter 5 of the Land Use Plan and established the final
development standards for the Crummer Site Subdivision. The CCC Executive Director reported the
City’s action to the CCC and the approval was confirmed “legally adequate” and certified by the CCC
in a letter dated November 9, 2015.

F. On October 15, 2015, the applicant submitted the subject application, Coastal
Development Permit Amendment (CDPA) No. 15-012 to amend the previously approved CDP in
accordance with the certified PD development standards. The application was routed to the City
Biologist and City Geotechnical Staff for review.

ATTACHMENT 2



Planning Commission Resolution No 16-55
Page 2 of 8

G. On May 2, 2016, a Courtesy Notice of Proposed Project was mailed to all property
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

H. On May 6, 2016, a Notice of CDP Application for CDPA No. 15-012 was posted on the
subject property.

I. On May 6, 2016, the project was deemed complete for processing.

J. On May 12, 2016, a Notice of Public Hearing was published in a newspaper of general
circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners and occupants within a
500-foot radius of the subject property.

K. On May 13, 2016, story poles were placed on the project site.

L. On June 6, 2016, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the
subject application, reviewed and considered the agenda report, reviewed and considered written
reports, public testimony, and other information in the record, including the Certified Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Crummer Site Subdivision and the addendum thereto.

SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
the Planning Commission has exercised its independent judgment and analyzed the modified project.
The Planning Commission finds that the modified project will not create any new significant impacts
or increase the severity of impacts as compared to those that were identified in the Crummer Site
Subdivision Final EIR, which was certified by the City of Malibu on February 24, 2014; and that none
of the conditions described in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 have occurred. The modified project
would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the Certified EIR or result in a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts. No changes have occurred with
respect to circumstances under which the previously approved project was undertaken that would cause
significant environmental impacts to which the modified project would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution. There is no new information that shows that the modified project would
cause new significant environmental impacts that were not already analyzed in the FEIR. Therefore,
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, no supplemental environmental review is required
beyond this Addendum. The Final EIR and the Addendum were considered prior to approval of the
project. Together they are determined to adequately satisfy all the requirements of CEQA.

SECTION 3. Coastal Development Permit Approval and Findings.

Based on substantial evidence contained within the record and pursuant to Sections 13.7(B) and 13.9
of the Local Coastal Program (LCP) Local Implementation Plan (LIP), the Planning Commission
adopts the analysis in the agenda report, incorporated herein, the findings of fact below, and approves
CDPA No. 15-012 to amend the scope ofwork previously approved under CDP No. 07-146 for a 7,951
square foot, one-story single-family residence with a 1,579 square foot basement and subterranean
garage, 458 square foot gym, 480 square foot second unit, 733 square feet of loggia space that projects
more than six feet, outdoor fireplace with trellis, swimming pool, spa, and pool equipment, decking,
hardscape, roof-top mechanical equipment, water features, fencing, grading, motor court, landscaping
and a septic tank located at 24120 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH).
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The modified project is consistent with the zoning, cultural resources, water quality, and OWTS
requirements of the LCP. The project, as conditioned, has been determined to be consistent with all
applicable LCP codes, standards, goals, and policies. The required findings are made herein.

A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

1. The previously approved project and the modified project has been reviewed for
conformance with the LCP by the Planning Department, the City Biologist, City Environmental Health
Administrator, City Public Works Department, City geotechnical staff, LACFD and WD29. The
proposed project, as conditioned, conforms to the LCP in that it meets all of the required development
standards of the PD zoning district.

2. Based on evidence contained within the record, the modified project, as conditioned,
will not result in environmental impacts and has been designed to reduce impacts to visual resources
and all other environmental issue areas to the greatest extent feasible. The development proposed on
Lot 2 would not result in significant adverse effects on the environment, within the meaning of CEQA,
and there are no feasible alternatives that would further reduce any impacts on the environment.

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

1. Based on evidence contained within the record, the combination of the proposed siting,
design, and landscape techniques would have no significant adverse scenic or visual impacts to public
views and would protect the scenic quality of the area, consistent with the policies of the Malibu Local
Coastal Program.

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

3. The modified project, as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

4. The modified project, would avoid or substantially lessen any significant adverse
impacts on scenic and visual resources when compared to the originally approved project and there are
no feasible alternatives that would avoid or substantially less any significant adverse impacts on scenic
and visual resources.

5. The modified project, as conditioned, will have no adverse scenic and visual impacts.
With the incorporation of mitigation measures outlined in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP), all environmental impacts have been reduced to a less than significant level.

C. Hazards (LIP Chapter 9)

1. Based on the evidence contained within the record, it has been determined that the
modified project will sufficiently remediate geologic and seismic hazards; and the project site is not
located in a tsunami inundation zone. The project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse
impacts on site stability or structural integrity from geologic, flood or fire hazards due to required
project modifications, landscaping or other conditions.
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2. The project, as proposed or as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging
alternative.

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

4. The proposed project as designed and conditioned, will have no significant adverse
impacts on site stability, structural integrity or sensitive resources. Therefore, no adverse impacts are
anticipated to result from hazards or conflict with sensitive resource protection policies contained in
the LCP.

D. Shoreline and Bluff Development Ordinance (LIP Chapter 10)

1. Pursuant to LIP Section 10.4, “[a]ll new development located on a bluff top shall be set
back from the bluff edge a sufficient distance to ensure that it will not be endangered by erosion or
threatened by slope instability for a projected 100 year economic life of the structure.” The required
setback is 100 feet from the bluff edge, however, this distance may be reduced to 50 feet if the City
geotechnical staff determines that the proposed development will not be endangered by erosion or slope
instability with a lesser setback. The proposed residence is located landward of the 100 foot bluff retreat
line and all accessory structures are located landward of the 50 foot setback line. The modified project,
is not anticipated to result in any new significant adverse impacts on public access, shoreline sand
supply, or other resources.

2. The modified project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse impacts on
public access, shoreline sand supply or other resources due to required project modifications or other
conditions.

3. The modified project, as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

4. There are no alternatives to the proposed development that would avoid or substantially
lessen impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply or other resources.

SECTION 4. Planning Commission Action.

Based on the foregoing findings and evidence contained within the record, the Planning Commission
hereby approves CDPA No. 15-0 12 subject to the following conditions.

No other changes to the conditions contained in Planning Commission Resolution No. 14-04 are made
by this amendment and all other applicable findings, terms, and/or conditions contained in Resolution
No. 14-04 remain in full force and effect.

SECTION 5. Conditions of Approval.

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

2. Approval of this application is to allow for the project described herein. The scope of work
approved includes:

a. 7,661 square foot, one-story single-family residence;
b. 1,579 square foot basement and subterranean garage;
c. 458 square foot gym;
d. 480 square foot second unit;
e. 733 square feet of loggia space that projects more than six feet;
f. outdoor fireplace with trellis;
g. swimming pool, spa, and pooi equipment;
h. decking;
i. hardscape;
j. roof-top mechanical equipment;
k. water features;
1. fencing;
m. grading;
n. motor court;
o. landscaping; and
p. a septic tank

3. Subsequent submittals for this project shall be in substantial compliance with site plans on-file
with the Planning Department, dated April 15, 2016. In the event the project plans conflict
with any condition of approval, the condition shall take precedence.

4. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.18.2, this permit and rights conferred in this approval shall not be
effective until the property owner signs and returns the Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit
accepting the conditions set forth herein. The applicant shall file this form with the Planning
Department within 10 days of the Planning Commission’s resolution and prior to issuance of
any development permits. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.20, development pursuant to an approved
CDP shall not commence until the CDPA is effective. The CDPA is not effective until all
appeals, including those to the California Coastal Commission, have been exhausted. In the
event that the California Coastal Commission denies the permit or issues the permit on appeal,
the coastal development permit amendment approved by the City is void.

Biology/Landscaping

5. With the exception of the newly proposed water line no new development, planting, or irrigation
is permitted within public easements. Any new structure, plant or irrigation system occurring
in the public easement shall be removed at the owner’s expense.

6. Prior to Final Plan Check Approval, if your property is serviced by the Los Angeles County
Waterworks District, please provide landscape water use approval from that department.



Planning Commission Resolution No 16-55
Page 6 of 8

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

8. Vegetation shall be situated on the property so as not to significantly obstruct the primary view
from private property at any given time (given consideration of its future growth). The
vegetation shall also be maintained so that the residential structures are screened to the
maximum extent feasible. On-site trees and other landscaping shall be maintained so that they
shall not exceed 25 feet in height.

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

10. The use of building materials treated with toxic compounds such as copper arsenate is
prohibited.

11. Prior to final landscape inspection, provide a signed copy of the Certificate of Completion,
certifying the irrigation installation and operational efficiency is consistent with the approved
plans.

12. New development, including, but not limited to, vegetation removal, vegetation thinning, or
planting of non-native or invasive vegetation shall not be permitted in required park buffer
areas, except that habitat restoration and invasive plant eradication may be permitted ifdesigned
to protect and enhance habitat values.

13. Permitted development located within or adjacent to parklands that adversely impact those areas
may include open space or conservation restrictions or easements over parkiand buffer in order
to protect resources.

14. Grading shall be scheduled only during the dry season from April 1 - October 31. If it becomes
necessary to conduct grading activities from November 1 —March 31, a comprehensive erosion
control plan shall be submitted for approval prior to issuance of a grading permit and
implemented prior to initiation of vegetation removal and/or grading activities.

15. Grading/excavationlgrubbing or any other site preparation activities that has the potential to
remove or encroach into existing vegetation (including the pipeline project) scheduled between
February 1 and August 30 will require nesting bird surveys by a qualified biologist prior to
initiation of grading activities. Should active nests be identified, a buffer area no less than 300
feet (500 feet for raptors) shall be fenced off until it is determined by a qualified biologist that
the nest is no longer active. A report discussing the results of nesting bird surveys shall be
submitted to the City Biologist prior to any vegetation removal on site. Nesting bird survey
reports are valid for no more than 5 days.

16. Construction fencing shall be installed within five (5) feet of the limits of grading adjacent to
native habitat prior to the beginning of any construction and shall be maintained throughout the
construction period to protect the site’s sensitive habitat areas.

17. Night lighting from exterior and interior sources shall be minimized. All exterior lighting shall
be low intensity and shielded so it is directed downward and inward so that there is no offsite
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glare or lighting of natural habitat areas. All lighting fixtures shall be rated dark skies
compliant. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant shall submit a photometric plan
for review and approval by the Planning Director. The photometric plan shall also demonstrate
compliance with any dark skies ordinance or any other applicable lighting standards adopted
by the City prior to issuance of a building permit for any structure on the site.

18. No lighting for aesthetic purposes such as up-lighting of landscaping, is permitted.

19. Necessary boundary fencing of any single area exceeding one half (1/2) acre shall be of an open
rail-type design with a wooden rail at the top (instead of wire), be less than 40 inches high, and
have a space greater than 14 inches between the ground and the bottom post or wire. A split rail
design that blends with the natural environment is preferred.

20. Upon completion of landscape planting in the proposed common areas, the City Biologist shall
inspect the project site and determine that all planning conditions to protect natural resources
are in compliance with the approved plans.

21. All biological conditions outlined in the final approved Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
and individual lot development reviews shall be adhered to. In the event of any conflicting
conditions, the more restrictive shall apply.

22. Prior to final plan check, the applicant shall provide detailed “construction level” planting and
irrigation plans for review and final approval by the City Biologist.

SECTION 6. Severability.

If any part, provision, or section of this Resolution is determined by a court or other legal
authority with jurisdiction over the subject matter of this resolution to be unenforceable or invalid, the
remainder of the entirety of this resolution shall not be affected and shall continue in full force and
effect. To this end, the provisions of this Resolution are severable.

SECTION 7. The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 6” day of June 2016.

ROOHI STACK, Planning Commission Chair
ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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LOCAL APPEAL - Pursuant to LIP Section 13.20.1 (Local Appeals), a decision of the Planning
Commission may be appealed to the City Council by an aggrieved person by written statement setting
forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall be filed with the City Clerk within 10 days and shall be
accompanied by an appeal form and proper appeal fee. The appellant shall pay fees as specified in the
Council adopted fee resolution in effect at the time of the appeal. Appeal forms and fee schedule may
be found online at www.malibucity.org, in person at City Hall, or by calling (310) 456-2489, extension
245.

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

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 16-55 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City of Malibu at the regular meeting thereof held on the 6th day of June
2016, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary



CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 16-56

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MALIBU,
CONSIDERING AN ADDENDUM TO THE CERTIFIED CRUMMER SITE
SUBDIVISION FINAL EIR AND MAKING FINDINGS IN SUPPORT THEREOF,
AND APPROVING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AMENDMENT NO. 15-
009 AMENDING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 07-147 FOR
DEVELOPMENT ON LOT 3 OF THE CRUMMER SITE SUBDIVISION PROJECT,
CONSISTING OF A 8,155 SQUARE FOOT, ONE-STORY SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENCE WITH A 1,000 SQUARE FOOT BASEMENT, 479 SQUARE FOOT
DETACHED SECOND UNIT, 716 SQUARE FOOT GARAGE, 84 SQUARE FOOT
CABANA, TRELLIS, SWIMMING POOL, SPA AND POOL EQUIPMENT,
DECKING, HARDSCAPE, ROOF-TOP MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT, WATER
FEATURES, FENCING, GRADING, MOTOR COURT, SETPIC TANK, AND
LANDSCAPING, INCLUDING A SITE PLAN REVIEW FOR CONSTRUCTION IN
EXCESS OF 18 FEET IN HEIGHT, LOCATED AT 24134 PACIFIC COAST
HIGHWAY, IN THE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT ZONING DISTRICT (PCH
PROJECT OWNER)

The Planning Commission of the City OfMalibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. On May 19, 2014, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 14-05 approving
CDP No. 07-147.

B. On April 2, 2014, the City submitted its Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA)
No. 12-001 establishing the PD Development Standards and the associated project development
statistics to the California Coastal Commission (CCC). The CCC staff deemed the application complete
on June 6, 2014.

C. On February 12, 2015, the CCC held a public hearing to consider the proposed LCPA.
After considering all of the testimony regarding the LCPA, the CCC continued the hearing and directed
CCC staff, the applicant, the property owner, and the City of Malibu to address the CCC’s comments
and suggestions.

D. On August 12, 2015, the CCC held a public hearing and approved the LCPA with
suggested modifications.

E. On September 28, 2015, the City Council adopted LCPA No. 12-001 with the CCC’s
suggested modifications. The LCPA amended Chapters of the Land Use Plan and established the final
development standards for the Crummer Site Subdivision. The CCC Executive Director reported the
City’s action to the CCC and the approval was confirmed “legally adequate” and certified by the CCC
in a letter dated November 9, 2015.

F. On October 15, 2015, the applicant submitted the subject application, Coastal
Development Permit Amendment (CDPA) No. 15-009 to amend the previously approved CDP in
accordance with the certified PD Development Standards. The application was routed to the City
Biologist and City Geotechnical Staff for review.

ATTACHMENT 3
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G. On May 2, 2016, a Courtesy Notice of Proposed Project was mailed to all property
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

H. On May 6, 2016, a Notice of CDP Application for CDPA No. 15-009 was posted on the
subject property.

I. On May 6, 2016, the project was deemed complete for processing.

J. On May 12, 2016, a Notice of Public Hearing was published in a newspaper of general
circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners and occupants within a
500-foot radius of the subject property.

K. On May 13, 2016, story poles were placed on the project site.

L. On June 6, 2016, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the
subject application, reviewed and considered the agenda report, reviewed and considered written
reports, public testimony, and other information in the record, including the Certified Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Crummer Site Subdivision and the addendum thereto.

SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
the Planning Commission has exercised its independent judgment and analyzed the modified project.
The Planning Commission finds that the modified project will not create any new significant impacts
or increase the severity of impacts as compared to those that were identified in the Crummer Site
Subdivision Final EIR, which was certified by the City of Malibu on February 24, 2014; and that none
of the conditions described in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 have occurred. The modified project
would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the Certified EIR or result in a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts. No changes have occurred with
respect to circumstances under which the previously approved project was undertaken that would cause
significant environmental impacts to which the modified project would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution. There is no new information that shows that the modified project would
cause new significant environmental impacts that were not already analyzed in the FEIR. Therefore,
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, no supplemental environmental review is required
beyond this Addendum. The Final EIR and the Addendum were considered prior to approval of the
project. Together they are determined to adequately satisfy all the requirements of CEQA.

SECTION 3. Coastal Development Permit Anrroval and Findings.

Based on substantial evidence contained within the record and pursuant to Sections 13.7(B) and 13.9
of the Local Coastal Program (LCP) Local Implementation Plan (LIP), the Planning Commission
adopts the analysis in the agenda report, incorporated herein, the findings of fact below, and approves
CDPA No. 15-009, to amend the scope of work previously approved under CDP No. 07-147 for a
8,155 square foot, one-story single-family residence with a 1,000 square foot basement, 479 square
foot detached second unit, 716 square foot garage, 84 square foot cabana, trellis, swimming pool, spa
and pool equipment, decking, hardscape, roof-top mechanical equipment, water features, fencing,
grading, motor court, landscaping and a septic tank located at 24134 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH).
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The modified project is consistent with the zoning, cultural resources, water quality, and OWTS
requirements of the LCP. The project, as conditioned, has been determined to be consistent with all
applicable LCP codes, standards, goals, and policies. The required findings are made herein.

A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

1. The previously approved project and the modified project has been reviewed for
conformance with the LCP by the Planning Department, the City Biologist, City Environmental Health
Administrator, City Public Works Department, City geotechnical staff, LACFD and WD29. The
proposed project, as conditioned, conforms to the LCP in that it meets all of the required development
standards of the PD zoning district.

2. Based on evidence contained within the record, the modified project, as conditioned,
will not result in environmental impacts and has been designed to reduce impacts to visual resources
and all other environmental issue areas to the greatest extent feasible. The development proposed on
Lot 1 would not result in significant adverse effects on the environment, within the meaning of CEQA,
and there are no feasible alternatives that would further reduce any impacts on the environment.

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

1. Based on evidence contained within the record, the combination of the proposed siting,
design, and landscape techniques would have no significant adverse scenic or visual impacts to public
views and would protect the scenic quality of the area, consistent with the policies of the Malibu Local
Coastal Program.

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

3. The modified project, as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

4. The modified project, would avoid or substantially lessen any significant adverse
impacts on scenic and visual resources when compared to the originally approved project and there are
no feasible alternatives that would avoid or substantially less any significant adverse impacts on scenic
and visual resources.

5. The modified project, as conditioned, will have no adverse scenic and visual impacts.
With the incorporation of mitigation measures outlined in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP), all environmental impacts have been reduced to a less than significant level.

C. Hazards (LIP Chapter 9)

1. Based on the evidence contained within the record, it has been determined that the
modified project will sufficiently remediate geologic and seismic hazards; and the project site is not
located in a tsunami inundation zone. The project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse
impacts on site stability or structural integrity from geologic, flood or fire hazards due to required
project modifications, landscaping or other conditions.
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2. The project, as proposed or as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging
alternative.

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

4. The proposed project as designed and conditioned, will have no significant adverse
impacts on site stability, structural integrity or sensitive resources. Therefore, no adverse impacts are
anticipated to result from hazards or conflict with sensitive resource protection policies contained in
the LCP.

D. Shoreline and Bluff Development Ordinance (LIP Chapter 10)

1. Pursuant to LIP Section 10.4, “[a]ll new development located on a bluff top shall be set
back from the bluff edge a sufficient distance to ensure that it will not be endangered by erosion or
threatened by slope instability for a projected 100 year economic life of the structure.” The required
setback is 100 feet from the bluff edge, however, this distance may be reduced to 50 feet if the City
geotechnical staff determines that the proposed development will not be endangered by erosion or slope
instability with a lesser setback. The proposed residence is located landward of the 100 foot bluff retreat
line and all accessory structures are located landward of the 50 foot setback line. The project is not
anticipated to result in any new significant adverse impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply, or
other resources.

2. The modified project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse impacts on
public access, shoreline sand supply or other resources due to required project modifications or other
conditions.

3. The modified project, as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

4. There are no alternatives to the proposed development that would avoid or substantially
lessen impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply or other resources.

SECTION 4. Planning Commission Action.

Based on the foregoing findings and evidence contained within the record, the Planning Commission
hereby approves CDPA No. 15-009 subject to the following conditions.

No other changes to the conditions contained in Planning Commission Resolution No. 14-05 are made
by this amendment and all other applicable findings, terms, and/or conditions contained in Resolution
No. 14-05 remain in full force and effect.

SECTION 5. Conditions of Approval.

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

2. Approval of this application is to allow for the project described herein. The scope of work
approved includes:

a. 8,155 square foot, one-story single-family residence;
b. 1,000 square foot basement;
c. 479 square foot detached second unit;
d. 716 square foot garage;
e. 84 square foot cabana;
f. swimming pooi, spa and pooi equipment;
g. decking;
h. hardscape;
i. roof-top mechanical equipment;
j. water features;
k. fencing;
1. grading;
m. motor court;
n. landscaping; and
o. a septic tank

3. Subsequent submittals for this project shall be in substantial compliance with site plans on-file
with the Planning Department, dated April 15, 2016. In the event the project plans conflict
with any condition of approval, the condition shall take precedence.

4. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.18.2, this permit and rights conferred in this approval shall not be
effective until the property owner signs and returns the Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit
accepting the conditions set forth herein. The applicant shall file this form with the Planning
Department within 10 days of the Planning Commission’s resolution and prior to issuance of
any development permits.

5. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.20, development pursuant to an approved CDP shall not commence
until the CDPA is effective. The CDPA is not effective until all appeals, including those to the
California Coastal Commission, have been exhausted. In the event that the California Coastal
Commission denies the permit or issues the permit on appeal, the coastal development permit
amendment approved by the City is void.

Biology/Landscaping

6. With the exception of the newly proposed water line no new development, planting, or irrigation
is permitted within public easements. Any new structure, plant or irrigation system occurring
in the public easement shall be removed at the owner’s expense.
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7. Prior to Final Plan Check Approval, if your property is serviced by the Los Angeles County
Waterworks District, please provide landscape water use approval from that department..

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

9. Vegetation shall be situated on the property so as not to significantly obstruct the primary view
from private property at any given time (given consideration of its future growth). The
vegetation shall also be maintained so that the residential structures are screened to the
maximum extent feasible. On-site trees and other landscaping shall be maintained so that they
shall not exceed 25 feet in height.

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

11. The use of building materials treated with toxic compounds such as copper arsenate is
prohibited.

12. Prior to final landscape inspection, provide a signed copy of the Certificate of Completion,
certifying the irrigation installation and operational efficiency is consistent with the approved
plans.

13. New development, including, but not limited to, vegetation removal, vegetation thinning, or
planting of non-native or invasive vegetation shall not be permitted in required park buffer
areas, except that habitat restoration and invasive plant eradication may be permitted ifdesigned
to protect and enhance habitat values.

14. Permitted development located within or adjacent to parklands that adversely impact those areas
may include open space or conservation restrictions or easements over parkland buffer in order
to protect resources.

15. Grading shall be scheduled only during the dry season from April 1 - October31. If it becomes
necessary to conduct grading activities from November 1 —March 31, a comprehensive erosion
control plan shall be submitted for approval prior to issuance of a grading permit and
implemented prior to initiation of vegetation removal and/or grading activities.

16. Grading/excavation/grubbing or any other site preparation activities that has the potential to
remove or encroach into existing vegetation (including the pipeline project) scheduled between
February 1 and August 30 will require nesting bird surveys by a qualified biologist prior to
initiation of grading activities. Should active nests be identified, a buffer area no less than 300
feet (500 feet for raptors) shall be fenced off until it is determined by a qualified biologist that
the nest is no longer active. A report discussing the results of nesting bird surveys shall be
submitted to the City Biologist prior to any vegetation removal on site. Nesting bird survey
reports are valid for no more than 5 days.

17. Construction fencing shall be installed within five (5) feet of the limits of grading adjacent to
native habitat prior to the beginning of any construction and shall be maintained throughout the
construction period to protect the site’s sensitive habitat areas.
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18. Night lighting from exterior and interior sources shall be minimized. All exterior lighting shall
be low intensity and shielded so it is directed downward and inward so that there is no offsite
glare or lighting ofnatural habitat areas. All lighting fixtures shall be rated dark skies compliant.
Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant shall submit a photometric plan for review
and approval by the Planning Director. The photometric plan shall also demonstrate
compliance with any dark skies ordinance or any other applicable lighting standards adopted
by the City prior to issuance of a building permit for any structure on the site.

19. No lighting for aesthetic purposes such as up-lighting of landscaping, is permitted.

20. Necessary boundary fencing of any single area exceeding one half (1/2) acre shall be ofan open
rail-type design with a wooden rail at the top (instead of wire), be less than 40 inches high, and
have a space greater than 14 inches between the ground and the bottom post or wire. A split rail
design that blends with the natural environment is preferred.

21. Upon completion of landscape planting in the proposed common areas, the City Biologist shall
inspect the project site and determine that all planning conditions to protect natural resources
are in compliance with the approved plans.

22. All biological conditions outlined in the final approved Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
and individual lot development reviews shall be adhered to. In the event of any conflicting
conditions, the more restrictive shall apply.

23. Prior to final plan check, the applicant shall provide detailed “construction level” planting and
irrigation plans for review and final approval by the City Biologist.

SECTION 6. Severability.

If any part, provision, or section of this Resolution is determined by a court or other legal
authority with jurisdiction over the subject matter of this resolution to be unenforceable or invalid, the
remainder of the entirety of this Resolution shall not be affected and shall continue in full force and
effect. To this end, the provisions of this resolution are severable.

SECTION 7. The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 6t~~ day of June 2016.

ROOHI STACK, Planning Commission Chair
ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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LOCAL APPEAL - Pursuant to LIP Section 13.20.1 (Local Appeals), a decision of the Planning
Commission may be appealed to the City Council by an aggrieved person by written statement setting
forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall be filed with the City Clerk within 10 days and shall be
accompanied by an appeal form and proper appeal fee. The appellant shall pay fees as specified in the
Council adopted fee resolution in effect at the time of the appeal. Appeal forms and fee schedule may
be found online at www.ma1ibucity.org~ in person at City Hall, or by calling (310) 456-2489, extension
245.

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

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 16-56 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City of Malibu at the regular meeting thereof held on the ~ day of June
2016, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary



CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 16-57

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MALIBU,
CONSIDERING AN ADDENDUM TO THE CERTIFIED CRUMMER SITE
SUBDIVISION FINAL EIR AND MAKING FINDINGS [N SUPPORT THEREOF,
AND APPROVING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AMENDMENT NO. 15-
010 AMENDING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 07-148 FOR
DEVELOPMENT ON LOT 4 OF THE CRUMMER SITE SUBDIVISION PROJECT,
CONSISTING OF A 7,878 SQUARE FOOT, ONE-STORY SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENCE WITH A 1,000 SQUARE FOOT BASEMENT, 886 SQUARE FOOT
GARAGE, 149 SQUARE FOOT CABANA, 600 SQUARE FEET OF COVERED
LOGGIA SPACE THAT PROJECTS MORE THAN SIX FEET; SWIMMING POOL,
SPA AND POOL EQUIPMENT, DECKING, HARDSCAPE, ROOF-TOP
MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT, WATER FEATURES, FENCING, GRADING,
MOTOR COURT, SEPTIC TANK, AND LANDSCAPING LOCATED AT 24150
PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY, IN THE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT ZONING
DISTRICT (PCH PROJECT OWNER)

The Planning Commission of the City OfMalibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. On May 19, 2014, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 14-06 approving
CDP No. 07-148.

B. On April 2, 2014, the City submitted its Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA)
No. 12-00 1 establishing the PD Development Standards and the associated project development
statistics to the California Coastal Commission (CCC). The CCC staff deemed the application complete
on June 6, 2014.

C. On February 12, 2015, the CCC held a public hearing to consider the proposed LCPA.
After considering all of the testimony regarding the LCPA, the CCC continued the hearing and directed
CCC staff, the applicant, the property owner, and the City of Malibu to address the CCC’s comments
and suggestions.

D. On August 12, 2015, the CCC held a public hearing and approved the LCPA with
suggested modifications.

E. On September 28, 2015, the City Council adopted LCPA No. 12-001 with the CCC’s
suggested modifications. The LCPA amended Chapters of the Land Use Plan and established the final
development standards for the Crummer Site Subdivision. The CCC Executive Director reported the
City’s action to the CCC and the approval was confirmed “legally adequate” and certified by the CCC
in a letter dated November 9, 2015.

F. On October 15, 2015, the applicant submitted the subject application, Coastal
Development Permit Amendment (CDPA) No. 15-010. The CDP application was routed to the City
Biologist and City Geotechnical Staff for review.

ATTACHMENT 4
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G. On May 2, 2016, a Courtesy Notice of Proposed Project was mailed to all property
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

H. On May 6, 2016, a Notice of CDP Application for CDPA No. 15-01.0 was posted on the
subject property.

I. On May 6, 2016, the project was deemed complete for processing.

J. On May 12, 2016, a Notice of Public Hearing was published in a newspaper of general
circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners and occupants within a
500-foot radius of the subject property.

K. On May 13, 2016, story poles were placed on the project site.

L. On June 6, 2016, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the
subject application, reviewed and considered the agenda report, reviewed and considered written
reports, public testimony, and other information in the record, including the Certified Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Crummer Site Subdivision and the addendum thereto.

SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
the Planning Commission has exercised its independent judgment and analyzed the modified project.
The Planning Commission finds that the modified project will not create any new significant impacts
or increase the severity of impacts as compared to those that were identified in the Crummer Site
Subdivision Final EIR, which was certified by the City of Malibu on February 24, 2014; and that none
of the conditions described in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 have occurred. The modified project
would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the Certified EIR or result in a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts. No changes have occurred with
respect to circumstances under which the previously approved project was undertaken that would cause
significant environmental impacts to which the modified project would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution. There is no new information that shows that the modified project would
cause new significant environmental impacts that were not already analyzed in the FEIR. Therefore,
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, no supplemental environmental review is required
beyond this Addendum. The Final EIR and the Addendum were considered prior to approval of the
project. Together they are determined to adequately satisfy all the requirements of CEQA.

SECTION 3. Coastal Development Permit Approval and Findings.

Based on substantial evidence contained within the record and pursuant to Sections 13.7(B) and 13.9
of the Local Coastal Program (LCP) Local Implementation Plan (LIP), the Planning Commission
adopts the analysis in the agenda report, incorporated herein, the findings of fact below, and approves
CDPA No. 15-010, to amend the scope of work previously approved under CDP No. 07-148 for a
7,878 square foot, one-story single-family residence with a 1,000 square foot basement,886 square
foot garage, 149 square foot cabana, 600 square feet of loggia space that projects more than six feet,
swimming pool, spa and pool equipment, decking, hardscape, roof-top mechanical equipment, water
features, fencing, grading, motor court, landscaping and a septic tank located at 24150 Pacific Coast
Highway (PCH).
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The modified project is consistent with the zoning, cultural resources, water quality, and OWTS
requirements of the LCP. The project, as conditioned, has been determined to be consistent with all
applicable LCP codes, standards, goals, and policies. The required findings are made herein.

A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

1. The previously approved project and the modified project has been reviewed for
conformance with the LCP by the Planning Department, the City Biologist, City Environmental Health
Administrator, City Public Works Department, City geotechnical staff, LACFD and WD29. The
proposed project, as conditioned, conforms to the LCP in that it meets all of the required development
standards of the PD zoning district.

2. Based on evidence contained within the record, the modified project, as conditioned,
will not result in environmental impacts and has been designed to reduce impacts to visual resources
and all other environmental issue areas to the greatest extent feasible. The development proposed on
Lot 1 would not result in significant adverse effects on the environment, within the meaning of CEQA,
and there are no feasible alternatives that would further reduce any impacts on the environment.

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

1. Based on evidence contained within the record, the combination of the proposed siting,
design, and landscape techniques would have no significant adverse scenic or visual impacts to public
views and would protect the scenic quality of the area, consistent with the policies of the Malibu Local
Coastal Program.

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

3. The modified project, as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

4. The modified project, would avoid or substantially lessen any significant adverse
impacts on scenic and visual resources when compared to the originally approved project and there are
no feasible alternatives that would avoid or substantially less any significant adverse impacts on scenic
and visual resources.

5. The modified project, as conditioned, will have no adverse scenic and visual impacts.
With the incorporation of mitigation measures outlined in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP), all environmental impacts have been reduced to a less than significant level.

C. Hazards (LIP Chapter 9)

1. Based on the evidence contained within the record, it has been determined that the
modified project will sufficiently remediate geologic and seismic hazards; and the project site is not
located in a tsunami inundation zone. The project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse
impacts on site stability or structural integrity from geologic, flood or fire hazards due to required
project modifications, landscaping or other conditions.
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2. The project, as proposed or as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging
alternative.

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

4. The proposed project as designed and conditioned, will have no significant adverse
impacts on site stability, structural integrity or sensitive resources. Therefore, no adverse impacts are
anticipated to result from hazards or conflict with sensitive resource protection policies contained in
the LCP.

D. Shoreline and Bluff Development Ordinance (LIP Chapter 10)

1. Pursuant to LIP Section 10.4, “[a]ll new development located on a bluff top shall be set
back from the bluff edge a sufficient distance to ensure that it will not be endangered by erosion or
threatened by slope instability for a projected 100 year economic life of the structure.” The required
setback is 100 feet from the bluff edge, however, this distance may be reduced to 50 feet if the City
geotechnical staff determines that the proposed development will not be endangered by erosion or slope
instability with a lesser setback. The proposed residence is located landward of the 100 foot bluff retreat
line and all accessory structures are located landward of the 50 foot setback line. The project is not
anticipated to result in any new significant adverse impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply, or
other resources.

2. The modified project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse impacts on
public access, shoreline sand supply or other resources due to required project modifications or other
conditions.

3. The modified project, as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

4. There are no alternatives to the proposed development that would avoid or substantially
lessen impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply or other resources.

SECTION 4. Planning Commission Action.

Based on the foregoing findings and evidence contained within the record, the Planning Commission
hereby approves CDPA No. 15-010 subject to the following conditions.

No other changes to the conditions contained in Planning Commission Resolution No. 14-06 are made
by this amendment and all other applicable findings, terms, and/or conditions contained in Resolution
No. 14-06 remain in full force and effect.

SECTION 5. Conditions of Approval.

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

2. Approval of this application is to allow for the project described herein. The scope of work
approved includes:

a. 7,878 square foot, one-story single-family residence;
b. 1,000 square foot basement;
c. 886 square foot garage;
d. 149 square foot cabana;
e. 600 square feet of loggia space that projects more than six feet;
f. swimming pool, spa and pool equipment;
g. decking;
h. hardscape;
i. roof-top mechanical equipment;
j. water features;
k. fencing;
1. grading;
m. motor court;
n. landscaping; and
o. a septic tank

3. Subsequent submittals for this project shall be in substantial compliance with site plans on-file
with the Planning Department, dated April 15, 2016. In the event the project plans conflict
with any condition of approval, the condition shall take precedence.

4. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.18.2, this permit and rights conferred in this approval shall not be
effective until the property owner signs and returns the Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit
accepting the conditions set forth herein. The applicant shall file this form with the Planning
Department within 10 days of the Planning Commission’s resolution and prior to issuance of
any development permits. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.20, development pursuant to an approved
CDP shall not commence until the CDP is effective. The CDPA is not effective until all appeals,
including those to the California Coastal Commission, have been exhausted. In the event that
the California Coastal Commission denies the permit or issues the permit on appeal, the coastal
development permit approved by the City is void.

Biology/Landscaping

5. With the exception of the newly proposed waterline no new development, planting, or irrigation
is permitted within public easements. Any new structure, plant or irrigation system occurring
in the public easement shall be removed at the owner’s expense.

6. Prior to Final Plan Check Approval, if your property is serviced by the Los Angeles County
Waterworks District, please provide landscape water use approval from that department.
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7. Invasive plant species, as determined by the City of Malibu, are prohibited.

8. Vegetation shall be situated on the property so as not to significantly obstruct the primary view
from private property at any given time (given consideration of its future growth). The
vegetation shall also be maintained so that the residential structures are screened to the
maximum extent feasible. On-site trees and landscaping shall be maintained so that they shall
not exceed 25 feet in height.

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

10. The use of building materials treated with toxic compounds such as copper arsenate is
prohibited.

11. Prior to final landscape inspection, provide a signed copy of the Certificate of Completion,
certifying the irrigation installation and operational efficiency is consistent with the approved
plans.

12. New development, including, but not limited to, vegetation removal, vegetation thinning, or
planting of non-native or invasive vegetation shall not be permitted in required park buffer
areas, except that habitat restoration and invasive plant eradication may be permitted ifdesigned
to protect and enhance habitat values.

13. Permitted development located within or adjacent to parklands that adversely impact those areas
may include open space or conservation restrictions or easements over parkland buffer in order
to protect resources.

14. Grading shall be scheduled only during the dry season from April 1 - October 31. If it becomes
necessary to conduct grading activities from November 1 - March 31, a comprehensive erosion
control plan shall be submitted for approval prior to issuance of a grading permit and
implemented prior to initiation of vegetation removal andlor grading activities.

15. Grading/excavation!grubbing or any other site preparation activities that has the potential to
remove or encroach into existing vegetation (including the pipeline project) scheduled between
February 1 and August 30 will require nesting bird surveys by a qualified biologist prior to
initiation of grading activities. Should active nests be identified, a buffer area no less than 300
feet (500 feet for raptors) shall be fenced off until it is determined by a qualified biologist that
the nest is no longer active. A report discussing the results of nesting bird surveys shall be
submitted to the City Biologist prior to any vegetation removal on site. Nesting bird survey
reports are valid for no more than 5 days.

16. Construction fencing shall be installed within five (5) feet of the limits of grading adjacent to
native habitat prior to the beginning of any construction and shall be maintained throughout the
construction period to protect the site’s sensitive habitat areas.

17. Night lighting from exterior and interior sources shall be minimized. All exterior lighting shall
be low intensity and shielded so it is directed downward and inward so that there is no offsite
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glare or lighting ofnatural habitat areas. All lighting fixtures shall be rated dark skies compliant.
Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant shall submit a photometric plan for review
and approval by the Planning Director. The photometric plan shall also demonstrate
compliance with any dark skies ordinance or any other applicable lighting standards adopted
by the City prior to issuance of a building permit for any structure on the site.

18. No lighting for aesthetic purposes such as up-lighting of landscaping, is permitted.

19. Necessary boundary fencing of any single area exceeding one half (1/2) acre shall be ofan open
rail-type design with a wooden rail at the top (instead of wire), be less than 40 inches high, and
have a space greater than 14 inches between the ground and the bottom post or wire. A split rail
design that blends with the natural environment is preferred.

20. Upon completion of landscape planting in the proposed common areas, the City Biologist shall
inspect the project site and determine that all planning conditions to protect natural resources
are in compliance with the approved plans.

21. All biological conditions outlined in the final approved Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
and individual lot development reviews shall be adhered to. In the event of any conflicting
conditions, the more restrictive shall apply.

22. Prior to final plan check, the applicant shall provide detailed “construction level” planting and
irrigation plans for review and final approval by the City Biologist.

SECTION 6. Severability.

If any part, provision, or section of this Resolution is determined by a court or other legal
authority with jurisdiction over the subject matter of this resolution to be unenforceable or invalid, the
remainder of the entirety of this resolution shall not be affected and shall continue in full force and
effect. To this end, the provisions of this Resolution are severable.

SECTION 7. The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 6t~~ day of June 2016.

ROOHI STACK, Planning Commission Chair
ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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LOCAL APPEAL - Pursuant to LIP Section 13.20.1 (Local Appeals), a decision of the Planning
Commission may be appealed to the City Council by an aggrieved person by written statement setting
forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall be filed with the City Clerk within 10 days and shall be
accompanied by an appeal form and proper appeal fee. The appellant shall pay fees as specified in the
Council adopted fee resolution in effect at the time of the appeal. Appeal forms and fee schedule may
be found online at www.malibucity.org. in person at City Hall, or by calling (310) 456-2489, extension
245.

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

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 16-57 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City of Malibu at the regular meeting thereof held on the ~ day of June
2016, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary



CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 16-58

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MALIBU,
CONSIDERING AN ADDENDUM TO THE CERTIFIED CRUMMER SITE
SUBDIVISION FINAL EIR AND MAKING FINDINGS IN SUPPORT THEREOF,
AND APPROVING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AMENDMENT NO. 15-
011 AMENDING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 07-149 FOR
DEVELOPMENT ON LOT 5 OF THE CRUMMER SITE SUBDIVISION PROJECT,
CONSISTING OF A 8,738 SQUARE FOOT, ONE-STORY SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENCE WITH A 1,000 SQUARE FOOT BASEMENT, 885 SQUARE FOOT
GARAGE, 479 SQUARE FOOT SECOND UNIT, 188 SQUARE FOOT CABANA, 700
SQUARE FEET OF COVERED LOGGIA SPACE THAT PROJECTS MORE THAN
SIX FEET; TRELLIS, SWIMMING POOL, SPA AND POOL EQUIPMENT,
DECKING, HARDSCAPE, ROOF-TOP MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT, WATER
FEATURES, FENCING, GRADING, MOTOR COURT, SEPTIC TANK, AND
LANDSCAPING LOCATED AT 24174 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY, IN THE
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT ZONING DISTRICT (PCH PROJECT OWNER)

The Planning Commission of the City Of Malibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. On May 19, 2014, adopted Resolution No. 14-07 approving CDP No. 07-149.

B. On April 2, 2014, the City submitted its Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA)
No. 12-001 establishing the PD Development Standards and the associated project development
statistics to the California Coastal Commission (CCC). The CCC staff deemed the application complete
on June 6, 2014.

C. On February 12, 2015, the CCC held a public hearing to consider the proposed LCPA.
After considering all of the testimony regarding the LCPA, the CCC continued the hearing and directed
CCC staff, the applicant, the property owner, and the City of Malibu to address the CCC’s comments
and suggestions.

D. On August 12, 2015, the CCC held a public hearing and approved the LCPA with
suggested modifications.

E. On September 28, 2015, the City Council adopted LCPA No. 12-001 with the CCC’s
suggested modifications. The LCPA amended Chapter 5 of the Land Use Plan and established the final
development standards for the Crummer Site Subdivision. The CCC Executive Director reported the
City’s action to the CCC and the approval was confirmed “legally adequate” and certified by the CCC
in a letter dated November 9, 2015.

F. On October 15, 2015, the applicant submitted the subject application, Coastal
Development Permit Amendment (CDPA) No. 15-011. The CDP application was routed to the City
Biologist and City Geotechnical Staff for review.

ATTACHMENT 5
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G. On May 2, 2016, a Courtesy Notice of Proposed Project was mailed to all property
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

H. On May 6, 2016, a Notice of CDP Application for CDPA No. 15-011 was posted on the
subject property.

I. On May 6, 2016, the project was deemed complete for processing.

J. On May 12, 2016, a Notice of Public Hearing was published in a newspaper of general
circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners and occupants within a
500-foot radius of the subject property.

K. On May 13, 2016, story poles were placed on the project site.

L. On June 6, 2016, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the
subject application, reviewed and considered the agenda report, reviewed and considered written
reports, public testimony, and other information in the record, including the Certified Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Crummer Site Subdivision and the addendum thereto.

SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
the Planning Commission has exercised its independent judgment and analyzed the modified project.
The Planning Commission finds that the modified project will not create any new significant impacts
or increase the severity of impacts as compared to those that were identified in the Crummer Site
Subdivision Final EIR, which was certified by the City of Malibu on February 24, 2014; and that none
of the conditions described in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 have occurred. The modified project
would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the Certified EIR or result in a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts. No changes have occurred with
respect to circumstances under which the previously approved project was undertaken that would cause
significant environmental impacts to which the modified project would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution. There is no new information that shows that the modified project would
cause new significant environmental impacts that were not already analyzed in the FEIR. Therefore,
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, no supplemental environmental review is required
beyond this Addendum. The Final EIR and the Addendum were considered prior to approval of the
project. Together they are determined to adequately satisfy all the requirements of CEQA.

SECTION 3. Coastal Development Permit Approval and Findings.

Based on substantial evidence contained within the record and pursuant to Sections 13.7(B) and 13.9
of the Local Coastal Program (LCP) Local Implementation Plan (LIP), the Planning Commission
adopts the analysis in the agenda report, incoiporated herein, the findings of fact below, and approves
CDPA No. 15-011, to amend the scope of work previously approved under CDP No. 07-149 for a
8,738 square foot, one-story single-family residence with a 1,000 square foot basement, 885 square
foot garage, 479 square foot second unit, 188 square foot cabana, 700 square feet of loggia space that
projects more than six feet, trellis, swimming pool, spa and pool equipment, decking, hardscape, roof
top mechanical equipment, water features, fencing, grading, motor court, landscaping and a septic tank
located at 24174 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH).
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The modified project is consistent with the zoning, cultural resources, water quality, and OWTS
requirements of the LCP. The project, as conditioned, has been determined to be consistent with all
applicable LCP codes, standards, goals, and policies. The required findings are made herein.

A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

1. The previously approved project and the modified project has been reviewed for
conformance with the LCP by the Planning Department, the City Biologist, City Environmental Health
Administrator, City Public Works Department, City geotechnical staff, LACFD and WD29. The
proposed project, as conditioned, conforms to the LCP in that it meets all of the required development
standards of the PD zoning district.

2. Based on evidence contained within the record, the modified project, as conditioned,
will not result in environmental impacts and has been designed to reduce impacts to visual resources
and all other environmental issue areas to the greatest extent feasible. The development proposed on
Lot 1 would not result in significant adverse effects on the environment, within the meaning of CEQA,
and there are no feasible alternatives that would further reduce any impacts on the environment.

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

1. Based on evidence contained within the record, the combination of the proposed siting,
design, and landscape techniques would have no significant adverse scenic or visual impacts to public
views and would protect the scenic quality of the area, consistent with the policies of the Malibu Local
Coastal Program.

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

3. The modified project, as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

4. The modified project, would avoid or substantially lessen any significant adverse
impacts on scenic and visual resources when compared to the originally approved project and there are
no feasible alternatives that would avoid or substantially less any significant adverse impacts on scenic
and visual resources.

5. The modified project, as conditioned, will have no adverse scenic and visual impacts.
With the incorporation of mitigation measures outlined in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP), all environmental impacts have been reduced to a less than significant level.

C. Hazards (LIP Chapter 9)

1. Based on the evidence contained within the record, it has been determined that the
modified project will sufficiently remediate geologic and seismic hazards; and the project site is not
located in a tsunami inundation zone. The project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse
impacts on site stability or structural integrity from geologic, flood or fire hazards due to required
project modifications, landscaping or other conditions.
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2. The project, as proposed or as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging
alternative.

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

4. The proposed project as designed and conditioned, will have no significant adverse
impacts on site stability, structural integrity or sensitive resources. Therefore, no adverse impacts are
anticipated to result from hazards or conflict with sensitive resource protection policies contained in
the LCP.

D. Shoreline and Bluff Development Ordinance (LIP Chapter 10)

1. Pursuant to LIP Section 10.4, “[a]ll new development located on a bluff top shall be set
back from the bluff edge a sufficient distance to ensure that it will not be endangered by erosion or
threatened by slope instability for a projected 100 year economic life of the structure.” The required
setback is 100 feet from the bluff edge, however, this distance may be reduced to 50 feet if the City
geotechnical staff determines that the proposed development will not be endangered by erosion or slope
instability with a lesser setback. The proposed residence is located landward of the 100 foot bluff retreat
line and all accessory structures are located landward of the 50 foot setback line. The project is not
anticipated to result in any new significant adverse impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply, or
other resources.

2. The modified project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse impacts on
public access, shoreline sand supply or other resources due to required project modifications or other
conditions.

3. The modified project, as conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

4. There are no alternatives to the proposed development that would avoid or substantially
lessen impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply or other resources.

SECTION 4. Planning Commission Action.

Based on the foregoing findings and evidence contained within the record, the Planning Commission
hereby approves CDPA No. 15-011 subject to the following conditions.

No other changes to the conditions contained in Planning Commission Resolution No. 14-07 are made
by this amendment and all other applicable findings, terms, andlor conditions contained in Resolution
No. 14-07 remain in full force and effect.

SECTION 5. Conditions of Approval.

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

2. Approval of this application is to allow for the project described herein. The scope of work
approved includes:

a. 8,738 square foot, one-story single-family residence;
b. 1,000 square foot basement;
c. 885 square foot garage;
d. 479 square foot second unit;
e. 188 square foot cabana;
f. 700 square feet of loggia space that projects more than six feet;
g. trellis;
h. swimming pool, spa and pool equipment;
i. decking;
j. hardscape;
k. roof-top mechanical equipment;
1. water features;
m. fencing;
n. grading;
o. motor court;
p. landscaping; and
q. a septic tank

3. Subsequent submittals for this project shall be in substantial compliance with site plans on-file
with the Planning Department, dated April 15, 2016. In the event the project plans conflict
with any condition of approval, the condition shall take precedence.
Pursuant to LIP Section 13.18.2, this permit and rights conferred in this approval shall not be
effective until the property owner signs and returns the Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit
accepting the conditions set forth herein. The applicant shall file this form with the Planning
Department within 10 days of the Planning Commission’s resolution and prior to issuance of
any development permits. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.20, development pursuant to an approved
CDPA shall not commence until the CDPA is effective. The CDPA is not effective until all
appeals, including those to the California Coastal Commission, have been exhausted. In the
event that the California Coastal Commission denies the permit or issues the permit on appeal,
the coastal development permit amendment approved by the City is void.

Biology/Landscaping

4. With the exception of the newly proposed water line no new development, planting, or irrigation
is permitted within public easements. Any new structure, plant or irrigation system occurring
in the public easement shall be removed at the owner’s expense.

5. Prior to Final Plan Check Approval, if your property is serviced by the Los Angeles County
Waterworks District, please provide landscape water use approval from that department.
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6. Invasive plant species, as determined by the City of Malibu, are prohibited.

7. Vegetation shall be situated on the property so as not to significantly obstruct the primary view
from private property at any given time (given consideration of its future growth). The
vegetation shall also be maintained so that the residential structures are screened to maximum
extent feasible. On-site trees and landscaping shall be maintained so that they shall not exceed
25 feet in height.

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

9. The use of building materials treated with toxic compounds such as copper arsenate is
prohibited.

10. Prior to final landscape inspection, provide a signed copy of the Certificate of Completion,
certifying the irrigation installation and operational efficiency is consistent with the approved
plans.

11. New development, including, but not limited to, vegetation removal, vegetation thinning, or
planting of non-native or invasive vegetation shall not be permitted in required park buffer
areas, except that habitat restoration and invasive plant eradication may be permitted ifdesigned
to protect and enhance habitat values.

12. Permitted development located within or adjacent to parklands that adversely impact those areas
may include open space or conservation restrictions or easements over parkland buffer in order
to protect resources.

13. Grading shall be scheduled only during the dry season from April 1 - October 31. If it becomes
necessary to conduct grading activities from November 1 - March 31, a comprehensive erosion
control plan shall be submitted for approval prior to issuance of a grading permit and
implemented prior to initiation of vegetation removal and/or grading activities.

14. Grading/excavation/grubbing or any other site preparation activities that has the potential to
remove or encroach into existing vegetation (including the pipeline project) scheduled between
February 1 and August 30 will require nesting bird surveys by a qualified biologist prior to
initiation of grading activities. Should active nests be identified, a buffer area no less than 300
feet (500 feet for raptors) shall be fenced off until it is determined by a qualified biologist that
the nest is no longer active. A report discussing the results of nesting bird surveys shall be
submitted to the City Biologist prior to any vegetation removal on site. Nesting bird survey
reports are valid for no more than 5 days.

15. Construction fencing shall be installed within five (5) feet of the limits of grading adjacent to
native habitat prior to the beginning of any construction and shall be maintained throughout the
construction period to protect the site’s sensitive habitat areas.

16. Night lighting from exterior and interior sources shall be minimized. All exterior lighting shall
be low intensity and shielded so it is directed downward and inward so that there is no offsite
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glare or lighting ofnatural habitat areas. All lighting fixtures shall be rated dark skies compliant.
Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant shall submit a photometric plan for review
and approval by the Planning Director. The photometric plan shall also demonstrate
compliance with any dark skies ordinance or any other applicable lighting standards adopted
by the City prior to issuance of a building permit for any structure on the site.

17. No lighting for aesthetic purposes such as up-lighting of landscaping, is permitted.

18. Necessary boundary fencing of any single area exceeding one half (1/2) acre shall be of an open
rail-type design with a wooden rail at the top (instead ofwire), be less than 40 inches high, and
have a space greater than 14 inches between the ground and the bottom post or wire. A split rail
design that blends with the natural environment is preferred.

19. Upon completion of landscape planting in the proposed common areas, the City Biologist shall
inspect the project site and determine that all planning conditions to protect natural resources
are in compliance with the approved plans.

20. All biological conditions outlined in the final approved Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
and individual lot development reviews shall be adhered to. In the event of any conflicting
conditions, the more restrictive shall apply.

21. Prior to final plan check, the applicant shall provide detailed “construction level” planting and
irrigation plans for review and final approval by the City Biologist.

SECTION 6. Severability.

If any part, provision, or section of this Resolution is determined by a court or other legal
authority with jurisdiction over the subject matter of this resolution to be unenforceable or invalid, the
remainder of the entirety of this Resolution shall not be affected and shall continue in full force and
effect. To this end, the provisions of this resolution are severable.

SECTION 7. The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 6th day of June 2016.

ROOHI STACK, Planning Commission Chair
ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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LOCAL APPEAL - Pursuant to LIP Section 13.20.1 (Local Appeals), a decision of the Planning
Commission may be appealed to the City Council by an aggrieved person by written statement setting
forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall be filed with the City Clerk within 10 days and shall be
accompanied by an appeal form and proper appeal fee. The appellant shall pay fees as specified in the
Council adopted fee resolution in effect at the time of the appeal. Appeal forms and fee schedule may
be found online at www.malibucity.org1 in person at City Hall, or by calling (310) 456-2489, extension
245.

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

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOiNG RESOLUTION NO. 16-58 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City of Malibu at the regular meeting thereof held on the 6th day of June
2016, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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Looking Southeast

Lot3
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Looking South

Lot4

Lot 5
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Looking West Toward Lots 4 and 5
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Looking North
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Looking Northeast
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Looking southeast from end of cul-de-sac
in Malibu Beach Park

Lot5



Looking east from end of cul-de-sac in
Malibu Beach Park
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WINTER MESA CRUMMER (LOT I)
24108 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY

MALIBU, CA 90265
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CONSTRUCTION NOTES
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PLANTING NOTES
I CONTRACTOR IS To FAMILIARI E HIMSELF PATH THE LAVO T GRADING NATIVE BRUSH ThINNING ZONE
AND CI IL ENGINEERING DOC MENTS TO COORDINATEACT AL LOCATION OF • THIN AND REMOVE PLANT SPECIES OF HIGH FIRE RISKI INCLUDING BUT HOT LIMITED TO Loll OVTVEISNTRRNISAIGRUDMEDEENDHVCEEIWLOPREDV
TREES ANDSAR S LAUREL SUMAC, CHAMISE, CEANOTHUS, SAGE, SAGE DRUSH, BUCKWHEAT, AND IITAVVII1000S000IIO

CALIFOEMIA JUNIPER. 011.5, 1 I*~l1b5

YTVE DWNERGREPREGENTATi EPRIOR TO DELI ERY TO THE SITE ED • REMOVE THE LOWER I/V CF LARGE SHRUBS AND ALL DEAD WOOD TO REDUCE FUEL CAEVP~ BIB .

3 0 THIN OWNER REPREGENTATI ES 42°PRO ALOF FINISH GRADING PRIOR • TREES SHOULD BE LAMED UP TOUT LEAS B PT. ABOVE RARE EARTH MAD UMINIMUM
TOTHESTARTOF PLANTING OF 3TIMES THE HEIGHT OF UNDERLYING PLANTS 5,5,, lIlA 0055, ISSOR’, 1I,55119110255 I7*LIV”101’ *101,10 01,11

4 STA ELOCATIONSOFALLPROPOSEDTREESFORAPPRO AL YTHE
OWNERS REPRESENTATI C PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF PLANTING A6101, 319 SAIlS lottE’, COVIIOVAIUL ‘AS I~’0 .,I000IL 1*SIVNV0Ib

5.ALLPLANTSSHALL E INSPECTEDANDAPPRO ED YTHEOV.NERR .‘,O ItT,, I~50ISA U ~1G9 LI’S,, 6 H
REPREGENTATI EPRIORTODELI ERYTOTHESITE. I 0,0 I 0005,5101 551.101 10,1015, ,o’,Ls 6

B ALL PLANT MATERIAL MD FINAL LOCATION OFALL PLANT MATER ZAG 00510,
SHALL ES ECTTOHPPRO AL YTHEOIMNERSREPRESENTATI E PRIOR CrAWL iQl9’,SIIS SOUlS IOVIU”VIUAO Ills ,T7,T’ZILIR”,5,1j5005l015S
TO INSTALLATION TTYO” 0517*101 ‘t*s,otA LII “

7. SEE SPECIFICATIONS FOR PLANTING RE IREUENTG SOIL PREPARATION llslooso. ,E1501 0515001* A — I II. 507155
TESTING MATERIALS E EU EON AND MAINTENANCE. rTttT~ o, ~ Ap. 01.1007101 ‘5

. SEE DETAILS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR BOA INC METHSD PLANT PIT 01 5501 I 1555510505010 I’,~10 51*0 1,515 SIIFIA I~I
DIMENSIONS/AD AC FILLRE IREMENTS. sITU’ loll, /115..L*, ~ A

VELCRO NDCO ERSSHALL ETRIANG LARLYSPACED. ‘~r: 07*.AI~o 0071 JSIWTS,,S ‘500

I . ALLTREESOFTAESAMESPECIESANSSI ESHALLHA EMATUVING . SIlTY 599,05 06,5001.151.510 100l5l*R05,S,,, . ‘56 “ —
HEIGHTANDFORM NLESSOTHERIMSENOTEDONTAEPLNNS. 05551.0.0 000 l915,1.SAl5~9l 554

Ii CONTRACTOR SHALL E RESPONGI LE FOR ANY COORDINATION PATH TTTCTIT ASIPISAMI010AI
S CONTRACTORS AD RE IREDTOACUOMPLISA PLANT NC OPERATIONS nor’ 1 Ass A ‘~ ‘IS T”’~ p1 r,nr 10,1

52. CONTRRUTORSHHLLNOTIFYOWNEBSREPRESENTATI E4 HO RN YTTITY 01315’ 6,551 1(0 1001,515615 II —
PRIORTOCOMMENCEUENTOFNADR TOCOORDINATEPRO ECTINSPEUTION 0055500511 lAO 55 o~I 4 “ —
SURER LEG. LrTTY’ 153 lAss, ‘50/11501 505ISITIWI,Vl

13.G PPI,YALL PLANTUATERLAL IN ANTITIESS FPIUIENTTOUORPLETE T”T’r p ,,sso, 50sl, A 1,01,50 I’,, ‘“— — A
THEPLANTING EDASGHOICNONTVESRATISNGS 013150, 5510151’I 0,1101,8 1504 10! I~s

94 LANDSUAPECONTRACTOR5HHLLCRNFIRMCORRECT /4001151 MACVIES,, 5
TA EOFFS FOR ALL PLANT MATERIALSAND SI ES GROANS ON PLANS. 501 III 011,0, 1551105 tOTAlS 511041 “°~ III 5110100 Is ‘11101 ELI Lb

IS IFCONFLICTSARISE ETWEENSI EOFARE,RSANDPIANS CONTRACTOR
SHALL CONTACTOPONERSA TRORI ES REPRESENTATI E FOR IMMEBLI,TE
RESOL TON. FAIL RETOMA ES CHUONFLICTS SSWTATOTVEOWNERS ZSREOPLIARNIV
REPRESESTATI ESHALLRES LT1NCDNTRAUTORSLIA ILIT’FTORELOCATE
TREMATERIALSATTHEIROTIN E PENSE. 511111 OIl .1.150, 11101*1 LSAIIOVI10111 ‘II

9 05515 ~,Io 1 1100, 0.10101500501

IC. CONTRACTOR SHALL F RNISH P00/441 MATERIALS FREE OF PESTS OR 5.0,1,11 . 561,15 0015 56 4,, E A
PLANT DISEASES. PRE SELECTED OR ‘SAGGED’ MATERIAL 0 ST E 5,110 1.5610(15 5101550 DIOLIG5,,,55 106,, 6 0 5055111101 51,551
INSPECTED V THE CONTRACTOR AND CERTIFIES PEST ASS DISEASE FREE
IT IS THE CONTRACTOR SO LIGATION TO WARRANrY ALL PLANT MATERIALS
PER THE SPECIFICATIONS. 5111000, lOTS 100541.’ ‘*5!. 0 05011111 VIII, IS, 115 ‘E5005I~ <I ‘5551.5515’,I oI’Jo~ OASIS,, [151’. Us,’~5 1400*’, ‘l’Ill 14 6

17.ALLPLM4TMATERIALSW1LLCONFOJ1MTOTVEMINIR MG IDELINES 101505 10505507515 II, I A~0&s,s.s0~so,, 5,61s I ‘55’7*
ESTA LISHES V TAE AMEIRCM4 STANDARD FOR N RSERV GOOD U RRENT 0501111 l~’oss~ss~ 6, UFSA5010, 54 510,, 076,, 5 1515 550
EDITION P LISHED YTHEAMERICANASSRCLATIONOFN RSERYUEN INC. IT A01 S0~ s10LO, , , is. ors

I . LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL PRO IDE PER NIT COSTS FORE ERY *501*0 4
SI E OF PLANTMATERIALS AND YTYPE AS CALLED 0 T ON PLANTING 1,00011 61155 [I OSlo 11111 I1500IOIS5441 01 lIT *5511,07 I, ALS,151515’,
PLANS NITCOSTTOINCL DC THEPLANT MATERIAL ITSELF AND ‘Il’T”S” 515,,, 545,110 Ws,~b, ~
INSTALLATION INCL DING ALLLA OR AMENDMENTS FERTILI ERG ETC. AU ,, 111,0,105 A 151511 115,,, 5~4 , S
DETAILEDMDSPECIFIEDFOREACASI E “~ I I

I .COORDINATEINSTALLATONOFEPJIREPLANTMATERIALNI,ITA ‘1°tU•Y 0!114o 000 ITSA 10551101 I05ll105100AIIWItO,145,, boA 4 61
INSTALLATIONOFWALL FOOTINGS PA EMENTSANSC B ANDG TTER ss ., 5~los ‘AIJ 0 5
ANY DAMAGE TO IMPRO EMENTS RES LTING FROM PLANTING INSTALLATION 0,~5, ‘1* 5001050 ‘ s0 5 1 61
ISTHERESPONSI ILITYOFTHELANBSCAPECONTRACTOR I ~ I ~

2 .PLANTCROVISELE ATIONSRELATI ETOFINGHGRADEARESAOVWSON 910 05 15o1 15050A0013I, III 6 1
PLANTING DETAILS AND SHALL C STRICTLYADHERED TO. PROPER
COMPACTION OF AC FILL TO PRE ENTSETTLEMESTSHALL ERE RED AIUJIMSOIR005155140AL, 1

Al. ALLSBUTELE ATIOSSOFTREESARE BINCES. 015 1 1110111 boos,, L’A,ps~lI~s 9’IOS 1 ~‘
22. THE LM4BSCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL ERIFY SOIL TEST AT RISE PEASE I1111UIEHTN
PRIGRTDPLANTINGANDWLLFOLLOWTESTRECOMMENDATIONSAND 0500501 0,5 [051500 500110 IOV150IISQA,, FolIo III ‘9,510* ‘,,ISSSIIIIIII’,
LANDSCRPEARCHITEUTSAPPRO ALFORSOILAAIENDMENTG. ‘IISASI 110,50 10051505045 155 I.S.’IASSO ‘ISO S500,6 II,., 01,0100 UolUSgso 544 1

23. THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT REGER ES THE RIGHT TOAD ST THE ‘Y 501)5 0100 155 TI, L’S 150015 lAO T
LOCATION OF PLANTMATERIAL C RING INSTALLATION AS APPROPRII,TE TO 01 1, 61 II,, V 0151010,11 LT01l90’lOOl II,
TVEPRD ECT 1010100 , II o”sO,l 1,14011031 IS0,,10501,, 1)1 0 5

24 IN ASI E PLANT SPECIES AS DETERMINED YTAE CITY OF MALI ARE
PROAI lIED. 1010G.SSESRIA

2S. EGETATION SHALL E SIT ATEDON THE PROPERTY SO AS NOT TO ~50 155 ~CS501 ‘>550 5 5 030005000 5150 0500515 5 50110051
SIONIFCANTLYO STR UTTAEPRIMARY IEWFROMPRI ATEPROPERTYAT —‘—“ 5, ,0 500551. 51,115,00, 1 555
ANVIl EN TIME CI EN CONSIDERATION OF ITS F T RE GROWTH. ,~__ 50501110,5 TOIlS S 1,10 155055 151

26. THE LANDSCAPE PLAN SHALL PROHI IT THE SE OF ILDING MATERIALS STATEMENT OF CVMPLIA.NC 5555555 511059945111 0,15,5101,11 ‘ 551
TREATED1MTHTO ICCOMPO NDSS CHASCOPPERARSENATE. IHAVECO*APLIEDVATIITHECRITERLAOFTHEI,,IJ505CPAEWATER TOll 551005 SIlAS 15110005 1 551

27. IANSSCAPINGANDTREESSILNLEBEMAINTAINERSRNDTT5E5CEES25FEI5. CGNCEI1VATIONORDINANCEANSAI’PLIEDTHEMFQRTSSREFFICIESTUSEOF ,LI_., 0~i1I0,1 075100’I1 I51TI5II1S’OlOllI, 1 55

2 . 100ATISN AND HEIGHT VS EARTHEN BERM SIIALL SUBSTUNTIALLTCRNSVRM PREPARER RARE ROLAND I CRSHTON
TGTAAT INDICATED SN MAIIDU CRUST ESTATE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT MAP I TUI1FU5IIB&SUIDTITA105
WAICASSI5ILLOEVEGETATEDWITA NATIVE SPTCIESTIIATGLENDWITI5 THE PREPARER SISNATURE ~ . OSTII50 [051 “SIlO 101111107*1 5510 1ISII1llL51051i,

~~9FESSIGNALLICENSEiDESIGNUTITN LANSSCAPEARCHITECT SS2T 50 51005 .100 15 III 0

PROPERTY OWNER AU NOON00EDGEMEST’
THE PROPERTY OWNER S AGREE THAT ALL AREAS SHALL C PLANTED AND
MAINTAINED AD DEGURI ED IN THE FINAL APPRO ED PLANDSCAPE AND F EL
MODIFICATION PLAN IN ORDER TO PROTECTWATERSHESAND IDLOGICAL
HA ITAT AL ES.

PROPERTYOINNER DATE

PL000TSCIIBEIILE
To HATES

[P100



ICWH

2QHfDfl~~~M~X
T.SMIC

I’- - -

TM

- - - —

_______ - r~-~ - - — -—

____ c—~~Zz-- ~ccz~~: :~*E~rZZE 1~HEE-1~~ EF - - - —
____ - - _— - - - --~“

- -*- --

;E-~~~-b..

ZOIHDPIMTMLE

- -

7
I;

L\T~ 2

)\‘\ WHCHftM1THLH

7. CRC*.

N•0
\

:—

VIw
I-)z
U.’
0
VI
U.’

I
I—-.

N--

N

-

- — — _0_ •_ I ~0~~II

N —~ 05

-ê

NfltF~
05102..

I IANDSCAPINGANDTHEESSAHLL BE MAINTWNED SO NOT
FEET
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CRIJItIER PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT DISYSICT
ALLOWABI,8 flEA

PHOPCREOAEB*

IMPERMEABLE SURFACES

LOTUHEA 146,910 SOFT.

MAX. MLOWADLE IMPERRERDLL 05,00050. FT.

PROPOSED IMPEPJIEEALE COVERAGE

SLUICING TOOTPRINTE: 9.003 SOFT.
KERDSCARL 14,1050.0,

LANDRY
DESIGN
GROUP
IBID &SEFSJLWDC 01.50.
LOS ANGELES. CA 90035
PHONE 310.444.1404
FF21. 310.444. 1400$

@ 4d~Afl~~3

SHEET INDEX:
ARCHITECTURAL

PRH(ECT!NIOCOTCAI

WINTER MESA CRUMMER (LOT 2)
24120 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY

MALIBU, CA 90265

LAN DRY DESIGN GROUP
STRUCTURAL ENGINEER
KNA ENGINEEPJNG, INC
00101 AG000.ACOURT. 0120
A000RA HILLS. CA 91 30!
PHONE (8181900.2006
FAX (8191 665.1889

CONSULTANTS:

CIVIL ENGINEER LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
FSOMAS JAMES HYATT STUDIO
500 SOUTH FLOWER ST. SUITE 4400 (530 1605, STREET 300 FLR
PHONE (2131 023.1028 DENVER CO 80202
FAX (0(31023-1444 Fl-IONS 303)825-2038

FAX: (303) 825-2015

PROJECT INFORMATION:

GEOTECHNICAL SEPTIC ENGINEER
LEIGHTON AND A5500ATES INC. ENSTU
26074 AVCNLE MALI. SUITE! 680 MAIN STREET, SUITE A
SANTA CLARITA. CA 91300 MORRO DAY, CA. 93442
PHONE (SAl) 257.7434 PHONE (005) 772.0100
FAX (66I( 257.7430 FAX (8001772.0813

SQUARE FOOTAGE CALCULATIONS:
ADDRESS:
24120 PACIFIC COAST I-8GHWAY (LOT 2)
MALIBU. CA 90260

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

ASSESSOR’S PAXCEL NO: 8

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
NEW TWO GTORT NNGLC.PAMILV RCSDCNCE
WITH SUDTLANCN4 BASEMENT, I ATTACHED
AND I OEI’ACHED GARAGE AND DETACHED
RAM.

OCCUPANCY: GROUP Ri WITH U-I GARAGE
TTPE OF CONSTRUCTION: TYPO V-N EESOENCE

P100 SPRiNKLERS REQUIROLL
OPHINCLER SYSTEM TO DC APPROVED DV PLUMBING DIVISION
PRIOR TO INSTALLATiON IF ECQUIRED.

LOT AREA CALCULATED:

GROSS flEA
NET flEX

LIII 1JFFOFRS.IDUOI4UWOSEFUUIPX

FIRST FLOOR 7461S . FT.

0000PISPL000 S .FT

ASCUENTARCA GARAGE 757 2 S . FT.

TOTAL: Z’~ SQ. FT.

SECOND NIT 4 0 PT.

CO EHEDLOGGIA 7335 FT.

GYM 45 5 FT.

TOrAL 00SF. 4225 FT.

144.51680. FT.
I4I,30750.PT,

9,030 SQ. FT.

9420 SQ. FT.

SITE VICINITY MAP
~ U~

C1~ - ‘YPOMAW

DISCLMHCR

TOTAIIMPERMEARLECOIJ5RAGE 04,000SQ. FT.
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PROPERTY! 000TIDOTT USE
LOT USE

STREET CENTER USC

C ERISTITIC WATER USE

I EEINflSS ELECTRICAL URIC

I, EXISTING GAS LINE

ONTTJCHT URN/OMIT CF ROTE

TiLL CUR! Fill LINE

.5 STREW FRC000 ONE
(PER SAIL ERISNEER)

— — — — — N*FETY CRANING

STORM
SYSTEM

STORM DRAIN SYSTEM!
ANO EASEMENT TQ_

BE PROVIDED BY TOW
YARD PROJ~T

CONSTRIJC11ON NOTES
(13 EOSNTAIICT PTF1UTE STREET PEA NEETON U—U HCREOT1

CONSTRUCT RETAINING WALL PER DETAIL T TIEREON
EONNRRUCT EETEN005/NTOTMIRATNR OIL&UITN TREATTMEST ROSIN

CONSTRUCT STORM DRAIN COTCT BASIN

EEETCT CINSIPOTOR PER TOW NATO PIER DRAINAGE CUTLETS TO MOI.1NU ROOD

CONSTRUCT WOTERTIGHT USOEACTOUNU STORES WATER EETES000 000115

COTLNTTUCT A HIGH BERM POT RLUPF PROTECTION

CNCSTNOCT TOP CF SLOPE REAM

1(3) ONSITE WRSTEAOTET TTEUTMET1T W1O RECYC005

(3) OOSTEWUTER SCPOC TAME

(13) COTISTRUCT CMP RISER ISLET

@1 CONSTRUCT TERRACE DRAIN
((3) ISN000. LE STORM DRAIN

1(3 CONNECT TO EEIST NC PC STORM DRAIN.

(13) STORM COCA P PC PER TOT TARN P1.011

© CONNECT TO STORM DORIA U—EITCII.
1(3) CONSTRUCT CONCRETE SABLE

63) PROPONEO WARM PER COASTAl. CONMISSIOS

TOP CF CORN

TOSHDO SURFACE

RIGHT CF WOE

TOP OP CARTE

ELEOUTTCRI

ITITERO
CEOCR 00511

TOP OF CARTE

TEINFOTCDO CONCRETE PPE

PCITSTSTL COLOR ON PIPE

LOW POINT ELEOORDRI

NIGH PONT ELE0000W

~SCO

0ECTIONB-B
SCALE 5.0.5

URT CF SARDTR GHS~~
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I LANDSCAPINGANDTBEES SHALL BE MAINTELNID SO NOT TO EXCEED 25
FEET
2 LOCATiON AND HEIGHT OF EARTHEN BERM SE4ALLSUESTANTIALLY CONFORM
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STRUCTURAL ENGINEER
KNA ENGINEERND, INC.
30101 AGOUPA COURT, #120
AGOUPA HILLS, CA 91301
PHONE (816) 865-2026
PAlE (818) 865.1889

CONSULTANTS:

CIVIL ENGINEER LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
P505140 JAMES HYATT STUDIO
555 SOUTH PLOWER ST. SUITE 4400 530 16th STREET 3RD PLR
PHONE (213) 223.1028 DENVER CA 80202
FAX 1213) 223-1444 PHONE (303) 825-20)0

FAX; (303) 823.20)5

WINTER MESA CRUMMER (LOT 3)
24134 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY

MALIBU, CA 90265

LANDRY DESIGN GROUP

LANDRY
DESIGN
GROUP
1818 5.SEPEAVBOA BEAD.
50500401402 CA 90025
lOOSE 310444.1404
PAlE 310.444.1005
—.

02 .~

I. _)44~94JIYr ~~l7YHA8EVj~~

SHEET INDEX:
MCHITECTURAI.

PROJECT INFORMATION:

GEGTECHNICAL SEPTIC ENGINEER
LEIGHTON AND ASSOCIATES, INC. ENSTU
28074 AVENUE I-IAU. 544181 685 MAIN STREET, SUITE A
SANTA CL,911110, CA 91355 #0550 BAY, CA 93442
PHONE (681) 257.7434 PHONE (805) 772.0150
PAlE (861) 257.7430 P414(865)772.0513

SQUARE FOOTAGE CALCULATIONS:

CITY GF MDI 18115491008 E4”4451’D1TD. LOT AREA CALCULATED:
ADDRESS:
24134 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY (LOT))
MAURU, CA 90285

LEGAL DESCR)PTIGN:

ASSOSSORS PMCELNO: H

PRGJECT DESCR)PT)ON:
NEW TWO STORY SINGlE-FAMILY RESIDENCE
WITH SUOTHANEAN BASEMENT, AYYACHED
GAPAGL DETACHED CABANA MID GUEST
HOUSE.

OCCUPANCY: GROUP 8.3 WITH U-I SIAPAGE
TYPE OP CONSTRUCTION; TYPE V. N RESDENCE

TWO STORY SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE WITH
ATTACHED GAPLAGE

FIRE SPRINKLERS REQUIRED;
SPRINKLER SYSTEM TO RE APPROVED BY PLUMBING DIVISION
P510810 INSTAEEATTOPE IF REQUIRED.

PIBSYFIROR 1555 FT.

ASEMENTM4EA I $ PT.

TOTAL: 0,169 80. FT.

GARAGE TSR S

[BA ASIA 45 PT.
~J~CoNo PUT

ITOTP1 10SF;

GROSS AREA 113,678 SQ. FT.
NET AREA, 09,205 SQ. FT.

CRUStIER PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT
AllOWABLE AREA 5454 SQ FT.

PROPOSED AREA 9.434 SOFT.

IMPERMEABLE SURFACES

LOT ME), I 3.67850. FT.

94414 AU.OWAOLEITWERMEAOI.E 2L000 SQ. FT.

PRCERSEEOIMPERMEAOLECOVEPAGE

BUILDING FOOTPRNTE 9.434 SOFT.
R000SCAPE 1440050. PT.

DISCLAIMER
~

TB.,.t*4*~,I34444*,~,,..,.RD.IfllCRTRBAIIUV0II9.
TOTAL IIERMEAOI.E COVEPAGE 23.928 SOFT.
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FRONT ELEVATION - NORTH ELEVATION SCALE: /8” = ‘-0” (7 SIDE ELEVATION - EAST ELEVATION SCALE: 1/8” ‘-0” (6 REAR ELEVATION - SOUTH ELEVATION SCALE: 118” ‘-0” (5’

~ ~ :z~~L~:i~ ~:J ~
GARAGE ELEVATION - EAST ELEVATION SCALE: 118” = 1-0’ (4 SIDE ELEVATION - WEST ELEVATION SCALE: 118” ‘-0” (3
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PUBUC WORKS DEPARTMENT GENERAL NOTES

i______

w .10
I- Ii

~ ZD

—
0--i

z

1.0
_j

<0

SlEET tIDED
I 9101
I oo.I VILE

~I i TITLE SHEET & NOTES2 I GRADING PLAN

SOILS D~lItT0 ~VlEW

ANDICCI’ lilt ‘12101 *01021. PLILISOC 1151 OJILRICC ION. III, NE CIII CCCI ICCOIC1 *

*10*1 12ILCIOII ICR CR01000 IC NO 10 CC, Cl 111100CC RI

GENERAL NOTES

ClINICS 1101*0110 11011 lOIN CIIC100C). PCI CICAINAINC, 20001CC AR/CC CIICIRRCO Cf

00120120 RHO CCCLII

11110 ARC, CCCII I)

~INIW MAP

GENERAL NOTES (CCNi1NuER~

RH/RI 01010

kP M~XS. SOILS oClWThJfl~IST5,
GEOTEGW1ICAL GRADING NGTES COIL 110101 AOCCI CR101, 100010 CAt IICAACRL RI

000001 0C~S

A CNY1-1221I11CC1IC111ICR0l00HRCCl010010YR0101CAR~ CIVIL PCDIPCICV:

OCC100111RCC ClAY IRA *11100CC ID 100001 CCO1CCICHCO 01000110110010011 C~LIANCE WITH T~€ ~RAL PE~IT
ICR CCII CC’NIIl IICIL II 100*1110 IC CII RIC1IRCOOCI 11RN1~, FOR STORI~ WATER 0100-URGES ASSOCIATED

I. 011101210 CCCI ICCI1OC CII 111121 01010 CCLI CCIII IC 111101111CC *1 NA AOCNOICCCI, WITH CONETRUCTIER ACTIVITIES

C0-~ITI~ OF APPROVAL! TRACT OR .RC 0*1CC III 111110CC C 111CC *01CC I10AIINI 1112101CC
PARCEL MA? ENftDI~A PLfiJ~ C 112101101100001121101*1 lIt 111111011 RICRC.CNCCYCI CC NA

PRIVATE ENGI~S NGTICE TO 11011 01110CR *101110*1 PIICCOI1 1111 11211 CC 1*’CCRO12C Cl
SI.WCORTRACTGRS 1001010 IlO~ 0101 10*0011 101 C0111C11 01111211 CI NO ICICRL

COWACTION TESTING ~JIRV0WNTS CII 11112 CCII CCCII OlIN NI CANROIII 10 *110010 IC 11102 111CC

1*1 11111 CC CRCICAAA Ill 001210100*105101001111111051012010001001010 *211CC 11111 111012 1101111110 1*15*, C0001CIlI CCNIIICC 10010

0210 OCNIII 51*21 IC CC1IRIIIICC II ICAAICCOI 1101110,55010 CIIICLRIOSI 01100 AIR QUALITY NGTES I

GRADING It~ECT IDA REl1JIEPI~NrS 01,0: 01001122 2111001011210 ACICCC1IIIC

ANC 100 1210 ICC 1201 11001CC 2 1510111111 CCCI ~l0~ Al C~ 110,1111101111101

~9~AlClCCilACC~C 1111 12111110022CC 01105

~

°~

‘~hll

I I

2

CICOCI RICO 1100011 CC/C 11111111 11CC

10CC .3013200001 CR01012001 111111*111*110*0 01111 ClINJIGS



LEGEND:

LOT LINE
— T_ — TOW LINE

STREET CENTER UTE

—--290— PROPOSEO ELECOTICN
F. I EN STAG ELEVATION

EDNTTNG STORM DRAIN

SN EWISTTNA SANITARY SEWER USE

0 EXISTNC WATER LINE

~~~EHRIN CR5 FENCE

OSTUCYT UNE/TJUIT OF WONO

UNIT

IS SAFETY FACTOR LINE
(PER NON. ENMNEER)

STE FENCE

SAFETY COCOON

CONSTRUC11ON NOTES
~ CONSTRCCT PYTUSTE STREET PET SECTION A—C TEREOTE

2 CONSTRUCT RETUTISC WALL PER EETAL I TERCOS

CONSTRUCT WaEWOWN/SRWTOWORER CTURLYV ~~TOAST DCSIS

0 CONSTRUCT STORU CUSS ESTER 55510
CONSTRUCT OOAOLAGE OCTET STTTCCYVRE

CONSTRUCT UNOERCROUST STCITSA WATER DETENTON TUFTS

CONSTRUCT 2 HIGH AtOM FOR RLUFF PYOTRCTION

CONSTRUCT TOP OF SLOPE NERO

(iSJ ONSITE WRUTEROTER TREATNENT OTtO OECTCLESA PLANT

((j) WOSTEWNTSY SEPTIC TRIO

CONSTRUCT CUP RISER INLET

CONSTRUCT TERRACE OUST

RACE OF ROUST

RINSHED 000000

STATION

ELEUSTTON

ASCENT
CATCH 00505

TOP IF GRATE

SLOPE

REOFEACED CONCRETE PIPE

PTETNTNTL CRLCRIOE PIPE

01CR POINT ELEVATION
TEICOT OF RETAINED EAYTH



PLANTING NOTES
I. CONTRACTOR ISTO FASIILIARI E HRAGELF PATH THE INTO T GRATING
AND CI IL ENGINEERING DOC DENTS TO COORDINATE ACT AL LOCATION OF
TREESANDSHR S

2 MYPROPOSCDS STIT TIONSOFPLANTSPECICSSHALI. EAPPRO ED
YTHE OWNERS REPREDENTATI E PRIOR TO DCLI CRYTOTHE SITE.

3.0 THINOS%NERRCPRESENTATI ESAPPRO ALOFFINIGHGHHDINGPRIOR
TO THE START OF P5)/STING.

4. STA E LOCATIONS OF ALL PROPOSED TREES FOR APPRO AL YTHE
OWNERS REPRESENTATI E PRIOR TOTHE COMMENCEMENT OF PLANTING.

S ,SLLPLANTSSHALL EINSPCCTEDANDAPPRO ED YTACOWNERS
REPRESENTATI E PRIOR TO DELI ERY TO THE SITE

S. ALL PLANT MATERIAL AND FINAL LOCATION OF ALL PLANT MATERIALS
SHALL ES EDT TOAPPRO AL YTHE OWNERS REPRESENTATI E PRIOR
TO INSTALLATION.

7. SEE SPECIFICATIONS FOR PLANTING RE IREMENTS SOIL PREPARATION
TESTING MATERIALS U CC TION AND MAINTENANCE.

SEE DETAILS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR STA ING METHOD PLANT PIT
DIMENSIONS AND AC FILL RE IRCMENTS

ALLARO NDCO ERDSRALL CTRIANG LANLYSPACED

1 ALL TREES OF THE DAME DPCCIES AND SI E SHALL HA E MATCHING
HEIGHT AND FOAM SLEDS OTHERWISE NOTED ON THE PLANS.

15 CONTRACTORSRHLL ERESFONSI LEFORANYCOORDINAT1ONIARTNI
S CONTRACTORS AS RE IRETTOACCOMPLISA PLANTING OPERATIONS.

12. CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY OWNERS REPRESENTATI C 4 HO RS
PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF It/OR TO COORDINATE PRO ECT INSPECTION
SCHED LES.

I3.S PPLY ALL PLANT MATERIAL IN ANTITIES S FFICIENT TO COMPLETE
THE PLANTING EDANSHOWNON THE DRAWINGS.

14. LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONFIRM CORRECT ANTITY
TA EON FS FOR ALL PLANT MATERIALS AND SI ES SHOWN ON PLANS.

IS IFCONFLICTSARISE ETWEENSI EOFAREASANDPLANS CONTRACTOR
SHALL CONTACTOWSERSA THORI ED REPREDENTATI E FOR IMMEDIATE
RCSOL TICS. FAIL RETOMA CD CRCONFLICTS NCIAINTOTAEOINNERS
REPRESENTATI C SHALL RED LT IN CONTRACTORS LIA ILITYTO RELOCATE
THE MATERIALS AT THEIR OWN C PENSE.

IS CONTRACTOR SRALL F RSIDA PLANT MATERIALS FREE OF PESTS OR
PLANT DIGEAUCS PRC SELECTED OR ‘TAGGCIT MATERIAL U ST C
INSPECTED Y THE CONTRACTOR AND CERTIFIED PEST AND DISEASE FREE.
IT ID THE CONTRACTOR SO LIGATION TO WARRANTY ALL PLANT MATERIALS
PER THE SPECIFICATIOND.

17. ALL PLANT MATERIALS WILL CONFORM TO THE MINNI MG IDELINES
ESTA L SHED Y THE AMERICAN STANDARD FOR N RSERY STOIC C RRENT
EDITION P LISHED YTHEAMERCANANSOCLATIONOFN RSERYMEN INC

I .LANDDCAPECONTR.HCTORSRALLPRO IDCPCR NITCOGTTFORE CRY
SI E OF PLANT MATERIALS AND YTYPE AS CALLED 0 TON PLANTING
PLANS. NIT COST TO INCL DC THE PLANT MATERIAL ITGELF AND
INSTALLATION INCL DING ALL LA OR AMENDMENTS FERTILI CRS ETC. AN
DETAILEDANDSPECIFIED FOR EACH SI C.

-, ‘t — — N~ N V~

NATIAE DRUSH THINNING ZONE PlANT SCHEDULE
• THIN AND HERbAL PLANT SPECIES OF RICH FIRE RON; INCLUDING SLIT ACT LIMITED TO LOIIDITVIHIRTAR NASA

LAUREL SUMAC, CHAMISC, CCANOTHUS, SAGE, SAGE DRUSR, DUCKAHEAT, AND UIIT /311TH HI//TIlDE
CALIFORNIA JUNIPER. IIILEL CA//Il

• REMOVE THE LOWER 1/30€ LAHUC SHRUDS AND ALL DEAD WOOD TO REDUCE FALL
LOADS

• TREES SHOIID DC LIMED UP TOUT LEADS FT. ADORE DARE EARTH AND AMINIAIUM TUlLE RILIAI AIR
05’ 3 TIMES THE HEIGHT OF UNDERLYING PLANTS lIT//C

LIST/I r11 /0

PALMS

‘T~7TTST SAALI
‘TTITW I CAlL

TTTTTT So,,
t1710 111(1//I

G0T/TST,CDSTTSTPTREN1DACS
TSTTTC Al IL//Ill

CLIII -

CORE~
,.‘.,V

I~IIT’,,C
~TOT0

ALMS

T ..

LIAAP~AMI.

COORONATE INSTALLATION OF LARGE PLANT MATERLRL WITH
INSTALLATIONOFWNLLFOOTING5 PA CMENTSANDC R ANDG TiER
ANY DAMAGE TO IMPRO EMCNTS RED ITING FROM PLANTING INSTALLATION
IS THE RCDPONSI ILITYOF THE LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR.

2 . PLANT CROWN CLC ATIONS RELATI C TO FINISH GRADE ARE SHOWN ON
PLANTING DETAILS AND SHALL CSTRICTLYADAERED TO. PROPER
COMPACTION OF AC FILL TO PAL ENT SETTLEMENT SHALL E RE IRED.

21. HLLDPOTCLC ATIONSOFTRCCSARE NINCES.

22. THE LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL ERIFY SOIL TEST AT RISC PCNSC
PRIOR TO PLANTING AND WILL FOLLOWTEST RECOMMENDATIONS AND
LANDSCAPE ARCHITCCTSAPPRO AL FOR SOIL AMENDMENTS.

23. THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT RESER ES THE RISHTTOAD ST THE
LOCATION OF PLANT MATERIAL D RING INSTALLATION AN APPROPRLATE TO
THE PRO COT.

24 IN MI C PLANT SPECIES AN DCTERMINED YTAC CITY OF MALI ARC
PROAI TED

~_.Lii~I/ I /I..IA lALlI VA AlII3lAllI,HTI~ ~ZAIL ISSIIC 1 I~ ~TFT1l

in
Ls.j
U
ZZ

in
Lii
cl~:

K
wZo.

F--..

/SHWSS
I TTTTTTE III CAlLS CALLS LLIIAIURI/AI CIt AIM, LIII FILIAL ,HNIIAIIA)JLD

TTZTT~ U A,~o,€II Cd LAS,, U*TIAYHCLIH,,, 10/ ‘~lIL
I ILILILIII 1111//LA/H UIIALOLIULIT

VTITTr 11,311/, C.l,I,,ICAM,, Iwlo/IVAC, I/I All, I
TTTLr ILCII/AlJ,I .GAljIl/L/ 1111 IIILI/CI TUr Ill
TTTTr IIT/I~ /1110’,, I,,l//L//LAlY ‘AS All

~ T[/AD, WAIT ~lCAITl/l11,LHl ~/ LIlT S

EEHGNIDTDVEATTFEUTUIAULS

T711T LIT..-,, VAIL_ILL /11,311,4 11d IT,
‘TTTTIIO IlIAC 1111111111 V/,I 101,1 4~LL ~.lL
ITTITIFT ILLS/U 1/11,3 ISA ~Lll

CTCCWTATC
TITTr LII 511115 .v5, CCRAILAIILAI Ill LTA,3H, Ill, FILIAl ILTNIIIALAOIF,
“TTITT 0141II 1111.0 1 IAILRLII gd 35111*11 5

PROPERTY Cyst/ER AC NOWEEDOEMENT:
THE PROPERTY OWN/ENS AGREE THAT ALL AREAS SHALL C PLANTED AND
MAINTAINED AS DEACRI CD IN THE FINAL APPRO CD PLANDSCAPC AND F CL
MODIFICATION PLAN IN ORDER TO PROTCCTWATERSHEDASD IOLOGICAL
HA ITAT AL. CS.

PROPERTYOI/LNCR
2S CGETATION SHALL EDIT ATEDON THE PROPERTY SO AS NOT TO
DIONIFICANTLYO STR CTTHEPRIMARY IEWFROMPRI ATCPROPCRTYAT DATE
ANYGI ENTIME 01 ENEONSIDCRATIONOFITDF T RCGROWTA.

2R TACLANDSCAPCPLANSAALLPROAI ITTRE SCOF ILDINGMATERIALS GTATCMENTOFCORPLANCE
TREATED WITH TO IC COMPO NDS S CA AS COPPER ARSENATE. I HAVE CCMPUCD WITH THE CRITERIA OF THE LANDSCAPE WATCH

CONGERVATIO5000NANCEAND/,PPLICDTAEU FOR THE EFFICIENT USE OF
27. LANDSCAPING AND THINS SHALE DL MAINTAINED SO NOTTO CDCEED 25 FElT. WATER IN THE LANDSCAPE OCGIGS PLAN

2 . LOCATIDN AND IICIGHT OF EURTIIEN DERM SIIALL SUDSTANTIAILH CONFORM PREPARER FLAME ROLAND J CRIGHTON
TOTIIAT INDICATED ON MAEIDU COAST ESTATE PLANNED DEHELOPMENT MAPS
WAICII SHALL SE VEGETATED WITA NATIHE SPECIES THAT GLENU WITII THE PREPARER SIGNATURE __________________________
NATSILRI 510FF LANDSCAPE.

[~~~GIoNAL LICESSE/DCDISNIATION LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT #TS2T

EDIAIR

AS/WI

TA JI’IlIT

PLARTSCAECIILE
S NOTED

LP300
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LANDRY

DESIGN

GROUP

ISIS S. BBNJLSROA StUD.
LOS ANGELES CA 90025
PROSE 013.444.1404
FAIL 310.444.1400

45 I~R~PR .1 4

WINTER MESA CRUMMER (LOT 4)

24150 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY

Malibu, CA 90265

LANDRY DESIGN GROUP

SHEET INDEX:
ARCHITECTURAL

CONSULTANTS: PROjECT INFORMATION: SQUARE FOOTAGE CALCULATIONS: SITE VICINITY MAP
ADDRESS: CITY OF MALIBU SQU.ME FOOTAGE~

~STRUCTURAL ENGINEER CIVIL ENGINEER LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT LOT AREA CALCULATED:
24150 PACIFiC COAST A1GEIWAY (LOT 4)

)CNAENSINEEPJNG,INC. PSOMAS JASIESHYATTSTUDIO MALIEUCA9R240 ITRSTFLOOR 7 7 S FT. IS08IFSQ.FT.
30101 AGOIJRACOIJRT, 71120 550 SOUTH FLOWER ST. SUITE 4400 (530 (LEE STREET 3RD FIR
AGOUPAHILL4CA9I3OI PHONE(1I3(223.1528 OENVERCA&2305 LEOALDESCRIPTION: I S FT MET.0*Ek 136,02550.FT.

CRUFRIERPIfltIEOPHONE (81818654026 FAX (213) 2234444 PHONE:(303)825.2010 OKYRERIZEL NOV OEVELOPMENTEISTRICT
TOTAL: 7,87458. FT.FAX (818) 860-1889 FAA (303) 825-XIS A11.OWA8LE.0EEA 9.015 SQ FT

*~. :~PROJECT DESCRIPTION: GARAGE 85 PT FRUPOSEOAAEO 901350 PT

NEW TWO STORY SNGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE
EU AMA 14 5 FT.WITH 5200T7.4NEA00 EASEMENT. ATTACHEDGEOTECHNICAL SEPTIC ENGINEER GARAGE AND DETACHED CABANA. CO ROES L050IASPACE 8 S FT IMPERMEABLE SURFACES

LEGHTONANDASSOCIATEO, INC. ENOTU 107440k 10081800 PT.
2EOT4AVENAEHALI.SUITE I S8SMAINSTREET,SAITE* TOTAL TOSF: SOS FT
SANTA CLARJTA, CA 91300 80740 BAT, CA. 93441 OCCLWANCT: GROUP 8-3 WITH A-I GARAGE MAX ALLOWABLE IMPERMEAOLE 23.088 SQ. FT. ePHONE (461) 257.7434 PHONE lAOS) moss TYPEOF CONSTRUCTIO1A TTPEV - N RESIDENCE SANE NRA
FAX (661)257.7400 FAX (850) 772-0813 PROPOSED IMPERMEAOLO COABRAGE

FIRE SPRINKLERS REQUIRES>
SPRINKLEII SYSTEM TO BC APPROVED ST PLUMBING DI0050N DISCLAIMER I I
PRIOR TO INSTALLATION, IF REQUIRED. BINLOING FOOTPRINTS 9,013 SQ. FT. ~ I I

HMCSEAAE 14.407 50. FT. UI STOLE.~ I I
AXAIy~~~p40~44 II

RSUA.~44WI44~,HLEA..,~TH*,t~A II
TOTAL IMPERMEABLE COVERAGE 249SO SORT. 74.NB.A4d*3:*,*,SA, I I

087574 R3NEEAJSS S ACONEAFIUALIRUSERRLT
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FIRST FLOOR PLAN - LOT 4

LANDRY
DESIGN
GROUP

WI

Z ~D

VS

~Ou
WU
ZUc~
Q~iz:i

r1

lOGGIA

TERfiACE

z
0~

~~~0
00

I
VS

U-

04.15.2016

Irn-~I,.0-

00204

1507.00

A-4.
PLAN

SCALE: I/8~ i-O~ (2 ACC. BLDG SCALE 118” -0”
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TOP =216’
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S.P.#21
TOP=29’
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S.P. #20 P0=2013
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TOP =215 NG=2025’ P0=2018’
N0=2035’ P0=2018’
P0=2013’
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DESIGN
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04.15.2016
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1507.00
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CABANA SIDE - NORTH ELEVATION SCALE: /8” = -0” (8 SIDE - WEST ELEVATION SCALE: 18” -0” (4

~

CABANA SIDE -SOUTH ELEVATION SCALE: 1/8” = -0” ~7 SIDE - EAST ELEVATION SCALE: 1/8” -0”

~:T~

CABANA REAR - WEST ELEVATION SCALE: /8” = -0 (6~ REAR - SOUTH ELEVATION SCALE: /8” = ‘-0 (2

~::~iiIL

z
I—F-
0<
-~L~:i

-Jw

CABANA FRONT - EAST ELEVATION SCALE: 1/8” = ‘-0” (5 -~ FRONT - NORTH ELEVATION SCALE~ I/8”= 1-0”
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PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT GENERAL NOTES

000*000000 0000000000100100 0*0*1*1*) 0*01000 (0*)

*00(0 000*10 10)000000*00 (0,0) *0*04*0, 0*0 00% 00 *0400 0*0*

00)0000). 0*00 00)001000 0010*0*000* *00*000000 00000. 40000000000*

000010 0(00 1*0)

GENERAL NOTES

50000)0 0004*000* 040* (000 0)000*0), 00*00000.0000,4040*000/00000)4404040

000000*000*00)1* (*01*01

0*00*00000000*000*0001)

GENERAL NOTES (CONTRUEm GRADING IT~ECTIOR RKG(JINEIFEEES CGEEITtED
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GEOTECAWIIGAL GRADING WOWS o0~0 0(00*0, fl~ W00
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0 ~0t 0000~

GmPLIANCE WITH THE GENERAL PERU IT

SHEa 00000
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I ((OLE SHEET & NOTES
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SWCGNTRAGTORS w0010N002002000*00000000042000* 0000400002*40000
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EL UTTER TO CLOtHS THE STORM WATER OIL EACH WES000TLAL LOT, WRTOH IOU, BR

CONSTRUC11ON NOTES
I CONSTRUCT PRYUOTE STITCCT PER SECTION C-H HCROON.

0 CONSTRUCT RETANOLU WALL PER OETFJL I HABEAS.

0 CONSTRUCT OETETIT100/STORMWOTCH OUHUTY TREATUENT OASIS.

0 CONSTRUCT STOHU WHOA CSTCU ROSIN,

CD CONSTRUCT CR,STUSUE CLITLCT STRUCTUTE

CD COSSITCCR U000RCROUSO STOHU RARER OETESTTAN TACOS
~ CONSTRUCT A’ HIGH tERM FOR ALOFT’ PAOTCCTION

CONSTRUCT S 11511 000. STABOETI WALL,

CD CONSTRUCT TOP OF SLOPE WORM

ONSTC RHSTSOORCR TREATUETUT 200 HCCHCLISO PLWIT

(~) WHSTCUAHRCT SEPOC 02010

(~J 005SRRUCR CUP RISER IRLET
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MATCHLINE SEE RIGHT

—- t’’ STREET CENTER USC
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= -= = EWATNU STORM CR010

-~ EOISTSC SWAIRART SCHWA
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PLANTING N•TES
I. CINTHACTIR INTl FAMILIARI E HINSELF HATH THE LAVI T GRAINS NATIVE SWISH mESHING 2W
ANSEI IL ENGINEERING SIC MENTS TI CIIRIRATE ACT ALLICATIINr • ThIN AEI REHIRE PlANT SPECIES IF HIGH FIRE RISK; I1CLARINS RUT ACT LIMITED T
TREES ANISHR S. LAG. SUMAC, CHWASE, CEAGITHEIS, SAGE, SAGE SEUSII, NJCHWHEAT, Me

CALIFIREHIA .SJHIPER.
2. AlIT PRIMNESS STIT TIISSIF PlANT SPECIES SHALL EAflRI ES • REHIRE THIS LIWER 113 IF LARGE SHRLIS Ale ALL DEAD WOCE TO REDUCE FIRE
TTHE WIER5 REPREEENTAT1 E P11111 TI SELl ERT TITHE RITE. LIARS

LITAISIMIE5REPRE5ENTATI ESAPPRI ALIF FRIH ISAINI PHIl ~ TS SAGE EARTH Ale AMWIANJM

4. STA E LICATIISS IF AU. PRIMIEI TREES FIR APPRI Al. TTHE
IREIERS REPRESESTATI E PRIIS TI THE CIMMESEEMENTIF PLAIETTRI.

S. ALL PLHAITS SHALL E IRSPECTEI ASS APPRI ES T THE WIER S
REPRESESTATI E PRIIS TI SELl ERT TITHE SITE.

S. ALL PLANT MATERIAL ASS FINAL LICATIR IF ALL PLANT MATERLHLS
SHALL ES ECT TIAPPRI AL TTHE IMESS REPRESENTATI E PRIR
TIIRSTALLAT1IS.

7. SEE SPECIFICHTIINS FIR PLANTTSG RE IRESENTS SIlL PHEPARATIIN
TESTRG MATERIALS E EC HIS ANS MAINTENANCE.

SEE SETAILS ASS SPECIPCATIIHS FIR STA INS SETHII PLANT PIT
IMESSIINSANS AC FILLRE IREMENTS.

ALLIRI NICI ESS SHALL E TRANS LASLT SPACES.

ALLTREESIFTHESAISESPECIESANS5I ESAALLEAN EMATEHIHI
HEIGHT ASS FIRM SLESSITHERHASE HITESIS THE PLANS.

II. CISTRACTIH SHALL E RESPISSI LE FIR ANT CIIRISATISS HATH
S CIHTRACTSRSAS RE IHES TIAICIMPU5H PLANTINIIPESATIIHIG.

12. CIHTRAGTIRSHALLSITIFTIAI1IE5SSEPSESE5TATI EA HI RS
PAIR TI IISMERCENENT IFINIR TIIIIRINATE PSI ECT INSPECTIIS
SCHES LES.

T3.S PPLTALLPLANTMATERLNLI5 ANTITTESS FFICIENTTICIMPI.ETE
THE PLANTING ESAN SHIWI IS THE SPAHAISS.

14. LHNSSCAPE CINTRACTIR SHALL CISFIRM CISRECT ANTITY
TA EIFFS FIR ALL PLANT MATERIALS ASS SI ES SHIPES IN PLANS.

IS. IF CINFLICTS ARISE ETWEES SI ElF AREAS ANS PLANS CINTHACTIR
SHHLLCIRTAGTSAIIIERSA TI4ISI ES REPSESESTAT1 E FIR IMSESLNTE
RESIE. TIS. FAIL RE TI MA ES CA CINFLICTS SIWl TITHE SPEllERS
REPRESERTATI ESHALL RES LT IN EISTRACTIR5 LIA IUTYTI RELICATE
THE MATERIALS AT TAER WI E PENSE.

IS. CISTRACTIR SHALL F RNIH PLANT MATERIALS FREE If PESTSIR
PLANT SISEHSES. PEE SELECTES 11 TAGIErMATERIALM ST
INSPECTES TTHECINTRACTIRASS CERTIFIES PEST ASS SSEASE FIlER.
IT S THE CINTRACTIRSI LISATTIS TI WHRRASTY ALL PLANT MATERIALS
PER THE SPEOFCATISSS.

IT. ALL PLANT MATERIALS HALL CINFISM TITHE MINIS MG ISEUSES
ESTA LISHES TTHEAMERCAN STASSARS FIR N RSERTSTIC C RRERT
ESIT1IN P LISHES TTHEAMESCNS ASSICIATIR If N RSERTMER INC.

LANSSCAPE CINTRACTIR SHALL PHI 15€ PER NIT CISTS FIR E CRY
SI ElF PLHNTMATERIA1.S ANS TTYPE ASCALLESI TIN PLANTISS
PLANS. NIT CIII TI INCL SE THE PlANT MATERIAL ITSELF ANS
INSTALLATISS ISCL 551 ALL LA II AMENISENTS FERTILI ERS ETC. AN
SETAILES ANS SPECIFIES FIR EHGH SI E.

1 . CIISINATE INSTALIATIN IF LASIE PLANT MATERIAL HATH
INSTALLATEIN IF WHLL FIITINIS PA EMENTSANSC R ANSI TEEN.
ANT SAMAIE TI IMPRI EMESTS RES LTINI FRIll PLANT1SS INSTALLATIN
IS THE RESPINSI CITY If THE LANSICAPE EIRTRACTIR.

2 . PLANT GRIPES ELE ATIIRS RELNTI ETI FINISH GRASE ARE SHIWN IS
PLASTINI SETALSANSSAALL ESTRICTLTASHESES TI. PRIPER
IIMPACTIR If AC FILL TI PEE EITRETTLEMESTSIEALL E NE IRES.

ST. ALL SPIT ELE AT1ISS If TREES ARE S ISCEI.

22. THE LHSSICAPECIHETSACTIR SHALL ERIFY SIlL TEST AT HI E PESSE
PRIM TI P1.ANTISG ANS HALL FILLIWTEST RECIMMENSATINSAN5
LANSICAPE ARCHITECTS APR51 AL FIR SIH.AMENSMENTS.

25 THE LANSICAPE ARCHITECT RESER ES THE SISHTTIAS ST THE
LICATIN If PLANT MATERIAL S RINI INSTALLATISS AS APPRIPSIATE TI
THE PHI ECT.

24.IN ASI EPI.ANTSPECIES ANSETESMISES TTHECITYIF MALI ARE
PSIRI ITES.

I. ESETATIS SHALL ESIT ATESIR THE PESPESTY SIAN SIT TI
SIHIFCANTLT I STR CTThE PRIMARY IEW PRIM PSI ATE PSIPERTTAT
ANTII ENTIME DI ENEIRSISERAT1SNIfITSF T REIRIWEA.

2S. THE LANSSCAPE PLAN SHALL PRIHI ITTHE SE If ILSINI MATESIALS
TREATESWTTH TI ICIIMPI HISS CH ARCIPPER ARSENATE.

37. LANSSCARNG ANSTSEESSHALL SH MAINTANESSSNITTI EGCEES 25 FEET. _________

U. LSEAT1IR ASS HEIGHT If EARTHEN SERM SHALL SGSSTARTIALLT CISFIHM
TO THAT INSECATESIR MALISU CIAST ESTATE PIANNES SEHELIPMERT MAP S
WHICH SHALL SE VEGETATES WITH NATTGE PESTS THAT SLENS WITH THE
RATGEHL SLATE IANSECAPE __________________________________________________________________________________

PROPESTYCRAIER AC I~,EGGEMENT
THE PRGPEHTT DAISES S ASREE THAT ALL AREAR SHALL E PlANTED AND
LIAINTRNERAN DESCSI HG IN THE FINAL AAPRO ED PLASDRCA,PE AND F I
SODWCATIGN PEAS IN CRDER TO PHOTECTWATERSHEDAND IOLGGDAL
lEA ITAT AL ES

PSOPERTT~lER DATE

TOF~PLIAlCE
SE IRE ARHI4 CRTERIACITHE LHNESCAPE WINTER

__________________lAND APPUED THEM FGNT1* EFFICIENT ARE OF
DESIGN PLAN.

PREPARER NAME HCLAAIDJ CR1011105

PREPARER SIGNATT.S1E __________________________

PROFESSIONAL UCENSEIDESIGNATION LAICSCAEEARCHITECTSRR2T

PLMETSEEAIN.R
S RATES

LP400
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WINTER MESA CRUMMER (LOT 5)

24174 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY

MALIBU, CA 90265

LANDRY DESIGN GROUP

_____________________________ SITE VICINITY MAPCONSULTANTS: ~~JECT INFORMATION: SQUARE FOOTAGE CALCULATIONS:

ADDRESS:
STRUCTURAL ENGINEER CML ENGINEER LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT

04478 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY (LOTS) ~FOOTAGE LOT AREA CALCULATED:
KNAENOINEERJNG,INC. PSGHAS )AYIESHTATrSTIJDIO MALRU,CA902AS rHMSTFESSR T 73 5 FT GSAOEE ,I3SSQ.FT
30101 AGOURA COURT, 0120 SSS SOOTY) FLOWER ST., SUITE 4450 1530 lAsh STREET 3RD FLR FAT AREA OSI.I3PSQ. FT.
AROUHEHILUE CA 91)01 MAX4E: (013) 20.1528 DENVER CA 00202 ASURENTHRUR I S PT. CR28IMER PRANNEOLEGAL DESCRIPTION: I I C
PHOUE(518(885.2S26 F4X(313)353.1444 FHGNE(303)625.20Io 455ES$OWSpAECRNo~ o r OEVELUPFBINTUSTF2CT
FAX(5I8I845.I889 FAX:(303)825.2015 I A4,.LOWARI.EMEA

L700AI L 0,705 80. FT.
PROIECT DESCRIPTION: I0,WOSQ.FT.

GARAGE 55 .78.NEW TWO STORY SINGEI..FAMIIT RESIDENCE
544TH SEIOTBAREEAJA BASEMENT, ATTACHED

POOL AiR 1 S . PT. IMPERMEABLE SURFACES IGEOTECHNICAL SEPTIC ENGINEER RA7~ DETACHES CABANA AND GUEST

LOGHTONANDASSOCIATE5.JNC. ENSTU 440155. SECOND lOT 47 S FT
LOTAREA$ 180,430 SOFT.20074 AVENUE HAIL SUITE I 095 MAN STREET, SUITE A

~

SANTA CLARITA. CA 9135$ MOERO OAT, CA. 93442 CO ROES L050IA SPACE 7 5 FT 14321 AU.OWA&2 IIIPERNEAGEE 09200 SQ FT
PHONE (SAl) 257.7434 PHONE: 18051 7730450 SCAlY ITS
PAlE (0441 347.7430 FAX 8051 7732843 OCCUPANCY: GROUPR.3 P0TH III GARAGE TOTAL 00SF I U FT

TYPE OF CONSTRUCTIOFA TYPE V. N BUODENCE 150 MERNEA4UI COVERAGE II
DITC8.SIFIER I I

FlEE SPHINKLEESREGA.4SESY ~ I I
BUR.OINGFOOTPEINTS IVSSSSQ.FT. I25IVBFRRAIIGERCF TT.~..I*...H...,..SC4s.0*.A9.j I ISPFJNKLE4 SYSTEM TO BE APPROVED ST PLUMBING DIVISON
A5800SCAPE I0.33400.FT. .*.I~*A*T..~.PWa I IPRIOR TO INSTALLATOOFE IF REQUIRED. E~.S~.p..aA.4AT4....AE,flp..5.b,4. I I

TO. **A....dkAlA.,**..A,A*LMAUOVEB5AIISRTIJP I I
TOTALMPPEEEPEALLECO%TLUGE OO310SQ.FT. V~A. *.O.*....A....p.,.b.O.s.~ I I

MISTS PSS005V4G BAUC74CSPIUALA*3AEOSLV I I

LANDRY
DESIGN
GROUP
ISIS S.SEPS4.VBOA BLVD.
LOSA000.ES, CA 00035
PRONE 30.444.1408
FAX 30.444.4400

ES

0~0S_YRT HYAITIAIVEVA,1VFIUVIH I oPR.w

~—!!~ !~- ~-

TIV~CA THiR

“.-VCAWSEYVV_jt~SY’. ~T,4~GE*~2~ —

SHEET INDEX:
ARCY4TECTLWL&L

700IECTRA070STOI
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GENERAL SITE PLAN NOTES:
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WAASBRSAM PSAPSATfl AR REARS MR ALA PLILLA ST~

-c

CONSTRUCTION NOTES

8 CAASIRACA PRAATA STREET PAR SACTAA A-A TARtAN.2 CAASTNTCT PEAALAALA WM1 PAR AEASL I AEBAAA

63 CAAATNACA AEAAAAAA/AAA’ARAAEA AAAAJET TAAAABAAAT ALMA

63 ALASARACT STARS ARMS CAAAA BAAIA.

63 CASSIRACT ARALSALA AATLAA

63 CASATALEA UIREAAAAAAA STARS WAAAA OEAAAAAA ARIAS

CAALSTRLAA S AMA IRS. CAAAAA WiLL.

63 CASAARACA TAP AE StARS BERM
63 AASAAE RASIAAAAAA TAAAAAIAAA RALA REAAAIJAIL PLALA

63 RLAAAWATER AAPAA ARM

63 CLASARACA CIA’ AlTAR IALEA

63 CAASARAEA AARAACE ARMS

63 CAAAARAATAA

LEGEtC
PAAPAAAT/ AMALAAAT IRE

STREET CASTEA HALE

~ABA PRRESTAA EIAAATAR
ALA EAAAAA ALAAAAAS

= = = = = EAAAAAG SAAAU ARAJA

—— CHiLL LAM STATE

AATTJMIT ANt/TIllS RE ALMA

EAA/ EU. MAE

A STALEST FUCASS SIR
(PEA SAN. EAMSEAR)

MAE PEALE

BACH RE WARE

A.AN RAE

PRAISAMA SAREACA

SAP RE CHASE

SLAPS

RERAPAPAAA EARLiESt APE

ARMS ORALS

LAW PAAA ELEAASCSL
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___ City of Malibu23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, California CA 90265-4804

______ (310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 456-7650

BIOLOGY REVIEW
REFERRAL SHEET

City Biologist DATE: ci-21612007

Planning Department

CDP 07-1 44, IS 09-007, TTM 07-003, E1R 09-001

24180 PACIFIC COAST HWY

Robert Gold

315 S. Beverly Drive, Suite 211
Beverly Hills, CA 90212

(~Q) 734-2353

310 734-2297

rgold~bigrockpartners.com

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: “Crummer’ Subdivision & 5 New Single-Family
Residences - Revisions; Malibu Coast Estate

Malibu Planning Division andlor Applicant

Dave Crawford, City Biologist

_____ The project review package is INCOMPLETE and; CANNOT proceed through
Final Planning Review untIl corrections and conditions from Biological Review
are Incorporated Into the ~ro~osed ~rolect design
(See Attached).

_____ The project is APPROVED, consistent with City Goals & Policies associated
with the protection of biological resources and ~~f4 proceed through the
Planning process.

_____ The project may have the potential to significantly impact the following
resources, either individually or cumulatively: Sensitive Species or Habitat,
Watersheds, andior Shoreline Resources and therefore Requires Review by the
Environmental Review Board (ERB).

SI ATURE DATE ‘‘ /

Additional requirements/conditions may be imposed upon review of plan revisions. Dave Crawford City
Biologist, may be contacted on Tuesday between 9:00 am and 11:00 am at the City Hall Public counter;
by leaving an e-mail at dcrawfordc~maIibucity.org or by leaving a detailed voice message at (310) 456-
2489, extension 277.

TO: City of Malibu

FROM: City of Malibu

PROJECT NUMBER:

JOB ADDRESS:

APPLICANT I CONTACT:

APPLICANT ADDRESS:

APPLICANT PHONE #:

APPLICANT FAX #:

APPLICANT EMAIL:

TO:

FROM:

Rev 121009

ATTACHMENT 9



Biological review, 4/26/16

City ofMalibu
23815 Stuart Ranch Road, Mahbu, California 90265

(310) 456-2489 Fax (310) 456-7650

Planning Department

BIOLOGICAL REVIEW

Site Address: 24180 Pacific Coast Highway
Applicant/Phone: Robert GoldI 310.734.2353
Project Type: ‘Crammer’ Subdivision & 5 NSFR — Revisions; Malibu Coast Estate
Project Number: CDP 07-144
Project Planner: Jasch Janowicz

REFERENCES: Revised landscape plans (4/19/16) (Common Areas)

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. The project is recommended for APPROVAL withthe following conditions:

A. The landscape and irrigation plans are approved in concept, but will need more detail
provided prior to being stamped as approved.
Prior to final plan check the applicant will provided detailed ‘construction level’
planting and irrigation plans for review and final approval by the City Biologist.

B. Prior to installation of any approved landscaping, the applicant shall obtain plumbing
permit for the proposed irrigation system from the Building Safety Division.

C. Prior to or at the time of a Planning final inspection, the property owner/applicant shall
submit to the case planner a copy of the plumbing permit for the irrigation system
installation that has been signed off by the Building Safety Division.

D. Prior to Final Plan Check Approval, if your property is serviced by the Los Angeles
County Waterworks District No. 29, please provide landscape water use approval from
that department. For approval contact:

Dave Rydman
Address: 1000 S. Fremont Aye, Bldg. A-9 East, 4th Floor-”Waterworks Division”,

Alhambra, CA 91803
Email: DRYDMAN~DPWLACOUNTY.GOV (preferred)
Phone: (626) 300-3357

Please note this action may require several weeks. As such, the applicant should
submit their approved landscape plans to DPW as soon as feasible in order to avoid
a delay at plan check.

CDPA 07-144, Page 1



Biological review, 4/26/16

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

F. Vegetation shall be situated so as not to obstruct the primary view from private property
at any given time (given consideration of its future growth).

G. The landscape plan shall prohibit the use of building materials treated with toxic
compounds such as creosote and copper arsenate.

I-I. Grading should be scheduled only during the dry season from April 1-October 31 St. If it
becomes necessary to conduct grading activities from November 1 —March 31, a
comprehensive erosion control plan shall be submitted for approval prior to issuance of a
grading permit and implemented prior to initiation of vegetation removal and/or grading
activities.

I. Grading/excavation/vegetation removal scheduled between February 1 and September 15
will require nesting bird surveys by a qualified biologist prior to initiation of such
activities. Surveys shall be completed no more than 5 days from proposed initiation of
site preparation activities. Should active nests be identified, a buffer area no less than
150 feet (300 feet for raptors) shall be fenced off until it is determined by a qualified
biologist that the nest is no longer active. A report discussing the results of the surveys
shall be turned in to the City within 2 business days of completion of surveys.

J. Night lighting from exterior and interior sources shall be minimized. All exterior lighting
shall be low intensity and shielded so it is directed downward and inward so that there is
no offsite glare or lighting of natural habitat areas.

K. Up-lighting of landscaping is prohibited.

L. Necessary boundary fencing of any single area exceeding V2 acre shall be of an open rail-
type design with a wooden rail at the top (instead of wire), be less than 40 inches high,
and have a space greater than 14 inches between the ground and the bottom post or wire.
A split rail design that blends with the natural environment is preferred.

M. The landscaping be maintained so not to exceed 25 feet in height at any time.

N. The location and height of the earthen berm shall substantially conform to that indicated
on Malibu Coast Estate Planned Development Map 1, which shall be vegetated with
Santa Monica Mountains native species that blend with the natural bluff landscape.

2. UPON COMPLETION OF PLANTING, the City Biologist shall inspect the project site
and determine that all planning conditions to protect natural resources are in compliance with
the approved plans.

Reviewed By: Date:___________
Dave Crawford, City Biologist / ‘

310-456-2489 ext.277 (City of Malibu); e-mail dcrawford~malibucity.org

CDPA 07-144, Page 2



city ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road • Malibu, California 90265-4861

(3 10) 456-2489 • Fax (3 10)3 17-1950 • www.maiibucity.org

GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW SHEET

Project Information -~

Date: March 11, 2016 Review Log #: 3849
Site Address: 24108 Pacific Coast Highway
Lot/Tract/PM #: Lot I Planning #: CDPA 15-008

CDP 07-145
Applicant/Contact: Robert Gold, rgo Id@bigrockpartners.com BPC/GPC #:
Contact Phone #: 31 0-734-23 53 Fax #: 31 0-734-2297 Planner: Jaseb Janowicz

Project Type: New Single-family residential development

Submittal Information
Consultant(s)/Report Date(s): Leighton & Associates, Inc. (Mills, CEG 2034; Kim, ROE 2620):
(Current submittal(s) in Bold.) 2-3-16, 5-16-12, 3-7-12, 9-21 -09 (two reports)

Leighton & Associates, Inc. (Kim, RGE 2620; Sanchez, CEG 2221):
1 0-29-08
Earth Consultants International (Gath, CEG 1292; Layton, PG ):
9-21-09
Leighton & Associates, Inc. (Kim, RGE 2620; 1-lillstrand, CEG 2366):
12-5-07; Ref: 8-29-01, 10-2-2000
Seismic Consultant: Earth Consultants International, Inc. (Oath, CEG
1292): 4-12-02, 2-25-02, 1-25-02, 12-19-01, 8-23-01, 2-6-2000
Ref Converse Consultants: 8-8-88, 12-10-86, 10-18-85
Ref: Lockwood-S ingh & Associates: 9-1 8-79

Building plans prepared by Landry Design Group dated October
22, 2015.
Grading and Drainage Plan prepared by Psornas, dated October 21,
2015, three sheets, 30-scale.
Ensitu Engineering, Inc. (Yaroslaski, RCE 60149): 3-7-12 (three
reports), 9-21 -09 (two reports)
Preliminary OWTS Plans prepared by Ensitu Engineering, Inc., dated
March 7, 2012, three sheets.
Lawrence Young (REHS # 3738): 5-19-10, 9-12-08

Previous Reviews: 7-16-12, 5-7-12, 1-1 2-10, 3-20-08, Review Referral Sheet dated 2-1 5-08;
Ref: 10-1-01

Review Findings

Coastal Development Permit Review

~ The single-family residential development is APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective.

~ The single-family residential development is NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective.
The listed ~Review Comments’ shall be addressed prior to approval.



City of Malibu Geotechnical Review Sheet

Building Plan-Check Stage Review

~ Awaiting Building plan check submittal. Please respond to the listed ‘Building Plan—Check Stage
Review Comments’ AND review and incorporate the attached ‘Geotechnical Notes for Building Plan
Check’ into the plans.

El APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. Please review the attached ‘Geotechnical Notes for
Building Plan Check’ and incorporate into Building Plan-Check submittals.

El NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. The listed ‘Building Plan-Check Stage Review
Comments’ shall be addressed prior to Building Plan-Check Stage approval.

Remarks

The building plans, grading plans, geotechnical review report ofthe grading and drainage plans were reviewed
by the City from a geotechnical perspective. The project comprises constructing a new 5,474 square foot one-
story single-family residence on Lot I with a 1,000 square foot basement, 891 square foot garage, 615 square
foot guest house, grading (13,400 yards of overexcavation; 2,619 yards of cut and 10 yards of fill under
structure; 504 yards of cut and 133 yards offihl for safety; 1,288 yards of cut and 684 yards of fill non-exempt;
763 yards of remedial fill, and 2,821 yards of export), retaining walls, swimming pool and spa, water features,
a loggia, hardscape, landscaping, and new onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS), consisting ofa septic
tank on the lot, a centralized treatment area adjacent to the gate house, and two seepage pits with 100%
expansion on Lot 7 (undeveloped).

City geotechnical staff will review complete sets of building (for all structures) and grading plans for each
residential lot during the Building plan check stage once the projects are submitted to the Building and Safety
Department.

Building Plan-Check Stage Review Comments:

1. The Project Geotechnical Consultant needs to provide a complete finding, not an opinion, in accordance
with Section 111 of the Malibu Building Code regarding the proposed residential development. Please
include in the finding a direct reference to Section 111 of the Code.

2. The Consultant states that the applicant proposes to repair the small erosional gully on the north—
descending slope above Pacific Coast Highway in the northeastern portion ofthe lot. Please perfonn slope
stability analyses for this repair, and provide the results for review by City geotechnical staff.

3. The northeastern corner of the proposed guest house extends beyond the Geotechnical Setback Line; the
factor of safety of this portion of the structure is less than 1.5. Please provide specific stabilization
recommendations for the guest house in this area to demonstrate long-term stability of the guest house site.

4. The City of Malibu has adopted the 2014 Los Angeles County Building Code. The Project Geotechnical
Consultant shall review the adopted Code and provide pertinent updates so that the proposed project meets
the requirements of the new Building Code.

5. Two sets of final grading, retaining wall, OWTS, swimming pool/spa, cabana, and residence plans
(APPROVED BY BUJLDING AND SAFETY) incorporating the Project Geotech n ical Consultant’s
recommendations and items in this review sheet must be reviewed and wet stamped and manually
signed by the Project Engineering Geologist and Project Geotechnical Engineer. City geotechnical
staff will review the plans for conformance with the Project Geotech n ical Consultants’ recommendations
and items in this review sheet over the counter at City Hall. Appointments for final review and
approval of the plans may be made by calling or emailing City Geotechnical staff.

292Gb) — 2 —



City of Malibu Geotechnical Review Sheet

Please direct questions regarding this review sheet to City Geotechnical staff listed below.

Engineering Geology Review by:
Christopher Dean, C.E.G. #1751, Exp. 9-30-16
Engineering Geology Reviewer (310-456-2489, x306)
Email: cdean@malibucity.org

3
Date

This review sheet was prepared by City Geotechnical Staff
contracted with Fugro as an agent of the City of Mailbu.

FUGRO CONSULTANTS,
4820 McGrath Street, Suite 100
Ventura, California 93003-7778
(805) 650-7000 (Ventura office)
(310) 456-2489, x306 (City of Malibu)

IkI~’ I~i~
I I~ ~.p .

a
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City ofMalibu
— GEOTECHNICAL -

NOTES FOR BUILDING PLAN-CHECK

The following standard items should be incorporated into Building Plan-Check submittals, as appropriate:

One set of grading, retaining wall, OWTS,
swimming pool/spa, cabana, and residence plans,
incorporating the Geotechnical Consultant’s
recommendations and items in this review sheet,
must be submitted to City geotechnical staff for
review. Additional review comments may be
raised at that time that may require a
response.

2. Show the name, address, and phone number of
the Geotechnical Consultant(s) on the cover sheet
of the Building Plans.

3. Include the following note on Grading and
Foundation Plans: “Subgrade soils shall be tested
for Expansion Index prior to pouring footings or
slabs; Foundation Plans shall be reviewed and
revised by the Geotechnical Consultant, as
appropriate.”

4. Include the following note on the Foundation
Plans: “All foundation excavations must be
observed and approved by the Geotechnical
Consultant prior to placement of reinforcing steel.”

The Foundation Plans for the proposed addition
and deck shall clearly depict the embedment
material and minimum depth of embedment for
the foundations in accordance with the
Geotechnical Consultant’s recommendations.

6. Foundation setback distances from descending
slopes shall be in accordance with Section 1808
of the Malibu Building Code, or the requirements
of the Geotechnical Consultant’s
recommendations, whichever are more stringent.
Show minimum foundation setback distances on
the foundation plans, as applicable.

7. Show the onsite wastewater treatment system on
the Site Plan.

8. Please contact the Building and Safety
Department regarding the submittal requirements
for a grading and drainage plan review.

9. A comprehensive Site Drainage Plan,
incorporating the Geotechnical Consultant’s
recommendations, shall be included in the Plans.
Show all area drains, outlets, and non-erosive

drainage devices on the Plans. Water shall not
be allowed to flow uncontrolled over descending
slopes.

compaction report prepared by the Project
Geotechnical Consultant must be submitted to the
City for review. The report must include the
results of all density tests as well as a map
depicting the limits of fill, locations of all density
tests, locations and elevations of all removal
bottoms, locations and elevations of all keyways
and back drains, and locations and elevations of
all retaining wall backdrains and outlets. Geologic
conditions exposed during grading must be
depicted on an as-built geologic map. This
comment must be included as a note on the
grading plans.

Retaining Walls (As Applicable)
Show retaining wall backdrain and backfill design,
as recommended by the Geotechnical Consultant,
on the Plans.

2. Retaining walls separate from a residence require
separate permits. Contact the Building and Safety
Department for permit information. One set of
retaining wall plans shall be submitted to the City
for review by City geotechnical staff. Additional
concerns may be raised at that time which may
require a response by the Project Geotechnical
Consultant and applicant.

Grading Plans (as Applicable)

1. Grading Plans shall clearly depict the limits and
depths of overexcavation, as applicable.

4

5.

2. Prior to final approval of the project, an as-built



City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road • Malibu, California 90265-4861

(310) 456-2489 • Fax (310) 317-1950 • www.malibucity.org

GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW SHEET

Review Findings

Coastal Development Permit Review

~ The single-family residential development is APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective.

~ The single-family residential development is NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective.
The listed ‘Review Comments’ shall be addressed prior to approval.

Project Information
Date: March 14, 2016 Review Log #: 3850
Site Address: 24120 Pacific Coast Highway
Lot/Tract/PM #: Lot 2 Planning #: CDPA 15-012

CDP 07-146
Applicant/Contact: Robert Gold, rgold(~,bigrockpartners.com BPC/GPC #:
Contact Phone #: 310-734-2353 Fax #: 310-734-2297 Planner: Jasch Janowicz

Project Type: New Single-family residential development

Consultant(s) / Report Date(s):
(‘Current submittalft) in Bolt!)

Submittal Information
Leighton & Associates, Inc. (Mills, CEG 2034; Kim, RGE 2620):
2-3-16, 5-16-12, 3-7-12, 9-21-09 (two reports)
Leighton & Associates, Inc. (Kim, RGE 2620; Sanchez, CEG 2221):
10-29-08
Earth Consultants International (Gath, CEG 1 292; Layton, PG ):
9-21-09
Leighton & Associates, Inc. (Kim, RGE 2620; Hillstrand, CEG 2366):
12-5-07; Ref: 8-29-01, 10-2-2000
Seismic Consultant: Earth Consultants International, Inc. (Gath, CEG
1292): 4-12-02, 2-25-02, 1-25-02, 12-19-01, 8-23-01, 2-6-2000
Ref: Converse Consultants: 8-8-88, 12-10-86, 10-18-85
Ref: Lockwood-Singh & Associates: 9-1 8-79

Building plans prepared by Landry Design Group dated October
22, 2015.
Grading and Drainage Plan prepared by Psoinas, dated 10-23-15,
three sheets, 30-scale.
Ensitu Engineering, Inc. (Yaroslaski, RCE 60149): 3-7-12 (three
reports), 9-21 -09 (two reports)
Preliminary OWTS Plans prepared by Ensitu Engineering, Inc., dated
March 7, 2012, three sheets.
Lawrence Young (REHS # 3738): 5-19-10, 9-12-08

Previous Reviews:

Ref: 10-1-01

Geotechn ical Review Referral Sheet dated I - II -1 6, 7-16-12, 5-7-12, 1-12-
10, 3-20-08, Review Referral Sheet dated 2-15-08;



City of Malibu Geotechnical Review Sheet

Building Plan-Check Stage Review

~ Awaitina Building plan check submittal. Please respond to the listed ‘Building Plan—Check Stage
Review Comments’ AND review and incorporate the attached ‘Geolechnical Notes for Building Plan
Check’ into the plans.

El APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. Please review the attached ‘Geotechnical Notes for
Building Plan Check’ and incorporate into Building Plan—Check submittals.

LI NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. The listed ‘Building Plan-Check Stage Review
Comments’ shall be addressed prior to Building Plan-Check Stage approval.

Remarks

The building plans, grading plans, and geotechnical review report of the grading and drainage plans were
reviewed by the City from a geotechnical perspective. The project comprises constructing a new 7,661 square
foot one-story single-family residence on Lot 2 with a 1,579 square foot basement, 290 square foot garage, 458
square foot gym, 480 square foot second unit, grading (12,600 yards ofoverexcavation; 2,122 yards of cut and
133 yards of fill under structure; 4,224 yards of cut for safety; 56 yards of cut and 1,938 yards of fill non-
exempt; and 3,981 yards of export), retaining walls, patios, swimming pool and spa, and new onsite
wastewater treatment system (OWTS), consisting of a septic tank on the lot, a centralized treatment area
adjacent to the gate house, and two seepage pits with 100% expansion on Lot 7 (undeveloped).

City geotechnical staff will review complete sets of building (for all structures) and grading plans for each
residential lot during the Building plan check stage once the projects are submitted to the Building and Safety
Department.

Building Plan~Check Stage Review Comments:

1. The Project Geotechnical Consultant needs to provide a complete finding, not an opinion, in accordance
with Section 111 of the Malibu Building Code regarding the proposed residential development. Please
include in the finding a direct reference to Section 111 of the Code.

2. The eastern portions of the residence and garage extend beyond the Geotechnical Setback Line; the factor
of safety of these portions of the garage and residence is less than 1 .5. Please provide specific stabilization
recommendations for these portions of the garage and residence to demonstrate long-term stability of the
residence and garage.

3. The underground storm water detention tanks are outside the Geotechnical Setback Line. Please discuss
these structures with regard to their stability in areas where the factor of safety is less than 1.5. Mitigation
measures appear necessary.

4. The septic tank is outside the Geotechnical Setback Line. Please discuss this structure with regard to its
stability in areas where the factor ofsafety is less than 1.5. It appears that the tank could be moved behind
the Geotechnical Setback Line on the property.

5. Portions of the retaining walls, stairways, patio, and driveway access into the garage are outside the
Geotechnical Setback Line. Please discuss these structures with regard to their stability in areas where the
factor of safety is less than 1 .5. Mitigation measures appear necessary.

6. The City of Malibu has adopted the 2014 Los Angeles County Building Code. The Project Geotechnical
Consultant shall review the adopted Code and provide pertinent updates so that the proposed project meets
the requirements of the new Building Code.

7. Two sets of final grading, retaining wall, OWTS, swimming pool/spa, second unit, gym, and residence
plans (APPROVED BY BUILDING AND SAFETY) incorporating the Project Geotechnical
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City of Malibu Geotechnical Review Sheet

Consultant’s recommendations and items in this review sheet must be reviewed and wet stamped and
manually signed by the Project Engineering Geologist and Project Geotechnical Engineer. City
geotechnical staff will review the plans for conformance with the Project Geotechnical Consultants’
recommendations and items in this review sheet over the counter at City Hall. Appointments for final
review and approval of the plans may be made by calling or emailing City Geotechnical staff.

Please direct questions regarding this review sheet to City Geotechnical staff listed below.

Engineering Geo1o~ Review by: ______________________________ ______________

Christopher Dean, C. .G. #1751, Exp. 9-30-16 Dat
Engineering Geology Reviewer (310-456-2489, x306)
Email: cdean@malibucity.org

This review sheet was prepared by City Geatechnical Staff
contracted with Fugro as an agent of the City of Malibu.

FUGRO CONSULTANTS, lNC.~, ~
4820 McGrath Street, Suite 100 —~,

Ventura, California 93003-7778
(805) 650-7000 (Ventura office)
(310) 456-2489, x306 (City of Malibu)
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NOTES FOR BUILDING PLAN-CHECK

The following standard items should be incorporated into Building Plan-Check submittals, as appropriate;

One set of grading, retaining wall, OWTS,
swimming pool/spa, gym, second unit, and
residence plans, incorporating the Geotechnical
Consultant’s recommendations and items in this
review sheet, must be submitted to City
geotechnical staff for review. Additional review
comments may be raised at that time that may
require a response.

2. Show the name, address, and phone number of
the Geotechnical Consultant(s) on the cover sheet
of the Building Plans.

3. Include the following note on Grading and
Foundation Plans: “Subgrade soils shall be tested
for Expansion Index prior to pouring footings or
slabs; Foundation Plans shall be reviewed and
revised by the Geotechnical Consultant~ as
appropriate.”

4. Include the following note on the Foundation
Plans: “All foundation excavations must be
observed and approved by the Geotechnical
Consultant prior to placement ofreinforcing steel.”

5. The Foundation Plans for the proposed addition
and deck shall clearly depict the embedment
material and minimum depth of embedment for
the foundations in accordance with the
Geotechnical Consultant’s recommendations.

6. Foundation setback distances from descending
slopes shall be in accordance with Section 1808
of the Malibu Building Code, or the requirements
of the Geotechnical Consultant’s
recommendations, whichever are more stringent.
Show minimum foundation setback distances on
the foundation plans, as applicable.

7. Showthe onsitewastewatertreatment system on
the Site Plan.

8. Please contact the Building and Safety
Department regarding the submittal requirements
for a grading and drainage plan review.

9. A comprehensive Site Drainage Plan,
incorporating the Geotechnical Consultant’s
recommendations, shall be included in the Plans.
Show all area drains, outlets, and non-erosive

drainage devices on the Plans. Water shall not
be allowed to flow uncontrolled over descending
slopes.

2. Prior to final approval of the project, an as-built
compaction report prepared by the Project
Geotechnical Consultant must be submitted to the
City for review. The report must include the
results of all density tests as well as a map
depicting the limits of fill, locations of all density
tests, locations and elevations of all removal
bottoms, locations and elevations of all keyways
and back drains, and locations and elevations of
all retaining wall backdrains and outlets. Geologic
conditions exposed during grading must be
depicted on an as-built geologic map. This
comment must be included as a note on the
grading plans.

Retaining Walls (As Applicable)
1. Show retaining wall backdrain and backfill design,

as recommended by the Geotechnical Consultant,
on the Plans.

2. Retaining walls separate from a residence require
separate permits. Contact the Building and Safety
Department for permit information. One set of
retaining wall plans shall be submitted to the City
for review by City geotechnical staff. Additional
concerns may be raised at that time which may
require a response by the Project Geotechnical
Consultant and applicant.

Grading Plans (as Applicable)
1. Grading Plans shall clearly depict the limits and

depths of overexcavation, as applicable.

Ci Malibu
— GEOTECHNICAL -



(~j City ofMalibu
______ 23825 Stuart Ranch Road • Malibu, California 90265-4861

(310) 456-2489 • Fax (310) 317-1950 • www.malibucity.org

GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW SHEET

Project Information
Date: March 14, 2016 Review Log #: 3851
Site Address: 24134 Pacific Coast Highway
Lot/Tract/PM #: Lot 3 Planning #: CDPA 15-009

CDP 07-147
Applicant/Contact: Robert Gold, rgold~bigrockpartners.com BPC/GPC #:
Contact Phone #: 310-734-2353 Fax #: 310-734-2297 Planner: Jasch Janowicz

Project Type: New Single-family residential development

Submittal Information

Consultant(s)/Report Date(s): Leighton & Associates, Inc. (Mills, CEG 2034; Kim, RGE 2620):
(Current suhInittal(’tc~) in Bold.) 2-3-16, 5-1 6-12, 3-7-12, 9-21 -09 (two reports)

Leighton & Associates, inc. (Kim, RGE 2620; Sanchez, CEG 2221):
10-29-08
Earth Consultants international (Gath, CEG 1292; Layton, PG ):
9-21 -09
Leighton & Associates, Inc. (Kim, RGE 2620; Hillstrand. CEG 2366):
12-5-07; Ref: 8-29-01, 10-2-2000
Seismic Consultant: Earth Consultants international, Inc. (Gath, CEG
1292): 4-12-02, 2-25-02, 1-25-02, 12-19-01, 8-23-01, 2-6-2000
Ref: Converse Consultants: 8-8-88, 12-1 0-86, 10-i 8-85
Ref: Lockwood-Singh & Associates: 9-1 8-79

Building plans prepared by Landry Design Group dated October
22, 2015.
Grading and Drainage Plan prepared by Psornas, dated October 23,
2015, three sheets, 30-scale.
Ensitu Engineering, Inc. (Yaroslaski. RCE 60149): 3-7-12 (three
reports). 9-21-09 (two reports)
Preliminary OWTS Plans prepared by Ensitu Engineering, Inc., dated
March 7, 2012, three sheets.
Lawrence Young (REHS # 3738): 5-19-10, 9-12-08

Previous Reviews: Geotechnical Review Referral Sheet dated 1-1 1-16. 7-16-12, 5-7-12, 1-12-
10, 3-20-08, Review Referral Sheet dated 2-15-08;
Ref: 10-1-01 _________

Review Findings

Coastal Development Permit Review

~ The single-family residential development is APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective.

~ The single-family residential development is NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective.
The listed ‘Review Comments’ shall be addressed prior to approval.



City of Malibu Geotechnical Review Sheet

Building Plan-Check Stage Review

~ Awaiting Building plan check submittal. Please respond to the listed ‘Building Plan—Check Stage
Review Comments’ AND review and incorporate the attached ‘Geotechnical Notes for Building Plan
Check’ into the plans.

~ APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. Please review the attached ‘Geotechnical Notes for
Building Plan Check’ and incorporate into Building Plan—Check submittals.

~ NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. The listed ‘Building Plan-Check Stage Review
Comments’ shall he addressed prior to Building Plan-Check Stage approval.

Remarks

The building plans, grading plans, and geotechnical review report of the grading and drainage plans were
reviewed by the City from a geotechnical perspective. The project comprises constructing a new 8,155 square
foot one-story single-family residence on Lot 2 with a 1,000 square foot basement, 716 square foot garage, 84
square foot cabana and 435 square foot second unit, grading (17,100 yards of overexcavation; 1,622 yards of
cut and 199 yards of fill under structure; 654 yards of cut and 149 yards offill for safety; 716 yards of cut and
1,260 yards offill non-exempt; and 1,384 yards of export), retaining walls, patios, swimming pool and spa,
and new onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS), consisting of a septic tank on the lot, a centralized
treatment area adjacent to the gate house, and two seepage pits with 100% expansion on Lot 7 (undeveloped).

City geotechnical staff will review complete sets of building (for all structures) and grading plans for each
residential lot during the Building plan check stage once the projects are submitted to the Building and Safety
Department.

Building Plan-Check Stage Review Comments:

1. The Project Geotechnical Consultant needs to provide a complete finding, not an opinion, in accordance
with Section 111 of the Malibu Building Code regarding the proposed residential development. Please
include in the finding a direct reference to Section 111 of the Code.

2. Portions of the proposed fill slopes south and west of the residence are outside the Geotechnical Setback
Line. Please discuss these slopes with regard to their stability in areas where the factor of safety is less
than 1,5. Ivlitigation measures could be required.

3. The City of Malibu has adopted the 2014 Los Angeles County Building Code. The Project Geotechnical
Consultant shall review the adopted Code and provide pertinent updates so that the proposed project meets
the requirements of the new Building Code.

4. Two sets of final grading, retaining wall, OWTS, swimming pool/spa, cabana, second unit, and residence
plans (APPROVED BY BUILDiNG AND SAFETY) incorporating the Project Geotechnical
Consultant’s recommendations and items in this review sheet must be reviewed and wet stamped and
manually signed by the Project Engineering Geologist and Project Geotechnical Engineer. City
geotechnical staff will review the plans for conformance with the Project Geotechnical Consultants’
recommendations and items in this review sheet over the counter at City 1-lall. Appointments for final
review and approval of the plans may be made by calling or emailing City Geotechnical staff.

Please direct questions regarding this review sheet to City Geotcchnical staff listed below.
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City of Malibu Geotechnical Review Sheet

Engineering Geo1o~ Review by: A / ~ .~ ______________

Christop er Dean, C.E.G. #1 751, Exp. 9-30-16 Date
Engineering Geology Reviewer (310-456-2489, x306)
Email: cdean~malibucity.org

This review sheet was prepared by City Geotechnical Staff
contracted with Fugro as an agent of the City of Malibu.

FUGRO CONSULTANTS, INC.~ ~
4820 McGrath Street, Suite 100 ~
Ventura, California 93003-7778
(805) 650-7000 (Ventura office)
(310) 456-2489, x306 (City of Malibu)
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The following standard items should be incorporated into Building Plan-Check submittals, as appropriate

One set of grading, retaining wall, OWTS,
swimming pool/spa, cabana, second unit, garage,
and residence plans, incorporating the
Geotechnical Consultant’s recommendations and
items in this review sheet, must be submitted to
City geotechnical staff for review. Additional
review comments may be raised at that time
that may require a response.

2. Show the name, address, and phone number of
the Geotechnical Consultant(s) on the cover sheet
of the Building Plans.

3. Include the following note on Grading and
Foundation Plans: “Subgrade soils shall be tested
for Expansion Index prior to pouring footings or
slabs; Foundation Plans shall be reviewed and
revised by the Geotechnical Consultant, as
appropriate.”

4. Include the following note on the Foundation
Plans: “All foundation excavations must be
observed and approved by the Geotechnical
Consultant prior to placement of reinforcing steel.”

5. The Foundation Plans for the proposed addition
and deck shall clearly depict the embedment
material and minimum depth of embedment for
the foundations in accordance with the
Geotechnical Consultant’s recommendations.

6. Foundation setback distances from descending
slopes shall be in accordance with Section 1808
of the Malibu Building Code, or the requirements
of the Geotechnical Consultant’s
recommendations, whichever are more stringent.
Show minimum foundation setback distances on
the foundation plans, as applicable.

7. Show the onsite wastewater treatment system on
the Site Plan.

8. Please contact the Building and Safety
Department regarding the submittal requirements
for a grading and drainage plan review.

9. A comprehensive Site Drainage Plan,
incorporating the Geotechnical Consultant’s
recommendations, shall be included in the Plans.
Show all area drains, outlets, and non-erosive

drainage devices on the Plans. Water shall not
be allowed to flow uncontrolled over descending
slopes.

Grading Plans (as Applicable)

compaction report prepared by the Project
Geotechnical Consultant must be submitted to the
City for review. The report must include the
results of all density tests as well as a map
depicting the limits of fill, locations of all density
tests, locations and elevations of all removal
bottoms, locations and elevations of all keyways
and back drains, and locations and elevations of
all retaining wall backdrains and outlets, Geologic
conditions exposed during grading must be
depicted on an as-built geologic map. This
comment must be included as a note on the
grading plans.

Retaining Walls (As Applicable)

Show retaining wall backdrain and backfill design,
as recommended by the Geotechnical Consultant,
on the Plans.

2. Retaining walls separate from a residence require
separate permits. Contact the Building and Safety
Department for permit information. One set of
retaining wall plans shall be submitted to the City
for review by City geotechnical staff. Additional
concerns may be raised at that time which may
require a response by the Project Geotechnical
Consultant and applicant.

1. Grading Plans shall clearly depict the limits and
depths of overexcavation, as applicable.

City ofMalibu
- GEOTECHNICAL —

NOTES FOR BUILDING PLAN-CHECK

2. Prior to final approval of the project, an as-built



City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road • Malibu, California 90265-4861

(310) 456-2489 • Fax (310)3 17-1950 • www.malibucity.org

GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW SHEET

Review Findings

Coastal Development Permit Review

~ The single-family residential development is APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective.

Project Information
Date: March 14, 201 6 Review Log #: 3852
Site Address: 24150 Pacific Coast Highway
Lot/Tract/PM #: Lot 4 Planning #: CDPA 15-010

CDP 07-1 48
Applicant/Contact: Robert Go Id, rgoldt~b igrockpartners.com BPC/GPC #:
Contact Phone #: 310-734-2353 Fax #: 310-734-2297 Planner: Jasch Janowicz
Project Type: New Single-family residential development

Consultant(s) / Report Date(s):
(Current submittal(’s,) in Bold.)

Submittal Information

Leighton & Associates, Inc. (Mills, CEO 2034; Kim, ROE 2620):
2-3-16, 5-16-12, 3-7-12, 9-21-09 (two reports)
Leighton & Associates, Inc. (Kim, ROE 2620; Sanchez, CEO 2221):
10-29-08
Earth Consultants International (Gath, CEO 1292; Layton, PG ):
9-21-09
Leighton & Associates, Inc. (Kim, RGE 2620; 1-lillstrand, CEO 2366):
12-5-07; Ref: 8-29-01, 10-2-2000
Seismic Consultant: Earth Consultants International, Inc. (Gath, CEO
1292): 4-12-02, 2-25-02, 1-25-02, 12-19-01, 8-23-01, 2-6-2000
Ref: Converse Consultants: 8-8-88, 12-10-86, 10-18-85
Ref: Lockwood-S ingh & Associates: 9-1 8-79

Building plans prepared by Landry Design Group dated October
22, 2015.
Grading and Drainage Plan prepared by Psornas, dated October 21,
2015, three sheets, 30-scale.
Ensitu Engineering, Inc. (Yaroslaski, RCE 60149): 3-7-12 (three
reports), 9-21-09 (two reports)
Preliminary OWTS Plans prepared by Ensitu Engineering, Inc., dated
March 7, 2012, three sheets.
Lawrence Young (REHS #3738): 5-19-10, 9-12-08

Previous Reviews:

Ref: 10-1-01

Geotechnical Reviewreferral Sheetdated 1-1 1-16, 7-16-12, 5-7-12, 1-12-
10, 3-20-08, Review Referral Sheet dated 2-15-08;



City of Malibu Geotechnical Review Sheet

LI The single-Family residential development is NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective.
The listed ‘Review Comments’ shall he addressed prior to approval.

Building Plan-Check Stage Review

~ Awaiting Building plan check submittal. Please respond to the listed ‘Building Plan-Check Stage
Review Comments’ AND review and incorporate the attached ‘Geotechnical Notes for Building Plan
Check’ into the plans.

~ APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. Please review the attached ‘Geotechnical Notes for
Building Plan Check’ and incorporate into Building Plan—Check submittals.

LI NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. The listed ‘Building Plan-Check Stage Review
Comments’ shall be addressed prior to Building Plan-Check Stage approval.

Remarks

The building plans, grading plans, and geotechnical review report of the grading and drainage plans were
reviewed by the Cit) from a geotechnical perspective. The project comprises constructing a new 7,878 square
foot one-story single-family residence on Lot 4 with a 994 square foot basement, 886 square foot garage, 149
square foot pool cabana, grading (12,800 yards of overexcavation; 1,256 yards of cut and 511 yards of fill
under structure; 1,223 yards of cut and 214 yards of fil I for safety; 79 yards of cut and 1,752 yards of fIll non-
exempt; and 81 yards of export), retaining walls, patios, swimming pool and spa, and new onsite wastewater
treatment system (OWTS), consisting of a septic tank on the lot, a centralized treatment area adjacent to the
gate house, and two seepage pits with 100% expansion on Lot 7 (undeveloped).

City geotechnical staff will review complete sets of building (for all structures) and grading plans for each
residential lot during the Building plan check stage once the projects are submitted to the Building and Safety
Department.

Building Plan-Check Stage Review Comments:

1. The Project Geotechnical Consultant needs to provide a complete finding, not an opinion, in accordance
with Section 111 of the Malibu Building Code regarding the proposed residential development. Please
include in the finding a direct reference to Section 111 of the Code.

2. The City ofMalibu has adopted the 2014 Los Angeles County Building Code. The Project Geotechnical
Consultant shall review the adopted Code and provide pertinent updates so that the proposed project meets
the requirements of the new Building Code.

3. Two sets of final grading, retaining wall, OWTS, swimming pool/spa, pool cabana, and residence plans
(APPROVED BY BUILDING AND SAFETY) incorporating the Project Geotechnical Consultant’s
recommendations and items in this review sheet must be reviewed and wet stamped and manually
signed by the Project Engineering Geologist and Project Geotechnical Engineer. City geotechnical
staffwi II review the plans for conformance with the Project Geotechn ical Consultants’ recommendations
and items in this review sheet over the counter at City Hall. Appointments for final review and
approval of the plans may be made by calling or emailing City Geotechnical staff.

Please direct questions regarding this review sheet to City Geotechnical staff listed below.
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Engineering Geo1o~ Review by: ~ AF ______________

Christop er Dean, C.E.G. #1 751, Exp. 9-30-16 D e
Engineering Geology Reviewer (310-456-2489, x306)
Email: cdean@malibucity.org

This review sheet was prepared by City Geotechnical Staff
contracted with Fugro as an agent of the City of Malibu

FUGRO CONSULTANTS, INC.~ ~I
4820 McGrath Street, Suite 100 ~
Ventura, California 93003-7778 —-______

(805) 650-7000 (Ventura office)
(310) 456-2489, x306 (City of Malibu)
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GEOTECHNICAL -

NOTES FOR BUILDING PLAN-CHECK

The following standard items should be incorporated into Building Plan-Check submittals, as appropriate:

One set of grading, retaining wall, OWTS,
swimming pool/spa, pool cabana, and residence
plans, incorporating the Geotechnical
Consultant’s recommendations and items in this
review sheet, must be submitted to City
geotechnical staff for review. Additional review
comments may be raised at that time that may
require a response.

2. Show the name, address, and phone number of
the Geotechnical Consultant(s) on the cover sheet
of the Building Plans.

3. Include the following note on Grading and
Foundation Plans: “Subgrade soils shall be tested
for Expansion Index prior to pouring footings or
slabs; Foundation Plans shall be reviewed and
revised by the Geotechnical Consultant, as
appropriate.”

4. Include the following note on the Foundation
Plans: ‘All foundation excavations must be
observed and approved by the Geotechnical
Consultant prior to placement of reinforcing steel.”

5. The Foundation Plans for the proposed addition
and deck shall clearly depict the embedment
material and minimum depth of embedment for
the foundations in accordance with the
Geotechnical Consultant’s recommendations.

6. Foundation setback distances from descending
slopes shall be in accordance with Section 1808
of the Malibu Building Code, or the requirements
of the Geotechnical Consultant’s
recommendations, whichever are more stringent.
Show minimum foundation setback distances on
the foundation plans, as applicable.

7. Show the onsite wastewater treatment system on
the Site Plan.

8. Please contact the Building and Safety
Department regarding the submittal requirements
for a grading and drainage plan review.

9. A comprehensive Site Drainage Plan,
incorporating the Geotechnical Consultant’s
recommendations, shall be included in the Plans.
Show all area drains, outlets, and non-erosive

drainage devices on the Plans. Water shall not
be allowed to flow uncontrolled over descending
slopes.

2. Prior to final approval of the project, an as-built
compaction report prepared by the Project
Geotechnical Consultant must be submitted to the
City for review. The report mLlst include the
results of all density tests as well as a map
depicting the limits of fill, locations of all density
tests, locations and elevations of all removal
bottoms, locations and elevations of all keyways
and back drains, and locations and elevations of
all retaining wall backdrains and outlets. Geologic
conditions exposed during grading must be
depicted on an as-built geologic map. This
comment must be included as a note on the
grading plans.

Retaining Walls (As Applicable)
1. Show retaining wall backdrain and backfill design,

as recommended by the Geotechnical Consultant,
on the Plans.

2. Retaining walls separate from a residence require
separate permits. Contact the Building and Safety
Department for permit information. One set of
retaining wall plans shall be submitted to the City
for review by City geotechnical staff. Additional
concerns may be raised at that time which may
require a response by the Project Geotechnical
Consultant and applicant.

Grading Plans (as Applicable)

1. Grading Plans shall clearly depict the limits and
depths of overexcavation, as applicable.

-ri’c..



City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road • Malibu, California 90265-4861

(310) 456-2489 • Fax (310) 317-1950 • www.rnalibucity.org

GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW SHEET

Review Findings —

Coastal Development Permit Review

~ The single-flimily residential development is APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective.

Project Information
Date: March 14, 2016 Review Log #: 3853
Site Address: 24174 Pacific Coast Highway
Lot/Tract/PM #: Lot 5 Planning #: CDPA 15-011

CDP 07-149
Applicant/Contact: Robert Gold, ~gold~bigrockpartners.com BPC/GPC #:
Contact Phone #: 3 10-734-2353 Fax #: 3 1 0-734-2297 Planner: Jasch Janowicz

Project Type: New Single-family residential development -—__________________

Consultant(s) I Report Date(s):
(‘Current submittal(s) in Bold.)

Submittal Information

Leighton & Associates, Inc. (Mills, CEG 2034; Kim, RGE 2620):
2-3-16, 5-16-12, 3-7-12, 9-21-09 (two reports)
Leighton & Associates, Inc. (Kim, RGE 2620; Sanchez, CEG 2221):
10-29-08
Earth Consultants International (Gath, CEG 1292; Layton, PG ):
9-21-09
Leighton & Associates, Inc. (Kim, RGE 2620; Hillstrand, CEG 2366):
12-5-07; Ref: 8-29-01, 1 0-2-2000
Seismic Consultant: Earth Consultants International, Inc. (Gath, CEG
1292): 4-12-02, 2-25-02, 1-25-02, 12-19-01, 8-23-01, 2-6-2000
Ref: Converse Consultants: 8-8-88, 12-10-86, 1 0-1 8-85
Ref~ Lockwood-Singh & Associates: 9-18-79

Buikling plans prepared by Landry Design Group dated October
22,2015.
Grading and Drainage Plan prepared by Psornas, dated October 21,
2015, three sheets, 30-scale.
Ensitu Engineering, Inc. (Yaroslaski, RCE 60149): 3-7-12 (three
reports), 9-2 1-09 (two reports)
Preliminary OWTS Plans prepared by Ensitu Engineering, Inc., dated
March 7, 2012, three sheets.
Lawrence Young (REHS # 3738): 5-19-10, 9-12-08

Previous Reviews: Geotechnical Review Referral Sheetdated 1-1 1-16, 7-16-12, 5-7-12, 1-12-
10, 3-20-08, Geology Review Referral Sheet dated 2-15-08;
Ref: 10-1-01
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~ The single-family residential development is NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective.
The listed ‘Review Comments’ shall be addressed prior to approval.

Building Plan-Check Stage Review

~ Awaiting Building plan check submittal. Please respond to the listed ~Building Plan—Check Stage
Review Comments’ AND review and incorporate the attached ‘Geotechnical Notes for Building Plan
Check’ into the plans.

~ APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. Please review the attached ‘Geotechnical Notes for
Building Plan Check’ and incorporate into Building Plan—Check submittals.

~ NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. The listed ‘Building Plan-Check Stage Review
Comments’ shall be addressed prior to Building Plan—Check Stage approval.

Remarks

The building plans, grading plans, and geotechnical review report of the grading and drainage plans were
reviewed by the City from a geotechnical perspective. The project comprises constructing a new 8,362 square
foot one-story single-family residence on Lot 5 with a 1 ,752 square foot basement, 885 square foot garage, 188
square foot pool bath, 479 square foot second unit, grading (31,400 yards ofoverexcavation; 2,117 yards ofcut
and 44 yards of fill under structure; 1,503 yards of cut and 224 yards of fill for safety; 241 yards of cut and
1,536 yards offill non-exempt; and 2,057 yards ofexport), retaining walls, patios, swimming pool and spa, and
new onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS), consisting of a septic tank on the lot, a centralized treatment
area adjacent to the gate house, and two seepage pits with 1 00% expansion on Lot 7 (undeveloped).

City geotechnical staff will review complete sets of building (for all structures) and grading plans for each
residential lot during the Building plan check stage once the projects are submitted to the Building and Safety
Department.

Building Plan-Check Stage Review Comments:

1. The Project Geotechnical Consultant needs to provide a complete finding, not an opinion, in accordance
with Section 111 of the Malibu Building Code regarding the proposed residential development. Please
include in the finding a direct reference to Section 111 of the Code.

2. Portions of the proposed fill slopes south and west of the pool and residence are outside the Geotechnical
Setback Line. Please discuss these slopes with regard to their stability in areas where the factor ofsafety is
less than 1.5. Mitigation measures could be required.

3. The underground storm water detention tanks south of the proposed pool and fill slope are outside the
Geotechnical Setback Line. Please discuss these structures with regard to their stability in areas where the
factor of safety is less than 1.5. Mitigation measures appear necessary.

4. The City of Malibu has adopted the 2014 Los Angeles County Building Code. The Project Geotechnical
Consultant shall review the adopted Code and provide pertinent updates so that the proposed project meets
the requirements of the new Building Code.

5. Two sets of final grading, retaining wall, OWTS, swimming pool/spa, pool bath, second unit, and
residence plans (APPROVED BY BUILDING AND SAFETY) incorporating the Project Geotechnical
Consultant’s recommendations and items in this review sheet must be reviewed and wet stamped and
manually signed by the Project Engineering Geologist and Project Ceotechnical Engineer. City
geotechnical staff will review the plans for conformance with the Project Geotechnical Consultants’
recommendations and items in this review sheet over the counter at City Hall. Appointments for final
review and approval of the plans may be made by calling or emailing City Geotechnical staff.

292Sb) — 2 —
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Please direct questions regarding this review sheet to City Geotechnical staff listed below.

Engineering Geology Review by: _____________

Christopher Dean, C.E.G. 1751, Exp. 9-30-16 Date
Engineering Geology Reviewer (310-456-2489, x306)
Email: cdean@malibucity.org

This review sheet was prepared by City Geotechnical Staff
contracted with Fugro as an agent of the City of Malibu.

FUGRO CONSULTANTS,~
4820 McGrath Street, Suite 100 ~.

Ventura, California 93003-7778
(805) 650-7000 (Ventura office)
(310) 456-2489, x306 (City of Malibu)
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NOTES FOR BUILDING PLAN-CHECK

The following standard items should be incorporated into Building Plan-Check submittals, as appropriate:

One set of grading, retaining wall, OWTS,
swimming pool/spa, pool bath, second unit, and
residence plans, incorporating the Geotechnical
Consultant’s recommendations and items in this
review sheet, must be submitted to City
geotechnical staff for review. Additional review
comments may be raised at that time that may
require a response.

2. Show the name, address, and phone number of
the Geotechnical Consultant(s) on the cover sheet
of the Building Plans.

3. Include the following note on Grading and
Foundation Plans: “Subgrade soils shall be tested
for Expansion Index prior to pouring footings or
slabs; Foundation Plans shall be reviewed and
revised by the Geotechnical Consultant, as
appropriate.”

4. Include the following note on the Foundation
Plans: “All foundation excavations must be
observed and approved by the Geotechnical
Consultant prior to placement of reinforcing steel.”

5. The Foundation Plans for the proposed addition
and deck shall clearly depict the embedment
material and minimum depth of embedment for
the foundations in accordance with the
Geotechnical Consultant’s recommendations.

6. Foundation setback distances from descending
slopes shall be in accordance with Section 1808
of the Malibu Building Code, or the requirements
of the Geotechnical Consultant’s
recommendations, whichever are more stringent.
Show minimum foundation setback distances on
the foundation plans, as applicable.

7. Show the onsite wastewater treatment system on
the Site Plan.

8. Please contact the Building and Safety
Department regarding the submittal requirements
for a grading and drainage plan review.

9. A comprehensive Site Drainage Plan,
incorporating the Geotechnical Consultant’s
recommendations, shall be included in the Plans.
Show all area drains, outlets, and non-erosive

drainage devices on the Plans. Water shall not
be allowed to flow uncontrolled over descending
slopes.

2. Prior to final approval of the project, an as-built
compaction report prepared by the Project
Geotechnical Consultant must be submitted to the
City for review. The report must include the
results of all density tests as well as a map
depicting the limits of fill, locations of all density
tests, locations and elevations of all removal
bottoms, locations and elevations of all keyways
and back drains, and locations and elevations of
all retaining wall backdrains and outlets. Geologic
conditions exposed during grading must be
depicted on an as-built geologic map. This
comment must be included as a note on the
grading plans.

Retaining Walls (As Applicable)
Show retaining wall backdrain and backfill design,
as recommended by the Geotechnical Consultant,
on the Plans.

2. Retaining walls separate from a residence require
separate permits. Contact the Building and Safety
Department for permit information. One set of
retaining wall plans shall be submitted to the City
for review by City geotechnical staff. Additional
concerns may be raised at that time which may
require a response by the Project Geotechnical
Consultant and applicant.

Grading Plans (as Applicable)

1. Grading Plans shall clearly depict the limits and
depths of overexcavation, as applicable.

Ci Malib ii
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I. Introduction

A. Background

This document is an Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report (the “Final EIR”)
(State Clearinghouse No. 2008091155) prepared for the Crummer Site Subdivision project,
involving the approximately 24 acre site located at 24120 Pacific Coast Highway in the City of
Malibu (the “Property”). The Final EIR for the Crummer Site Subdivision project was certified
by the City of Malibu (the “City”) in February 2014 (the “Approved Project”)(see City Council
Resolution No. 14-11). The Final EIR document is hereinafter referred to as the Certified EIR.
Pursuant to City Council Resolution No. 14-11, the City also adopted a Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program for the Approved Project. The City determined that no Statement of
Overriding Considerations was required as there are no significant, unmitigable environmental
impacts that result from the Approved Project. Among the approvals granted by the City Council
with respect to the Approved Project is Local Coastal Plan Amendment (the “LCPA”) No. 12-
001.

Since the Certified EIR was prepared and certified by the City, the LCPA was submitted to the
California Coastal Commission (the “Commission”) for its review and approval. On February
12, 2015, the Commission held a public hearing to consider the LCPA required in connection
with the Approved Project. After considering all of the testimony regarding the LCPA, the
Commission continued the hearing and directed Commission staff, the City and the Property
owner to address the Commission’s comments and suggestions. On August 12, 2015, the
Commission approved the LCPA, including modifications to the Approved Project described
below under Section II to further reduce visual impacts of the Project (the “Modified Project”).

Although the City previously approved Coastal Development Permits for the Approved Project
in May 2014, conditioned to not be effective until certification of the LCPA, the City requires
the approval of Amended Coastal Development Permits for the Modified Project to reflect the
changes approved by the Commission. This Addendum will be considered by the City decision-
makers in connection with their review of the applications for Coastal Development Permits for
the Modified Project.

The overall purpose of this Addendum is to address potential environmental impacts associated
with proposed modifications to the Approved Project and to determine whether implementation
of the Modified Project would result in any new significant environmental impacts which were
not identified in the Certified EIR or whether the previously identified significant impacts would
be substantially more severe under the Modified Project. Other than the changes set forth in this
Addendum and described below under Section II, Project Description, all aspects of the
Approved Project would remain the same as originally analyzed in the Certified EIR. The
Certified EIR is hereby incorporated by reference.



B. CEQA Authority for an Addendum

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”)1 and CEQA Guidelines2 establish the type
of environmental documentation that is required when changes to a project occur after an EIR is
certified. Section 15164 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that:

“The lead agency or a responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a
previously cert~fled EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but
none of the conditions described in Section 15162 callingfor preparation
ofa subsequent EIR have occurred.”

Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines states that preparation of a subsequent EIR is required
when there are substantial changes proposed to a project, or substantial changes occur with
respect to circumstances, or new information becomes available which could lead to new
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects. Likewise, California Public Resources Code (“PRC”) Section 21166 states
that unless one or more of the following events occur, no subsequent or. supplemental
environmental impact report shall be required by the lead agency or by any responsible agency:

• Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require
major revisions of the environmental impact report;

• Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under
which the project is being undertaken which will require major
revisions in the environmental impact report; or

• New information, which was not known and could not have been
known at the time the environmental impact report was certified as
complete, becomes available.

The analysis in this Addendum evaluates the proposed changes associated with the Modified
Project in order to determine whether any significant environmental impacts that were not
identified in the Certified EIR would result or whether previously identified significant impacts
would be substantially more severe. As demonstrated by the analysis herein, the Modified
Project would not result in any additional significant impacts nor would it substantially increase
the severity of previously anticipated significant impacts.

C. Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation Measures, and Level of Significance
after Mitigation

This Addendum analyzes the Modified Project and describes the modifications to the Certified
EIR that are necessary to reflect the Modified Project. See Table I-i for a comparison of the
effects of the Approved Project and Modified Project in all impact areas. As discussed in

See PRC § 21000, et seq.
2 See Cal. Code Regs., Tit. 14, § 15000, et seq.
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Section III of this Addendum, the Modified Project results in reduced impacts to Visual
Resources as compared to the Approved Project. Because the changes under the Modified
Project are limited to adjustments in height of the proposed structures and minor changes in the
location of certain structures in order to address visual impacts, the Addendum only analyzes the
effects of the Modified Project upon Visual Resources. That discussion is provided in this
Addendum for full disclosure so the public and decision-makers can consider and evaluate this
potential impact. For all environmental issues, the Modified Project would not result in new
significant impacts not identified in the Certified EIR or substantial increases in the severity of
previously identified impacts and, as a result, no supplemental or subsequent environmental
impact report is required. Therefore, an Addendum to the previously certified EIR serves as the
appropriate form of documentation to meet the statutory requirements of CEQA.

The Certified EIR certified for the Approved Project identified significant environmental impacts
associated with air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards,
hydrology and water quality, and transportation and traffic. With implementation of the
mitigation measures listed the Certified EIR and repeated in Appendix A to this Addendum, all
significant impacts of the Approved Project were reduced to a less than significant level.
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Table I-i
Comparison of Environmental Findings

between the Approved Project and the Revised Project

Environmental Issue Approved Project Modified Project Conclusion

Aesthetics

Scenic Vista LTS LTS No change

Scenic Resources LTS LTS No change

Visual Character LTS LTS No change

Light and Glare LTS LTS No change

Agricultural Resources

Farmland Conversion NI NI No change

Agricultural Zoning/Williamson NI NI No change
Act

Forest Land Zoning NI NI No change

Forest Land Conversion NI NI No change

Other Changes NI NI No change

Air Quality

Consistency with AQMP LTS LTS No change

Violation of Standards LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change

Criteria Pollutant Increase LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change

Sensitive Receptors LTS LTS No change

Objectionable Odors LTS LTS No change

Biological Resources

Special Status Species LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change

Sensitive Habitat LTS LTS No change

Jurisdictional Waters LTS LTS No change

Wildlife Movement LTS LTS No change

Biological Resource Policies LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change

Habitat Conservation Plan LTS LTS No change

Habitat Reduction/Species LTS LTS No change
Elimination/Wildlife Population

Cultural Resources

Historic NI NI No change

Archaeological LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change

Paleontological LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change

Notes: LTS = Less than signjficant LTS/Mitigation = Less than significant with mitigation NJ = No impact
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Table I-i
Comparison of Environmental Findings

between the Approved Project and the Revised Project

Environmental Issue Approved Project Modified Project Conclusion

Human Remains LTS LTS No change

Geology and Soils

Fault Rupture LTS LTS No change

Seismic Ground Shaking LTS LTS No change

Liquefaction LTS LTS No change

Landslides LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change

Erosion LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change

Unstable Soils LTS!Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change

Expansive Soils LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change

Waste Water Disposal System LTS/Mitigation LTS!Mitigation No change

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Greenhouse Gas Emissions LTS LTS No change

Consistency with Plan, Policy or LTS LTS No change
Regulation

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Transport, Use, or Disposal LTS LTS No change

Release into the Environment LTS LTS No change

Within ¼ mile of a School LTS LTS No change

List of Hazardous Materials Sites LTS LTS No change

Within 2 miles of a Public Airport NI NI No change

Within vicinity of a Private NI NI No change
Airstrip

Emergency Response Plan LTS LTS No change

Wildiand Fires LTS/Mitigation LTSlMitigation No change

Hydrology and Water Quality

Water Quality Standards! LTS LTS No change
Waste Discharge Requirements

Groundwater Supplies LTS LTS No change

Drainage PattemlSiltation LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change

Drainage Pattern/Flooding LTS/Mitigation LTS!Mitigation No change

Excess Runoff LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change

Notes: LTS = Less than sign(ficant LTS/Mitigation = Less than significant with mitigation NI No impact
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Table I-i
Comparison of Environmental Findings

between the Approved Project and the Revised Project

Environmental Issue Approved Project Modified Project Conclusion

Substantially Degrade Water LTS LTS No change
Quality

100-Year Flood Hazard NI NI No change

Impede or Redirect Flood Flows NI NI No change

Levee or Dam Failure NI NI No change

Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow LTS LTS No change

Land Use and Planning

Physically Divide Community LTS LTS No change

Conflict with Land Use Plan LTS LTS No change

Conflict with Habitat LTS LTS No change
Conservation

Mineral Resources

Loss of Known Mineral Resource NI NI No change

Loss of Mineral Resource NI NI No change
Recovery Site

Noise

Noise Levels in Excess of LTS LTS No change
Standards

Vibration LTS LTS No change

Permanent Increase in Noise LTS LTS No change
Levels

Temporary Increase in Noise LTS LTS No change
Levels

Airport Land Use Plan NI NI No change

Private Airstrip NI NI No change

Population and Housing

Population Growth LTS LTS No change

Housing Displacement NI NI No change

Population Displacement NI NI No change

Public Services

Fire LTS LTS No change

Police LTS LTS No change

Notes: LTS = Less than signjfIcant LTS/Mitigation = Less than sign~ficant with mitigation NI = No impact
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Table I-i
Comparison of Environmental Findings

between the Approved Project and the Revised Project

Environmental Issue Approved Project Modified Project Conclusion

Schools LTS LTS No change

Recreation LTS LTS No change

Libraries LTS LTS No change

Recreation

Increase Use LTS LTS No change

Expansion of Existing Facilities LTS LTS No change

Transportation and Traffic

Trip Generation LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change

Conflict with CMP LTS LTS No change

Change in Air Traffic NI NI No change

Increase in Hazards LTS LTS No change

Emergency Access LTS LTS No change

Adopted Policies LTS LTS No change

Parking LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change

Utilities

Exceed Wastewater Treatment LTS LTS No change
Requirements

New Water or Wastewater LTS LTS No change
Facilities

New Storm Water Facilities LTS LTS No change

Water Supply LTS LTS No change

Wastewater Treatment Capacity NI NI No change

Landfill Capacity LTS LTS No change

Solid Waste Regulations LTS LTS No change

Following the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Certified EIR, the

Modified Project would not result in any significant impacts upon the environment, which is also
the case with the Approved Project.

Notes: LTS = Less than sign(ficant LTS/Mitigation = Less than signjflcant with mitigation NI = No impact
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IL Project Description

A. Project Location and Surrounding Uses

The Property is approximately 24 acres, and is located at 24120 Pacific Coast Highway, in the
City of Malibu, County of Los Angeles.3 The Property is located atop a bluff with slopes
descending to the south and east. The Property is bordered by Malibu Bluffs Park to the west,
PCH to the north, and privately owned parcels to the east and south. Winter Mesa Drive, a small
road connecting PCH to Malibu Bluffs Park, provides access to the Property. See Figure 11-1 for
a location map of the Property.

B. Summary of the Approved Project and Modified Project

The Certified EIR for the Approved Project analyzed the potential environmental impacts of
constructing and operating a specific planned development that involves subdividing the
Property into seven new lots, to be developed as follows: five lots containing five new single-
family residences (Lot Nos. 1-5), one lot which would contain a private road, gatehouse, and
ancillary facilities to serve the new residences (Lot No. 6), and one lot consisting of
approximately 1.74 acres to be dedicated to the City of Malibu to expand the adjacent City-
owned park for active recreation use (Lot No. 7).

Specifically, the Approved Project includes the following development on Lots 1 through 5:

Lot 1: An 8,039 square foot, two-story, 28 foot high, single-family residence with a 1,000
square foot basement, 891 square foot garage, detached 615 square foot second unit, 507
square feet of covered loggia space that projects more than six feet; outdoor barbeque
area with trellis, swimming pool, spa and pooi equipment, decking, hardscape, roof-top
mechanical equipment, water features, fencing, 1,972 cubic yards (“cy”) grading (1,288
cy cut, 684 cy fill), motor court, septic tank and landscaping.

Lot 2: A 7,951 square foot, 18 foot high single-story single-family residence with a 1,579 square
foot basement and subterranean garage, 458 square foot gym, 480 square foot second
unit, 733 square feet of covered loggia space that projects more than six feet; outdoor
fireplace with trellis, swimming pool, and pooi equipment, decking, hardscape, roof-top
mechanical equipment, water features, fencing, 1,994 cy grading (56 cy cut, 1,938 cy
fill), motor court, septic tank, and landscaping.

Lot 3: A 7,720 square foot, two-story, 28 foot high single-family residence with a 1,000 square
foot basement, 435 square foot detached second unit, 716 square foot garage, 84 square
foot cabana, 479 square feet of covered loggia space that projects more than six feet;
trellis, swimming pool, spa and pool equipment, decking, hardscape, roof-top mechanical

The Assessor’s Parcel Numbers for the Property are 4458-018-019, 4458-018-018, and 4458-018-
002.
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equipment, water features, fencing, 1,976 cy grading (716 cy cut, 1,260 cy fill), motor
court, septic tank, and landscaping.
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Lot 4: A 7,852 square foot, two-story, 28 foot high single-family residence with a 994 square
foot basement, 881 square foot garage, 149 square foot cabana, 631 square feet of
covered loggia space that projects more than six feet; outdoor fireplace with trellis,
swimming pool, spa and pooi equipment, decking, hardscape, roof-top mechanical
equipment, water features, fencing, 1,831 cy grading (79 cy cut, 1,752 cy fill), motor
court, septic tank, and landscaping.

Lot 5: An 8,738 square foot, two-story, 28 foot high single-family residence with a 1,752 square
foot basement, 885 square foot garage, 479 square foot second unit, 188 square foot
cabana, 700 square feet of covered loggia space that projects more than six feet; trellis,
swimming pool, spa and pool equipment, decking, hardscape, roof-top mechanical
equipment, water features, fencing, 1,458 cy grading (453 cy cut, 1,005 cy fill), motor
court, septic tank, and landscaping.

In response to comments made by Coastal Commissioners at the February 12, 2015 hearing and
subsequent direction from Coastal Commission staff~ the Property owner submitted revised plans
for the Modified Project, including the following modifications to the Approved Project:

(1) Reduced the height of the residences on Lots 1, 3, 4, and 5 to 18 feet and limited all
residences to one story (Lot 2 would maintain an 18 foot maximum height as previously
proposed under the Approved Project);

(2) Relocated the entry gate and guardhouse farther away from Malibu Bluffs Park and
reduced the size of the guardhouse on Lot 6 from 280 square feet to 180 square feet;

(3) Increased the size of the open space conservation easement area by approximately 64,000
square feet;

(4) Modified the landscaping plan to reduce the maximum height of proposed Project
landscaping to 25 feet;

(5) Incorporated a four foot high berm along the eastern edge of Lots 1 and 2 that would give
the appearance of a natural looking extension of the bluff slopes and help further minimize
views of the structures from downcoast public viewing areas;

(6) Reduced the height of the easternmost approximately 2,500 square feet of the residence on
Lot 2 by 3 feet (from 18 to 15 feet) and shifted the pool and patio on Lot 2 approximately
12 feet closer to the residence;

(7) Reduced the height of the southwest corner of the residence on Lot 5 by 3 feet (from 18 to
15 feet) and shifted the pool, patio, and cabana on Lot 5 approximately 10 feet to the east
and 6 feet closer to the residence, and

(8) Shifted the guest house on Lot 1 closer to the residence.

The Approved Project also included the extension of a water line to service the created lots, the
development of an access road, a 280 square foot guard house, hardscaping and landscaping, an
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onsite wastewater treatment system package plant on Lot 6, and the development of seepage pits
on Lot 7. The overall site plan for the Approved Project is shown in Figure 11-2.
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On August 12, 2015, the Coastal Commission approved the LCPA for the Modified Project,
including the modifications to the Approved Project listed above. On October 14, 2015, the
Malibu City Council took final action approving LCPA No. 12-001. This approval was
confirmed “legally adequate” by the CCC in a letter dated November 9, 2015. The overall site
plan for the Modified Project is shown in Figure 11-3.

C. Necessary Actions

This Addendum, along with the Certified EIR, is intended to cover all discretionary approvals
that may be required to construct or implement the Modified Project. The following
discretionary actions are addressed by this Addendum, and are added to those discretionary
approvals listed in the Approved Project’s Certified EIR.

1. Approval of amended Coastal Development Permits for the Modified Project.

2. Other permits and approvals as deemed necessary.
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III. Environmental Impact Analysis

The Modified Project would not result in any new significant environmental impacts, substantial
increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or necessitate implementation of
additional or different mitigation or improvement measures than those identified in the Certified
EIR. For all environmental impact areas, the effects associated with the Modified Project would
be substantially the same as those reported in the Certified EIR for the Approved Project, but the
topic below warrants further discussion.

A. Visual Resources

1. Modified Project Impacts

The Modified Project would be developed within the same general footprint as the Approved
Project, and does not materially change the architecture, design or materials of the Approved
Project. Under the Modified Project, the reduction in structure height for all five residences
(from 28 to 18 feet), with the further reduction in structure height for portions of the residences
on Lots 2 and 5 (from 18 to 15 feet), the reduction in maximum height of trees and landscaping,
combined with the further clustering of accessory development on Lots 1, 2, and 5, would serve
to reduce the overall profile of the Project and minimize views of the Project from public
viewing locations. While the Modified Project’s single-story, 18 foot high residences
accommodate the same overall square footage as previously proposed in the Approved Project’s
two-story, 28 foot high residences, which increases the footprint of the residences on Lots 1, 3, 4,
and 5 somewhat, these residences would be distributed in a manner that would not significantly
increase the perceived mass or bulk of the Project as a whole as seen from the identified public
viewing areas. A visual simulation of the Modified Project was prepared by Scott A. Johnson,
dated June 17, 2015 (the “Visual Simulation”), to illustrate the changes associated with the
Modified Project. The Visual Simulation is attached to this Addendum as Appendix B. The
Visual Simulation accurately represents how the Modified Project (with landscaping and without
landscaping) would look when viewed from the 13 viewpoints included within the Visual
Simulation.

As with the Approved Project, structures on Lots 3 and 4 would continue to be visible, albeit
with a lower vertical mass, from portions of Malibu Canyon Road given the topography of the
area. However, given that those portions of Malibu Canyon Road are a substantial distance away
and much higher in elevation than the Project, views of the ocean from that viewing area would
not be significantly impacted by the Project. Similarly, existing views from Pacific Coast
Highway are limited. The northwest corner of the Property is at the same grade as Pacific Coast
Highway. However, the grade of Pacific Coast Highway drops significantly below the grade of
the Property (up to about 60 feet) when traveling eastbound toward Malibu’s Civic Center along
the Property’s northern boundary. Therefore, the Project would not significantly impact any
ocean, coastline, or mountains views from Pacific Coast Highway given the unique topography
of the area.
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As with the Approved Project, portions of the structures on Lots 1-5 would also be unavoidably
visible from the Malibu Bluffs Park to the immediate west (upcoast) of the Property. However,
the proposed residences, with the siting and design changes in the Modified Project, would serve
to minimize adverse impacts to public views and would not interfere with any ocean, coastline,
or significant mountain views from the public viewing areas within Bluffs Park.

Further, given the intervening topography and elevation differences between the Santa Monica
Mountains Conservancy’s Malibu Bluffs Open Space further to the west (upcoast) and the
Property, the Project would not interfere with any significant public views of the coast or
mountains from the vantage points within the Malibu l3luffs Open Space.

Given the topography of the Property and the surrounding area, the residences would also be
visible from public viewing areas to the east (downcoast). The more prominent residences that
would be visible from downcoast public viewing areas would be located on Lots 1 and 2. As
discussed previously, the height of the residences on Lots 1 and 2 were reduced to 18 feet, and a
portion of the residence on Lot 2 was reduced to 15 feet. Accessory structures on Lots 1 and 2
were also further clustered. These changes to Lots 1 and 2 would serve to significantly minimize
views of the Project from the downcoast public viewing locations. Any further reductions in the
height or bulk of the structures would not serve to avoid or significantly reduce visibility.
However, the four foot high berm proposed along the eastern edge of Lots 1 and 2 would give
the appearance of a natural-looking extension of the bluff slopes and help further minimize views
of the structures from downcoast public viewing areas. Further, the Modified Project
landscaping which consists primarily of native plant species would serve to substantially screen
public views of the structures. The combination of the proposed siting, design, and landscape
techniques would minimize adverse impacts to public views and protect the scenic quality of the
area, consistent with the policies of the Malibu Local Coastal Program.

2. Mitigation Measures

The Certified EIR did not identify any significant impacts to Visual Resources resulting from the
construction and operation of the Approved Project, and therefore, no mitigation measures were
required. As the impacts to Visual Resources resulting from the Modified Project would be less
than those of the Approved Project due to the reduction in height of the structures, and would not
result in any significant impacts, no mitigation measures are required for the Modified Project.

3. Conclusion

Overall, the Modified Project would not introduce new significant impacts or substantially
worsen previously identified impacts with regard to Visual Resources. Thus, the environmental
implications of the Modified Project would be consistent with those analyzed in the Certified
EIR. Accordingly, as compared to the Approved Project, the Modified Project would not
involve new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects related to visual resources.
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B. Other Impact Areas

As discussed above, the density and general footprint proposed under the Modified Project
would be substantially the same as the Approved Project. The Modified Project would not
change the nature of the Approved Project or its density and relationship to the neighboring area.

1. Impacts Found Not to be Significant

The 2012 Initial Study and subsequent scoping meeting for the Approved Project identified the
following environmental impact categories as not being significantly impacted by or impacting
the Project. The rationale for these determinations can be found in the Certified EIR in Chapter
5.0 - Environmental Analysis, Chapter 8.0 - Impacts Found Not to Be Significant, and Appendix
A - Notice of Preparation and Initial Study.

• Agricultural Resources

• Air Quality (Odors)

• Cultural Resources (Historic, Human Remains)

• Geology and Soils (Fault Rupture, Seismic Shaking, Liquefaction)

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials (all except Wildland Fires)

• Hydrology and Water Quality (Flood Hazard, Inundation)

• Land Use and Planning (Physically Divide Community, Habitat Conservation Plan)

• Mineral Resources

• Noise (Airports)

• Population and Housing

• Public Services

• Transportation and Traffic (Air Traffic, Emergency Access, Alternative
Transportation)

• Utilities and Service Systems

Because the finding of no impact or less than significant impact was made in the Initial Study
and because no information was received or identified during the scoping process supporting an
argument that there could be a potential significant impact, these environmental issue areas were
not carried forward for detailed analysis in the Certified EIR. None of the changes associated
with the Modified Project would change the conclusion of no significant impact for these impact
areas.

17



2. Less Than Significant Environmental Effects Without Mitigation

Based on the Certified EIR and the record of proceedings, the City found that the Approved
Project would have less than significant environmental effects upon the following impact areas.
The rationale for these determinations can be found in the Certified EIR in Chapter 5.0 -

Environmental Analysis and Appendix A - Notice of Preparation and Initial Study.

• Aesthetics

• Air Quality (AQMP, Sensitive Receptors)

• Biological Resources (Sensitive Habitat, Jurisdictional Waters, Wildlife Movement,
Habitat Conservation Plan, Habitat ReductionlSpecies EliminationlWildlife Pop
ulation)

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions

• Hydrology and Water Quality (Water Quality Standards, Groundwater, Water
Quality)

• Land Use and Planning (Conflict with Land Use Plan)

• Noise (Noise in Excess of Standards, Vibration, Increase in Noise)

• Recreation

• Transportation and Traffic (Congestion Management Program, Design Hazards).

The Modified Project would have similar, less than significant impacts, in the areas identified
above to those identified in the Certified EIR for the Approved Project. As the Modified Project
would not change the overall nature of the Approved Project or its relationship to the
neighboring area, and the density and structures proposed under the Modified Project would be
substantially the same as for the Approved Project, impacts to the areas identified above would
continue to remain less than significant. Accordingly, as compared to the Approved Project, the
Modified Project would not involve new significant environmental effects related to the
environmental impact areas listed above, and therefore, no further analysis is required.

3. Less Than Significant Environmental Effects With Mitigation

Based on the Certified EIR and the record of proceedings, the City found that the Approved
Project would have less than significant environmental effects upon the following impact areas,
after implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Certified EIR (and listed in
Appendix A to this Addendum). The rationale for these determinations can be found in the
Certified EIR in Chapter 5.0 - Environmental Analysis and Appendix A - Notice of Preparation
and Initial Study.

• Air Quality (Violation of Standards, Criteria Pollutant Increase)
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• Biological Resources (Special Status Species, Biological Resource Policies)

• Cultural Resources (Archaeological, Paleontological)

• Geology and Soils (Landslides, Erosion, Unstable Soils, Expansive Soils, Wastewater
Disposal System)

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Wildland Fires)

• Hydrology and Water Quality (Drainage, Runoff)

• Transportation and Traffic (Trip Generation, Parking).

The Modified Project would have similar, less than significant impacts after mitigation in the
areas identified above to those identified in the Certified EIR for the Approved Project. As the
Modified Project would not change the overall nature of the Approved Project or its relationship
to the neighboring area, and the density and structures proposed under the Modified Project
would be substantially the same as for the Approved Project, impacts to the areas identified
above would continue to remain less than significant after mitigation. Accordingly, as compared
to the Approved Project, the Modified Project would not involve new significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects related
to the environmental impact areas listed above, and therefore, no further analysis is required.

C. Conclusion

Based on the foregoing, the analyses conducted and the conclusions reached in the Certified EIR
certified on February 24, 2014 remain valid, and no supplemental environmental review is
required for the Modified Project. The Modified Project would not cause new significant
impacts not identified in the Certified EIR or result in a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant impacts. No changes have occurred with respect to
circumstances under which the Approved Project was undertaken that would cause significant
environmental impacts to which the Modified Project would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution. There is no new information that shows that the Modified Project
would cause new significant environmental impacts that were not already analyzed in the FEIR.
Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, no supplemental environmental review
is required beyond this Addendum.
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APPENDIX A

Mitigation Measures Included in the Certified EIR

Air Ouality

2-1 The construction contractor shall implement the following measures to reduce
construction exhaust emissions during grading and construction activities:

• The construction contractor shall ensure that all construction equipment is properly
serviced and maintained to the manufacturer’s standards to reduce operational
emissions.

• The construction contractor shall limit nonessential idling of construction equipment
to no more than five consecutive minutes.

• Where feasible, use haul trucks with engines that are 2010 or newer for soil import
and export activities.

• The construction contractor shall limit soil hauling activities associated with the site
grading phase to a maximum of 38 trucks per day (76 one-way soil haul trips per day
for haul trips).

• The construction contractor shall use USEPA-rated Tier 3 construction engines for
equipment rated at 50 horsepower or greater for general site grading activities. Tier 3
engines between 90 and 750 horsepower are available for 2006 to 2008 model years.

• A list of construction equipment by type and model year shall be maintained by the
construction contractor onsite.

These requirements shall be noted on all construction management plans and verified by
the City of Malibu during site grading activities.

Bio1o~ica1 Resources

3-1 (a) A focused survey for Braunton’s milk-vetch shall occur prior to the issuance of a
grading permit. The focused survey shall occur within on-site suitable habitat (i.e., mixed
sage scrub and coastal sage chaparral scrub) that may be disturbed as a result of the
proposed project implementation, during the typical blooming period (February through
July). This survey shall be conducted in accordance with the methodologies used for
performing focused plant surveys per the CDFG’s 2000 Guidelines for Assessing the
Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Plant
Communities (Guidelines), and the CNPS’s 2001 Botanical Survey Guidelines of the
California Native Plant Society. In the event that Braunton’s milkvetch are discovered
during focused preconstruction surveys, a translocation plan shall be developed by a
biologist familiar with the ecology of the species and the plan would be approved by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service prior to issuance of grading permit.
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(b) Certain ornamental plants are known to escape from planted areas and invade into
native plant communities. In order to protect established native plant communities
located in the vicinity, the plants listed in Table 14 of the Biological Resource Study
prepared by Impact Sciences, Inc., in 2008 for the proposed project shall not be planted
within the project site. This list shall also be distributed to new homeowners and included
within any covenants, conditions, and restrictions. The landscaping plans within common
areas of the project shall be reviewed by a qualified botanist who shall recommend
appropriate provisions to prevent other invasive plant species from colonizing remaining
onsite or adjacent natural areas. These provisions may include the following: (a) review
and screening of proposed plant palette and planting plans to identify and avoid the use of
invasive species; (b) weed removal during the initial planting of landscaped areas; and (c)
monitoring for and removal of weeds and other invasive plant species as part of ongoing
landscape maintenance activities. The frequency and method of monitoring for invasive
species shall be determined by a qualified botanist. In addition, the homeowner’s
association shall provide homeowners with the list entitled “City of Malibu Non-Native
Invasive Plants Prohibited in Landscape Plans” which is maintained by the City of
Malibu and can be found on the City’s website.

(c) Seeded areas shall be irrigated with temporary overhead irrigation until plants have
established as determined by a qualified biologist.

3-2 The City of Malibu Native Tree Protection Ordinance requires that mitigation and
maintenance measures be developed to preserve the six Southern California black walnut
trees located on the project site. The Protected Tree Report released in June 2008 by
Impact Sciences, Inc., includes suggested mitigation measures. The proposed project
shall comply with all mitigation measures contained in the 2008 Protected Tree Report.
These measures include the installation of protective fencing around the black walnut
trees for the duration of construction and limits on grading activities which can be
performed near the protected trees, among others. The mitigation measures included in
the Protected Tree Report also require maintenance and monitoring of the trees. The
report requires that many of the mitigation measures be approved by a City-approved
arborist. After the completion of construction, a monitoring report would be required.
Should the monitoring report determine that any protected trees were impacted, counter
measures, including the planting of replacement trees, would be required.

3-3 (a) To avoid impacts to native nesting birds, the applicant and/or its contractors shall
retain a qualified biologist (with selection to be reviewed by the City) to conduct nest
surveys in potential nesting habitat within the project site prior to construction or site
preparation activities. Specifically, within 30 days of ground disturbance activities
associated with construction or grading, a qualified biologist shall conduct weekly
surveys to determine if active nests of bird species protected by the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (MBTA) or the California Fish and Game Code are present in the construction
zone or within a distance determined by CDFG or the City of Malibu biologist. Because
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many birds known to use the project area (including Anna’s hummingbird, Cooper’s
hawk, and loggerhead shrike) nest during the late winter, breeding bird surveys shall be
carried out both during the typical nesting/breeding season (mid-March through
September) and in January and February. The surveys shall continue on a weekly basis,
with the last survey being conducted no more than three days prior to initiation of
clearance or construction work. If ground disturbance activities are delayed, additional
pre-construction surveys will be conducted such that no more than three days will have
elapsed between the last survey and the commencement of ground disturbance activities.
Surveys shall include examination of trees, shrubs, and the ground within grassland for
nesting birds, as several bird species known to occur in the area are shrub or ground
nesters, including (but not limited to) California horned lark, kill deer, and mourning
dove.

(b) If active nests are found, clearing and construction activities within a buffer distance
determined by CDFG or the City of Malibu biologist, shall be postponed or halted until
the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged, as determined by the biologist, and there is
no evidence of a second attempt at nesting during the same year. Limits of construction to
avoid an active nest shall be established in the field with flagging, fencing, or other
appropriate barriers; and construction personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of
nest areas. The biologist shall serve as a construction monitor during those periods when
construction activities will occur near active nest areas to ensure that no inadvertent
impacts to these nests will occur. The results of the survey, and any avoidance measures
taken, shall be submitted to the City of Malibu within 30 days of completion of the pre
construction surveys and construction monitoring to document compliance with
applicable state and federal laws pertaining to the protection of native birds.

Cultural Resources

4-1 For adequate coverage and the protection of potentially significant buried resources, a
qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications
Standards (48 Federal Register 44738-39) shall be retained by the applicant to monitor all
ground-disturbing activities, including but not limited to all grading, excavation, and site
preparation. The project archaeologist shall have the authority to halt any activities
adversely impacting potentially significant resources. Any significant archaeological
resources found shall be preserved as determined necessary by the project archaeologist
and offered to the South Central Coastal Information Center at California State
University, Fullerton or repository willing to accept the resource. Any resulting reports
shall also be forwarded to the South Central Coastal Information Center at California
State University, Fullerton.

Should paleontological soils be uncovered during grading, a paleontological monitor
shall also be retained by the applicant, upon the archaeological monitor’s request, to
oversee ground-disturbing activities, including but not limited to all grading, excavation,
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and site preparation. The paleontological monitor shall have the authority to halt any
activities adversely impacting potentially significant resources. Should fossil-bearing
formations be uncovered, the monitor shall professionally collect any specimens without
impeding development. Any paleontological artifacts recovered shall be preserved, as
determined necessary by the project paleontologist, and offered to an accredited and
permanent scientific institution for the benefit of current and future generations. This
mitigation measure shall also apply to trenching for utilities, geological testing, and any
other ground-disturbing activities associated with the proposed project.

4-2 A Native American Monitor of Chumash descent shall be retained to monitor all ground-
disturbing activities, including but not limited to all grading, excavation, and site
preparation. Any artifacts recovered shall be curated at the South Central Coastal
Information Center at California State University, Fullerton, the designated repository for
Los Angeles, Ventura, and Orange Counties. The extent and duration of the
archaeological monitoring program shall be determined in accordance with the proposed
grading or demolition plans. If human remains are uncovered, the Los Angeles Coroner,
Native American Heritage Commission, local Native American representatives, and
archaeological monitor shall determine the nature of further studies, as warranted and in
accordance with Public Resources Code 5097.98 and the City’s standard conditions of
approval. This mitigation measure shall also apply to trenching for utilities, geological
testing, and any other ground-disturbing activities associated with the proposed project.

Geo1o~y and Soils

5-1 The proposed project shall be constructed in accordance with the geotechnical
engineering recommendations as presented in the Leighton and Associates, Inc.,
Feasibility-Level Grading Plan Review, Proposed Malibu Bluffs Development: 5-Lot
Subdivision, “The Crummer Site”, APN 4458-018-019, 24200 Pacific Coast Highway,
City of Malibu, California, as well as any subsequent documents, including responses to
City comments. These recommendations address site preparation, excavation, fill
placement and compaction, foundation design, and site drainage, among other topics.

5-2 (a) The planned community’s covenants, conditions, and restrictions (CC&Rs) shall
include protocols for proper maintenance of the slopes and prompt restoration following
heavy precipitation events and/or fires.

(b) Excavating and cutting into the slopes or removal of slope failure debris by the
tenants or one or more future property owners without prior approval from a geotechnical
engineer shall be prohibited by the covenants, conditions and restrictions for the proposed
development. This information shall also be recorded against the title of each residential
property. The services of such a geotechnical engineer shall become necessary should a
slope excavation be a desired, planned activity proposed by one or more property owners,
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or in response to unforeseen slope failure, such as sloughing in the aftermath of heavy
rain.

5-4 (a) The proposed onsite wastewater treatment system shall be installed in accordance
with the geotechnical engineering recommendations as presented in the Geotechnical
Evaluation of Proposed Onsite Wastewater Treatment System, Proposed Residential
Development “Crummer Site”, 24200 Pacific Coast Highway, APN 4458-018-019, City
of Malibu, California, as well as any subsequent documents, including responses to City
comments. These recommendations address site preparation, excavation, fill placement
and compaction, foundation design, and site drainage, among other topics.

(b) The Applicant shall obtain final construction plan approval for the proposed onsite
wastewater treatment systems from the City Environmental Health Administrator. The
final design must be engineered to meet the effluent limits specified in waste discharge
requirements, and requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the
United States Environmental Protection Agency.

(c) The proposed onsite wastewater treatment system shall not be installed within the
structural setback zone as presented in the Leighton and Associates, Inc., Feasibility-
Level Grading Plan Review, Proposed Malibu Bluffs Development: 5-Lot Subdivision,
“The Crummer Site”, APN 4458-018-019, 24200 Pacific Coast Highway, City of Malibu,
California.

Hazards

7-1 In addition to compliance with existing requirements and standards of the Los Angeles
County Fire Department (LACFD), the project must comply with all requirements
detailed in letters dated March 16, 2012, from the LACFD, included in Appendix L of the
Draft EIR. Where the two letters differ, the more conservative approach shall be taken.
The letters include the following requirements, among others:

• For Lot 1 and 5 the circular turnaround shall remain clear and unobstructed. No
plantings, fountains, or other features shall be allowed;

• For Lot 2 the circular turnaround drive aisle shall be maintained at a minimum 20 feet
in width with 32 feet on centerline turning radius. If landscaping or other features are
to be located in the center, they must not encroach into the drive aisle.

• Provide evidence from a certified civil engineer that the Thridge” feature on Lot 5
shall support the minimum weight capacity of 75,000 pounds to accommodate fire
apparatus. Once the “bridge” is installed, provide recertification prior to occupancy
from a certified civil engineer that the “bridge” will support a minimum of 75,000
pounds. The width of 15 feet shall be maintained clear and unobstructed for the
“bridge” portion of the fire department access.

• Emergency access for firefighter pedestrian use shall be extended to all exterior walls
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of all proposed structures within the subdivision. Additional walking access shall be
reviewed and approved by Fire Prevention Engineering prior to building permit
issuance.

• Department access shall be extended to within 150 feet distance of any exterior
portion of all structures.

• Access shall comply with Section 503 of the Fire Code, which requires all-weather
access. All-weather access may require paving.

• Where driveways extend farther than 150 feet and are of single-access design,
turnarounds suitable for fire protection equipment use shall be provided and shown on
the final map. Turnarounds shall be designed, constructed, and maintained to ensure
their integrity for fire department use. Where topography dictates, turnarounds shall
be provided for driveways that extend over 150 feet in length.

• Private driveways shall be indicated on the final map as “Private Driveway and Fire
Lane,” with the widths clearly depicted, and shall be maintained in accordance with
the Fire Code. All required fire hydrants shall be installed, tested, and accepted prior
to construction.

• Vehicular access must be provided and maintained serviceable throughout
construction to all required fire hydrants. All required fire hydrants shall be installed,
tested, and accepted prior to construction.

• Prior to occupancy, provide street signs and building access numbers as approved by
the Fire Department or City.

• Provide water mains, fire hydrants, and fire flows as required by the County of Los
Angeles Fire Department for all land shown on map which shall be recorded.

• The required fire flow for public fire hydrants at this location is 1,375 gallons per
minute at 20 psi for a duration of 2 hours, over and above maximum daily domestic
demand. Hydrant(s) flowing simultaneously may be used to achieve the required fire
flow.

• Three private fire hydrants shall be installed onsite. The required fire flow for private
onsite hydrants is 1,375 gallons per minute at 20 psi.

• The required fire hydrants shall be installed, tested, and accepted or bonded for prior
to Final Map approval.

• Vehicular access must be provided and maintained serviceable throughout
construction;

• Additional water system requirements will be required when this land is further
subdivided and!or during the building permit process.

• Per the County of Los Angeles Water Works 29, the Fire Flow Availability form
dated March 30, 2012, indicates adequate flow from the existing public fire hydrant
on Winter Mesa Drive. All required fire hydrants shall measure 6 inches x 4 inches x
2-1/2 inches, brass or bronze, conforming to current AWWA standard C503 or
approved equal and meet the required fire flow requirements (1,375 gallons per
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minute at 20 psi).

7-2 The project shall comply with all recommendations contained in the fire protection plan
and in the fuel modification plan prepared for the project. Compliance with the fire
protection plan and fuel modification plan would reduce the vulnerability of the proposed
structures and the project site to wildiand fires. The recommendations would minimize
the likelihood of ember (firebrand) penetration or direct flame impingement, ensure that
fire sprinklers and fire alarms are installed in the proposed residences, that the
infrastructure of the site and surrounding area allow emergency personnel and vehicles to
access the project, and that the project site is landscaped in such a way that the proposed
residences are not immediately adjacent to significant amounts of vegetation that could
fuel wildfires.

7-3 The covenants, conditions, and restrictions for the proposed residences shall require the
regular maintenance of the vegetation on the project site to ensure compliance with the
fuel modification plan.

7-4 The applicant shall participate in an appropriate financing mechanism, such as a
developer fee or an in-kind consideration in lieu of developer fees, to provide funds for
fire protection facilities that are required by residential development in an amount
proportional to the demand created by this project. Currently, the developer fee is a set
amount per square foot of building space, adjusted annually, and is due and payable at the
time a building permit is issued. In the event that the developer fee is no longer in effect
at the time of building permit issuance, alternative mitigation measures may be required.

Hydrology and Water Quality

8-1 The project shall include the construction and proper maintenance of onsite stormwater
detention tanks underneath each residential lot and the private street to mitigate potential
flooding and erosion impacts to downstream areas. The detention tanks shall be sized
according to the City of Malibu’s required detention volume for new residential
development. In addition, the project shall comply with all site-design, source-control,
and treatment-control best management practices outlined in the project’s stormwater
management plan, including design to reduce potential flooding and to reduce the
potential for erosion and siltation.

Transportation and Traffic

11-1 Prior to the recordation of the final map, the Project Applicant(s) shall construct the
following improvements at the intersection of Malibu Canyon Road/PCH:

• Re-stripe the existing southbound through plus left-turn lane on Malibu Canyon Road
(at its intersection with Pacific Coast Highway) to a through plus left- and right-turn
lane.
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• Either modify the existing traffic signal to remove the right-turn overlap phase to a
standard right-turn-on-red (RTOR) permissive phase resulting in LOS E at 0.930 v/c
OR;

• Keep right turn overlap phase for existing #2 (outside) dedicated right-turn lane on
Malibu canyon Road (at its intersection with Pacific coast Highway) resulting in
LOS E at 0.901 V/C.

11-2 Prior to obtaining the last Building Permit for the recreational facilities, the City Parks
and Recreation Department shall prepare and implement a Parking Management Plan that
demonstrates that adequate onsite and/or offsite parking shall be provided during special
events and/or other times when it is anticipated that Malibu Bluffs Park would operate at
over-capacity conditions relative to parking demand. The Parking Management Plan shall
preclude the use of the proposed baseball field when Malibu Bluffs Park would operate at
over-capacity conditions relative to parking demand. In addition, the Parking
Management Plan will require the City Parks and Recreation Department to schedule
baseball games with at least a half-hour to 45 minute interval between games so that the
parking demand of two consecutive games would not overlap. To accommodate this
longer interval between games, less than 10 games per day would be permitted.
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APPENDIX B

Malibu Coast Estate: Additional Visual Simulations

Scott A. Johnson, June 17, 2015
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Notice Continued...

PCH Project Owner LLC
October 29, 2015
Jasch Janowicz
Contract Planner
(310) 456-2489, ext. 345
jjanowicz@malibucity.org

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Director has
exercised its independent judgment and analyzed the proposed
amendments. The Planning Director finds that the proposed
coastal development permit amendments will not create any new
significant impacts or increase the severity of impacts as com
pared to those that were identified in the Crummer Site Subdivi
sion Final EIR, which was certified by the City of Malibu City
Council on February 24, 2014; and that none of the conditions
described in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 have occurred. As
such, the Planning Director has determined the amendments, as
conditioned, does not substantially alter the project that was con
sidered in the EIR.

A written staff report will be available at or before the hearing for
the project. All persons wishing to address the Commission re
garding this matter will be afforded an opportunity in accordance
with the Commission’s procedures.

Copies of all related documents are available for review at City
Hall during regular business hours. Written comments may be
presented to the Planning Commission at any time prior to the
beginning of the public hearing.

LOCAL APPEAL - A decision of the Planning Commission may
be appealed to the City Council by an aggrieved person by writ
ten statement setting forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal
shall be filed with the City Clerk within ten days (fifteen days for
tentative parcel maps) following the date of action for which the
appeal is made and shall be accompanied by an appeal form and
filing fee, as specified by the City Council. Appeal forms may be
found online at www.malibucity.org/planning forms or in person
at City Hall, or by calling (310) 456-2489, extension 245.

COASTAL COMMISSION APPEAL — An aggrieved person may
appeal the Planning Commission’s approval to the Coastal Com
mission within 10 working days of the issuance of the City’s No
tice of Final Action. Appeal forms may be found online at
www.coastal.ca.gov or in person at the Coastal Commission
South Central Coast District office located at 89 South California
Street in Ventura, or by calling 805-585-1800. Such an appeal
must be filed with the Coastal Commission, not the City.

)U CHALLENGE THE CITY’S ACTION IN COURT, YOU
BE LIMITED TO RAISING ONLY THOSE ISSUES YOU

5OMEONE ELSE RAISED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING
~RlBED IN THIS NOTICE, OR IN WRITTEN CORRE
IDENCE DELIVERED TO THE CITY, AT OR PRIOR TO
PUBLIC HEARING.

have questions regarding this notice, please contact Jasch
wicz, Contract Planner, at (310) 456-2489, extension 345.

May 12, 2016

3onnie Blue, Planning Director
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The Malibu Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on
MONDAY, June 6, 2016, at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers,
Malibu City HaIl, 23825 Stuart Ranch Road, Malibu, CA, on the
projects identified below, formerly known as the Crummer project,
now known as Malibu Coast Estate. The purpose of the
amendments is to modify the project to match the Local Coastal
Program regulations as approved by City Council and certified by
the California Coastal Commission.

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AMENDMENT NO. 15-008 -

An amendment of Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No. 07-145
and Site Plan Review (SPR) No. 07-139 to modify the design of the
previously approved Lot 1 residence, including a reduction in the
overall building height to 18 feet or less, construction of an earthen
berm along the east side of the residence to minimize views of the
development front downcoast public viewing locations, and
modification of on-site grading located at 24108 Pacific Coast
Highway (PCH) (Lot 1).

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AMENDMENT NO. 15-012 -

An amendment of CDP No. 07-146 to modify the design of the
previously approved Lot 2 residence, including a reduction in the
building height of the easternmost 2500 square feet of the
residence to 15 feet construction of an earthen berm along the east
side of the residence to minimize views of the development front
downcoast public viewing locations, and modification of on-site
grading located at 24120 PCH (Lot 2).

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AMENDMENT NO. 15-009 -

An amendment of CDP No. 07-147 and SPR No. 07-141 to modify
the design of the previously approved Lot 3 residence, including a
reduction in the building height to 18 feet or less and modification of
on-site grading located at 24134 PCH (Lot 3).

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AMENDMENT NO. 15-010 -

An amendment of CDP No. 07-148 and SPR No. 07-142 to modify
the design of the previously approved Lot 4 residence, including a
reduction in the building height to 18 feet or less and modification
of on-site grading located at 24150 PCH (Lot 4).

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AMENDMENT NO. 15-011 -

An amendment of CDP No. 07-149 and SPR No. 07-143 to modify
the design of the previously approved Lot 5 residence, including a
reduction in the building height to no more than 18 feet and 15 feet
in the south west corner of the residence, establishment of a 190
foot bluff top setback in the rear yard and a 43 foot setback in the
front yard, and modification of on-site grading located at 24174
PCH (Lot 5).

24108, 24120, 24134, 24150, and 24174
Pacific Coast Highway, within the
appealable coastal zone
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(~=- ~) Commission Agenda Report
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To: Chair Stack and Members of the Planning Commission

Prepared by: Stephanie Hawner, Associate Planner

Approved by: Bonnie Blue, Planning Directori~3,

Date prepared: May 26, 2016 Meeting Date: June 6, 2016

Subject: Coastal DeveloDment Permit No. 14-020, Variance No. 14-011.
StrinQline Modification No. 15-001, Demolition Permit No. 15-013, and
Code Violation No. 14-031 — An ar~lication for a new sinc.ile-family
beachfront residence and associated develoDment

Location: 18954 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH), within
the appealable coastal zone

APN: 4449-002-005
Owner: MPH, LLC

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-52
(Attachment 1) determining the project is categorically exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and approving Coastal Development Permit No. 14-
020 to demolish an existing single-family residence, onsite wastewater treatment
system, and solid wall at front property line, and construct a new 2,511 square foot, two-
story, single-family beachfront residence including a loft, rear decks, rooftop deck with
spa and barbeque, seawall extension, and installation of a new alternative onsite
wastewater treatment system, including Variance No. 14-011 for reduction of the
unenclosed parking space width, Stringline Modification No. 15-001 for modification of
the required building stringline, and Demolition Permit No. 15-013 for demolition of the
existing single-family residence and associated development located in the Single
Family Medium zoning district located at 18954 Pacific Coast Highway (MPH, LLC).

DISCUSSION: This agenda report provides a project overview, a summary of project
setting and surrounding land uses, and a description of the project scope, an analysis of
the project’s consistency with applicable provisions of the Malibu Local Coastal Program
(LCP) and Malibu Municipal Code (MMC), and environmental review pursuant to CEQA.
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The analysis and findings contained herein demonstrate the project is consistent with the
LCP and MMC.

Project Overview

The proposed development is located on a sandy and rocky beach subject to wave
action. The approximate 3,017 square foot beachfront parcel is located in eastern
Malibu, between PCH and the Pacific Ocean, west of Topanga Canyon Boulevard
(Attachment 2 — Vicinity Map and Aerial Photo). This stretch of coastline is also
developed with one- and two-story single-family residences.

The property is zoned Single-Family Medium (SFM) for residential use and is currently
developed with the remains of a 1920s single-family residence that burned down several
years ago, an onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS), a site wall along PCH, and
a seawall. The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing development, except for
the seawall, and construct a new residential development consisting of a single-family
residence supported by a pile foundation that will not require shoreline protection for the
life of the structure. A new alternative onsite wastewater treatment system (AOWTS) is
proposed beneath the residence and landward of the existing seawall to remain. An
extension to the height of the existing seawall and return walls are proposed to protect
the new AOWTS. The applicant is requesting Variance (VAR) No. 14-011 for reduction
of the unenclosed parking space width, and Stringline Modification (SMR) No. 15-001 to
modify the required building stringline. The project plans are included as Attachment 3.

Story poles were placed on the site on July 6, 2015 to aid in the completion of a visual
analysis of public view impacts and to demonstrate the location, height and bulk of the
proposed development (Attachment 4 — Story Pole Photos). Staff visited the property
and determined that the proposed structure is not expected to impact private views as
there are no residences directly across the street.1 View corridors are provided, totaling
20 percent of the lot width, to protect public views. Staff did not receive any public
correspondence in response to the story poles or the courtesy notice.

The City Environmental Health Administrator, City geotechnical staff and the City
Coastal Engineer have reviewed the proposed project, and as designed, conditioned and
approved, the project will not have significant adverse impacts on public access or
shoreline sand supply or other resources.

Code Violation No. 14-031: In 2005, a code enforcement case was opened on the
property for a failed septic system. At the time, the property owner did not complete the
repairs or the permit process and a Notice of Violation was recorded on April 15, 2008.
The house was subsequently destroyed by fire in September 2010. The current

‘The building pads for the lot across the street, 18809 PCH, is at a significantly higher elevation that the subject property.
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application for demolition of the existing QWTS and residence, and development of a
new single-family residence with an AOWTS addresses the outstanding violation.

Caltrans Easement: This item was originally scheduled before the Planning Commission
on August 17, 2015, and was continued so staff could evaluate whether or not the
existing and proposed residence were located within an unutilized Caltrans easement for
the PCH roadway.2 It was determined that an unutilized Caltrans’ roadway easement
occupies the northern half of the parcel and that the improvements were proposed within
that easement. The Public Works Department requested that the applicant obtain a
letter from Caltrans authorizing the proposed improvements in the roadway easement.
Caltrans issued a letter dated March 30, 2016, providing that it has no objection to the
proposed improvements, and that Caltrans is in the process of vacating that easement
(Attachment 5 — Caltrans Letter). There is another existing 80 foot roadway easement
corresponding with the edge of roadway for PCH illustrated on the plans that is not
impacted by the proposed development.

Surrounding Land Uses and Project Setting

Table 1 below outlines the surrounding land uses consisting of single-family residential
homes in the SFM and Rural Residential— Forty Acre (RR-40) zoning district. Table 2
provides a summary of the lot dimensions and lot area of the subject parcel.

Table 1 — Surrounding Land Uses
Direction Address! Parcel No. Size (Yr.Built) Zoning Land Use
North (across PCH) 18809 PCH 7,429 sq. ft (appv’d) RR4O Residential
East 18948PCH 2,141 sq.ft.(2009)

SFM Residential18942 PCH 1,360 sq. ft. (1943)
West 18960 PCH 820 sq. ft. (1924) SFM Residential

18964 PCH 1,269 sq. (1924)

Table 2: Proect Setting
Lot Depth to Mean High Tide Line (MHTL) 56.51 ft. -

Lot Width 52.44 feet
Gross Lot Area 3,017 square feet
Area Comprised of 1:1 Slopes 0 square feet
Area Comprised of Easements 0 square feet
Net Lot Area* 3,017 square feet

*Net Lot Area = Gross Lot Area minus the area of public or private access easements and 1:1 slopes.

The property is located between PCH and the ocean. The existing development is a
single-family residence and the site is characterized by a solid concrete wall, with an

2 ~ is common along this stretch of PCH that the Caltrans easement for PCH does not correspond to the highway location and it

occupies northern portion of the parcels on the ocean side of PCH. The Caltrans is in the process of vacating the unutilized
easement encumbering those properties.
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entry gate, that fronts PCH. There is no garage, and a limited area between the wall and
the paved section~of PCH allows the parallel parking of two vehicles. The site is legal
non-conforming with respect to lack of enclosed parking, the number of parking spaces
and the lack of a view corridor.

The subject parcel’s northern property line is the right-of-way line with PCH. PCH has
an 80 foot right-of-way fronting the property. The distance from the property line to the
fogline is approximately 19 feet. Just south of the property line from PCH there is an
area that is primarily flat and unimproved, approximately 7 feet, 2 inches wide, and then
the property slopes down approximately 10 feet with a gradient of 3 to 1 to the beach.

Figure 1 — Site Location in Relation to PCH

The project site is entirely within the Appeal Jurisdiction as depicted on the Post-LCP
Certification Permit and Appeal Jurisdiction Map~ It does not contain Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) as shown on LCP ESHA and Marine Resources Map.
The project site has no trails on or adjacent to it according to the LCP Park Lands Map.
The proposed, unimproved and unofficial California Coastal Trail alignment, as depicted
in the pending LCP Parkland and Trails System Map, runs along the shore of the beach.
The property owner has declined to grant an offer to dedicate a lateral public access
easement along the ocean-side of the property to effectuate the trail at this time.
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Project Description

The proposed scope of work is as follows:

Demolition
• Fire damaged remains of single-family residence, deck and stairs to the beach;
• OWTS;and
• SitewallatPCH.

Construction
a A new 2,511 square foot, two-story, single-family residence including a loft,

attached two-car garage and decks;
• Rooftop stairwell, and deck with barbeque and spa;
• Retractable stairs to the beach;
• A 2 foot, 6 inch addition to existing seawall height, piles and return walls;
• AOWTS;and
a View corridor of 12.93 feet split between the east and west sides of the residence,

parallel to the east and west property lines.

The following additional discretionary requests are included:
• VAR No. 14-011 for the reduction of the unenclosed parking space width from the

required 10 feet to 7 feet, 2 inches; and
SMR No. 15-00 1 to take the rear yard building stringline from an alternative point
on the adjacent property to the west.

Figure 2 — Foundation Section
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LCP Analysis

The LCP consists of the Land Use Plan (LUP) and the Local Implementation Plan (LIP).
The LUP contains programs and policies implementing the Coastal Act in Malibu. The
LIP carries out LUP policies and contains specific requirements to which every project
requiring a coastal development permit must adhere.

The LIP contains 14 chapters that potentially apply depending on the nature and location
of the proposed project. Of these 14, five are for conformance review only and require
no findings: Zoning; Grading; Archaeological/Cultural Resources; Water Quality; and
OWTS. These chapters are discussed in the Conformance Analysis section of this
report.

The nine remaining LIP chapters contain specific findings: Coastal Development Permit,
including discretionary requests; ESHA; Native Tree Protection; Scenic, Visual and
Hillside Resource Protection; Transfer of Development Credits; Hazards; Shoreline and
Bluff Development; Public Access; and Land Division.

For the reasons described herein, based upon the project site, the scope of work and
substantial evidence in the record, only the following chapters and associated findings
are applicable or required for the project: Coastal Development Permit, including the
required findings for the VAR and SMR; Scenic Visual and Hillside Resource Protection;
Hazards; and Shoreline and Bluff Development findings apply to the project.3 These
chapters are discussed in the LIP Findings section of this report.

Additionally, consistency review with MMC Section 17.70.020 for the demolition permit is
discussed in the MMC Findings section.

LIP Conformance Analysis

The proposed project has been reviewed by the Planning Department, City Biologist,
City Environmental Health Administrator, City Public Works Department, City
geotechnical staff, City Coastal Engineer, California State Lands Commission (CSLC),
Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 29 (WD29), and the Los Angeles County
Fire Department (LACED) (Attachment 6 — Department Review Sheets). WD29 provided
a Will Serve Letter to the applicant stating that WD29 can serve water to the property.
The CSLC issued a letter acknowledging the proposed project does not fall within the 10
foot setback from the most Iandward MHTL. The project, as proposed and conditioned,
has been found to be consistent with all applicable LCP codes, standards, goals and
policies, with the inclusion of VAR No. 14-011 and SMR No. 15-001.

~ The ESHA, Native Tree Protection, Public Access and Land Division findings are not applicable or required for the
proposed project.
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Zoninci (LIP Charter 3)

The project is subject to development and design standards set forth under LIP Section
3.5 and 3.6. Table 3 provides a summary and indicates the proposed project meets
those standards, with the inclusion of VAR No. 14-011 and SMR 15-001.

Table 3 — Zoning Conformance (Beachfront)
Development Allowed/Required Proposed Comments
Requirement
SETBACKS

Front Yard 7 feet, 2 inches 7 feet, 2 inches Complies
Rear Yard Building Nearest corner on Alternative corner on SMR 15-001

adjacent properties adjacent property
Rear Yard Deck Stringline Stringline Complies
MHTL 10 feet 10 feet Complies
Side Yard (Mm. 10%) 5 feet 5 feet, 3 inches Complies
Side Yard (Max. 10%) 5 feet 7 feet, 8 inches Complies
View Corridor (20% of lot 12 feet, 11 inches 12 feet, 11 inches Complies

width + 2.44 feet) (12.93 ft.) total, split (12.93 ft.)total, split
PARKING 2 enclosed- 18~10’ 2 enclosed-18’xlO’ VAR 14-011

2 unenclosed- 18’idO’ 2 unenclosed-18~x7’2”
TOTAL DEVELOPMENT No limit 2,511 sq.ft. Complies
SQUARE FOOTAGE
HEIGHT

Residence 28 feet (Pitched) & 28 feet (Pitched) Complies
24 feet (Flat)

Roof Top Deck Railing 25 feet 25 feet Complies
SLOPE CONSTRUCTION 3:1 and less 3:1 and less Complies
FENCE I WALL HEIGHT

Front Yard
• Solid 42 inches None proposed Complies
. View Permeable 6 feet 6 feet Complies

Side Yard 6 feet 42 inches Complies
View_Corridor

• Solid Not Permitted None proposed Complies
. View Permeable 6 feet 6 feet Complies

For new construction on a beachfront lot, no residence or structure shall exceed 24 feet
in height for a flat roof and 28 feet in height for a pitched roof, as measured from the
lowest recommended finish floor elevation on the ocean side, and the center line of the
road on the land side. Building height shall be apportioned such that the portion of the
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building which height is measured from the center line of the road shall not exceed half
of the total length (front to rear) of the structure.

The elevation of the centerline of PCH is 24 feet, 4 inches, so the landward height of the
structure cannot exceed the elevation of 52 feet, 4 inches, resulting in a structure height
of 28 feet for a pitched roof. Therefore, the project complies. The lowest recommended
finish floor elevation on the ocean side is 22 feet 3 inches, so the ocean side height of
the structure cannot exceed elevation of 50 feet, 3 inches, resulting in a structure height
of 28 feet for a pitched roof. Therefore, the project complies.

Per LIP Section 6.5(E)(2)(B), the project provides 20 percent of the lineal frontage as a
view corridor, with a minimum of ten percent on each side of the residence. Due to the
size constraints of the lot, the applicant has designed the two unenclosed spaces in front
of the residence, between the proposed residence and PCH. Per LIP Section 6.5(2)(b),
the parallel spaces are located outside of the view corridors. However, the widths of the
spaces are reduced from the required 10 feet to 7 feet, 2 inches, as such, the applicant
has requested a variance for the width of the unenclosed parking spaces.

The rear yard setback is regulated by the required 10 foot setback from the MHTL and
the stringline rule (LIP Section l0.4.G; MMC Section 17.40.7.d.ii). The project has been
reviewed by the City Coastal Engineer and the CSLC. In a letter dated July 28, 2014,
the CSLC asserts no jurisdictional claim regarding the proposed project and confirms
that the project does not fall within the 10 foot MHTL setback area.

On this lot, the stringline rule is more restrictive than the MHTL setback. The proposed
development complies with the seawall and deck stringline rule. To comply with the
building stringline, and for consistency with neighboring structures, the applicant has
requested a building stringline modification pursuant to LIP Section 13.27.1(B)(3) to use
an alternative endpoint, rather than the closest endpoint, on the nearest upcoast
property. The modification will not result in a seaward extension of development on this
stretch of the beach and maintains the existing seaward projection.
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Standard
Figure 3a

and Modified Building Stringline (Overlaid on Existing Residence)

and Modified Building
Figure 3b

Stringline (Overlaid on Proposed Residence)

Grading (LIP Chapter 8)

The project does not include any grading, therefor, no grading plan is required. The
residence is cantilevered above the beach, supported by a pile foundation located on the
beach. However, excavation to install the septic system and pile foundations will be
required. The proposed excavation is exempt from the grading requirements as set forth
under LIP Section 8.3, which ensures that new development minimizes the visual
resource impacts of grading and landform alteration by restricting the amount of non-
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exempt grading to a maximum of 1 ,000 cubic yards for a residential parcel. The project
complies with grading requirements set forth under LIP Section 8.3.

Archaeological I Cultural Resources (LIP Chapter 11’)

The subject parcel is on the ocean side of, and immediately adjacent, to PCH. The
City’s Cultural Resources Sensitivity Maps show that the subject site has a low potential
to contain sensitive cultural resources. In addition, much of the property is subject to
wave action. Therefore, no impacts to cultural resources are expected from the
proposed project and no studies are required at this time.

In the event that potentially important cultural resources are found during project
construction, the project has been conditioned to stop work until resources can be
evaluated. Conditions of approval have been included in Planning Commission
Resolution No. 16-52 pertaining to the protection of cultural resources. Should any
potentially important cultural resources be found in the course of geologic testing or
during construction, work shall immediately cease until a qualified archaeologist can
provide an evaluation of the nature and significance of the resources and until the
Planning Director can review this information.

Water Quality (LIP Chapter 17)

The City Public Works Department reviewed and approved the project for conformance
to LIP Chapter 17 requirements for water quality protection. Standard conditions of
approval require that prior to permit issuance and construction, construction-phase
erosion control, water quality mitigation plan and storm water pollution prevention plan,
must be approved by the City Public Works Department. With the implementation of
these conditions, the project conforms to the Water Quality Protection standards of LIP
Chapter 17.

Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems (LIP Chapter 18)

LIP Chapter 18 addresses OWTS. LIP Section 18.7 includes specific siting, design, and
performance requirements. The project includes the installation of a new AOWTS. The
project geotechnical engineer, project coastal engineer, City Environmental Health
Administrator, City Coastal Engineer and the City geotechnical staff have determined
that the proposed AOWTS location is the most landward feasible. The City
Environmental Health Administrator has reviewed the proposed AOWTS and determined
that the subject system will meet all applicable requirements. The applicant is required
to record a covenant indicating the proper operation and maintenance of the AOWTS. In
addition, conditions of approval have been included for the proposed project to require
proper abandonment of the existing OWTS and continued operation, maintenance and
monitoring of the subject system.
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LIP Findings

A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

LIP Section 13.9 requires that the following four findings be made for all coastal
development permits.

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

The project has been reviewed for conformance with the LOP by the Planning
Department, City Biologist, City Environmental Health Administrator, City Public Works
Department, City geotechnical staff, City Coastal Engineer, OSLO, WD29, and LACED.
As discussed herein, based on submitted reports, project plans, visual analysis and site
investigation, the proposed project, as conditioned, and with the approval of the variance
and stringline modification, conforms to the LOP in that it meets all applicable beachfront
residential development standards of the SEM residential zoning district.

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

The project is located between the first public road and the sea. The project site is along
a public highway and does not accommodate public access to the shoreline. Existing
onsite development blocks vertical access to the ocean. Nearby public access is
available approximately 2,400 feet to the west at Las Tunas State Beach, approximately
1,200 square feet to the east at Topanga State Beach, and the nearest vertical public
access dedication is located approximately 300 feet to the west at 19016 PCH. The
LOP Public Access Map indicates that lateral public access has not been recorded on
the subject property.

The proposed single-family residence is located on the same site as an existing
residence, which was burned down and its remnants are being demolished and
replaced. The proposed single-family residence is landward of the modified building
stringline and the decks are located landward of the deck stringline. Additionally, the
project maintains the required 10 foot MHTL setback. The CSLC confirms this in its
letter dated July 28, 2014, and asserts no jurisdictional claim regarding the proposed
project. Based on OSLO’s analysis, the proposed project will not intrude into the LIP 10
foot setback area.

This area is primarily a wet beach that provides existing lateral public access. A lateral
public beach access exists along the State of California’s “wet sand right of way” which
allows public use of lands seaward of the mean high tide line and provides public access
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along and parallel to the sea and shoreline. The proposed residence is only ten feet
from the MHTL. Therefore, a ten foot lateral access dedication would include the area of
the property between the MHTL and the proposed residence.

No potential project-related or cumulative impact on public access and/or recreation is
anticipated to result from the proposed project. The proposed project conforms to the
public access and recreational policies in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act of 1976.

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

1. No Proiect — The no project alternative would avoid any change to the subject
parcel, leaving the project site with a fire damaged residence, failing OWTS and
non-conforming wall fronting PCH within the view corridor. The project site is
zoned for residential use and the proposed project is consistent with the SFM
zoning designation. The no project alternative would not accomplish any of the
project objectives, and poses potential safety hazards due to the failing septic
system and uninhabitable structure, and would leave the code violation
unresolved, and therefore, is not feasible.

2. Alternate Proiect — A smaller project could be designed for the project site;
however, the strict application of the building stringline is more landward than the
setback of neighboring properties. The proposed stringline modification does not
allow the structure to extend further seaward than the existing development and
does not encroach into the required 10 foot setback from the MHTL. The variance
for the 7 feet, 2 inch wide parking spaces does not impact the line of travel for
vehicles or a future bike lane because along this this section of PCH the PCH right
of way would allow for approximately 19 feet between the parked car and vehicle
traffic lane and 11 feet between the parked car and a future bike lane. It is not
anticipated that a smaller project would offer any environmental advantages.

3. Proposed Proiect — The proposed project meets the development policies of the
LCP and has been determined to be the least environmentally damaging feasible
alternative. It is located along an existing developed and disturbed area of the
coast. The project site and properties in the vicinity are zoned SFM and
development consists of one- and two-story single-family residences. The project
includes construction of a new 2,511 square foot, two-story, single-family
residence with an attached two-car garage, and associated development,
including a new AOWTS providing secondary and tertiary treatment for the
proposed residence. The new AOWTS serves to improve water quality and
resolve code violation. The variance for parking space width and the requested
stringline modification are necessary due to the topographic conditions and size
constraints prevalent on lots in the vicinity to accommodate the single-family
residence and all required unenclosed spaces onsite. The discretionary requests
allow for development consistent with that in the neighborhood. The project will
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also provide a 12.93 foot wide view corridor split between the east and west sides
of the proposed residence, parallel to the east and west property lines. The
project, serves to improve visual resources along the shore, and is the least
environmentally damaging feasible alternative, and as conditioned will comply with
all applicable requirements of State and local law

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

The subject property is not located in ESHA or ESHA buffer as depicted on the LCP
ESHA and Marine Resources Overlay Map. Therefore, no portion of the project
encroaches into ESHA or ESHA buffer. Accordingly, Environmental Review Board
review is not required. Therefore, this finding does not apply.

B. Variance from LIP Section 3.14.3 — Reduce Unenclosed Parking Space Width
[LIP Section 13.26]

The applicant is requesting VAR No. 14-011 from LIP Section 3.14.3 which requires two
enclosed and two unenclosed parking spaces, each measuring 18 feet long by 10 feet
wide, for single-family residences. The applicant is requesting a variance to decrease
the width of the two unenclosed parallel parking spaces from 10 feet wide to 7 feet, 2
inches wide. The required length of 18 feet is maintained.

Finding 81. There are special circumstances or exceptional characteristics applicable to
the subject property, including size, shape, topography, location, or surroundings such
that strict application of the zoning ordinance deprives such property of privileges
enjoyed by other property in the vicinity and under the identical zoning classification.

The constrained depth of the lot, the site’s topographic constraints and PCH’s right-of-
way configuration are such that the strict application of the zoning ordinance deprives
the subject property of the privileges enjoyed by other properties in the vicinity and under
the identical zoning classification.

The northern portion of the lot contains an area that is primarily flat and unimproved, with
a width of approximately 7 feet, 2 inches. Then, the property slopes down with a
gradient of 3:1 to the beach. Because of the descending slope and beach below, the
entire residence, will be constructed above grade with the use of piles and grade beams.

The applicant is proposing two unenclosed parking spaces at the front of the residence,
entirely within the property boundary, at the flat area adjacent to the PCH right-of-way
boundary line, and outside of the view corridor. The linear frontage of the lot is 52.44
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feet. After deducting the 12.93 foot wide view corridor, the remaining linear frontage for
development, including parking, is 39.51 feet. The length of the two parking spaces
require a total of 36 feet and can be accommodated.

The seaward extent of the development is limited by the MHTL and the stringline rule.
The 10 foot setback from the most landward measured MHTL would allow for a
developable lot depth of about 46.51 feet. On this site, the building stringline is more
restrictive, further limiting the developable lot depth to about 36.70 feet. Incorporating
the unenclosed parallel parking space width of 10 feet limits the depth of the residence
to about 26.70 feet.

Allowing a reduction in the width of the parking space width to 7 feet, 2 inches, allows for
a residence with a depth of about 29 feet. With the reduction, the residence provides
782 square feet of living area on the first floor (exclusive of the attached garage) and
1,290 square feet on the second floor, for a total living area of 2,072 square feet.

Development regulations regarding parking are written on a citywide basis and cannot
take into account the individual and unique characteristics a property may exhibit. In this
instance, the characteristics of the subject parcel are such that strict application of the
zoning ordinance deprives the subject property of privileges enjoyed by other properties
in the vicinity. The project provides two useable unenclosed parking spaces in an area
where few properties provide them. Similarly situated properties in the identical zoning
classification have been developed with only two enclosed parking spaces, eliminating
unenclosed parking entirely, and other similar variances have been granted along this
area of PCH due similar site constraints.4 While not creating a precedent, these cases
indicate the privileges enjoyed by other SFM properties in the vicinity.

On this site, granting a variance for the unenclosed parking space width reduction will
not affect the practical use and utility of the parking spaces, provides parking that was
not previously provided, and would not interfere with potential future plans for a bike
lane, because approximately 19 feet would remain between the parking spaces and the
fogline of PCH.

Finding B2. The granting of such variance will not be detrimental to the public interest,
safety, health or welfare, and will not be detrimental or injurious to the property or
improvements in the same vicinity and zone(s) in which the property is located.

The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public’s interest, safety, health
or welfare because all of the required onsite parking, four parking spaces total, will be
provided, the full utility of the parking spaces is maintained, and the reduction can be
safely accommodated at this site given that the property line is approximately 19 feet

~ 19768 PCH, VAR No. 13-048 for reduction of enclosed parking space width; 18948 PCH, VAR No. 05-010 for
elimination of unenclosed parking; 19144 PCH, VAR No. 08-071 for elimination of unenclosed parking and VAR No.
09-014 for reduction of enclosed parking space width.
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from the fogline of PCH, and approximately 11 feet from a future bike lane.

Finding 83. The granting of the variance will not constitute a special privilege to the
appilcant or property owner.

As previously discussed in Finding Bi, the granting of the variance will not constitute a
special privilege to the applicant or property owner in that properties in the area have
been developed with reduced parking space width and/or only two parking spaces.

Finding B4. The granting of such variance will not be contrary to or in conflict with the
general purposes and in tent of this Chapter, nor to the goals, objectives and policies of
the LCP.

The granting of the variance will not be contrary to or in conflict with the general
provisions and intent, nor the goals, objectives and policies of the LCP and the General
Plan. Granting the variance will allow the subject property to be developed in a similar
manner to properties in the vicinity while protecting visual resources. Accommodating all
parking onsite protects access to coastal resources by freeing up on-street parking for
the public.

Finding 85. For variances to environmentally sensitive habitat area buffer standards or
other environmentally sensitive habitat area protection standards’, that there is no other
feasible alternative for siting the structure and that the development does not exceed the
limits on allowable development area set forth in Section 4.7 of the Malibu LIP.

The requested variance is not associated with ESHA or ESHA buffer protection
standards. Therefore, this finding is not applicable.

Finding 86. For variances to stringilne standards, that the project provides maximum
feasible protection to public access as required by Chapter 2 of the Malibu LIP.

The requested variance is not associated with stringline standards. Therefore, this
finding is not applicable. SMR No. 15-001 is discussed in Section C of this report.

Finding 87. The variance request is consistent with the purpose and intent of the
zone(s) in which the site is located. A variance shall not be granted for a use or activity
which is not otherwise expressly authorized by the zone regulation governing the parcel
of property.

The requested variance is for relief from a specific development standard and does not
authorize a use not otherwise permitted within the SFM zoning designation. The
proposed project is for the development of a new single-family residence, which is
permitted in the subject zone.
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Finding B8. The subject site is physically suitable for the proposed variance.

The granting of the variance will allow construction of a new single-family residence that
is compatible with the surrounding built environment. The project has been reviewed
and approved by applicable agencies. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the
project will be reviewed and approved for structural integrity and stability. All final
recommendations of the applicant’s structural and coastal engineer, as well as those
recommendations of the City Environmental Sustainability Department, the City
Biologist, City Environmental Health Administrator, City Public Works Department, City
geotechnical staff, City Coastal Engineer, CSLC, WD29, and LACED, will be
incorporated into the project.

Finding B9. The variance complies with all requirements of state and local law.

The variance complies with all requirements of state and local law. Construction of the
proposed improvements will comply with all building code requirements and will
incorporate all recommendations from applicable City agencies and project consultants.

Finding BlO. A variance shall not be granted that would allow reduction or elimination of
public parking for access to the beach, public trails or parklands.

The requested variance does not involve the reduction or elimination of public parking.
The requested variance will reduce the width of the onsite unenclosed parking space so
that all required off-street spaces can be accommodated onsite.

C. Modification Request from LIP Section 3.6(G)(3) — Building Stringline
Modification [LIP Section 13.27.5]

The applicant is requesting SMR No. 15-001 from LIP Section 3.6(G)(3) to use an
alternative building stringline endpoint, instead of the nearest adjacent corner, on the
closest upcoast property.

Finding Cl. That the project is consistent with policies and provisions of the Malibu LCP.

The project has been reviewed and analyzed for conformance with the LCP. With the
inclusion of the SMR, the project is consistent with the policies and provisions of the
LCP.

Finding C2. That the project does not adversely affect neighborhood character.

The project will comply with all beachfront development standards, with the inclusion of
the SMR for the building stringline. Strict adherence to the stringline requirements would
result in a more restrictive landward setback than surrounding properties. The proposed
structure will not extend further seaward than the neighboring residences. Granting the
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SMR request for the modified building stringline will not adversely affect neighborhood
character, since it will result in development consistent with neighboring properties.

Finding C3. The proposed project cornplies with all applicable requirements of state and
local law.

The proposed project has received LCP conformance review from the City Biologist, City
Coastal Engineer, City Environmental Health Administrator, City geotechnical staff, City
Public Works Department, and LACFD. It must also be approved by the City of Malibu
Environmental Sustainability Department prior to issuance of building permits. The
project complies with all applicable requirements of state and local law.

Finding 04. The development will not be closer to the ocean than a structure of the
same type on either adjacent property or a structure used in the stringline determination.

The endpoint proposed with the SMR would allow for construction of a beachfront
residence that is in line with the majority of properties along this stretch of PCH. The
proposed structure will not be closer to the ocean than surrounding development and will
maintain the required 10 foot setback from the MHTL as required by the LCP.

Finding 05. The development will not result in conferring a privilege not enjoyed by an
adjacent structure.

The proposed SMR allows for the construction of a residence that is in line with the
neighboring residences and is in common with properties along this stretch of PCH. The
project plans demonstrate the SMR does not grant the project applicant a more
generous setback than enjoyed by neighboring properties.

Finding 06. Strict compliance with the requirements of Section 3.6(G)(3) of the LIP
would deprive the property owner of reasonable use of the structure or a use which is
enjoyed by one or more adjacent structures.

The proposed project will not result in any development that protrudes further seaward
than the surrounding properties. The stringline as required by the LIP prevents the
property owner from developing the property in a similar manner to other adjacent
structures along PCH.

Finding 07. The project provides maximum feasible protection to public access, as
required by Chapter 12 of the LIP.

The project provides the maximum feasible protection to public access required by LIP
Chapter 12 because the seaward edge of the project is over 10 feet landward of the
most historical MHTL and entirely on private property. The modified building stringline
will not allow a more seaward encroachment of the project. As such, the project provides
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the maximum feasible protection to public access required by LIP Chapter 12.

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

As discussed previously in Finding A4, the subject property is not located in ESHA or
ESHA buffer as depicted on the LCP ESHA and Marine Resources Overlay Map.
Therefore, no portion of the project encroaches into ESHA or ESHA buffer. Therefore,
this finding does not apply.

E. Native Tree Protection (LIP Chapter 5)

There are no native trees on or adjacent to the subject parcel. Therefore, this finding
does not apply.

F. Scenic, Visual and Hillside Resource Protection (LIP Chapter 6)

The Scenic, Visual, and Hillside Resource Protection Chapter governs those coastal
development permit applications concerning any parcel of land that is located along,
within, provides views to or is visible from any scenic area, scenic road or public viewing
area. The project site is adjacent to PCH, which is an LUP-identified scenic area and the
beach, an LUP identified scenic area. Therefore, the findings in LIP Chapter 6 are
applicable, and the five findings set forth in LIP Section 6.4 are provided herein.

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

The proposed project is a new single-family residence on a parcel developed with an.
existing single-family residence, in a predominantly developed single-family residential
area. Story poles were placed on the project site on July 6, 2015 to demonstrate the
size, mass, height, and bulk of the proposed project, and photos of the site with the story
poles in place are included in the record. An analysis of the project’s visual impact from
the beach was conducted through site inspection, architectural plans and review of
neighborhood character.

Due to the lot dimensions and surroundings, there is no feasible alternative building site
location where the development would have the potential to not be visible from a scenic
area; therefore, the project has been designed and conditioned to minimize any adverse
or scenic impacts.

To minimize any adverse or scenic impacts to the beach and adjacent structures to less
than significant, the project provides the required view corridor pursuant to LIP Section
6.5. The project incorporated a total 12.93 foot wide view corridor split between the east
and west sides of the proposed residence, parallel to the east and west property lines,
pursuant to LIP Section 6.5(E)(2)(a). The proposed project complies with beachfront
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residential standards for height, side yard setbacks and rear yard setbacks established
by the modified building stringline, the deck stringline and the required 10 foot setback
from the Mean High Tide Line (MHTL), which helps to limit the bulk and mass of
development and regulate seaward development.

The project is subject to conditions of approval pertaining to permissible exterior colors,
materials and lighting restrictions. As proposed, the project would result in a less than
significant visual impact to public views from the beach.

Finding F2. The project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse scenic or visual
impacts due to required project modifications, landscaping or other conditions.

With the inclusion of conditions regulating exterior colors, materials and lighting to be
used, the project will not result in significant adverse scenic or visual impacts and will be
compatible with the character of the surrounding neighborhood.

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

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

Finding F4. There are no feasible alternatives to development that would avoid or
substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts on scenic and visual resources.

As previously discussed in Findings A3 and Fl, the proposed project will result in less
than significant impacts on scenic and visual resources.

Finding F5. Development in a specific location on the site may have adverse scenic and
visual impacts but will eliminate, minimize or othe!wise contribute to conformance to
sensitive resource protection policies contained in the certified LCP.

The location proposed for development would result in a less than significant visual
impact to public views from the beach and will not impact sensitive resources. All
proposed development conforms to the view corridor restriction and will be constructed
landward of the required modified building stringline and deck stringline, and setback 10
feet from the MHTL.

As discussed in Finding Fl, the project as proposed and conditioned will result in less
than significant impacts on scenic and visual resources.
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G. Transfer of Development Credit (LIP Chapter 7)

According to LIP Section 7.2, transfer of development credit applies to land divisions and
multi-family development in specified zones. The proposed project does not include a
land division or multi-family development. Therefore, this finding does not apply.

H. Hazards (LIP Chapter 9)

Pursuant to LIP Section 9.3, written findings of fact, analysis and conclusions addressing
geologic, flood and fire hazards, structural integrity or other potential hazard must be
included in support of all approvals, denials or conditional approvals of development
located on a site or in an area where it is determined that the proposed project causes
the potential to create adverse impacts upon site stability or structural integrity.

The project was analyzed for the hazards listed in LIP Chapter 9 by the Planning
Department, City Biologist, City Environmental Health Reviewer, City Public Works
Department, City geotechnical staff, City Coastal Engineer, CSLC, WD29, and LACED.
The required findings are made as follows:

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

The applicant submitted geotechnical reports and addenda prepared by Alpine
Geotechnical, Inc. and a Coastal Hazard and Wave Runup Study prepared by GeoSoils,
Inc. These reports are on file at City Hall. In these reports, site-specific conditions are
evaluated and recommendations are provided to address any pertinent issues. Potential
geologic hazards reviewed include geologic, seismic and fault rupture, liquefaction,
landslide, groundwater, wave uprush and tsunami, and flood and fire hazards.

Based on review of the project plans and associated geotechnical reports by City
geotechnical staff, LACED, City Public Works Department, City Coastal Engineer and
the City Environmental Health Administrator, these specialists determined that adverse
impacts to the project site related to the proposed development are not expected. The
project, including the new AOWTS, will neither be subject to nor increase the instability
of the site from geologic, flood, or fire hazards. In summary, the proposed development
is suitable for the intended use provided that the certified engineering geologist and/or
geotechnical engineer’s recommendations and governing agency’s building codes are
followed.

Lip uefaction

The project site is located within a liquefaction hazard zone. The saturated portion of the
beach sands on the site may be subject to liquefaction during a severe seismic event.
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The presence of relatively high concentrations of cobbles and boulders will likely reduce
the liquefaction potential. The proposed structure will derive support from the bedrock,
entirely below the zone of any potential liquefaction.

Tsunami I Wave Uprush

The beachfront location and elevation of the subject property puts it in a Tsunami zone.
The General Plan discusses the phenomena of tsunamis that may be caused by
displacement of faults immediately off-shore of Malibu. The coastal engineers report
concludes that the site is relatively stable over the long term, but may be subject to short
term erosion from extreme oceanographic wave events, and that wave runup will not
significantly impact the proposed structure and seawall provided the engineer’s
recommendations are incorporated.

According to the GeoSoils, Inc. report, the lowest recommended finished floor elevation
is 22.25 feet NAVD885. The proposed single-family residence finished floor is 25.25 feet
which meets the recommendation of the coastal engineer. The recommended seawall
height is 16 feet NAVD88 to mitigate overtopping due to anticipated future sea level rise
of 3.1 feet. An addition of 2.4 feet to the existing seawall is proposed to meet the
recommended finish height of 16 feet. The leachfield of the private sewage disposal
system is proposed beneath the residence and will be protected by the existing seawall,
with proposed extensions.

Flood Hazard Zone

The project site is located in a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
identified AE Zone Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA). As the proposed development is
within a FEMA designated SHFA, the improvements must conform to the City’s
Floodplain Management Regulations and FEMA guidelines. The seaward portion of the
site and the seawall are located in the FEMA AE Zone elevation of 14 feet NAVD88.
The City’s Floodplain Management Ordinance (MMC Chapter 15.20) generally requires
that all development be developed on piles and elevated above the required flood
elevation. Since that is not possible for the seawall, the height of the existing seawall is
being increased from 13.6 feet to 16 feet to mitigate present and future overtopping.

Fire Hazard

The project site is located within an extreme fire hazard area. The entire city limits of
Malibu are located within the fire hazard zone so no other alternatives were considered.
Appropriate building materials will be utilized during construction. As such, the proposed
project, as conditioned, will not be subject to nor increase the instability of the site or
structural integrity involving wildfire hazards. Nonetheless, a condition of approval has

~ NAVD stands for North American Vertical Datum.
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been included in the resolution which requires that the property owner indemnify the City
from wildfire hazards.

The project, as conditioned, will incorporate all recommendations contained in the above
cited geotechnical report and conditions required by the City Coastal Engineer, City
geotechnical staff, City Public Works Department and the LACED including foundations,
AOWTS and drainage. As such, the proposed project will not increase instability of the
site or structural integrity from geologic, flood or any other hazards.

Finding H2. The project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse impacts on site
stability or structural integrity from geologic, flood or fire hazards due to required project
modifications, landscaping or other conditions.

As stated in Finding Hi, the proposed project, as designed, conditioned and approved
by the applicable departments and agencies, will not have any significant adverse
impacts on the site stability or structural integrity from geologic or flood hazards due to
project modifications, landscaping or other conditions.

Finding H3. The project, as proposed or as conditioned, is the least environmentally
damaging alternative.

As previously stated in Finding A3, the proposed project, as designed and conditioned, is
the least environmentally damaging alternative.

Finding H4. There are no alternatives to development that would avoid or substantially
lessen impacts on site stability or structural integrity.

As previously discussed in Finding A3 and Hi, there are no feasible alternatives to
development that would avoid or substantially lessen impacts on site stability or
structural integrity.

Finding H5. Development in a specific location on the site may have adverse impacts
but will eliminate, minimize or otherwise contribute to conformance to sensitive resource
protection policies contained in the certified Malibu LCP.

As discussed in Finding A3, the proposed project, as designed and conditioned,
development is the least environmentally damaging alternative and no adverse impacts
to sensitive resources are anticipated.

I. Shoreline and Bluff Development (LIP Chapter 10)

The Shoreline and Bluff Development Chapter governs those coastal development
permit applications that include development on a parcel located along the shoreline as
defined by the LCP.
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Finding II. The project, as proposed, will have no significant adverse impacts on public
access, shoreilne sand supply or other resources due to project design, location on the
site or other reasons.

The proposed project includes the demolition of the existing residence and the
construction of a new residence, a new AOWTS, and extension of the seawall to mitigate
overtopping for protection of the AOWTS. The existing seawall and return walls, with the
proposed extensions, will protect the new AOWTS and leach field only. The
residence/garage structure will be supported by a retaining wall and pile foundation, and
will not require shoreline protection for the life of the structure. Due to its minor scope
and design, the project is not anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts to public
access, shoreline sand supply or other resources.

The proposed development has been reviewed by the CSLC and it asserted no
jurisdictional claims regarding the proposed project. The project complies with the 10
foot setback from the MHTL. Given compliance with the required setbacks with the
inclusion of the SMR, the proposed development, as designed and conditioned, is not
expected to have significant adverse impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply or
other resources.

The proposed location of the AOWTS, leach field, and existing seawall have been
reviewed and conditionally approved by the City Coastal Engineer and City
Environmental Health Administrator. Upon review of the reports referenced in the
Hazards discussion, the City Coastal Engineer concluded the existing shoreline
protection device (seawall) is located in the most landward location feasible on the
project site and is in compliance with LIP Section 10.4.

Therefore, no significant adverse impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply or
other resources are anticipated due to project design and location on the site.

Finding 12. The project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse impacts on
public access, shoreline sand supply or other resources due to required project
modifications or other conditions.

As discussed in Finding Ii, the proposed project, as designed and conditioned, and
approved by the City Coastal Engineer and the City geotechnical staff, the project will
not have any significant adverse impacts on public access or shoreline sand supply or
other resources.
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Finding 13. The project, as proposed or as conditioned, is the least environmentally
damaging alternative.

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

Finding 14. There are no alternatives to the proposed development that would avoid or
substantially lessen impacts on public access, shoreline sand supply or other resources.

As previously discussed in Findings A3 and lithe proposed project, as designed and
conditioned, will not have any significant adverse impacts on public access or shoreline
sand supply or other resources.

Finding 15. In addition, if the development includes a shoreline protective devjce, that it
is designed or conditioned to be sited as far Iandward as feasible, to eliminate or mitigate
to the maximum extent feasible extent adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply
and public access, there are no alternatives that would avoid or lessen impacts on
shoreline sand supply, public access or coastal resources and is the least
environmentally damaging alternative.

The existing seawall and return walls, with the proposed extensions, will protect the new
AOWTS and leach field only. The residence/garage structure will be supported by a
retaining wall and pile foundation, and will not require shoreline protection for the life of
the structure. As previously discussed in Finding Ii, the seawall is located as far
landward as feasible on the project site and is necessary to protect the AOWTS only.
The proposed project, as designed, is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

Nonetheless, pursuant to LIP Section 10.6, as a condition of approval, the property
owner is required to acknowledge, by the recordation of deed restriction, that no future
repair or maintenance, enhancement, reinforcement, or any other activity affecting the
shoreline protection structure which extends the seaward footprint of the subject
structure shall be undertaken and that he / she expressly waives any right to such
activities that may exist under Coastal Act Section 30235. Said deed restriction shall be
submitted to the Planning Department for approval prior to recordation.

The deed restriction shall also acknowledge that the intended purpose of the shoreline
protection structure is solely to protect the septic disposal system and that any future
development on the subject site landward of the subject shoreline protection structure
including changes to the foundation, major remodels, relocation or upgrade of the septic
disposal system, or demolition and construction of a new structure shall be subject to a
requirement that a new coastal development permit be obtained for the shoreline
protection structure unless the City determines that such activities are minor in nature or
otherwise do not affect the need for a shoreline protection structure.
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J. Public Access (LIP Chapter 12)

The Coastal Act generally provides that in new shoreline development projects, access
to the shoreline and along the coast shall be provided, except where adequate access
exists nearby. Las Tunas State Beach is located approximately 2,400 feet to the west
and an unimproved vertical public access is located at 19016 PCH approximately 300
feet to the west. Due to the close proximity of available vertical public access, the
relatively minor scope of the project, and since the proposed development is a
replacement structure, no potential project-related or cumulative impacts on vertical
public access are anticipated. Additionally, the narrow lot width and depth makes a
vertical access infeasible. Furthermore, the proposed beachfront deck is setback an
additional 10 feet from the MHTL. It is not expected that the project will affect the
public’s ability to cross the sand located seaward of the structure. Based on these
factors, the project conforms to LIP Chapter 12 and the findings do not apply.

K. Land Division (LIP Chapter 15)

This project does not include a land division. Therefore, this finding does not apply.

L. Demolition Permit (MMC Chapter 17.70)

MMC Chapter 17.70 requires that a demolition permit be issued for projects that result in
the demolition of any building or structure. The project proposes to demolish all of the
existing onsite development. The required findings are made as follows.

Finding LI. The demolition permit is conditioned to assure that it will be conducted in a
manner that will not create significant adverse environmental impacts.

This resolution includes conditions of approval to ensure that the project will not create
significant adverse environmental impacts.

Finding L2. A development plan has been approved or the requirement waived by the
City.

A coastal development permit application is being processed concurrently with the
demolition permit. The demolition permit will not be approved unless this resolution is
adopted.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in CEQA,
the Planning Department has analyzed the proposed project. The Planning Department
found that this project is listed among the classes of projects that have been determined
not to have a significant adverse effect on the environment. Therefore, the project is
categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA pursuant to Sections 15303(a) and (e)
- New Construction and 15301(l) — Existing Facilities. The Planning Department has
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further determined that none of the six exceptions to the use of a categorical exemption
apply to this project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2).

CORRESPONDENCE: Staff received an email from the MRCA on October 25, 2015
requesting that we again ask the applicant to accept a condition to record a lateral
access easement. The property owner has declined to grant an offer to dedicate a
lateral public access easement along the ocean-side of the property to effectuate the trail
at this time.

PUBLIC NOTICE: Staff published a Notice of Public Hearing in a newspaper of general
circulation within the City of Malibu on May 12, 2016 and mailed the notice to all property
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property (Attachment 8).

SUMMARY: The required findings can be made that the project complies with the LCP.
Further, the Planning Department’s findings of fact are supported by substantial
evidence in the record. Based on the analysis contained in this report and the
accompanying resolution, staff recommends approval of this project, subject to the
conditions of approval contained in Section 5 (Conditions of Approval) of Planning
Commission Resolution No. 16-52. The project has been reviewed and conditionally
approved for conformance with the LCP by Planning Department staff and appropriate
City, State and County departments.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-52
2. Vicinity Map and Aerial Photo
3. Project Plans
4. Story Pole Photo
5. Caltrans Letter dated March 30, 2016
6. Department Review Sheets
7. Correspondence
8. Public Hearing Notice
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CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 16-52

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MALIBU,
DETERMINING THE PROJECT IS CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT FROM THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, AND APPROVING COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 14-020 TO DEMOLISH AN EXISTING SINGLE-
FAMILY RESIDENCE, ONSITE WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM, AND SOLID
WALL AT FRONT PROPERTY LINE, AND CONSTRUCT A NEW 2,511 SQUARE
FOOT, TWO-STORY, SINGLE-FAMILY BEACHFRONT RESIDENCE INCLUDING A
LOFT, REAR DECKS, ROOFTOP DECK WITH SPA AND BARBEQUE, SEAWALL
EXTENSION, AND INSTALLATION OF A NEW ALTERNATIVE ONSITE
WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM, INCLUDING VARIANCE NO.14-011 FOR
REDUCTION OF THE UNENCLOSED PARKING SPACE WIDTH, STRINGLINE
MODIFICATION NO. 15-001 FOR MODIFICATION OF THE REQUIRED BUILDING
STRINGLINE, DEMOLITION PERMIT NO. 15-013 FOR DEMOLITION OF THE
EXISTING SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE AND ASSOCIATED DEVELOPMENT IN
THE SINGLE-FAMILY MEDIUM ZONING DISTRICT LOCATED IN THE SINGLE-
FAMILY MEDIUM ZONING DISTRICT LOCATED AT 18954 PACIFIC COAST
HIGHWAY (MPH, LLC)

The Planning Commission of the City OfMalibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. On April 9, 2014, an application for Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No. 14-020 and
Variance (VAR) No. 14-011, and Demolition Permit (DP) No. 15-013 was submitted to the Planning
Department by the applicant, Farshad Azarnoush ofAtelier Architects, on behalfofproperty owner MPH,
LLC. The Stringline Modification No. (SMR)No. 15-001 was subsequently added. The application was
routed to the City geotechnical staff, City Environmental Health Administrator, City Biologist, City
Coastal Engineer, the City Public Works Department, and Los Angeles County Fire Department for
review.

B. On July 10, 2014, Planning Department staff conducted a site visit to document site
conditions, the property and surrounding area.

C. On November 7, 2014, a courtesy notice of the proposed project was mailed to all property
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

D. On June 4, 2015, a Notice of CDP Application was posted on the subject property.

E. On June 5, 2015, the CDP application was deemed complete for processing.

F. On July 6, 2015, story poles were installed on the subject property.

ATTACHM ENI I



Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-52
Page 2 of2l

G. On July 23, 2015, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published in a
newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners and
occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

H. On August 17, 2015, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing and
continued the item to next scheduled Planning Commission meeting. The item was subsequently again
continued to the next scheduled Planning Commission meeting at the duly noticed Planning Commission
public meetings on September 21, 2015, October 5, 2015, and again on October 19, 2015.

I. On November 2,2015, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing and
continued the item to a date uncertain.

J. On March 30, 2016, Caltrans issued a letter providing that it has no objection to the
proposed improvements, and that Caltrans is in the process of vacating the unutilized Caltrans roadway
easement that occupies the northern half of the parcel.

K. On May 12, 2016, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published in a
newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners and
occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property

L. On June 6, 2016, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the
subject application, reviewed and considered the staff report, reviewed and considered written reports,
public testimony, and other information in the record.

SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the
Planning Commission has analyzed the proposed project. The Planning Commission found that this
project is listed among the classes ofprojects that have been determined not to have a significant adverse
effect on the environment. Therefore, the project is categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA
pursuant to Section 15303(a) and (e) - New Construction and 15301(1) — Existing Facilities. The
Planning Commission has further determined that none of the six exceptions to the use of a categorical
exemption apply to this project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2).

SECTION 3. Coastal Development Permit Findings.

Based on substantial evidence contained within the record and pursuant to Local Implementation Plan
(LIP) Sections 13.7(B) and 13.9, the Planning Commission adopts the analysis in the agenda report,
incorporated herein, the findings of fact below, for CDP No. 14-020, VAR No. 14-011, SMR No. 15-
001, and DP No. 15-0 13 to demolish an existing single-family residence, onsite wastewater treatment
system (OWTS), and solid wall at front property line, and construct a new 2,511 square foot, two-story,
single-family beachfront residence, including a loft, rear decks, rooftop deck with spa and barbeque,
seawall addition, and installation of a new alternative onsite wastewater treatment system (AOWTS);
including VAR No. 14-011 for reduction of the unenclosed parking space width; SMR No. 15-001 for
modification of the required building stringline; and DP No. 15-013 for demolition ofthe existing single-
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family residence and associated development in the Single-Family Medium (SFM) zoning district located
at 18954 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH).

The project is consistent with the zoning, grading, cultural resources, water quality, and onsite wastewater
treatment requirements of the Local Coastal Program (LCP). With the inclusion ofthe proposed variance
and building stringline modification, the project, as conditioned, has been determined to be consistent
with all applicable LCP codes, standards, goals, and policies. The required findings are made herein.

A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

Al. The project has been reviewed for conformance with the LCP by the Planning Department,
the City Biologist, City Environmental Health Administrator, City Public Works Department, City
geotechnical staff, City Coastal Engineer, California State Lands Commission (CSLC), Los Angeles
County Waterworks District No. 29 (WD29) and the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD).
The proposed project, as conditioned, conforms to the LCP in that it meets all of the required beachfront
residential development standards of the SFM residential zoning district

A2. The property is located between the first public road and the sea. The LCP Public Access
Map indicates that lateral public access has not been recorded on the subject property. The project
maintains the required 10 foot setback from the most landward surveyed mean high tide line (MHTL).
This is confirmed by the CSLC in a letter dated July 28, 2014, and asserts no jurisdictional claim
regarding the proposed project. Based on CSLC’s analysis, the proposed project will not intrude into the
LIP 10 foot MHTL setback CSLC confirmed no encroachment into the 10 foot MHTL setback area. No
potential project-related or cumulative impact on public access and/or recreation is anticipated to result
from the proposed project. The proposed project conforms to the public access and recreational policies
in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

A3. The proposed single-family residence is located on the same site as an existing residence
that was severely burned and its remnants will be demolished and replaced with a code compliant
development with view corridors, and the proposed single-family residence is landward of the modified
building stringline and the decks are located landward of the deck stringline. The proposed project meets
the development policies of the LCP and has been determined to be the least environmentally damaging
feasible alternative and resolves a code enforcement violation.

B. Variance Findings to Reduce Unenclosed Parking Space Width (LIP Section 13.26)

VAR No. 14-Oil will decrease the width ofthe two unenclosed parallel parking spaces from the required
width of 10 feet required by LIP Section 3.14.3, to 7 feet, 2 inches wide.

B 1. There are special circumstances and characteristics applicable to the subject property. Due
to the constrained depth of the lot, the site’s topographic constraints and PCH’s right-of-way
configuration, the characteristics of the subject parcel are such that strict application of the zoning
ordinance deprives the subject property of privileges enjoyed by other properties in the vicinity in that
similarly situated properties in the identical zoning classification have been developed with only two
enclosed parking spaces, eliminating unenclosed parking entirely, and other similar width variances have
been granted along this area of PCH due to the site constraints.
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B2. Evidence in the record demonstrates that granting of the variance will not be detrimental
to the public’s interest, safety, health or welfare because the parking space width reduction can be safely
accommodated at this site. The variance for the 7 feet, 2 inch wide parking spaces does not impact the
line of travel for vehicles or a fliture bike lane because along this this section of PCH the PCH right of
way would allow for approximately 19 feet between the parked car and vehicle traffic lane and 11 feet
between the parked car and a future bike lane.

B3. The granting of the variance does not constitute a special privilege because the project
provides two useable unenclosed parking spaces in an area where few of the properties provide them.

B4. The analysis presented in the agenda report, and the record as a whole, reveals that the
project is in compliance with the general purposes and intent of LIP Chapter 13, as well as the goals,
objectives and policies of the LCP.

B5. The granting of the variance will allow construction ofa new single-family residence that
is compatible with the surrounding built environment and permitted in the zone. The requested variance
is for relief from a specific development standard and does not authorize a use not otherwise permitted
within the SFM zoning designation.

B6. The site is physically suitable for the proposed variance because all of the four
required onsite parking spaces will be provided, the full utility of the parking spaces is maintained,
and the reduction can be safely accommodated at this site. The variance for the 7 feet, 2 inch wide
parking spaces does not impact the line of travel for vehicles or a future bike lane.

B7. The analysis presented in the agenda report, and the record as a whole, reveals that the
variance complies with all requirements of state and local law.

C. Modification Findings for Building Stringline Modification (LIP Section 13.27.5)

A building stringline modification is requested to use an alternative building stringline endpoint on the
closest upcoast property pursuant to LIP Section 13.27.1 (B)(3), instead of the nearest adjacent corner as
required by LIP Section lO.4.G.

Cl. The analysis presented in the agenda report, and the record as a whole, reveals that the
project is in compliance with the policies and provisions of the LCP.

C2. Granting the stringline modification request for the building stringline will not adversely
affect neighborhood character, since it will result in development consistent with neighboring properties
in terms of the seaward extent of development.

C3. The stringline modification complies with all requirements of state and local law.
Construction of the proposed improvements will comply with all building code requirements and will
incorporate all recommendations from applicable City agencies and project consultants.

C4. The stringline endpoint proposed on the adjacent upcoast property allows for construction
of a beachfront residence that is in line with the majority of properties along this stretch of PCH. The
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proposed structure will not be closer to the ocean than surrounding development and will maintain the
required 10 foot setback from the MHTL as required by the LCP.

C5. The project plans contained in the associated agenda report demonstrates the stringline
modification does not grant the project applicant a privilege not enjoyed by neighboring properties
because it allows for the construction ofa residence that is in line with the neighboring residences and is
in common with properties along this stretch of PCH.

C6. Application of the stringline as required by the LIP prevents the property owner from
developing the property in a similar manner to other adjacent structures along PCH.

C7. The project provides the maximum feasible protection to public access required by LIP
Chapter 12 because the seaward edge of the project is over 10 feet landward ofthe MHTL and entirely on
private property. There is no obstruction to lateral public access seaward of the project.

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

Dl. Due to the lot dimensions and surroundings, there is no feasible alternative building site
location where the development would not have the potential to be visible from PCH or the beach, which
are public viewing areas. With the inclusion of the conditions set forth in Section 5 of this resolution,
pertaining to permissible exterior colors, materials and lighting restrictions, the project will blend in with
the surrounding environment. With the implementation of said conditions, the project will not have
significant adverse scenic or visual impacts.

D2. The project as proposed and conditioned is the least environmentally damaging alternative.

D3. The project has been designed to minimize any adverse or scenic impacts from the beach
and adjacent structures by providing the required view corridor pursuant to LIP Section 6.5. The project
incorporates a total 12.93 foot view corridor, split between the east and west sides of the proposed
residence pursuant to LIP Section 6.5(E)(2)(a).

D4. The location proposed for development would result in a less than significant visual
impact to public views from the beach and will not impact sensitive resources. All proposed
development conforms to the view corridor requirement and will be constructed landward ofthe required
modified building stringline and deck stringline, and set back 10 feet from the MHTL. The project as
proposed and conditioned will result in less than significant impacts on scenic and visual resources.

E. Hazards (LIP Chapter 9)

El. Based on review ofproject plans, geotechnical reports and addenda and a Coastal Hazard
and Wave Runup Study, the project geologist concluded the project is feasible from an engineering
geologic standpoint, will be free from geologic hazards such as landslides, slippage, settlement, and will
not have an adverse effect upon the stability of the site or adjacent properties provided their
recommendations and those of the project geotechnical engineer are incorporated into the plans and
implemented during construction, and the subject property and proposed structures are properly
maintained.
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E2. The proposed project, as designed, conditioned and approved by the applicable
departments and agencies, will not have any significant adverse impacts on the site stability or structural
integrity from geologic or flood hazards due to project modifications, landscaping or other conditions. It
has been determined by the project geotechnical engineer that the project is located within a liquefaction
hazard zone, in a Tsunami zone, in a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) identified AE
Zone Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA). The project, as conditioned, will incorporate all
recommendations contained in the geotechnical report and wave uprush report and conditions required by
the City Coastal Engineer, City geotechnical staff, City Public Works Department and the LACFD
including foundations, AOWTS and drainage. As such, the proposed project will not increase instability
of the site or structural integrity from geologic, flood or any other hazards.

E3. The proposed project, as designed and conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging
alternative.

E4. There are no feasible alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen impacts on site
stability or structural integrity.

E5. No adverse impacts to sensitive resources are expected.

E6. The record concludes the entire city limits ofMalibu are located within a high fire hazard
area. Therefore, a condition is included in Section 5 of this resolution that requires the property owner to
indemnify and hold hannless the City, its officers, agents, and employees against any and all claims,
demands, damages, costs, and expenses of liability arising out of the acquisition, design, construction,
operation, maintenance, existence, or failure of the permitted project in an area where an extraordinary
potential for damage or destruction from wildfire exists as an inherent risk to life and property.

E7. The project site is subject to wave action. According to the GeoSoils, Inc. report, the
lowest recommended finished floor elevation is 22.25 feet NAVD88’. The proposed single-family
residence finished floor is 25.25 feet which meets the recommendation of the coastal engineer. The
recommended seawall height is 16 feet NAVD88 to mitigate overtopping due to anticipated future sea
level rise of 3.1 feet. An addition of2.4 feet to the existing seawall is proposed to meet the recommended
finish height of 16 feet. A condition is included in Section 5 of this resolution that requires the property
owner to acknowledge, by recordation of a deed restriction, that the property is subject to wave action,
erosion, flooding, landslides, or other hazards associated with development on a beach or bluff, and that
the property owner assumes said risks and waives any future claims ofdamage or liability against the City
ofMalibu and agrees to indemnify the City ofMalibu against any liability, claims, damages or expenses
arising from any injury or damage due to such hazards.

F. Shoreline and Bluff Development (LIP Chapter 10)

F 1. The proposed project includes the demolition of the existing residence and the
construction ofa new residence, a new AOWTS and extension of the seawall to mitigate overtopping for
protection of the AOWTS. The existing seawall and return walls, with the proposed extensions, will
protect the new AOWTS and leach field only. The residence/garage structure will be supported by a

I NAVD stands for North American Vertical Datum.
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retaining wall and pile foundation, and will not require shoreline protection for the life of the structure.
Due to its minor scope and design, the project is not anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts to
on public access, shoreline sand supply or other resources. The proposed development has been reviewed
by the CSLC and they have asserted no jurisdictional claims regarding the proposed project. The project
complies with the 10 foot setback from the MHTL.

F2. The proposed location of the AOWTS and seawall have been reviewed and conditionally
approved by the City Coastal Engineer and City Environmental Health Administrator for compliance with
LIP Chapter 10.

F3. The proposed project, as designed and conditioned, is the least environmentally damaging
alternative.

F4. The proposed project, as designed and conditioned, will not have any significant
adverse impacts on public access or shoreline sand supply or other resources.

F5. The existing seawall and return walls, with the proposed extensions, will protect the new
AOWTS and leach field only. The existing shoreline protection device is located in the most landward
location feasible on the project site and is in compliance with LIP Section 10.4.

F6. The existing seawall and return walls, with the proposed extensions seawall will protect
the new AOWTS and leach field only. Therefore, a condition is included in Section 5 of this resolution
that requires the property owner to acknowledge, by recordation ofa deed restriction that no future repair
or maintenance, enhancement, reinforcement, or any other activity affecting the shoreline protection
structure which extends the seaward footprint of the subject structure shall be undertaken and that he/she
expressly waives any right to such activities that may exist under Coastal Act Section 30235. The deed
restriction shall also acknowledge that the intended purpose of the shoreline protection structure is solely
to protect the proposed septic disposal system and that any future development on the subject site
landward of the subject shoreline protection structure including changes to the foundation, major
remodels, relocation or upgrade of the septic disposal system, or demolition and construction of a new
structure shall be subject to a requirement that a new coastal development permit be obtained for the
shoreline protection structure unless the City determines that such activities are minor.

G. Demolition Permit (MMC Chapter 17.70)

G1. The proposed project includes the demolition ofthe existing residence and construction of
a new residence. A condition is included in Section 5 of this resolution that requires the property owner
to conduct the demolition in a manner that will not create significant environmental impacts.

G2. A coastal development permit application is being processed concurrently with the
demolition permit. The demolition permit will not be approved unless this resolution is adopted.



Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-52
Page 8 of2l

SECTION 4. Planning Commission Action.

Based on the foregoing findings and evidence contained within the record, the Planning Commission
hereby approves CDP No. 14-020, VAR No. 14-011, SMR No. 15-001, and DP No. 15-013, subject to
the following conditions.

SECTION 5. Conditions of Approval.

Standard Conditions

The property owners, and their successors in interest, shall indemnify and defend the City of
Malibu and its officers, employees and agents from and against all liability and costs relating to
the City’s actions concerning this project, including (without limitation) any award of litigation
expenses in favor of any person or entity who seeks to challenge the validity of any of the City’s
actions or decisions in connection with this project. The City shall have the sole right to choose
its counsel and property owners shall reimburse the City’s expenses incurred in its defense ofany
lawsuit challenging the City’s actions concerning this project.

2. Approval of this application is to allow for the following:

Demolition
a. Existing fire damaged remains ofa single-story, single-family residence, with a deck and

stairs to the beach;
b. OWTS; and
c. Site wall at PCH

Construction
a. A new 2,511 square foot, two-story, single-family residence with a loft, attached two-car

garage and decks;
b. Rooftop stairwell, and deck with barbeque and spa;
c. Retractable stairs to the beach;
d. A 2 foot, 6 inch addition to the height of the existing seawall, return walls, retaining wall

and piles;
e. AOWTS;and
f. View corridor of 12.93 feet split between the east and west sides of the residence, parallel

to the east and west property lines.
d. VAR No. 14-0 11 for the reduction of the unenclosed parking space width from the

required 10 feet to 7 feet, 2 inches; and
e. SMR No. 15-001 to take the rear yard building stringline from an alternative point on the

adjacent property to the west.

3. Subsequent submittals for this project shall be in substantial compliance with plans on-file with
the Planning Department, date-stamped July 23, 2015. In the event the project plans conflict with
any condition of approval, the condition shall take precedence.
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4. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.18.2, this permit and rights conferred in this approval shall not be
effective until the property owner signs and returns the Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit
accepting the conditions set forth herein. The applicant shall file this form with the Planning
Department within 10 days of this decision and/or prior to issuance ofany development permits.

5. The applicant shall submit three (3) complete sets of plans to the Planning Department for
consistency review and approval prior to plan check and again prior to the issuance of any
building or development permits.

6. This resolution, signed Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit and all Department Review Sheets
attached to the Planning Commission agenda report for this project shall be copied in their
entirety and placed directly onto a separate plan sheet behind the cover sheet of the development
plans submitted to the City of Malibu Environmental Sustainability Department for plan check.

7. This CDP shall expire if the project has not commenced within three (3) years after issuance of
the permit. Extension of the permit may be granted by the approving authority for due cause.
Extensions shall be requested in writing by the applicant or authorized agent prior to expiration of
the three-year period and shall set forth the reasons for the request.

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

9. All structures shall conform to requirements of the City ofMalibu Environmental Sustainability
Department, City Biologist, City geotechnical staff, City Environmental Health Administrator,
City Public Works Department, WD29, CSLC, LACFD and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, as
applicable. Notwithstanding this review, all required permits shall be secured.

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

11. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.20, development pursuant to an approved CDP shall not commence
until the CDP is effective. The CDP is not effective until all appeals, including those to the
California Coastal Commission (CCC), have been exhausted. In the event that the CCC denies
the permit or issues the permit on appeal, the CDP approved by the City is void.

12. The applicant must submit payment for any outstanding fees payable to the City prior to issuance
of any building or grading permit.

Cultural Resources

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

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

Demolition/Solid Waste

15. Upon plan check approval ofdemolition plans, the applicant shall secure a demolition pennit from the
City. The applicant shall comply with all conditions related to demolition imposed by the Deputy
Building Official.

16. No demolition permit shall be issued until building permits are approved for issuance. Demolition of
the existing structure and initiation ofreconstruction must take place within a six month period. Dust
control measures must be in place if construction does not commence within 30 days.

17. The applicant/property owner shall contract with a City approved hauler to facilitate the recycling ofall
recoverable/recyclable material. Recoverable material shall include but shall not be limited to: asphalt,
dirt and earthen material, lumber, concrete, glass, metals and drywall.

18. An Affidavit and Certification to implement a Waste Reduction and Recycling Plan (WRRP) signed
by the Owner or Contractor shall be submitted to the Environmental and Sustainability Department for
review and approval. The WRRP shall indicate the agreement of the applicant to divert at least 50
percent of all construction waste generated by the project.

19. The project developer shall utilize licensed subcontractors and ensure that all asbestos-containing
materials and lead-based paints encountered during demolition activities are removed,
transported, and disposed of in full compliance with all applicable federal, state and local
regulations.

20. At no time shall any eastbound lane along Pacific Coast Highway be closed for construction
staging related to this project between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m.

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

22. When framing is complete, a site survey shall be prepared by a licensed civil engineer or architect
that states the highest roof member elevation and lowest finish floor elevation. Prior to the
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commencement of further construction activities, said document shall be submitted to the
assigned Building Inspector and Planning department for review and sign off on framing.

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

24. Construction debris and sediment shall be properly contained and secured on site with BMPs to
prevent the unintended transport ofsediment and other debris into coastal waters by wind, rain or
tracking.

25. All new development, including construction, grading, and landscaping shall be designed to
incorporate drainage and erosion control measures prepared by a licensed engineer that
incorporate structural and non-structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control the
volume, velocity and pollutant load of storm water runoff in compliance with all requirements
contained in LIP Chapter 17, including:

a. Construction shall be phased to the extent feasible and practical to limit the amount of
disturbed areas present at a given time.

b. Grading activities shall be planned during the Southern California dry season (April
through October).

c. During construction, contractors shall be required to utilize sandbags and berms to control
runoff during on-site watering and periods of rain in order to minimize surface water
contamination.

d. Filter fences designed to intercept and detain sediment while decreasing the velocity of
runoff shall be employed within the project site.

Public Works

26. The consulting engineer shall sign the final plans prior to the issuance of permits.

Street Improvements

27. The project proposes to construct a new driveway within Caltrans’ right-of-way. Prior to the
Public Works Department approval of the grading or building permit, the applicant shall obtain
encroachment permits from Caltrans for the proposed driveway.

28. The project proposes to construct improvements within the Caltrans’ right-of way. Prior to the
Public Works Department’s approval of the grading or building permit, the applicant shall obtain
encroachment permits from Caltrans for the proposed work within Caltrans’ right-of-way.
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Grading and Drainage

29. Exported soils shall be taken to the County Landfill, or to a site with an active grading permit and
the ability to accept the material in compliance with LIP Section 8.3.

30. A Grading and Drainage Plan for the excavation containing the following information shall be
reviewed and approved by the Public Works Department, prior to the issuance ofgrading permits
for the project:
a. Public Works Department general notes;
b. The existing and proposed square footage of impervious coverage on the property shall be

shown on the grading plan (including separate areas for buildings, driveways, walkways,
parking tennis courts and pool decks).

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

d. The grading limits shall include the temporary cuts made for buttresses, and over-excavation
for fill slopes shall be shown;

e. Any native trees required to be protected;
f. Any rare or endangered species as identified in the biological assessment, along with fencing

of these areas if required by the City Biologist;
g. Private storm drains, and systems greater than 12-inch diameter shall also include a plan and

profile; and
h. Public storm drain modifications shown on the grading plan shall require approval by the

Public Works Department prior to the issuance of the grading permit.

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

32. All City/County storm drain inlets within 250 feet from each property line shall be labeled per the
City of Malibu’s standard label template. A note shall be placed on the project plans to address
this condition.

Stormwater

33. A Water Quality Mitigation Plan (WQMP) is required for this project. The WQMP shall be
supported by a hydrology and hydraulic study that identifies all areas contributory to the property
and an analysis of the predevelopment and post development drainage of the site. The WQMP
shall meet all the requirements of the City’s current Municipal Separate Stormwater Sewer
System (MS4) permit. The following elements shall be included within the WQMP:
a. Site Design Best Management Practices (BMP5);
b. Source Control BMPs;
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c. Treatment Control BMPs that retains on-site the Stormwater Quality Design Volume
(SWQDv). Or where it is technical infeasible to retain on-site, the project must biofiltrate 1.5
times the SWQDv that is not retained on-site;

d. Drainage improvements;
e. A plan for the maintenance and monitoring of the proposed treatment BMPs for the expected

life of the structure;
f. A copy of the WQMP shall be filed against the property to provide constructive notice to

future property owners of their obligation to maintain the water quality measures installed
during construction prior to the issuance of grading or building permits; and

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

34. A Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan shall be provided prior to the issuance of the
Grading/Building permits for the project. This plan shall include an Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan (ESCP) that includes, but not limited to:

Erosion Controls Scheduling
Preservation of Existing Vegetation

Sediment Controls Silt Fence
Sand Bag Barrier
Stabilized Construction Entrance

Non-Storm Water Water Conservation Practices
Management Dewatering Operations
Waste Management Material Delivery and Storage

Stockpile Management
Spill Prevention and Control
Solid Waste Management
Concrete Waste Management
Sanitary/Septic Waste Management

FEMA

35. Proposed improvements are located within the SFHA. An Elevation Certificate based on
construction drawings is required for any building located within the SFHA. A survey map shall
be attached to this certificate showing the location of the proposed building in relation to the
property lines and to the street center line. The survey map shall delineate the boundary of the
SFHA zone based on the FIRM flood maps in effect and provide the information for the
benchmark utilized, the vertical datum, and any datum conversions. A post construction Elevation
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Certificate will be required to certif~’ building elevation, when the construction is complete, and
shall be provided to the Public Works Department for final approval.

Spa / Water Feature/Mechanical Equipment

36. Onsite noise, including that which emanates from spa and air conditioning equipment, shall be
limited as described in MMC Chapter 8.24 (Noise).

37. Spa and air conditioning equipment that will be installed shall be screened from view by a solid
wall or fence on all four sides (three sides if adjacent to the building). The fence or walls shall
comply with LIP Section 3.5.3 and no equipment shall be located closer than three feet to the
property line.

38. Pursuant to the Clean Water Act and the Malibu Water Quality Ordinance, discharge of water
from a pool / spa is prohibited. Provide information on the plans regarding the type of sanitation
proposed for pool.

a. Ozonization systems are an acceptable alternative to chlorine. The discharge of clear
water from ozonization systems is not permitted to the street;

b. Salt water sanitation is an acceptable alternative to chlorine. The discharge of salt water
is not permitted to the street; and

c. Chlorinated water from pools or spas shall be trucked to a publicly-owned treatment
works (POTW) facility for discharge.

39. The discharge of swimming pool, spa and decorative fountain water and filter backwash,
including water containing bacteria, detergents, wastes, alagecides or other chemicals is
prohibited. Swimming pool, spa, and decorative fountain water may be used as landscape
irrigation only if the following items are met:

a. The discharge water is dechlorinated, debrominated or if the water is disinfected using
ozonation;

b. There are sufficient BMPs in place to prevent soil erosion; and
c. The discharge does not reach into the M54 or to the ASBS (including tributaries)

Discharges not meeting the above-mentioned methods must be trucked to a publicly owned
wastewater treatment works.

40. A sign stating “It is illegal to discharge pool, spa, or water feature waters to a street, drainage
course, or storm drain per MMC Section 13.04.060(D)(5)” shall be posted in the filtration and/or
pumping equipment area for the property.

Geology

41. Procedures to properly abandon the existing OWTS shall be included as notes on the plans.

42. Two sets of final grading, retaining wall, swimming pool and spa, pool cabana OWTS and
residence plans (approved by the Building Safety Division) incorporating the project geotechnical
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consultant’s recommendations and building plan check review comments must be reviewed and
wet stamped and manually signed by the project engineering geologist and project geotechnical
engineer and submitted to City geotechnical staff for review and approval.

Environmental Health

43. Prior to the issuance ofa building permit the applicant shall demonstrate, to the satisfaction ofthe
Building Official, compliance with the City ofMalibu’s Onsite Wastewater Treatment regulations
including provisions of LIP Section 18.9 related to continued operation, maintenance and
monitoring of onsite facilities.

44. Prior to final Environmental Health approval, a final AOWTS plot plan shall be submitted
showing an AOWTS design meeting the minimum requirements of the Malibu Plumbing Code
(MPC) and the LCP, including necessary construction details, the proposed drainage plan for the
developed property and the proposed landscape plan for the developed property. The AOWTS
plot plan shall show essential features of the AOWTS and must fit onto an 11 inch by 17 inch
sheet leaving a five inch margin clear to provide space for a City applied legend. If the scale of
the plans is such that more space is needed to clearly show construction details and/or all
necessary setbacks, larger sheets may also be provided (up to a maximum size of 18 inches by 22
inches).

45. A final design and system specifications shall be submitted as to all components (i.e. alarm
system, pumps, timers, flow equalization devices, backflow devices, etc.) proposed for use in the
construction of the proposed AOWTS. For all AOWTS, final design drawings and calculations
must be signed by a California registered civil engineer, a registered environmental health
specialist or a professional geologist who is responsible for the design. The designer must also be
a registered OWTS designer with the City of Malibu. The final AOWTS design report and
drawings shall be submitted to the City Environmental Health Administrator with the designer’s
wet signature, professional registration number and stamp (if applicable).

46. The final AOWTS design report shall contain the following information (in addition to the items
listed above).

a. Required treatment capacity for wastewater treatment and disinfection systems. The
treatment capacity shall be specified in terms of flow rate, gallons per day, and shall be
supported by calculations relating the treatment capacity to the number of bedroom
equivalents, plumbing fixture equivalents, and/or the subsurface effluent dispersal system
acceptance rate. The fixture unit count must be clearly identified in association with the
design treatment capacity, even if the design is based on the number of bedrooms.
Average and peak rates ofhydraulic loading to the treatment system shall be specified in
the final design;

b. Description of proposed wastewater treatment and/or disinfection system equipment.
State the proposed type of treatment system(s) (e.g., aerobic treatment, textile filter
ultraviolet disinfection, etc.); major components, manufacturers, and model numbers for
“package11 systems; and conceptual design for custom engineered systems;

c. Specifications, supporting geology information, and percolation test results for the
subsurface effluent dispersal portion of the onsite wastewater disposal system. This must
include the proposed type of effluent dispersal system (drainfield, trench, seepage pit
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subsurface drip, etc.) as well as the system’s geometric dimensions and basic construction
features. Provide seepage pit cap depth relative to original and finished grades.
Supporting calculations shall be presented that relate the results of soils analysis or
percolation/infiltration tests to the projected subsurface effluent acceptance rate, including
any unit conversions or safety factors. Average and peak rates ofhydraulic loading to the
effluent dispersal system shall be specified in the final design. The projected subsurface
effluent acceptance rate shall be reported in units of total gallons per day and gallons per
square foot per day. Specifications for the subsurface effluent dispersal system shall be
shown to accommodate the design hydraulic loading rate (i.e., average and peak OWTS
effluent flow, reported in units of gallons per day). The subsurface effluent dispersal
system design must take into account the number ofbedrooms, fixture units and building
occupancy characteristics; and

d. All final design drawings shall be submitted with the wet signature and typed name ofthe
OWTS designer. If the scale of the plan is such that more space is needed to clearly show
construction details, larger sheets may also be provided (up to a maximum size of 18 inch
by 22 inch, for review by Environmental Health). Note: For OWTS final designs, full-
size plans are required for review by the Building Safety Division and/or the Planning
Department.

47. Final plans shall clearly show the locations of all existing OWTS components (serving pre
existing development) to be abandoned and provide procedures for the OWTS’ proper
abandonment in conformance with the MPC.

48. The following note shall be added to the plan drawings included in the OWTS final design.
“Prior to commencing work to abandon, remove, or replace existing onsite wastewater treatment
system (OWTS) components an ‘OWTS Abandonment Permit’ shall be obtained from the City of
Malibu. All work performed in the OWTS abandonment, removal or replacement area shall be
performed in strict accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local environmental and
occupational safety and health requirements. The obtainment of any such required permits or
approvals for this scope of work shall be the responsibility of the applicant and their agents.”

49. Proof of ownership of subject property shall be submitted to the City Environmental Health
Administrator.

50. An operations and maintenance manual specified by the AOWTS designer shall be submitted to
the City Environmental Health Administrator. This shall be the same operations and maintenance
manual submitted to the owner and/or operator of the proposed AOWTS following installation.

51. Prior to final Environmental Health approval, a maintenance contract executed between the owner
of the subject property and an entity qualified in the opinion of the City ofMalibu to maintain the
proposed AOWTS after construction shall be submitted. Only original wet signature documents
are acceptable and shall be submitted to the City Environmental Health Administrator.

52. Prior to final Environmental Health approval, a covenant which runs with the land shall be
executed between the City of Malibu and the holder of the fee simple absolute as to subject real
property and recorded with the Los Angeles County Recorder’s Office. Said covenant shall serve
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as constructive, notice to any future purchaser for value that the AOWTS serving subject property
is an alternative method of onsite wastewater disposal pursuant to the City ofMalibu Plumbing
Code, Appendix K, Section 1(i). Said covenant shall be provided by the City of Malibu
Environmental Health Administrator and shall be submitted to the City of Malibu with proofof
recordation by the Los Angeles County Recorder.

53. Final approval by the City geotechnical staff and Geotechnical Engineer, and City Planning
Department shall be submitted to the City Environmental Health Administrator.

54. A final planning approval shall be submitted to the City Environmental Health Administrator.

55. In accordance with MMC Chapter 15.14, an application shall be made to the Environmental and
Building Safety Division for an OWTS operating permit. An operating permit fee shall be
submitted with the application and a final fee shall be paid for Environmental Health review of
the OWTS design and system specifications.

56. No new landscaping is proposed with this project. Therefore, none is approved. Should the applicant
intend to plant any new vegetation with a potential to exceed six (6) feet in height, a detailed landscape
plan shall be submitted for review and approval prior to any planting.

57. No development, including planting, fencing, etc. is permitted seaward ofthe approved deck stringline.

Site Specific Conditions

Colors and Materials

58. The residence shall have an exterior siding ofbrick, wood, stucco, metal, concrete or other similar
material. Reflective glossy, polished and/or roll-formed type metal siding is prohibited.

59. New structures shall incorporate colors and exterior materials that are compatible with the
surrounding landscape.
a. Acceptable colors shall be limited to colors compatible with the surrounding environment

(earth tones) including shades ofgreen, brown and gray with no white or light shades and
no bright tones.

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

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

Lighting

60. Exterior lighting shall be minimized, shielded, or concealed and restricted to low intensity
features, so that no light source is directly visible from public view. Permitted lighting shall
conform to the following standards:
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a. Lighting for walkways shall be limited to fixtures that do not exceed two feet in height
and are directed downward, and limited to 850 lumens (equivalent to a 60 watt
incandescent bulb);

b. Security lighting controlled by motion detectors maybe attached to the residence provided
it is directed downward and is limited to 850 lumens;

c. Driveway lighting shall be limited to the minimum lighting necessary for safe vehicular
use. The lighting shall be limited to 850 lumens;

d. Lights at entrances as required by the Building Code shall be permitted provided that such
lighting does not exceed 850 lumens;

e. Site perimeter lighting shall be prohibited; and
f. Outdoor decorative lighting for aesthetic purposes and lighting ofthe shore are prohibited.

61. No permanently installed lighting shall blink, flash, or be of unusually high intensity or
brightness. Lighting levels on any nearby property from artificial light sources on the subject
property(ies) shall not produce an illumination level greater than one foot candle.

62. Night lighting from exterior and interior sources shall be minimized. All exterior lighting shall be
low intensity and shielded directed downward and inward so there is no offsite glare or lighting of
natural habitat areas. Up-lighting of landscaping is prohibited.

US. Army Corps ofEngineers

63. The applicant/property shall obtain all required permits, if any, including any necessary permits
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, prior to commencement of construction.

Shoreline Construction Protection

64. No stockpiling of dirt or construction materials shall occur on the beach.

65. Measures to control erosion, runoff, and siltation shall be implemented at the end of each day’s
work.

66. No machinery shall be allowed in the intertidal zone at any time unless necessary for protection of
life and/or property.

67. All construction debris shall be removed from the beach daily and at the completion of
development.

68. The applicant/property owner shall not store any construction materials or waste where it will be
or could potentially be subject to wave erosion and dispersion.

69. Construction equipment shall not be cleaned on the beach.
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70. Construction debris and sediment shall be property contained and secured on site with BMPs to
prevent the unintended transport ofsediment and other debris into coastal waters by wind, rain or
tracking.

Deed Restrictions

71. The property owner is required to acknowledge, by recordation of a deed restriction, that the
property is subject to wave action, erosion, flooding, landslides, or other hazards associated with
development on a beach or bluff, and that the property owner assumes said risks and waives any
future claims ofdamage or liability against the City ofMalibu and agrees to indemnify the City of
Malibu against any liability, claims, damages or expenses arising from any injury or damage due
to such hazards. The property owner shall provide a copy of the recorded document to Planning
Department staff prior to final planning approval.

72. The property owner is required to execute and record a deed restriction which shall indemnify and
hold harmless the City, its officers, agents, and employees against any and all claims, demands,
damages, costs and expenses of liability arising out of the acquisition, design, construction,
operation, maintenance, existence or failure of the permitted project in an area where an
extraordinary potential for damage or destruction from wildfire exists as an inherent risk to life
and property. The property owner shall provide a copy of the recorded document to Planning
Department staff prior to final planning approval.

73. Prior to final planning approval, the applicant shall be required to execute and record a deed
restriction reflecting lighting requirements set forth previously under Lighting. The property
owner shall provide a copy of the recorded document to Planning Department staffprior to final
planning approval.

74. The property owner is required to acknowledge, by the recordation of a deed restriction, that no
future repair or maintenance, enhancement, reinforcement, or any other activity affecting the
shoreline protection structure which extends the seaward footprint ofthe subject structure shall be
undertaken and that he/she expressly waives any right to such activities that may exist under
Coastal Act Section 30235. Said deed restriction shall be submitted to the Planning Department
for approval prior to recordation. The deed restriction shall also acknowledge that the intended
purpose of the shoreline protection structure is solely to protect the proposed septic disposal
system and that any future development on the subject site landward of the subject shoreline
protection structure including changes to the foundation, major remodels, relocation or upgrade of
the septic disposal system, or demolition and construction ofa new structure shall be subject to a
requirement that a new coastal development permit be obtained for the shoreline protection
structure unless the City determines that such activities are minor.

Prior to Occupancy

75. The applicant shall request a final Planning Department inspection prior to final inspection bythe
City ofMalibu Environmental and Sustainability Department. A Certificate of Occupancy shall
not be issued until the Planning Department has determined that the project complies with this
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CDP. A temporary Certificate of Occupancy may be granted at the discretion of the Planning
Director, provided adequate security has been deposited with the City to ensure compliance
should the final work not be completed in accordance with this permit.

76. Any construction trailer, storage equipment or similar temporary equipment not permitted as part
of the approved scope of work shall be removed prior to final inspection and approval and if
applicable, the issuance of the certificate of occupancy.

Fixed Conditions

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

78. Violation ofany of the conditions of this approval maybe cause for revocation ofthis permit and
termination of all rights granted there under.

SECTION 6. The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 6th day of June 2016.

ROOHI STACK, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary

LOCAL APPEAL - Pursuant to LCP LIP Section 13.20.1 (Local Appeals) a decision made by the
Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council by an aggrieved person by written statement
setting forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall be filed with the City Clerk within 10 days and shall
be accompanied by an appeal form and filing fee, as specified by the City Council. Appeal forms may be
found online at www.malibucity.org, in person at City Hall, or by calling (310) 456-2489, ext. 245.

COASTAL COMMISSION APPEAL An aggrieved person may appeal the Planning Commission’s
approval to the Coastal Commission within 10 working days ofthe issuance of the City’s Notice ofFinal
Action. Appeal forms may be found online at www coastal.ca.gov or in person at the Coastal
Commission South Central Coast District office located at 89 South California Street in Ventura, or by
calling (805) 585-1800. Such an appeal must be filed with the Coastal Commission, not the City.
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I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 16-52 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City ofMalibu at the Regular meeting held on the 6t1~~ day of June, 2016 by
the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMOND G. BROWN Jr., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF PERMITS
100 S. MAIN STREET ~
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
PHONE (213) 897-3631
FAX (213) 897-0420

CERTIFIED
Ref: 71 6-6MC-0548
07-LA-l-41.33

Mar 30, 2016

Malibu Property Holdings LLC
C/O Gaines & Stacey LLP
16633 Ventura Blvd., Suite 1220
Encino, CA 91436

Dear Ms. Hovsep Kouzouyan:

Caltrans has no objection to proposed improvements within the limits of R]W in vacation process to
Malibu Holdings LLC by Caltrans, as identified in the attached plan at 18954 PCII in the city of
Malibu, subject to following conditions:

• Proposed impro’~ ements within property limits shall be approved & permitted by all agencies
as applicable.

• Any improvements that will impact state RJW shall be applied for and permitted.
• Existing drainage patterns shall not be altered.

If you have any question please contact me at (213) 897-0498

Sincerely,

CJL~.
Dwarakeswar Penubolu
Senior Transportation Engineer,
Office of Permits
100 S Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

‘\ttachrnent: Proposed irnprowments Plan
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City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, California CA 90265-4861
(310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 317-1950 www.rnalibucity.org

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH REVIEW
REFERRAL SHEET

TO: City of Malibu Environmental Health Administrator DATE: 41912014

FROM: City of Malibu Planning Department

PROJECT NUMBER:

JOB ADDRESS:

APPLICANT I CONTACT:

APPLICANT ADDRESS:

APPLICANT PHONE #:

APPLICANT FAX #:

APPLICANT EMAIL:

CDP 14-020, CV 14-031, VAR 14-011

18954 PACIFIC COAST HWY

Farshad Azarnoush, Atelier Architects

13743 Ventura Blvd
Sherman Oaks, CA 91423

(818)788-652

AtelierArchitect(~sbcglobaI. net

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Demo existing SFR and OWTS, NSFR, Spa,
NOWTS, Seawall

TO: Malibu Planning Department andlor Applicant

FROM: C~~9~Lall1Su Environmental Health Reviewer

Conformance Review Complete for project submittals reviewed with respect to the
City of Malibu Local Coastal Plan/Local Implementation Plan (LCP/LIP) and Malibu
Plumbing Code (MPC). The Conditions of Planning conformance review and plan
check review comments listed on the attached review sheet(s) (or else handwritten
below) shall be addressed prior to plan check approval.

Conformance Review Incomplete for the City of Malibu LCP/LIP and MPC. The
Planning stage review comments listed on the City of Malibu Environmental Health
review sheet(s) shall be addressed prior to conformance review completion.

OWTS Plot Plan: [1 ~~~jRED

~j—~REQUIRED (attached hereto) LI REQUIRED (not attached)

DateSignature

The applicant must submit to the City of Malibu Environmental Health Specialist to determine whether or not an
onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS) Plot Plan approval is required.

Andrew Sheldon, Environmental Health Administrator may be contacted Tuesday and Thursday from 8:00 am to
11:00am, or by calling (310) 456-2489, extension 364.

Rev 141008

ATTACHMENT 6



City of Malibu
Environmental Health • Environ mental Sustainahility I)epartrncnt

23825 Stuart Ranch Road Malibu. California 90265—4861
Phone (3 10) 456—2489 Fax (3 10)317—I 950 www.malihucity.org

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH REVIEW SHEET

PROJECT INFORMATION
Applicant: Farshad Azarnoush
(name and email atelier.michael14~yahoo.com
address)

Project Address: 18954 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, California 90265

~ingtaseNo.: ~ ..~.

ProjectDescripUorcNSFR .-.- ~.-.. .~

Date of Review: March 11, 2015
yiewe~~_ ~ Signature:,~~~~..

Contact Information: Phone: (310) 456-2489 ext. 364 Email: asheldon@malibucity.org

SUBMITTAL INFORMATION
Architectural Plans: AtellerArchftects: Architectural plans submitted to Planrung on 4-9-2014

GradingPlans:N!A .

OWTS Plan:~ OWTS preliminary plan design report dated 4-7-2014 and 2-24-201
~~prelim~ary plan des~n repod dated 4-7-2014 and

p~ogy. ~ report da

Miscellaneous: GeoSoils: Coastal engineering report dated 3-20-2014
Creative Engineering Group: Mechan cal des gn report date 10-27-2014

Previous Reviews: 5-16-2014

REVIEW FINDINGS
Planning Stage: 1~j CONFORMANCE REVIEW COMPLETE for the City of Malibu Local Coastal

Program/Local Implementation Plan (LIP) and Malibu Plumbing code (MPC).
The listed conditions of Planning stage conformance review and plan check
~plan c~pp~o~.L~.,___.

Li CONFORMANCE REVIEW INCOMPLETE for the City of Malibu LIP and MPC.
The listed Planning stage review comments shall be addressed prior to

~n —

PlanCheckStage: Li AP ROVED
~ NOT APPROVED Please respond to the listed plan check review comments and

~ ~_.

OWTS Plot Plan: LI NOT REQUIRED
IX] REQUIRED (attached hereto) [I REQUIRED (not attached)

Based upon the project description and submittal information noted above, a conformance review was
completed for a new alternative onsite wastewater treatment system (AOWTS) proposed to serve the
onsite wastewater treatment and disposal needs of the subject property. The proposed AOWTS meets
the minimum requirements of the City of Malibu Plumbing Code, i.e. Title 28 of the Los Angeles County
Code, incorporating the California Plumbing Code, 2013 Edition with City of Malibu local amendments
(Malibu Municipal Code Section 12.12; hereinafter MPC), and the City of Malibu Local Coastal
Program/Local Implementation Plan (LIP). Please distribute this review sheet to all of the project
consultants and, prior to final approval, provide a coordinated submittal addressing all conditions for final
approval and plan check items.

Page I of5

O~EnvHeaI,I, Rcv~,,w Lc,~\j’,,~cc, Rev~,~Pacif,cCcas~ Fl,,y\1S954 PCHU5O3 I- ~~)ç4 j’(~)4 . CDI’ ‘I.(~2,).~ Recycled l’ap~r



City of Malibu Environmental Health Review Sheet
CDP 14-020

18954 Pacific Coast Highway
Marchll,2015

The conditional conformance findings hereby transmitted complete the Planning stage Environmental
Health review of the subject development project. In order to obtain Environmental Health final approval
of the project AOWTS Plot Plan and associated construction drawings (during Building Safety plan
check), all conditions and plan check items listed below must be addressed through submittals to the
Environmental Health office.

Conditions of Planning Conformance Review

1) Final AOWTS Plot Plan: A final plot plan shall be submitted showing an AOWTS design meeting
the minimum requirements of the MPC, and the LCP/LIP, including necessary construction details,
the proposed drainage plan for the developed property, and the proposed landscape plan for the
developed property. The AOVVTS Plot Plan shall show essential features of the AOWTS, existing
improvements, and proposed/new improvements. The plot must fit on an 11” x 17” sheet leaving a
5” left margin clear to provide space for a City-applied legend. If the plan scale is such that more
space is needed to clearly show construction details and/or all necessary setbacks, larger sheets
may also be provided (up to a maximum size of 18” x 22” for review by Environmental Health).

2) Final AOWTS Design Report, Plans, and System Specifications: A final AOWTS design report
and construction drawings with system specifications (four sets) shall be submitted to describe the
AOWTS design basis and all components proposed for use in the construction of the AOWTS.
All plans and reports must be signed by the California-registered Civil Engineer, Registered
Environmental Health Specialist, or Professional Geologist who is responsible for the design. The
final AOWTS design report and construction drawings shall be submitted with the designer’s
signature, professional registration number, and stamp (if applicable).

The final AOWTS design submittal shall contain the following information (in addition to the
items listed above).

a. Required treatment capacity for wastewater treatment and disinfection systems. The
treatment capacity shall be specified in terms of flow rate, gallons per day (gpd), and shall be
supported by calculations relating the treatment capacity to the number of bedroom
equivalents, plumbing fixture schedule, and the subsurface effluent dispersal system
acceptance rate. The drainage fixture unit count must be clearly identified in association with
the design treatment capacity, even if the design is based on the number of bedrooms.
Average and peak rates of hydraulic loading to the treatment system shall be specified in the
final design.

b. Sewage and effluent pump design calculations.

c. Description of proposed wastewater treatment and/or disinfection system equipment. State
the proposed type of treatment system(s) (e.g., aerobic treatment, textile filter, ultraviolet
disinfection, etc.); major components, manufacturers, and model numbers for “package”
systems; and the design basis for engineered systems.

d. Specifications, supporting geology information, and percolation test results for the
subsurface effluent dispersal portion of the onsite wastewater disposal system. This must
include the proposed type of effluent dispersal system (drainfield, trench, seepage pit,
subsurface drip, etc.) as well as the system’s geometric dimensions and basic construction.
features. Supporting calculations shall be presented that relate the results of soils analysis or
percolation/infiltration tests to the projected subsurface effluent acceptance rate, including

Page2of5
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City of Malibu Environmental Health Review Sheet
CDP 14-020

18954 Pacific Coast Highway
March 11,2015

any unit conversions or safety factors. Average and peak rates of hydraulic loading to the
effluent dispersal system shall be specified in the final design. The projected subsurface
effluent acceptance rate shall be reported in units of total gallons per day (gpd) and gallons
per square foot per day (gpsf). Specifications for the subsurface effluent dispersal system
shall be shown to accommodate the design hydraulic loading rate (i.e., average and peak
AOWTS effluent flow, reported in units of gpd). The subsurface effluent dispersal system
design must take into account the number of bedrooms, fixture units, and building
occupancy characteristics.

e. All AOWTS design drawings shall be submitted with the wet signature and typed name of
the AOWTS designer. If the plan scale is such that more space than is available on the 11” x
17” plot plan is needed to clearly show construction details, larger sheets may also be
provided (up to a maximum size of 18” x 22” for review by Environmental Health).
[Note: For AOWTS final designs, full-size plans for are also required for review by Building &
Safety and Planning.)

3) Building Plans: All project architectural plans and grading/drainage plans shall be submitted for
Environmental Health review and approval. These plans must be approved by the Building Safety
Division prior to receiving Environmental Health final approval.

4) Architect! Engineer Certification for Reduction in Setbacks to Buildings or Structures:
All proposed reductions in setback from the onsite wastewater treatment system to structures
(i.e., setbacks less than those shown in Malibu Plumbing Code Table H 1.7) must be supported by a
letter from the project Structural Engineer and a letter from the project Soils Engineer (i.e., a
Geotechnical Engineer or Civil Engineer practicing in the area of soils engineering). Both engineers
must certify unequivocally that the proposed reduction in setbacks from the treatment tank and
effluent dispersal area will not adversely affect the structural integrity of the onsite wastewater
treatment system, and will not adversely affect the structural integrity of the structures for which the
Table H 1.7 setback is reduced.

All proposed reductions in setback from the onsite wastewater treatment system to buildings
(i.e., setbacks less than those shown in Table H 1.7) also must be supported by a letter from the
project Architect, who must certify unequivocally that the proposed reduction in setbacks will not
produce a moisture intrusion problem for the proposed building(s). If the building designer is not a
California licensed architect, then the required Architect’s certification may be supplied by an
Engineer who is responsible for the building design with respect to mitigation of potential moisture
intrusion from reduced setback to the wastewater system; in this case the Engineer must include in
his letter an explicit statement of responsibility for mitigation of potential moisture intrusion. If any
specific construction features are proposed as part of a moisture intrusion mitigation system in
connection with the reduced setback(s), then the Architect (or Engineer) must provide associated
construction documents for review and approval during Building Plan Check

The wastewater plans and the construction plans must be specifically referenced in all certification
letters. The construction plans for all structures and/or buildings with reduced setback must be
approved by City of Malibu Building and Safety prior to Environmental Health final approval. The
plans architectural and/or structural plans submitted for Building and Safety plan check must detail
methods of construction that will compensate for the reduction in setback (e.g., waterproofing,
concrete additives, etc.). For complex waterproofing installations, submittal of a separate
waterproofing plan may be required. The architectural/structural/waterproofing plans must show the
location of onsite wastewater treatment system components in relation to those structures from
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City of Malibu Environmental Health Review Sheet
CDP 14-020

18954 Pacific Coast Highway
Marchll,2015

which the setback is reduced, and the plans must be signed and stamped by the architect, structural
engineer, and geotechnical consultants (as applicable).

5) Proof of Ownership: Proof of ownership of subject property shall be submitted.

6) Operations & Maintenance Manual: An operations and maintenance manual specified by the
AOWTS designer shall be submitted. This shall be the same operations and maintenance manual
proposed for later submission to the owner and/or operator of the proposed alternative onsite
wastewater disposal system.

7) Maintenance Contract: A maintenance contract executed between the owner of subject property
and an entity qualified in the opinion of the City of Malibu to maintain the proposed alternative onsite
wastewater disposal system after construction shall be submitted. Please note only original “wet
signature” documents are acceptable.

8) AOWTS Covenant: A covenant running with the land shall be executed between the City of Malibu
and the holder of the fee simple absolute as to subject real property and recorded with the Los
Angeles County Recorder’s Office. Said covenant shall serve as constructive notice to any future
purchaser for value that the onsite wastewater treatment system serving subject property is an
alternative method of sewage disposal pursuant to the City of Malibu Uniform Plumbing Code,
Appendix H, Section H 1.10. Said covenant shall be provided by the City of Malibu Environmental
Health Administrator. Please submit a certified copy issued by the Los Angeles County
Recorder.

9) Covenant to Forfeit 100% Expansion Effluent Disposal Area: A covenant running with the land
shall be executed by the property owner and recorded with the Los Angeles County Recorder’s
Office. Said covenant shall serve as constructive notice to any successors in interest that (1) the
private sewage disposal system serving the development on the property does not have a 100%
expansion effluent dispersal area (i.e., replacement disposal field(s) or seepage pit(s)) and (2) if the
primary effluent dispersal area fails to drain adequately, the City of Malibu may require remedial
measures including, but not limited to, limitations on water use enforced through an operating permit
and/or repairs, upgrades or modifications to the private sewage disposal system. The recorded
covenant shall state and acknowledge that future maintenance and/or repair of the private sewage
disposal system may necessitate interruption in use of the private sewage disposal system and,
therefore, any building(s) served by the private sewage disposal system may become non-habitable
during any required future maintenance and/or repair. Said covenant shall be in a form acceptable to
the City Attorney and approved by the Environmental Sustainability Department. Please submit a
certified copy issued by the Los Angeles County Recorder.

10) City of Malibu GeologistlGeotechnical Approval: City of Malibu Geologist and Geotechnical
Engineer final approval of the AOWTS plan shall be submitted.

11) City of Malibu Coastal Engineering Approval: City of Malibu Coastal Engineering final approval
of the AOVVTS plan shall be submitted.

12) City of Malibu Planning Approval: City of Malibu Planning Department final approval of the
AOWTS plan shall be obtained.
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City of Malibu Environmental Health Review Sheet
CDP 14-020

18954 Pacific Coast Highway
March 11,2015

13) Environmental Health Final Review Fee: A final fee in accordance with the adopted fee schedule
at the time of final approval shall be paid to the City of Malibu for Environmental Health review of the
AOWTS design and system specifications.

14) Operating Permit Application and Fee: In accordance with M.M.C. Chapter 15.14, an application
shall be made to the Environmental Health office for an AOWTS operating permit. An operating
permit fee in accordance with the adopted fee schedule at the time of final approval shall be
submitted with the application.

-oOo

If you have any questions regarding the above requirements, please contact the Environmental Health
office at your earliest convenience.

cc: Environmental Health file
Planning Department
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0ESXGNER~
REFIIItENCES

NOTES

1. This conformance review is for a new 3 bedroom
(46 fixture units) single family residence. The new
alternative onsite wastowater treatment system
conforms to the requirements of the City of Malibu
Plumbing Cede (NEC) and the Local Coastal Plan
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City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, California CA 90265-4804

(310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 456-7650

C o~sr~
REFERRAL SHEET

REVIEW

TO: City of Malibu Geotechnical Staf

FROM: City of Malibu Planning Department

PROJECT NUMBER: COP 14-020, CV 14-031, VAR 14-011

JOB ADDRESS: 18954 PACIFIC COAST HWY

APPLICANT I CONTACT:

APPLICANT ADDRESS:

APPLICANT PHONE #:

APPLICANT FAX #:

APPLICANT EMAIL:

Farshad Azarnoush, Atelier Architects

13743 Ventura Blvd
Sherman Oaks, CA 91423

(818) 788-6522

AtelierArchitect~sbcg lobaLnet

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Demo existing SFR and OWTS, NSFR, Spa
NOWTS, Seawall

TO: Malibu Planning Divison andlor Applicant

FROM: City Geotechnical Staff

The project is feasible and CAN proceed through the Planning process.

_____ The project CANNOT proceed through the planning process until
geotechnical feasibility is determined. Depending upon the nature of
the project, this may require engineering geologic andlor geotechnical
engineering (soils) reports which evaluate the site conditions, factor of
saf , nd potential geologic hazards.

___________________________ ~~!L 7~ ~o / ~
SIGNATU RE ____

Determination of geotechnical feasibility for planning should not be construed as approval of
building and/or grading plans which need to be submitted for Building Department approval. At
that time, those plans may require approval by City Geotechnical Staff. Additional
requirements/conditions may be imposed at the time building and/or grading plans are submitted
for review, including geotechnical reports

City Geotechnical Staff may be contacted on Tuesday and Thursday between 8:00 am and 11:00
am or by calling (310) 456-2489, extension 306 or 307.

‘iitii~uiq

DATE

Rev 120910



City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road• Malibu, California~ 90265-4861

Phone (310) 456-2489~ Fax (310) 456-3356• www.malibucity.org

COASTAL ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET

Prolect Information
Date: April 20, 2015 Review Log #: C390
Site Address: 18954 Pacific Coast Highway Eat: 34° 2.35’ N Eon: 118° 35.33’ N
LotITract/PM #: 4449-002-005 Planning #: CDP 14-020
Applicant: Farshad Azamoush BPC/GPC #: N/A
Phone #: 818-788-6522 Email: atelierarchitect@sbcglobal.net Planner: S. Hawner
Project Type: NSFR, NAOWTS, New Seawall

~iihmft~I Inform~~f,~ri

Review Findings

Planning Stage

~ APPROVED in PLANNING-stage from a coastal engineering perspective. The listed Building
Plan-Check Coastal Review Comments shall be addressed prior to Building Plan-Check approval.

D NOT APPROVED in PLANNING-stage from a coastal engineering perspective. The listed
Planning Stage Coastal Review Comments shall be addressed prior to Planning-stage approval.

Building Plan-Check Stage

~ Awaiting Building plan check submittal. The listed ‘Building Plan-Check Stage Review
Comments’ may be deferred for Planning Stage approval but shall be addressed prior to Building
Plan-Check Stage approval.

~ APPROVED from a coastal engineering perspective.

~ NOT APPROVED from a coastal engineering perspective. Please respond to the listed
‘Building Plan-Check Stage Review Comments.

Remarks:

The referenced plans and reports were reviewed by the City from a coastal engineering perspective
relative to the requirements of the following City codes and guidelines:

• City of Malibu Local Coastal Program — Land Use Plan and Local Implementation Plan (LCP
LUP and LCP-LIP)

• Malibu Municipal Code — Title 15, Buildings and Construction, and

Consultant(s): GeoSoils, Inc.
Report Date(s): 03-20-14, 09-18-14,
Project Plan(s): Submittal (04-09-15)
Previous Reviews: 05-15-14, 02-26-15
El. Uprush: 21 ft NAVD88
Rec. El. FF: 22.25 ft NAVD88
El. Low Hor. Mbr: 19 ft NAVD88
El. Seawall Top: 17 Ft NAVD88

1



City of Malibu C~~tal Engineering Review Sheet
04.62140603.390

City of Malibu Guidelines for the Preparation of Coastal Engineering Reports and Procedures for
Report Submittal. (referred to herein as Coastal Engineering Report Guidelines)

The proposed project will include construction of a new residence, new alternative onsite wastewater
treatment system, and new shore protection.

Plan Check Stage Review Comments:

1. Provide a copy of the building plan check submittal pians for review.

2. Please pay a plan check review fee of $672.

3. Inspection of the existing seawall foundation system and suitability for protection of the OWTS shall
be submitted prior to plan check approval.

4. Please provide certified copies of the recorded documents required in Malibu LCPILIP Section
10.6(A) and 10.6(B).

5. Structural plans shall identify the flood hazard zone applicable to the residence design.

6. Structural plans shall identify the Project Coastal Engineer and design load references.

7. Structural plans shall confirm that all flood hazard loading requirements of ASCE 7 have been
utilized as applicable.

Coastal Engineering Review by: ______________________________ April 20, 2015
Todd E. Curtis, I~#75~iE~ Date
Coastal Engineering Reviewer (x 307)

This review sheet was prepared by City Geotechnical Staff
contracted with Fugro as an agent of the City of Malibu.

FUGRO CONSULTANTS, INC. -~rn~jj
4820 McGrath Street, Suite 100
Ventura, California 93003-7778 __________

(805) 650-7000 (Ventura office)
(310) 456-2489 x307 (City of Malibu)

2



o~’_.~t~1~.c~- ~ City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road • Malibu, California 90265-4861

(310) 3 17-1950 • Fax (310) 456-7650 • www.rnalibucity.org

GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW SHEEt

Project Information
Date: April 24, 2015 Review Log #: 3610
Site Address: 18954 Pacific Coast Highway
Lot/Tract/PM #: n/a Planning #: CD? 14-020
Applicant/Contact: Michael Sarschewsky, alelier.niichael 1 4@yahoo.coni BPC/GPC #:
Contact Phone #: 818-788-6522 Fax #: Planner: Stephanie Hawner
Project Type: New single-family residential development, new onsite wastewater treatment

system (OWTS)

Submittal Information
~ Consultant(s) / Report Alpine Geotechnical, mc: (Leary, CEG 1519; Villafana, RCE 37354):

Date(s): 1-12-15, 9-22-14, 3-5-14
(Current submittal(s) in Boki) Alpine Geotechnical, Inc. (Leary, CEG 1519): 2-18-15

Lawrence Young (REHS # 3738): 1-6-15, 4-7-14

Drainage plans prepared by LC Engineering Group, Inc. dated
~ September 23, 2014.

Revised Building I)Jans prepared by Atelier Architects dated
February 25, 2015.
Seawall repair plans prepared by GeoSoils, Inc. dated June 2, 2014.
OWTS plan prepared by Lawrence Young dated February 24,
2015.

Previous Reviews: Environmental Health Conformance Review dated 3-1 1-15, 2-10-15,
1 1-20-14, Geotechnical Review Referral Sheet dated 10-20-14, 5-1-14,
Geotechnical Review Referral Sheet dated 4-1 1-14

Review Findings

Coastal Development Permit Review

~ The residential development project is APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective, with the
following comments to be addressed prior to building plan check stage approval.

~ The residential development project is NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. The
listed ‘Review Comments’ shall be addressed prior to approval.

Building Plan-Check Stage Review

~ Awaiting Building plan check submittal. Please respond to the listed ‘Building Plan-Check Stage
Review Comments’ AND review and incorporate the attached ‘Geotechnical Notes for Building
Plan Check’ into the plans.

LI APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. Please review the attached ‘Geotechnical Notes
. for Building Plan Check’ and incorporate into Building Plan-Check submittals.

LI NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. The listed ‘Building Plan-Check Stage
Review Comments’ shall be addressed prior to Building Plan-Check Stage approval.



City of Malibu Geotechnical Review Sheet

Remarks

The referenced addendum report addressing the latest Environmental Health review sheet dated February
9, 2015 and revised plans were reviewed by the City from a geotechnical perspective. The project
comprises demolishing the existing fire damaged single-family residence and constructing a new 2,448
square foot three-level single-family residence and attached garage with 1,1 18 square feet of decking,
retaining walls, and a spa on th~ roof. A new onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS) will be
installed that consists of a treatment tank system and 464 square foot leach field with a maximum
application rate of 1.3 GPSFD. The Seawall Plans indicate that the existing seawall will be raised 2.5’ to
an elevation of +16’ NAVD88, and the seawall will be further modified or repaired as necessaty upon
inspection by the Project Coastal Engineer. The plans indicate that nineteen new pile foundations will be
installed.

NOTICE: Applicants shall be required to submit alt Geotechnical reports for this project as
searchable PDF files on a CD. At the time ofBuilding Plan Check application, the Consultant must
provide searchable PDF files on a CD to the Building Department for ALL previously submitted
reports that have been reviewed by City Geotechnical Staff.

Building Plan-Check Stage Review Comments:

1. In accordance with Section 7.2.1 of the City’s Geotechnical Guidelines, the structural engineer shall
provide the anticipated lateral defiections of the laterally loaded piles. The calculations need to show
that, upon loading of the foundation elements, the foundations and superstructure are designed to
prevent excess deflection that could damage the residence or cause catastrophic failure resulting in
the loss of life. The calculations need to be submitted to the City for review.

2. Provide recommendations to properly abandon the existing OWTS components and include the
recommendations on the plans.

3. Please provide reduction in setback letters from the Project Structural and Geotechnical Consultants
and Project Architect for the proposed OWTS and adjacent structures.

4. If the Project Coastal Engineer recommends additional repairs or modifications to the existing seawall
based on the inspections, the repairs and/or modifications must be submitted to the Building Safety
Division for review and approval-permits must be obtained for the additional work. Please include
this comment as a note on the plans.

5. Section 7.4 of the City’s geotechnical guidelines requires a minimum thickness of 10 mils for vapor
barriers beneath slabs-on-grade. Building plans shall reflect this requirement.

6. Please include the following note on the retaining wall plans: “An as-built report documenting the
installation of the pile foundation elements shall be prepared by the Project Geotechnical Consultant
and submitted to City geotechnical stafffor review. The report shall include the total depths of all
piles, the depth into the recommended bearing material~ and a map depicting the location of the
piles.”

7. Please include this comment on the OWTS plans: “The Project Engineering Geologist shall observe
the excavationfor the leach field and approve the bottom prior to backfill with sand.”

8. Please depict the limits and depths of over-excavation and structural fill to be placed on the grading
plan, and include cross-sectional views of the proposed building areas depicting fill and soil
removals. Cut and fill yardages are to be indicated on the cover sheet of the grading plans.

9. Two sets of final retaining wall, sea wall, OWTS, and residence plans (APPROVED BY
BUILDING AND SAFETY) incorporating the Project Geotechnical Consultant’s recommendations
and items in this review sheet must be reviewed and wet stamped and manually signed by the
Project Engineering Geologist and Project Geotechnical Engineer. City geotechnical staff will
review the plans for conformance with the Project Geotechnical Consultants’ recommendations and

(3GWd) —2—



City of Malibu Geotechnica! Review Sheet

items in this review sheet over the counter at City Hall. Appointments for final review and
approval of the plans may be made by calling or entailing City Geotecitnical staff.

Please direct questions regarding this review sheet to City Geotechnical staFf listed belo~~.

Engineering GeoIo~ Review by: —

Christopher Dean, C.E.G. #1751. Exp. 9-30-16
Engineering Geology Reviewer (310-456-2489, x306)
Email: cdean~malibucity.org

This review sheet was prepared by City Geotechnical
Slaff contracted with Fugro as an agent p1 the City of
Malibu.

FUGRO CONSULTANTS,
4820 McGrath Street, Suite 100
Ventura Cahtornia 93003 7778
(805) 650~7000 (Ventura office)

lNCj~~
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__ City_ofMalibu
GEOTECHNICAL

NOTES FOR BUILDING PLAN-CHECK

The following standard items should be incorporated into Building Plan-Check submittals, as appropriate:

One set of retaining wall, sea wall, OWTS, and
residence plans, incorporating the Geotechnical
Consultants recommendations and items in this
review sheet, must be submitted to City
geotechnical staff for review. Additional review
comments may be raised at that time that
may require a response.

2. Show the name, address, and phone number of
the Geotechnical Consultant(s) on the cover
sheet of the Building Plans.

3. Include the following note on the Foundation
Plans: “All foundation excavations must be
observed and approved by the Geotechnical
Consultant prior to placement of reinforcing
steel.”

4. The Foundation Plans for the proposed
residence shall clearly depict the embedment
material and minimum depth of embedment for
the foundations in accordance with the
Geotechnical Consultant’s recommendations.

5. Foundation setback distances from descending
slopes shall be in accordance with Section 1808
of the Malibu Building Code, or the requirements
of the Geotechnical Consultant’s
recommendations, whichever are more
stringent. Show minimum foundation setback
distances on the foundation plans, as applicable.

6. Show the onsite wastewater treatment system
on the Site Plan.

7. Please contact the Building and Safety
Department regarding the submittal
requirements for a grading and drainage plan
review.

8. A comprehensive Site Drainage Plan,
incorporating the Geotechnical Consultant’s-
recommendations, shall be included in the
Plans. Show all area drains, outlets, and non-
erosive drainage devices on the Plans. Water
shall not be allowed to flow uncontrolled over
descending slopes.

Grading Plans (as Applicable)

tests, locations and elevations of all removal
bottoms, locations and elevations of all keyways
and back drains, and locations and elevations of
all retaining wall backdrains and outlets.
Geologic conditions exposed during grading
must be depicted on an as-built geologic map.
This comment must be included as a note on the
grading plans.

Retaining Walls (As Applicable)
1. Show retaining wall backdrain and backfill

design, as recommended by the Geotechnical
Consultant, on the Plans.

2. Retaining walls separate from a residence
require separate permits. Contact the Building~
and Safety Department for permit information.
One set of retaining wall plans shall be
submitted to the City for review by City
geotechnical staff. Additional concerns may be
raised at that time which may require a response
by the Project Geotechnical Consultant and
applicant.

Grading Plans shall clearly depict the limits and
depths of overexcavation, as applicable.

2. Prior to final approval of the project, an as-built
compaction report prepared by the Project
Geotechnical Consultant must be submitted to
the City for review. The report must include the
results of all density tests as well as a map
depictinci the limits of fill, locations of all density



___ City of Malibu
/ 23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, California CA 90265.4804

__________ (310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 456-7650

BIOLOGY REVIEW
REFERRAL SHEET

TO: City of Malibu City Biologist DATE: 41912014

FROM: City of Malibu Planning Department

PROJECT NUMBER: CDP 14-020, VAR 14-011

JOB ADDRESS: 18954 PACIFIC COAST HWY

APPLICANT I CONTACT: Farshad Azarnoush, Atelier Architects

APPLICANT ADDRESS: 13743 Ventura Blvd
Sherman Oaks, CA 91423.

APPLICANT PHONE #: (818)788-6522

APPLICANT FAX #: _______________________________________

APPLICANT EMAIL: AteIierArchitect~sbcgIobaI. net

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: NSFR, spa, NOWTS, seawall

TO: Malibu Planning Division andlor Applicant

FROM: Dave Crawford, City Biologist

_____ The project review package is INCOMPLETE and; CANNOT proceed through
Final Planning Review until corrections and conditions from Biological Review
are incorporated into the proposed project design
(See Attached).

The project is APPROVED, consistent with City Goals & Policies associated
with the protection of biological resources and CAN proceed through the
Planning process.

_____ The project may have the potential to significantly impact the following
resources, either individually or cumulatively: Sensitive Species or Habitat,
Watersheds, and!or Shoreline Resources and therefore Requires Review by the
Environmental Review Board (ERB).

Sl~ATURE . DATE / /

Additional requirements/conditions may be imposed upon review of plan revisions. Dave Crawford City
BioIogisi~, may be contacted on Tuesday between 9:00 am and 11:00 am at the City Hall Public counter
by leaving an e-mail at dcrawford~malibucity.orq or by leaving a detailed voice message at (310) 456-
2489, extension 277.

Rev 121009



Biological review, 5/15/14

City ofMalibu
23815 Stuart Ranch Road, Malibu, California 90265

(310) 456-2489 Fax (310) 456-7650

Planning Department

BIOLOGICAL REVIEW

Site Address: 18954 Pacific Coast Highway
Applicant/Phone: Farshad Azarnoush/ 818-788-6522
Project Type: NSFR, spa, NOWTS, seawall
Project Number: CDP 14-020
Project Planner: Stephanie Hawner

REFERENCES: Site Survey, Site plans

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. The project is APPROVED with the following conditions:

A. No new landscaping is proposed with this project. Therefore, none is approved. Should
the applicant intend to plant any new vegetation with a potential to exceed six (6) feet in
height a detailed landscape plan shall be submitted for review and approval prior to any
planting.

B. No development including planting, fencing, etc. is permitted seaward of the approved
deck stringline.

Reviewed By:________________________________________ Date:___________
Dav~1i~rawford, City Biologis~t— / /

310-456-2489 ext.227 (City of Malibu); e-mail dcrawford@malibucity.org
Available at Planning Counter Tuesdays 9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m.

CDP 14-020, Page 1



City ofMalibu

23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, California CA 90265-4861
(310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 456-7650

PUBUC WORKS REVIEW
REFERRAL SHEET

TO: Public Works Department

FROM: City of Malibu Planning Department

DATE: 41912014 -

PROJECT NUMBER:

JOB ADDRESS:

APPLICANT I CONTACT:

APPLICANT ADDRESS:

APPLICANT PHONE #:

APPLICANT FAX #:

APPLICANT EMAIL:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

CDP 14-020, CV 14~031, VAR 14-011, DP 15-013, SM

18954 PACIFIC COAST HWY ____

Farshad Azarnoush, Atelier Architects

13743 Ventura Blvd. Ste. 270
Sherman Oaks, CA 91423 ____________
(818) 788-6522 _________________

AteIierArchitects~sbcglobal.net

Demo existing SFR and OWTS, NSFR, Spa,
NOWTS, Seawall

TO:
FROM:

Malibu Planning Department andlor Applicant

Public Works Department

The following items described on the attached memorandum shall be
addressed and resubmitted.

The project was reviewed and found to be in conformance with the City’s
Public Works and LCP policies and CAN proceed through the Planning

rocess.

S~ATURE DATE

Rev 120910



City of Malibu
MEMoRANDuM

To: Planning Department

From: Public Works Department
Jorge Rubalcava Assist. Civil Engineer

Date: April 8, 2016

Re: Proposed Conditions of Approval for 18954 PCH CDP 14-020

The Public Works Department has reviewed the plans submitted for the above referenced project.
Based on this review sufficient information has been submitted to confirm that conformance with
the Malibu Local Coastal Plan (LCP) and the Malibu Municipal Code (MMC) can be attained.
Prior to the issuance of building and grading permits, the applicant shall comply with the following
conditions.

STREET IMPROVEMENTS

1. This project proposes to construct a new driveway within Caltrans’ right-of-way. Prior to the
Public Works Department approval of the grading or building permit, the applicant shall
obtain encroachment permits from Caltrans for the proposed driveway.

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

GRADING AND DRAINAGE

3. Exported soil from a site shall be taken to the County Landfill or to a site with an active
grading permit and the ability to accept the material in compliance with the City’s Local
Implementation Plan (LIP), Section 8.3. The applicant shall place a note on the plans that
addresses this condition.

4. A Grading and Drainage plan shall be approved containing the following information prior
to the issuance of grading permits for the project.

o Public Works D~partment General Notes

‘1

-~T1~
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• The existing and proposed square footage of impervious coverage on the property
shall be shown on the grading plan (including separate areas for buildings,
driveways, walkways, parking, tennis courts and pool decks).

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

• The grading limits shall include the temporary cuts made for retaining walls,
buttresses, and over excavations for fill slopes and shall be shown on the grading
plan.
If the property contains trees that are to be protected they shall be highlighted on
the grading plan.

• If the property contains rare and endangered species as identified in the Resources
study the grading plan shall contain a prominent note identifying the areas to be
protected (to be left undisturbed). Fencing of these areas shall be delineated on the
grading plan if required by the City Biologist.

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

o Public Storm drain modifications shown on the Grading plan shall be approved by
the Public Works Department prior to the issuance of the Grading permit.

5. A digital drawing (Aut0CAD) of the project’s private storm drain system, public storm drain
system within 250 feet of the property limits, and post-construction BMP’s shall be
submitted to the Public Works Department prior to the issuance of grading or building
permits. The digital drawing shall adequately show all storm drain lines, inlets, outlet, post-
construction BMP’s and other applicable facilities. The digital drawing shall also show the
subject property, public or private street, and any drainage easements.

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

STORMWATER

7. A Water Quality Mitigation Plan (WQMP) is required for this project. The WQMP shall be
supported by a hydrology and hydraulic study that identifies all areas contributory to the
property and an analysis of the predevelopment and post development drainage of the
site. The WQMP shall meet all the requirements of the City’s current Municipal Separate
Stormwater Sewer System (MS4) permit. The following elements shall be included within
the WQMP:

• Site Design Best Management Practices (BMP’s)
o Source Control BMP’s

2
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• Treatment Control BMP’s that retains on-site the Stormwater Quality Design
Volume (SWQDv). Or where it is technical infeasible to retain on-site, the project
must biofiltrate 1.5 times the SWQDv that is not retained on-site.

• Drainage Improvements
A plan for the maintenance and monitoring of the proposed treatment BMP’s for the
expected life of the structure.

• A copy of the WQMP shall be filed against the property to provide constructive
notice to future property owners of their obligation to maintain the water quality
measures installed during construction prior to the issuance of grading or building
permits.

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

8. A Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan shall be provided prior to the issuance of
the Grading/Building permits for the project. This plan shall include an Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) that includes, but not limited to:

Erosion Controls Scheduling
Preservation of Existing Vegetation

Sediment Controls Silt Fence
Sand Bag Barrier
Stabilized Construction Entrance

Non-Storm Water Water Conservation Practices
Management Dewatering Operations
Waste Management Material Delivery and Storage

Stockpile Management
Spill Prevention and Control
Solid Waste Management
Concrete Waste Management
Sanitary/Septic Waste Management

All Best Management Practices (BMP) shall be in accordance to the latest version of
the California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) BMP Handbook. Designated
areas for the storage of construction materials, solid waste management, and portable
toilets must not disrupt drainage patterns or subject the material to erosion by site
runoff.

3
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FEMA

9. Proposed improvements are located within the Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA). An
Elevation Certificate based on construction drawings is required for any building located
within the SFHA. A survey map shall be attached to this certificate showing the location of
the proposed building in relation to the property lines and to the street center line. The
survey map shall delineate the boundary of the SFHA zone(s) based on the FIRM flood
maps in effect and provide the information for the benchmark utilized, the vertical datum,
and any datum conversion. A post construction Elevation Certificate will be required to
certify building elevations, when the construction is complete, and shall be provided to the
Public Works Department prior to final approval of the construction.

MISCELLANOUS

10. The Developers Consulting Engineer shall sign the final plans prior to the issuance of
permits.

11. The discharge of swimming pool, spa and decorative fountain water and filter backwash,
including water containing bacteria, detergents, wastes, alagecides or other chemicals is
prohibited. Swimming pool, spa, and decorative fountain water may be used as landscape
irrigation only if the following items are met:

• The discharge water is dechlorinated, debrominated or if the water is disinfected
using ozonation;

o There are sufficient BMPs in place to prevent soil erosion; and
• The discharge does not reach into the MS4 or to the ASBS (including tributaries)

Discharges not meeting the above-mentioned methods must be trucked to a Publicly
Owned Wastewater Treatment Works.

The applicant shall also provide a construction note on the plans that directs the contractor
to install a new sign stating “It is illegal to discharge pool, spa or water feature waters
to a street, drainage course or storm drain per MMC 13.04.060(D)(5).” The new sign
shall be posted in the filtration and/or pumping equipment area for the property. Prior to the
issuance of any permits, the applicant shall indicate the method of disinfection and the
method of discharging.

4
W:\Lanci DeveIopment~Projects\Paciflc Coast Highway\1 8954 Pacific Coast l-lighway\1 8954 PCH COP 14—020.doc

Recycled Paper



Oty. ofMatibu
.23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, California CA

(310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 456-7650

FIRE DEPARTMENT REVI

:~ ‘REFERRAL SHEET

PROJECT NUMBER: CDP 14-020, VAR 14-011
JOB ADDRESS:

• APPLICANT I CONTACT: ____________________________________
• . APPLICANT ADDRESS:

APPLICANT PHONE #: _______________________________________

APPLICANT FAX #: _______________________________________

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: NSFR, spa, NOWTS seawail

TO: Malibu Planning Department andlor Applicant
FROM: Fire Prevention Engineering Assistant

Compliance with the conditiàns checked below is required prior to Fire Department approv~V”

Ihe project DOES require Fire Department Plan Review and Developer Fee payment
~~The project DOES NOT require Fire Department Plan Review ____

The required fire flow for this project is 2.Soo gallons per minute at 20 pounds per
square inch fora 2 hour duration. (Provide flow information from the water dept.)
The project is required to have an interior automatic fire sprinkler system.
Final Fuel Modification Plan Approval is required prior to Fire Department Approval

Conditions below marked “not approved” shall be corrected on the site plan and resubmitted
for Fire Department approval.

App’d Nlapp’d
Required Fire Department vehicular access (Including width and grade %)
as shown from the public streetto the proposed project.
Required andlor proposed Fire Department VehicularTurnaround
Required 5 foot wide Fire Department Walking Access (including grade %)
Width of proposed drivewaylaccess roadway gates

*county of Los Angeles Fir epartment Approval Expires with City Planning permits expiration,
revisions to the Co os Angeles Fire Code or revisions to Fire Department regulations and standards.

~Minor cha es m be approved by Fr r tiqp..Et~1neerlng, provided such changes
achieve bstan Ily the same resu nd e pjej&t maintains compliance with the County of Los
Ange s Fire ; valid at the ti . vi ~~Jaf~; are submitted. Applica e~7s shall be required.

3lGN~’URE DATE’

/ AddlUonal requlrementslconditions may be imposed upon review ofcomplete architectural plans.
( The Fu,~ Prekvnben Engineering maybe contactedbyphone at(818) 880-O34lorat the flue OepartmentGounter~

26600 Agoura Road1 Suite 110, Calábasas, cA913O2; Hours: Monday —Thursday between 7:00 AM and 11:00 AM

TO: Los Angeles County Fire Department
FROM: City of Malibu Planning Department

DATE: 41912014

:18954 PACIFIC COAST HWY

Farshad Azarnoush, Atelier Architects
13743 Ventura Blvd . .

Sherman Oaks, CA 91423
(818)788-6522 • • .
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Kathleen Stecico

Subject: Pacific Coast Highway 18954, CDP No. 14-020

REC9VED
From: Judi Tamasi [mailto:iudi.tamasi©mrca .ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, October 05, 2015 12:12 PM OCT 0 5 2015
To: Stephanie Hawner PJ.ANNING DIV
Subject: Pacific Coast Highway 18954, CDP No. 14-020

Ms. Hawner,
We respectfully request that you ask the applicant/owner (again) whether they would
be willing to voluntarily accept a condition to record a lateral access easement on
the subject property at 18954 Pacific Coast Highway (Assessor parcel number
4449-002-005). There are lateral access easements on both sides of (adjacent to)
the subject property. Recording a lateral access easement on the subject property
would guarantee residents and other members of the public the ability to pass up
and down the beach along the California Coastal Trail. Projects such as this with a
stringline modification should include a condition to record a lateral access
easement. Such lateral access easement should cover the entire width of the
property from the mean high tide line landward to. a point fixed at the most seaward
extent of the development. Thank you for your consideration.

Judi Tamasi
Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority
5810 Ramirez Canyon Road
Malibu, California 90265
ph: 310-589-3230, ext. 121
fax: 310-589-2408
iudi.tarnasi~rnrcac,a.qoy

Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority-
a local agency exercising joint powers of the
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy and
Conejo and Rancho Simi Recreation & Park Districts

Date Received JQJO~.j~_Time..~i0
pn~Commission meeting of~/~~-.L~
Agenda Item No. —~-~——

Total No, of Pages_J_—

CC: Planning Commission, PD, PM, Recording
Secretary, Reference Binder, File ATTACHMENT 7



STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION JENNIFER LUCCHESI, Executive Officer
100 Howe Avenue Suite 100-South (916) 574-1800 Fax (916) 574-181ô
Sacram nto CA 95825-8202 California Relay Service TDD Phone 1-800-735-2929e from Voice Phone 1-800-735-2922

RECEIVED Contact Phone: (916)574-1900

JUL ~1 2O~4 Contact Fax: (916) 574-1835

PLAN”~’G DE~— rui’~ ra. 8 20

File Ref: W 26761

Wendy Gordan
Atelier Architects
13743 Ventura Blvd., Suite 270
Sherman Oaks, CA 91423

SUBJECT: Coastal Development Project Review at 18954 PCH, City of Malibu,
Los Angeles County

Dear Ms. Gordan:

This letter is in response to a request you submitted to the California State Lands
Commission (CSLC) on behalf of your client, Malibu Property Holdings, LLC, for a
jurisdictional review, of your client’s proposed project located at 18954 Pacific Coast
Highway in Malibu. CSLC staff reviewed the proposed project to determine:

1. Whether the project will intrude into a 10-foot setback area from the most
landward surveyed mean high tide line (MHTL) as set forth in Section 3.6
Residential Development Standards, Paragraph G, 3(c), of the City of Malibu’s
Local Coastal Program/Local Implementation Plan (Malibu LCP/LIP).

2. Whether the CSLC asserts a sovereign title interest in the property where either
the existing improvements or the proposed project is located.

The facts pertaining to your client’s project, as we understand them, are these:

• Your client proposes a 2,147 square foot rebuild of an existing fire damaged
residence.

• The rebuild will include a two car garage, covered decks and septic system with
seawall/bulkhead.

• This is a well-developed stretch of beach with numerous single-family residences
both upcoast and downcoast.

In regard to the first issue, the cited provision of the Malibu LOP/LIP specifically
requires that all construction be located a minimum of ten (10) feet landward of the most
landward surveyed MHTL. Pursuant to the City of Malibu’s development code, this
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determination is to be made in consultation with the CSLC. Accordingly, based on the
MHTL surveysthat the CSLC is aware of including the 1928 Los.Angéles”County
MHTL, 1961 CSLC MHTL and a 2013 MHTL survey prepared by,Land’& Air Surveying,
it appears that the 2013 MHTL represents the most landward surveyed MHTL’s for
purposes of application of the LCP/LIP. . .

From staffs review of the material submitted, the proposed deck/balcony
appears to be the most waterward improvement and is located approximately at the 10-
foot setback as measured from the 2013 Los Angeles County MHTL survey. All other
proposed and existing improvements are located landward of the proposed
deck/balcony. At this point in time, and, based on CSLC staff’s analysis, the project
does not intrude into the Malibu LCP/LIP 10-foot setback area.

The second issue is whether the CSLC asserts a sovereign interest in the
property the project will occupy. As background, the landward boundary of the State’s
sovereign land ownership is the ambulatory ordinary high water mark (OHWM).
Generally, the OHWM is measured by the MHTL, except where there was fill or artificial
accretions or the boundary was fixed by agreement or court decision. MHTL surveys do
not create a permanent boundary, but rather serve as evidence as to the MHTL location
at that single point in time. In the absence of a boundary line agreement with this
agency or an adjudicated boundary line, the boundary between sovereign land and
privately-held uplands remains undetermined.

Although we expect the MHTL to continue to fluctuate, at this time CSLC staff
does not have sufficient information to conclude the extent to which the boundary may
move landward at the project location. Additional research might reveal where the
boundary is likely to move, but staff believes that the time, effort, and cost to develop
such information is not warranted at this time and in this situation. In conclusion, based
on the circumstances as set forth above, the property location, the character, and
history of adjacent development, CSLC staff does not presently claim that the proposed
project intrudes onto sovereign lands.

This letter is not intended, nor shall it be construed as, a waiver or limitation of
any right, title, or interest of the State in any lands under the jurisdiction of the California
State Lands Commission, either now or in the future. If you have any questions, please
contact Drew Simpkin, Public Land Management Specialist, at (916) 574-2275.

Sincerely,

Cohn Connor, Assistant Chief
Land Management Division
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cc: City of Malibu — Planning Dept.
23815 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265

Barbara Carey, Supervisor
Planning and Regulation
South Central Coast District Office
California Coastal Commission
.89 South California St., Suite 200
Ventura, CA 93001

Drew Simpkin
Land Management Division
CSLC



Notice Continued...

A written staff report will be available at or before the hearing
for the project. All persons wishing to address the Commis
sion regarding this matter will be afforded an opportunity in
accordance with the Commission’s procedures.

Copies of all related documents are available for review at
City Hall during regular business hours. Written comments
may be presented to the Planning Commission at any time
prior to the beginning of the public hearing.

LOCAL APPEAL - A decision of the Planning Commission
may be appealed to the City Council by an aggrieved person
by written statement setting forth the grounds for appeal. An
appeal shall be filed with the City Clerk within ten days (fifteen
days for tentative parcel maps) following the date of action for
which the appeal is made and shall be accompanied by an
appeal form and filing fee, as specified by the City Council.
Appeal forms may be found online at www.malibucity.org/
planning forms or in person at City Hall, or by calling (310)
456-2489, extension 245.

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

IF YOU CHALLENGE THE CITY’S ACTION IN COURT, YOU
MAY BE LIMITED TO RAISING ONLY THOSE ISSUES YOU
OR SOMEONE ELSE RAISED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING
DESCRIBED IN THIS NOTICE, OR IN WRITTEN CORRE
SPONDENCE DELIVERED TO THE CITY, AT OR PRIOR TO
THE PUBLIC HEARING.

If you have questions regarding this notice, please contact
Stephanie Hawner, Associate Planner, at (310) 456-2489,
extension 276.

Date: May 12, 2016

By: Bonnie Blue, Planning Director

0=

0~

0(0

0CD

0
;i.
3
CD

NOTICE OF
PUBLIC HEARING

The Malibu Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on
MONDAY, June 6, 2016, at 6:30 p.m. in the Council
Chambers, Malibu City HaIl, 23825 Stuart Ranch Road,
Malibu, CA, for the project identified below.

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 14-020, VARIANCE
NO. 14-011, STRINGLINE MODIFICATION NO. 15-001,
DEMOLITION PERMIT NO. 15-013, AND CODE VIOLATION
NO. 14-031 — An application to demolish an existing single-
family residence, onsite wastewater treatment system, and solid
wall at front property line, and construct a new 2,511 square
foot, two-story, single-family beachfront residence including a
loft, rear decks, rooftop deck with jacuzzi and barbeque, seawall
addition, and installation of a new alternative onsite wastewater
treatment system, including a variance for reduction of the
unenclosed parking space width, stringline modification for
modification of the required building stringline, and code
violation for onsite wastewater treatment system failure

18954 Pacific Coast
Highway, within the
appealable coastal zone
4449-002-005
Single-Family Medium (SFM)
Atelier Architects
MPH, LLC
April 9, 2014
Stephanie Hawner
Associate Planner
(310) 456-2489, ext. 276
shawner~malibucity.org

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Director has
analyzed the proposed project. The Planning Director has found
that this project is listed among the classes of projects that have
been determined not to have a significant adverse effect on the
environment. Therefore, the project is categorically exempt from
the provisions of CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections
Section 15303(a) and (e) - New Construction and 15301(l) —

Existing Facilities. The Planning Director has further determined
that none of the six exceptions to the use of a categorical
exemption apply to this project (CEQA Guidelines Section
15300.2).

City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road

Malibu, CA 90265
(310) 456-2489 Fax (310) 456-7650
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Planning Commission
Meeting

_____ Commission Agenda Report 5.C.
ted

To: Chair Stack and Members of the Planning Commission

Prepared by: Richard Mollica, Senior PIanner7~’#~__—
Jamie Peltier, Planning Technician

Approved by: Bonnie Blue, Planning Director

Date prepared: May 27, 2016 Meeting Date: June 6, 2016

Subject: Administrative Plan Review No. 15-089. Site Plan Review Nos. 16-004,
16-005, 16-007—An aD~Iication for imDrovements to an existinci single-
family residence and guest house with associated develorment

Location: 31948 Pacific Coast Highway
APN: 4473-012-020
Owners: Jill and Wayne Cohen

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-53
(Attachment 1) determining the project is categorically exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and approving Administrative Plan Review (APR) No.
15-089 to permit modifications to an existing single-family residence and guest house,
exterior site work; Site Plan Review (SPR) No. 16-004 for a 50 percent reduction of the
required front yard setback; SPR No. 16-005 for a 20 percent reduction of the required
side yard setback; SPR No. 16-007 for the construction over 18 feet in height in the Single-
Family Medium (SFM) zoning district located at 31948 Pacific Coast Highway (Cohen).

DISCUSSION: This agenda report provides an overview of the project including:
summary of the surrounding land use, description of the proposed project and a summary
of staff’s analysis of the project’s consistency with the applicable provisions of the Malibu
Municipal Code (MMC) and CEQA.

According to MMC Section 17.62.030(C) and 17.62.040(A)(1), the review and approval of
an APR with site plan reviews falls under the purview of the Planning Director; however,
since the subject application has been opposed by the neighbor at 31946 PCH, with the
applicant’s agreement, it has been referred to the Planning Commission for a public
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hearing pursuant to MMC Section 17.62.040(D).1 The Correspondence section at the end
of this report responds to the concerns raised by the neighbor. The analysis and findings
discussed herein demonstrate that the project is consistent with the MMC.

Surrounding Land Uses and Project Setting

The subject property is located on the south side of Pacific Coast Highway and accessed
by a gated shared driveway used by 15 other properties. Figure 1 depicts the subject
property. The properties in the immediate area are zoned SFM and are developed with
two-story single-family residences. While the project site is located within the Appeal
Jurisdiction as depicted on the Post-LCP Certification Permit and Appeal Jurisdiction Map,
it is not appealable to the California Coastal Commission (CCC) because the project is
exempt from the requirement to obtain a coastal development permit. This exemption is
discussed later in this report. Additionally, on the LCP Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Area (ESHA) Overlay Map, no portion of the project will encroach into ESHA or ESHA
buffer.

Figure 1 — Aerial Photograph of the Site
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‘The planning manager director may approve or conditionally approve the application if the application meets all of the following
criteria. Site plan reviews may be referred to the planning commission at the discretion of the planning manager director.
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Project Overview

The existing two-story single-family residence with attached two-car garage was built in
1961 and a 750 square foot two-story guest house was later approved in 1987 as part of
Waiver No. 87-6 16 issued by the CCC. The guest house was approved without a kitchen
facility, but currently has a kitchen that was installed without the benefit of permits. The
proposed project will remove the kitchen to comply with the conditions in the approval from
the CCC. The applicant originally submitted Over-the-Counter (CC) No. 15-160, approved
on September 1, 2015, for an interior remodel of the single-family residence and guest
house. However, the property owner decided to expand the scope of work, and as a result,
APR No. 15-089 was submitted to the City and CC No. 15-1 60 is currently still pending in
building plan check.

The proposed project consists of increases in roof height, an interior and exterior remodel,
and site improvements. The roof height for the habitable portion of the residence will be
increased because of the change from a pitched roof to a flat roof. The purpose of the
increase in height for the garage is to allow for additional storage space. The development
is currently non-conforming with respect to the front and north side yard setbacks. To
increase the roof height of the garage, two site plan reviews are required to reduce the
front yard setback by 50 percent and side yard by 20 percent to bring the existing structure
into conformance with the standards set forth in MMC Chapter 17.40. The existing height
of the garage is 11 feet, six inches, while the proposed height is 18 feet, which is below
the overall maximum height of the structure of 27.3 feet.

The project does not propose any additional floor area. The existing development exceeds
the maximum total development square footage (TDSF). However, the project proposes
to reduce the TDSF by demolishing 16 square feet of the first floor. The proposed project
also includes the reduction of the impermeable surfaces from 5,664 square feet to 4,020
square feet, which will then allow the parcel to conform to the maximum allowed
impermeable lot coverage.

The adjacent neighbor located at 31946 Pacific Coast Highway reported concerns to staff
that the proposed project will not meet development standards and could potentially
obstruct bluewater views. The neighbor’s attorney sent letters of concern dated: November
2, 2015, November 30, 205, December 18, 2015, March 22, 2016, and May 2, 2016
(Attachment 4). Revised plans from the applicant were submitted on February 18, 2016
that meet development standards of MMC Chapter 17.40 (Attachment 3).

MMC Section 17.40.040 protects visually impressive scenes of the Pacific Ocean, off
shore islands, Santa Monica Mountains, canyons, valleys, or ravines that are viewed from
the main viewing area of any affected principal residence. The protected primary view
corridor excludes the first 18 feet of the proposed building height. Staff visited the
neighboring property at 31946 Pacific Coast Highway on March 2, 2016 and conducted a
primary view determination to assess existing views and the story poles of the proposed
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project. The property owner finalized the view determination with his signature on May 12,
2016. The view analysis showed the proposed height increase of the garage portion of
the residence will be visible from the chosen main viewing area. However, since this roof
height will not exceed 18 feet in height, it is not within the protected primary view corridor
and it does not require a site plan review. Figure 2 depicts the primary view from 31946
Pacific Coast Highway, showing the project story poles. The primary view determination
document is included as Attachment 6.

Figure 2 — View of Project from Neighboring Property

Deck Extension
Area of Garage A:dition

The deck will be extended around the second floor along the south and east sides of the
residence. The existing roof overhang which serves as a cover to the existing deck will
not be extended. The proposed deck extension will take place along the southern face of
the residence towards the east. The required guard rail that will be installed on both the
new and existing portions of the deck does exceed 18 feet in height, but it will be visually
permeable, and based on the story poles, it will not obstruct visually impressive scenes
from the chosen viewing area. Therefore, SPR No. 16-007 is included with the application
and the findings are made below.

MMC Section 17.60.020 and LIP Section 13.5(A) generally define a non-conforming
structure as a lawfully authorized structure that does not conform to the policies and
development standards currently governing the structure. According to LIP Section
13.5(D), additions and/or improvements to nonconforming structures may be authorized,
provided that the addition and/or improvement comply with the current policies and
standards and less than 50 percent of the exterior walls will be demolished unless a CDP
is approved for a replacement structure. The project proposes the demolition of 32 percent
of the existing exterior walls, which is less than 50 percent allowed by the LCP. All new
development and alterations comply with current development standards with the
inclusion of the site plan reviews. Therefore, the project is in compliance with MMC
Section 17.60.020 and LIP Section 13.5(A).
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Project Description

The project plans are included as Attachment 3. The approval will permit the following
scope of work:

a. Increase in roof height of existing attached two-car garage to 18 feet in height in
side and front yard setback;

b. Increase in roof height of the first floor of the existing single-family residence to 14
feet in height;

c. Interior remodel of residence with demolition of 32 percent of exterior walls and 16
square feet;

d. New six foot deep second floor deck with guardrail above 18 feet in height;
e. Interior remodel of detached guest house with demolition of nine percent of exterior

walls;
f. New exterior solid site wall measuring at six feet in height;
g. Demolition of exterior pathways and installation of permeable payers;
h. New trellis attached to south side of the single-family residence;
i. New outdoor gas fireplace; and
j. New outdoor water feature adjacent to proposed trellis.

The following discretionary requests are included:
k. SPR No. 16-004 for the reduction of the north side yard setback by 20 percent from

16.5 feet to 13.1 feet;2
I. SPR No. 16-005 for the reduction of the front yard setback by 50 percent from 21.1

feet to 10.5 feet; and
m. SPR No. 16-007 for construction of the second floor deck guardrail over 18 feet in

height.

A. Administrative Plan Review Conformance Review (MMC Section 17.40.040)

Pursuant to MMC Chapter 17.62, the proposed development has been reviewed for
conformance with the property development and design standards of MMC Chapter 17.40
and has been determined to comply, with the inclusion of the site plan reviews. The
following analysis describes how the determination was made (Table 2) and
correspondence from the referring specialists and/or agencies is attached (Attachment 2).
The required SPR findings are made in the following section.

Table 1 provides a summary of the lot dimensions and the lot area of the subject parcel.
Table I — Property Data

Lot Depth 110 feet (approx.)
Lot Width 117 feet (approx.)
Gross Lot Area 12,870 square feet
Net Lot Area* 11,655 square feet

*Net lot area equals gross lot area minus the area of public and private street easements and 1:1 slopes

2 An SPR for a setback reduction is the equivalent of a “minor modification” under the LCP.
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Table 2 — MMC Zoning Conformance
Development Allowed/Requ i red Proposed CommentsRequirement
Front Yard 21.1 Ft. 10.5 Ft. Site Plan Review
Rear Yard 15.8 Ft. 15.8 Ft. Complies
Side Yard 16.5 Ft. 13.1 Ft. Site Plan Review
Side Yard (Minimum 10%) 11 Ft. 11 Ft. Complies
PARKING Enclosed 2 2 Complies

Unenclosed 2 2 Complies
TOTAL DEVELOPMENT Existing Non-3,063 Sq. Ft. 3,851 Sq. Ft.SQUARE FOOTAGE Conforming
HEIGHT (2nd STORY Site Plan Reviewl8Ft. 21.llFt.DECK)
IMPERMEABLE
COVERAGE 4,079 Sq. Ft. 4,020 Sq. Ft. Complies

The existing development exceeds the maximum allowed TDSF. Currently, the parcel has
a TDSF of 3,867 square feet and proposes to demolish 16 square feet for a total of 3,851
square feet. The proposed modification to the single-family residence and guest house will
not add any TDSF, therefore, the structures may be continuously maintained. The project
does not propose any landscaping or grading. The proposed project was reviewed by the
Planning Department and City Environmental Health Reviewer. The project, as proposed
and conditioned, and with the inclusion of the three site plan reviews, is consistent with all
applicable development standards, and City goals and policies.

MMC Chapter 17.54 requires certain procedures be followed to determine potential
impacts on archaeological resources. The project site has been evaluated for potential
impacts to archaeological resources per the adopted City of Malibu Cultural Resources
Map and it has been determined due to the limited landform alterations proposed and
previous grading, the project has a very low probability of disturbing archeological
resources. Conditions of approval have been included in the attached resolution which
require that in the event that any potentially important cultural resources are found in the
course of construction, work shall immediately cease until a qualified archaeologist can
provide an evaluation of the nature and significance of the resources and until the Planning
Director can review this information.

B. Site Plan Review for a 20 percent reduction in the side yard setback [MMC
Section 17.62.040(D)]

Since the existing attached garage is non-conforming as to the side yard setback, SPR
No. 16-004 is requested to allow for a 20 percent reduction of the required north side yard
setback to allow for the increase in roof height. The required side yard setback is 15.5 feet.
The proposed 20 percent reduction, which is the maximum setback reduction allowed
pursuant to Section 1 7.62.040(A)(8), would match the existing garage setback of 13.1 feet.
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Pursuant to MMC Section 17.62.040(D), the City is required to make eight specific findings
in the consideration and approval of a site plan review for the aforementioned discretionary
request. The required findings in support of SPR No. 16-004 are made below:

Finding B 1. The project is compatible with other development in the adjacent area in
relation to size, bulk and height.

The properties in the immediate vicinity share an access driveway extends south from
Pacific Coast Highway, with front yards along each side of the driveway. Similar to the
subject property, neighboring properties have share reduced side yard setbacks along the
driveway. The proposed project is compatible with other development in the adjacent area
in that the neighborhood is residentially developed with other a mix of one- and two-story
structures of similar height, size, and design. The attached garage roof that would be
raised to 18 feet is located in the north side yard, adjacent to 31946 Pacific Coast Highway.
However, there is an existing hedge that is approximately 15 feet in height that separates
the concerned neighbor from the proposed development. In addition, the proposed
increase in garage roof height will not project higher than the existing residence, will
maintain the existing setback, and stays outside of the neighbor’s protected primary view
corridor. The structure will not increase in floor area or its footprint, and will continue to
have a similar appearance from the street and nearby residences prior to and after
construction. Due to the characteristics of the surrounding development which share
similar reduced side yard setbacks, the reduction in side yard setback is compatible with
other development in the area.

Finding B2. The project will not have a significant adverse impact on natural resources
and makes suitable provisions for the preservation of natural hydrology, native plan
materials, wooded areas, visually significant rock outcroppings, rough terrain, coastal
bluffs and similar natural features.

The subject parcel is fully developed, and is not located in or adjacent to an ESHA, ESHA
buffer zone, or any streams as designated in the City of Malibu LCP. For that reason, the
project is not anticipated to a significant adverse impact on natural resources and makes
suitable provisions for the preservation of natural hydrology, native plan materials, wooded
areas, visually significant rock outcroppings, rough terrain, coastal bluffs and similar
natural features.

Finding B3. Remedial Grading (if applicable) exceeding five thousand (5,000) cubic yards
is necessary to mitigate a geotechnical hazard as identified in a certified geotechnical
report prepared by a California Licensed Geologist and reviewed and approved by the City
Geologist. The remedial grading will not result in a significant adverse impact on visual or
biological resources.
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There is no remedial grading associated with this project and, therefore, this finding does
not apply.

Finding 84. The project does not obstruct visually impressive scenes of the Pacific Ocean,
off-shore islands, Santa Monica Mountains, canyons, valleys or ravines from the main
viewing area of any affected principal residence as defined in MMC Section
17.40.040(A) (17).

The proposed reduction in side yard setback will allow an increase of the garage roof
height, but the roof height will not exceed 18 feet and the project does not increase the
height of the existing residence or change its footprint. Therefore, the proposed project
will not obstruct visually impressive scenes of the Pacific Ocean, off-shore islands, Santa
Monica Mountains, canyons, valleys or ravines in the main viewing area of any affected
principal residence. As shown in Figure 2, the neighboring residence at 31946 PCH will
retain a bluewater view of the horizon.

Finding 85. The project does not affect solar access, as defined by staff

The proposed reduction of the side yard setback is to allow the existing development to
increase in roof height of the garage to 18 feet and will maintain the existing setback at
13.1 feet. Given the location of the existing development, it was determined that the project
will not affect solar access of adjacent neighbors. This is because of the relation of the
proposed development and the hedge which separates the subject property from the
concerned neighbor. As the sun moves from east to west, the shadow that is cast by the
proposed increase in height would be cast onto the existing hedge. Furthermore, the
property belonging to the concerned neighbor is at a higher elevation and looks over the
subject property.

Finding 86. The project is consistent with the City’s General Plan, Local Coastal Program,
Municipal Code and City standards.

The use and development related to this project conform to the SFM zoning district, do not
adversely affect neighborhood character or environmental resources and therefore, are
consistent with goals, policies and objectives of the General Plan, LCP, MMC and City
standards.

Finding B7. The proposed project complies with all applicable requirements of state and
local law.

City of Malibu Environmental Sustainability Department permits will be required prior to
construction of the project. The proposed project will comply with all applicable
requirements of state and local law.
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Finding 88. A sea wall, bulkhead or other shoreline protective device (if applicable) is
necessary to protect an existing structure and/or an existing or new sewage disposal
system as identified in a certified coastal engineering report prepared by a California
licensed engineer and reviewed and approved by the City’~s coastal engineer.

There is no shoreline protective device associated with this project. This finding does not
apply.

C. Site Plan Review for a 50 percent reduction of the required front yard setback
fMMC Section 1762.040(D)J

The existing attached garage is non-conforming as to the front yard setback. SPR No. 16-
005 is requested to allow for a 50 percent reduction of the required front yard setback to
allow for the increase in height of the garage and for the construction of an exterior site
wall six feet in height at the entry of the house. The required front yard setback is 21.1
feet. Pursuant to MMC Section 17.62.040(A)(8), the front yard setback may be reduced
by 50 percent, which would allow a front yard setback of 10.5 feet for the six foot site wall.
The existing garage front yard setback is currently 17 feet and would be maintained. The
required findings in support of SPR No. 16-005 are made below:

Finding Cl. The project is compatible with other development in the adjacent area in
relation to size, bulk and height.

The front yard setback is along the access driveway that abuts the property’s west
boundary. As shown in Figure 1, neighboring development share reduced setbacks and
as a result neighboring properties have garages and primary living areas built close to the
access road and do not have front yard setbacks that are 20 percent of the lot depth. The
proposed increase in garage roof height that is accommodated by the front yard setback
reduction will not project higher than the existing residence, and the existing garage
setback will be maintained. The structure will not increase in floor area or its footprint, and
will continue to have a similar appearance from the street and nearby residences prior to
and after construction. The new six foot site wall extends perpendicularly from the
residence toward the access drive. It will be located at the base of a mature, non-native
tree, and will be partially obstructed by a 42 inch site wall near the front property line. As
such, it will not be visually intrusive. In addition, there is a residence along the driveway
that currently has a wall and hedge in the front yard setback which is in excess of 42
inches. The reduction in front yard setback is compatible with other development in the
adjacent area.

Finding C2. The project will not have a significant adverse impact on natural resources
and makes suitable provisions for the preservation of natural hydrology, native plan
materials, wooded areas, visually significant rock outcroppings, rough terrain, coastal
bluffs and similar natural features.
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As discussed previously, the subject parcel is developed, not located near ESHA or
streams, and not anticipated to adversely affect natural resources.

Finding C3. Remedial Grading (if applicable) exceeding five thousand (5,000) cubic yards
is necessary to mitigate a geotechnical hazard as identified in a certified geotechnical
report prepared by a California Licensed Geologist and reviewed and approved by the City
Geologist. The remedial grading will not result in a significant adverse impact on visual or
biological resources.

There is no remedial grading associated with this project and, therefore, this finding does
not apply.

Finding C4. The project does not obstruct visually impressive scenes of the Pacific Ocean,
off-shore islands, Santa Monica Mountains, canyons, valleys or ravines from the main
viewing area of any affected principal residence as defined in MMC Section
I 7.40.040(A)(1 7).

The requested reduction in the front yard setback will allow for the increase in height of the
garage, but as discussed previously and shown in Figure 2, this increase will not exceed
18 feet or extend into the protected primary view corridor of 31946 Pacific Coast Highway,
or any other surrounding residences.

Finding CS. The project does not affect solar access, as defined by staff

The proposed reduction of the front yard setback is to allow the existing development to
increase in roof height of the garage to 18 feet and since the existing development is
already in the setback, this will not further reduce the setback. Given the location of the
existing development, it was determined that the project will not affect solar access of
adjacent neighbors. This is because of the relation of the proposed development and the
hedge which separates the subject property from the concerned neighbor. As the sun
moves from east to west, the shadow that is cast by the proposed increase in height would
be cast onto the existing hedge. Furthermore, the property belonging to the concerned
neighbor is at a higher elevation and looks over the subject property.

Finding C6. The project is consistent with the City’s General Plan, Local Coastal Program,
Municipal Code and City standards.

The use and development related to this project conform to the SFM zoning district, do not
adversely affect neighborhood character or environmental resources and therefore, are
consistent with goals, policies and objectives of the General Plan, LCP, MMC and City
standards.
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Finding C7. The proposed project complies with all applicable requirements of state and
local law.

City of Malibu Environmental Sustainability Department permits will be required prior to
construction of the project. The proposed project will comply with all applicable
requirements of state and local law.

Finding C8. A sea wall, bulkhead or other shoreline protective device (if applicable) is
necessary to protect an existing structure and/or an existing or new sewage disposal
system as identified in a certified coastal engineering report prepared by a California
licensed engineer and reviewed and approved by the City’~s coastal engineer.

There is no shoreline protective device associated with this project; therefore, this finding
does not apply.

D. Site Plan Review for construction in excess of 18 feet, not to exceed 24 feet
for a flat roof [MMC Section 17.62.040(D)]

Pursuant to MMC Section 17.62.040(D), the City is required to make eight specific findings
in the consideration and approval of a site plan review for construction in excess of 18 feet.
The proposed second floor deck will include a guardrail at a maximum height of 21 feet 11
inches. Pursuant to MMC Section 17.62.040(A)(8), the required findings for SPR No. 16-
007 are made as follows.

Finding Dl. The project is compatible with other development in the adjacent area in
relation to size, bulk and height.

The proposed construction is a six foot deck on the south and east second floor of the
residence facing towards the ocean. The existing roof overhang that covers the existing
and proposed deck extension will be modified, but will not result in increased height. While
the deck is below 18 feet in height, the required 42 inch guard rail extends above 18 feet
in height. The maximum height to the top of the guardrail is 21.11 feet. The guard rail will
have a visually permeable design and will not be visually prominent. The adjacent
properties also have second story decks facing the ocean of similar height. The proposed
project is compatible with other development in the adjacent area, in that the neighborhood
is residentially developed with other residences of similar height, size, and design.

Finding D2. The project will not have a significant adverse impact on natural resources and
makes suitable provisions for the preservation of natural hydrology, native plan materials,
wooded areas, visually significant rock outcroppings, rough terrain, coastal bluffs and
similar natural features.

As discussed previously, the project will not have adverse impacts on natural resources.
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Finding D3. Remedial Grading (if applicable) exceeding five thousand (5,000) cubic yards
is necessary to mitigate a geotechnical hazard as identified in a certified geotechnical
report prepared by a California Licensed Geologist and reviewed and approved by the City
Geologist. The remedial grading will not result in a significant adverse impact on visual or
biological resources.

There is no remedial grading associated with this project and, therefore, this finding does
not apply.

Finding D4. The project does not obstruct visually impressive scenes of the Pacific Ocean,
off-shore islands, Santa Monica Mountains, canyons, valleys or ravines from the math
viewing area of any affected principal residence as defined in MMC Section
17.40.040(A) (17).

Figure 2 is a photograph of the primary view of from 31946 Pacific Coast Highway. In the
left portion of Figure 2, story poles depicting the deck can be seen, along with extensive
mature vegetation in the background. As shown in Figure 2, given the existing mature
vegetation, the visually permeable guardrail at the height of 21.11 feet will not block the
primary view of the adjacent neighbor. Based on staff’s site inspection, photographs,
review of architectural plans and the nature of the surrounding area, the project, as
proposed and conditioned is not expected to impact visually impressive scenes of the
Pacific Ocean, off-shore islands, Santa Monica Mountains, canyons, Valleys, or ravines
from the main view area of any affected principal residence as defined in MMC Section
1 7.40.040(A)(1 7).

Finding D5. The project does not affect solar access, as defined by staff

The proposed deck and guardrail will be below the highest portion of the structure and is
attached to the existing single-family residence projecting six feet from the second story
over the subject property’s rear yard. Given the location of the existing structures and
existing setbacks, the project will not affect solar access of adjacent neighbors.

Finding D6. The project is consistent with the City’s General Plan, Local Coastal Program,
Municipal Code and City standards.

The use and development related to this project conforms to the SFM zoning district and
does not adversely affect neighborhood character or environmental resources, and
therefore, are consistent with the land use goals, policies and objectives of the General
Plan, Local Coastal Program, MMC and City standards.
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Finding D7. The proposed project complies with all applicable requirements of state and
local law.

City of Malibu Environmental Sustainability Department permits will be required prior to
construction of the project. The proposed project will comply with all applicable
requirements of state and local law.

Fining D8. A sea wall, bulkhead or other shoreline protective device (if applicable) is
necessary to protect an existing structure and/or an existing or new sewage disposal
system as identified in a certified coastal engineering report prepared by a California
licensed engineer and reviewed and approved by the City’~s coastal engineer.

As there is no shoreline protective device associated with this project, this finding does not
apply.

Coastal Development Permit Exemption

Pursuant to Local Coastal Program (LCP) Local Implementation Plan (LIP) Section 13.4,
a coastal development permit exemption is appropriate for certain projects which do not
involve a risk of adverse environmental impact. The proposed project, should the Planning
Commission choose to approve it, is consistent with LIP Section 13.4.1 (Improvements to
an Existing Single-Family Residence), which are exempt from the requirement to obtain a
coastal development permit. The proposed development is not listed among the classes
of development in LIP Section 13.4.1(B) for which an exemption does not apply.
Specifically, the proposed project does not result in any additional square footage and will
not result in an increase in roof height of the existing residence.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in CEQA,
the Planning Department has analyzed the proposed project. The Planning Department
found that this project is listed among the classes of projects that have been determined
not to have a significant adverse effect on the environment. Therefore, the project is
categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections
15301(e) — Existing Facilities. The Planning Department has further determined that none
of the six exceptions to the use of a categorical exemption apply to this project (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15300.2).

CORRESPONDENCE: To date, staff has received correspondence from the neighbor
immediately to the north located at 31946 Pacific Coast Highway regarding this project
citing view impacts and compliance with development standards. Staff documented a
primary view determination from the viewing area chosen by the property owner on the
deck adjacent to the living area (Attachment 6). As shown in Figure 2 and Attachment 6,
the portion of the project over 18 feet in height (the deck guardrail) does not obstruct
bluewater ocean views. The property owner also maintains a bluewater view of the
horizon over the raised roof of the garage. As discussed throughout this report, the project,

Page 13 of 14 Agenda Item 5.C.



as conditioned, meets all City requirements and since it is exempt from the requirement to
obtain a CDP, the requirements of the LCP do not apply. Correspondence is attached as
Attachment 4 of this report.

PUBLIC NOTICE: On May 12, 2016, staff published a Public Hearing Notice in a
newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and mailed the notice to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property
(Attachment 7).

SUMMARY: The required findings can be made that the project with the recommended
modifications, in its entirety, complies with the MMC. Furthermore, the Planning
Department’s findings of fact are supported by substantial evidence in the record. Based
on the analysis contained in this report and the accompanying resolution, staff
recommends approval of APR No. 15-089 and SPR Nos. 16-004, 16-005, and 16-007,
subject to the conditions of approval contained in Section 5 (Conditions of Approval) of
Planning Commission Resolution No 16-53.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Resolution No. 16-53
2. Department Referrals
3. Project Plans
4. Correspondence
5. Story Pole Photos
6. Primary View Determination
7. Public Hearing Notice

All referenced reports not included in the attachments can be viewed in their
entirety in the project file located at Malibu City Hall.
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CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 16-53

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MALIBU,
DETERMINING THE PROJECT IS CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT FROM THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, AND APPROVING
ADMINISTRATIVE PLAN REVIEW NO. 15-089 TO PERMIT MODIFICATIONS TO
AN EXISTING SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE AND GUEST HOUSE, EXTERIOR
SITE WORK; SITE PLAN REVIEW NO. 16-004 FOR A 50 PERCENT REDUCTION
OF THE REQUIRED FRONT YARD SETBACK; SITE PLAN REVIEW NO. 16-005
FOR A 20 PERCENT REDUCTION OF THE REQUIRED SIDE YARD SETBACK;
SITE PLAN REVIEW NO. 16-007 FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OVER 18 FEET IN
HEIGHT IN THE SINGLE-FAMILY MEDIUM ZONING DISTRICT LOCATED AT
31948 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY (COHEN)

The Planning Commission of the City Of Malibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. On August 13, 2015, an application for Over-the-Counter (OC) No. 15-160 was
submitted to the Planning Department and approved on September 1, 2015, for an interior remodel by
applicant Wayne Chevalier. The property owner expanded the scope of work and OC No. 15-160 is
pending in building plan check.

B. On October 21, 2015, an application for Administrative Plan Review (APR) No. 15-089
was submitted to the Planning Department by applicant Wayne Chevalier, on behalf of property
owners, Wayne and Jill Cohen. The application was routed to the City Environmental Health
Administrator for review.

C. On November 16, 2015, the applicant submitted revised plans which included a site plan
review (SPR) to reduce the required front and side yard setbacks and the construction over 18 feet in
height.

D. On November 20, 2015, Planning Department staff conducted a site visit to document
site conditions, the property and surrounding area.

E. On January 25, 2016, the applicant submitted revised plans to eliminate the enclosures
of the existing covered patio and deck.

F. On February 17, 2016, the applicant submitted revised plans with an updated demolition
calculation of exterior walls and modified site plan.

G. On March 2, 2016, Planning Department staff conducted a site visit to document the
installation of story poles.

H. On March 9, 2016, Planning Department staff conducted a primary view determination
for the property directly north of the subject property located at 31946 Pacific Coast Highway.

ATTACFIMENT 1
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I. On May 12, 2016, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published in
a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners
and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

J. On June 6, 2016, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the
subject application, reviewed and considered the staff report, reviewed and considered written reports,
public testimony, and other information in the record.

SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
the Planning Commission has analyzed the proposed project. The Planning Commission found that this
project is listed among the classes of projects that have been determined not to have a significant
adverse effect on the environment. Therefore, the project is categorically exempt from the provisions
of CEQA pursuant to Section 15301(c) - Existing Facilities. The Planning Commission has further
determined that none of the six exceptions to the use of a categorical exemption apply to this project
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2).

SECTION 3. Administrative Plan Review Findings.

Based on substantial evidence contained within the record and pursuant to Malibu Municipal Code
(MMC) Section 17.40.040, the Planning Commission adopts the analysis in the agenda report,
incorporated herein, the findings of fact below, APR No. 15-089 for an exterior and interior remodel
of the existing single-family residence and guest house, extension of the second story covered deck,
increase of garage height to 18 feet, trellis, fountain, decrease in impermeable surfaces from 5,664
square feet to 4,020 square feet, and exterior site wall in the required front yard measuring six feet in
height, including SPR No. 16-004 for a 20 percent reduction of the required side yard setback, SPR
No. 16-005 for a 50 percent reduction of the required front yard setback to allow for the increase in
height of the garage, and SPR No. 16-007 for construction of the deck extension and guardrail over 18
feet in height and in the single-family medium (SFM) zoning district located at 31948 Pacific Coast
Highway.

The proposed project has been determined to be consistent with all applicable City goals and
policies. The project site has also been evaluated for potential impacts to archaeological resources per
adopted City Cultural Resources Maps. It has been determined to have a very low potential of
containing archeological or paleontological resources.

SECTION 4. Site Plan Review Findings for SPR 16-004

Since the existing attached garage is non-conforming as to the side yard setback, SPR No. 16-004 is
requested to allow for a 20 percent reduction of the required north side yard setback to allow for the
increase in roof height. The required side yard setback is 15.5 feet. The proposed 20 percent reduction,
which is the maximum setback reduction allowed pursuant to Section 1 7.62.040(A)(8), would match
the existing garage setback of 13.1 feet.
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Pursuant to MMC Section 17.62.040(D), the City is required to make eight specific findings in the
consideration and approval of a site plan review for the aforementioned discretionary request. The
required findings in support of SPR No. 16-004 are made below:

1. The properties in the immediate vicinity share an access driveway extends south from
Pacific Coast Highway, with front yards along each side of the driveway. Similar to the subject
property, neighboring properties have share reduced side yard setbacks along the driveway. The
proposed project is compatible with other development in the adjacent area in that the neighborhood is
residentially developed with other a mix of one- and two-story structures of similar height, size, and
design. The attached garage roof that would be raised to 18 feet is located in the north side yard,
adjacent to 31946 Pacific Coast Highway. However, there is an existing hedge that is approximately
15 feet in height that separates the concerned neighbor from the proposed development. In addition,
the proposed increase in garage roof height will not project higher than the existing residence, will
maintain the existing setback, and stays outside of the neighbor’s protected primary view corridor. The
structure will not increase in floor area or its footprint, and will continue to have a similar appearance
from the street and nearby residences prior to and after construction. Due to the characteristics of the
surrounding development which share similar reduced side yard setbacks, the reduction in side yard
setback is compatible with other development in the area.

2. The subject parcel is fully developed, and is not located in or adjacent to an
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA), ESHA buffer zone, or any streams as designated in
the City of Malibu Local Coastal Program (LCP). For that reason, the project is not anticipated to a
significant adverse impact on natural resources and makes suitable provisions for the preservation of
natural hydrology, native plan materials, wooded areas, visually significant rock outcroppings, rough
terrain, coastal bluffs and similar natural features.

3. There is no remedial grading associated with this project and, therefore, this finding
does not apply.

4. The proposed reduction in side yard setback will allow an increase of the garage roof
height, but the roof height will not exceed 18 feet and the project does not increase the height of the
existing residence or change its footprint. Therefore, the proposed project will not obstruct visually
impressive scenes of the Pacific Ocean, off-shore islands, Santa Monica Mountains, canyons, valleys
or ravines in the main viewing area of any affected principal residence. As shown in Figure 2 of the
associated Agenda Report, the neighboring residence at 31946 PCH will retain a bluewater view of the
horizon.

5. The proposed reduction of the side yard setback is to allow the existing development to
increase in roofheight of the garage to 18 feet and will maintain the existing setback at 13.1 feet. Given
the location of the existing development, it was determined that the project will not affect solar access
ofadjacent neighbors. This is because of the relation of the proposed development and the hedge which
separates the subject property from the concerned neighbor. As the sun moves from east to west, the
shadow that is cast by the proposed increase in height would be cast onto the existing hedge.
Furthermore, the property belonging to the concerned neighbor is at a higher elevation and looks over
the subject property.
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6. The use and development related to this project conform to the SFM zoning district, do
not adversely affect neighborhood character or environmental resources and therefore, are consistent
with goals, policies and objectives of the General Plan, LCP, MMC and City standards.

7. City of Malibu Environmental Sustainability Department permits will be required prior
to construction of the project. The proposed project will comply with all applicable requirements of
state and local law.

8. There is no shoreline protective device associated with this project. This finding does
not apply.

SECTION 5. Site Plan Review Findings for SPR 16-005

The existing attached garage is non-conforming as to the front yard setback. SPR No. 16-005 is
requested to allow for a 50 percent reduction of the required front yard setback to allow for the increase
in height of the garage and for the construction of an exterior site wall six feet in height at the entry of
the house. The required front yard setback is 21.1 feet. Pursuant to MMC Section 1 7.62.040(A)(8),
the front yard setback may be reduced by 50 percent, which would allow a front yard setback of 10.5
feet for the six foot site wall. The existing garage front yard setback is currently 17 feet and would be
maintained. The required findings in support of SPR No. 16-005 are made below:

1. The front yard setback is along the access driveway that abuts the property’s west
boundary. As shown in Figure 1 of the associated Agenda Report, neighboring development share
reduced setbacks and as a result neighboring properties have garages and primary living areas built
close to the access road and do not have front yard setbacks that are 20 percent of the lot depth. The
proposed increase in garage roof height that is accommodated by the front yard setback reduction will
not project higher than the existing residence, and the existing garage setback will be maintained. The
structure will not increase in floor area or its footprint, and will continue to have a similar appearance
from the street and nearby residences prior to and after construction. The new six foot site wall extends
perpendicularly from the residence toward the access drive. It will be located at the base of a mature,
non-native tree, and will be partially obstructed by a 42 inch site wall near the front property line. As
such, it will not be visually intrusive. In addition, there is a residence along the driveway that currently
has a wall and hedge in the front yard setback which is in excess of 42 inches. The reduction in front
yard setback is compatible with other development in the adjacent area.

2. The subject parcel is developed, not located near ESHA or streams, and not anticipated
to adversely affect natural resources.

3. There is no remedial grading associated with this project and, therefore, this finding
does not apply.

4. The requested reduction in the front yard setback will allow for the increase in height
of the garage, but as discussed previously and shown in Figure 2 of the associated Agenda Report, this
increase will not exceed 18 feet or extend into the protected primary view corridor of 31946 Pacific
Coast Highway, or any other surrounding residences.



Planning Commission Resolution No 16-53
Page 5 of 11

5. The proposed reduction of the front yard setback is to allow the existing development
to increase in roof height of the garage to 18 feet and since the existing development is already in the
setback, this will not further reduce the setback. Given the location of the existing development, it was
determined that the project will not affect solar access of adjacent neighbors. This is because of the
relation of the proposed development and the hedge which separates the subject property from the
concerned neighbor. As the sun moves from east to west, the shadow that is cast by the proposed
increase in height would be cast onto the existing hedge. Furthermore, the property belonging to the
concerned neighbor is at a higher elevation and looks over the subject property.

6. The use and development related to this project conform to the SFM zoning district, do
not adversely affect neighborhood character or environmental resources and therefore, are consistent
with goals, policies and objectives of the General Plan, LCP, MMC and City standards.

7. City of Malibu Environmental Sustainability Department permits will be required prior
to construction of the project. The proposed project will comply with all applicable requirements of
state and local law.

8. There is no shoreline protective device associated with this project; therefore, this
finding does not apply.

SECTION 6. Site Plan Review Findings for SPR 16-007

Pursuant to MMC Section 17.62.040(D), the City is required to make eight specific findings in the
consideration and approval of a site plan review for construction in excess of 18 feet. The proposed
second floor deck will include a guardrail at a maximum height of 21 feet 11 inches. Pursuant to MMC
Section 17.62.040(A)(8), the required findings for SPR No. 16-007 are made as follows.

1. The proposed construction is a six foot deck on the south and east second floor of the
residence facing towards the ocean. The existing roof overhang that covers the existing and proposed
deck extension will be modified, but will not result in increased height. While the deck is below 18 feet
in height, the required 42 inch guard rail extends above 18 feet in height. The maximum height to the
top of the guardrail is 21.11 feet. The guard rail will have a visually permeable design and will not be
visually prominent. The adjacent properties also have second story decks facing the ocean of similar
height. The proposed project is compatible with other development in the adjacent area, in that the
neighborhood is residentially developed with other residences of similar height, size, and design.

2. As discussed previously, the project will not have adverse impacts on natural resources.

3. There is no remedial grading associated with this project and, therefore, this finding
does not apply.

4. Figure 2 of the associated Agenda Report is a photograph of the primary view of from
31946 Pacific Coast Highway. In the left portion of Figure 2, story poles depicting the deck can be
seen, along with extensive mature vegetation in the background. As shown in Figure 2 of the associated
Agenda Report, given the existing mature vegetation, the visually permeable guardrail at the height of
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21.11 feet will not block the primary view of the adjacent neighbor. Based on staffs site inspection,
photographs, review of architectural plans and the nature of the surrounding area, the project, as
proposed and conditioned is not expected to impact visually impressive scenes of the Pacific Ocean,
off-shore islands, Santa Monica Mountains, canyons, Valleys, or ravines from the main view area of
any affected principal residence as defined in MMC Section 17.40.040(A)(17).

5. The proposed deck and guardrail will be below the highest portion of the structure and
is attached to the existing single-family residence projecting six feet from the second story over the
subject property’s rear yard. Given the location of the existing structures and existing setbacks, the
project will not affect solar access of adjacent neighbors.

6. The use and development related to this project conforms to the SFM zoning district
and does not adversely affect neighborhood character or environmental resources, and therefore, are
consistent with the land use goals, policies and objectives of the General Plan, Local Coastal Program,
MMC and City standards.

7. City of Malibu Environmental Sustainability Department permits will be required prior
to construction of the project. The proposed project will comply with all applicable requirements of
state and local law.

8. As there is no shoreline protective device associated with this project, this finding does
not apply.

SECTION 7. Planning Commission Action.

Based on the foregoing findings and evidence contained within the record, the Planning Commission
hereby approves APR No. 15-089 and SPR Nos. 16-004, 16-005, and 16-007, subject to the following
conditions.

SECTION 8. Conditions of Approval.

1. The property owners, and their successors in interest, shall indemnify and defend the City of
Malibu and its officers, employees and agents from and against all liability and costs relating
to the City’s actions concerning this project, including (without limitation) any award of
litigation expenses in favor of any person or entity who seeks to challenge the validity of any
of the City’s actions or decisions in connection with this project. The City shall have the sole
right to choose its counsel and property owners shall reimburse the City’s expenses incurred in
its defense of any lawsuit challenging the City’s actions concerning this project.

2. Approval of this application is to allow for the following:

a. Increase in roof height of existing attached two-car garage to 18 feet in height in side
and front yard setback;

b. Increase in roofheight of the first floor of the existing single-family residence to 14 feet
in height;
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c. Interior remodel of residence with demolition of 32 percent of exterior walls and 16
square feet;

d. New six foot deep second floor deck with guardrail above 18 feet in height;
e. Interior remodel of detached guest house with demolition of nine percent of exterior

walls;
f. New exterior solid site wall measuring at six feet in height;
g. Demolition of exterior pathways and installation of permeable payers;
h. New trellis attached to south side of the single-family residence;
i. New outdoor gas fireplace;
j. New outdoor water feature adjacent to proposed trellis;
k. SPR No. 16-004 for the reduction of the north side yard setback by 20 percent from 16.5

feet to 13.1 feet;
1. SPR No. 16-005 for the reduction of the front yard setback by 50 percent from 21.1 feet

to 10.5 feet; and
m. SPR No. 16-007 for construction of the second floor deck guardrail over 18 feet in

height.

3. Subsequent submittals for this project shall be in substantial compliance with plans on-file with
the Planning Department, date-stamped February 17, 2016. In the event the project plans
conflict with any condition of approval, the condition shall take precedence.

4. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.18.2, this permit and rights conferred in this approval shall not be
effective until the property owner signs and returns the Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit
accepting the conditions set forth herein. The applicant shall file this form with the Planning
Department within 10 days of this decision and/or prior to issuance ofany development permits.

5. The applicant shall submit three (3) complete sets of plans to the Planning Department for
consistency review and approval prior to plan check and again prior to the issuance of any
building or development permits.

6. This resolution, signed Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit and all Department Review Sheets
attached to the June 6, 2016 Planning Commission agenda report for this project shall be copied
in their entirety and placed directly onto a separate plan sheet behind the cover sheet of the
development plans submitted to the City of Malibu Environmental Sustainability Department
for plan check.

7. This APR shall expire if the project has not commenced within three (3) years after issuance of
the permit. Extension of the permit may be granted by the approving authority for due cause.
Extensions shall be requested in writing by the applicant or authorized agent prior to expiration
of the three-year period and shall set forth the reasons for the request.

8. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition of approval will be resolved by the
Planning Director upon written request of such interpretation.
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9. All development shall conform to requirements of the City of Malibu Environmental
Sustainability Department and City Environmental Health Administrator, as applicable.
Notwithstanding this review, all required permits shall be secured.

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

11. The Planning Director may grant up to four one-year extensions of the expiration of an
administrative plan review approval, if the Planning Director finds that the conditions, including
but not limited to changes in the zoning ordinance, under which the administrative plan review
approval was issued have not significantly changed.

12. The applicant must submit payment for any outstanding fees payable to the City prior to
issuance of any building or grading permit.

Cultural Resources

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

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

Environmental Health

15. All final project plans shall be submitted for the Environmental Health Review and approval.
These plans must be approved by the Building Safety Division prior to receiving Environmental
Health final approval. The existing 1,250 gallon septic tank is to remain in service. Final floor
plans not to exceed four bedrooms and 47 drainage fixture units.

Demolition / Solid Waste

16. The applicant shall contract a City approved hauler to facilitate the recycling of all
recoverable/recyclable material. Recoverable material shall include but shall not be limited to:
asphalt, dirt and earthen material, lumber, concrete, glass, metals, and drywall.
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17. Prior to issuance of a building/demolition pennit, an Affidavit and Certification to implement
a Waste Reduction and Recycling Plan (WRRP) shall be signed by the Owner or Contractor
and submitted to the Environmental Sustainability Department. The WRRP shall indicate the
agreement of the applicant to divert at least 50 percent of all construction generated by the
project.

18. Prior to final building inspection, the applicant shall provide the Environmental Sustainability
Department with a WRRP Final Summary Report. The Final Summary Report shall designate
all materials that were landfilled or recycled, broken down by material types. The
Environmental Sustainability Department shall approve the Final Summary Report.

Construction /Framing

19. Construction hours shall be limited to Monday through Friday from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. and
Saturdays from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. No construction activities shall be permitted on Sundays
and federal, state and local holidays.

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

Site Specific Conditions

21. A new or modified onsite wastewater treatment system or other onsite improvements are NOT
authorized under this approval.

22. Fifty percent or more of exterior walls must remain in place during construction. Pursuant
to Local Coastal Program Local Implementation Plan Section 13.4.2, the replacement of 50
percent or more of a single-family residence is not repair and maintenance, but instead
constitutes a replacement structure requiring a coastal development permit. A substantial
remodel agreement acknowledging this shall be required prior to issuance of building permits
for the project. Should an issue related to the removal of more than 50 percent of exterior walls
come up during construction, contact Planning Department staff to discuss options PRIOR TO
DEMOLITION of more than 50 percent of the existing exterior walls.

23. When framing is completed, a site survey shall be prepared by a licensed surveyor, civil
engineer or architect that states the finished ground level elevation and the highest roofmember
elevation. The Planning Department shall sign off stating that said document has been received
and verified.

24. The residence and guest house shall have an exterior siding of brick, wood, stucco, metal,
concrete or other similar material. Reflective, glossy, polished andior roll-form metal siding is
prohibited, the new roof shall be treated with an oxidized appearance.



Planning Commission Resolution No 16-53
Page lOofli

25. No grading is proposed; therefore, none is approved.

26. No new landscaping is proposed with this project; therefore, none is approved. Should the
applicant intend to plant any new vegetation with a potential to exceed six feet in height or an
area of 2,500 square feet or more, a detailed landscaping plan shall be submitted for review and
approval prior to any planting.

27. No exterior lighting is proposed as part of this project; therefore, no new exterior lighting is
permitted as part of this project.

Prior to Final Inspection

28. The applicant shall request a final Planning inspection prior to final inspection by the City of
Malibu Environmental Sustainability Department. Final Building Safety Division approval
shall not be issued until the Planning Department has determined that the project complies with
this administrative plan review permit.

29. Any construction trailer, storage equipment or similar temporary equipment not permitted as
part of the approved scope of work shall be removed prior to final inspection and approval and
if applicable, the issuance of the certificate of occupancy.

30. No final inspection by the Environmental Sustainability Department shall be issued, nor any
authorization to connect utilities, until final Planning inspection has determined that the
construction complies with the approved plans.

Fixed Conditions

31. This administrative plan review runs with the land and binds all future owners of the property.

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

SECTION 9. The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 6th day of June 2016.

ROOHI STACK, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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LOCAL APPEAL - A decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council by
an aggrieved person by written statement setting forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall be filed
with the City Clerk within 10 days and shall be accompanied by an appeal form and proper appeal fee.
The appellant shall pay fees as specified in the Council adopted fee resolution in effect at the time of
the appeal. Appeal forms may be found online at www.malibucity.org, in person at City Hall or by
calling (310) 456-2489, extension 245.

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 16-53 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City of Malibu at the Regular meeting held on the 6th day of June 2016
by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, California CA 90265-4861
(310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 317-1950 www.malibucity.org

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH REVIEW
REFERRAL SHEET

TO: City of Malibu Environmental Health Administrator DATE: ________

FROM: City of Malibu Planning Department

PROJECT NUMBER:

JOB ADDRESS:

APPLICANT I CONTACT:

APPLICANT ADDRESS:

APPLICANT PHONE #:

APPLICANT FAX#:

APPLICANT EMAIL:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

APR 15-089, CDPE 15-094, CE 15-150

31948 PACIFIC COAST HWY

Wa ne Chevalier

23823 Malibu Rd
Malibu CA 90265

310 774-0240

wa newtc icloud.com

Enclose existing overhang area, demo square feet,
and an interior remodel

Conformance Review Complete for project submittals reviewed with respect to the
City of Malibu Local Coastal Plan/Local Implementation Plan (LCP/LIP) and Malibu
Plumbing Code (MPC). The Conditions of Planning conformance review and plan
check review comments listed on the attached review sheet(s) (or else handwritten
below) shall be addressed prior to plan check approval.

Conformance Review Incomplete for the City of Malibu LCP/LIP and MPC. The
Planning stage review comments listed on the City of Malibu Environmental Health
review sheet(s) shall be addressed prior to conformance review completion.

OWTS Plot Plan: [] NOT REQUIRED

REQUIRED (attached hereto) [] REQUIRED (not attached)

A-,4_I ~ ~ -

Signature Date
0

The applicant must submit to the City of Malibu Environmental Health Specialist to determine whether or not an
onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS) Plot Plan approval is required.

The Environmental Health Specialist may be contacted Tuesday and Thursday from 8:00 am to 11:00 am, or by
calling (310) 456-2489, extension 307.
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TO: Malibu Planning Department andlor Applicant

FROM: City of Malibu Environmental Health Reviewer
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City of Malibu
Environmental Health • Environmental Sustainability Department

23825 Stuart Ranch Road Malibu, California 90265-4861
Phone (310) 456-2489 Fax(310) 317-1950 www.rnalibucity~rg

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH REVIEW SHEET

PROJECT INFORMATION

Applicant: Wayne Chevalier
(name and email wayne~~studiobracket.com
address)

Project Address: 31948 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, CA 90265

PlanningCaseNo.: - APR15-089
Project Description:~
py~9~_~_~ ~fy_~j_~__.________.:..________......_._._____:_____

~~~

Contact Information: Phone: ( 10) 456-2489 ext. 307 ~ EmaH: mjanousek alibucity. org

SUBMITTAL INFORMATION
Architectural Plans: Architectural plans by Studio Bracket submitted to Planning 10-21-2015; Revised plans

received 1-25-2016
Fixture Worksheet FixtureunitworksheetbyHyJd-26-2016_____
Operating Permit~

Miscellaneous: OWTS Plot Plan by Ely Jr. dated 1-26-2016
County of ~umb~g permits dated 2-28~11zit__.~___

P rev. EH App rova~~
Previous Reviews: 1 1-3-2015 (EH planning review completed under previous scope of work)

REVIEW FINDINGS

Planning Stage: ~ CONFORMANCE REVIEW COMPLETE for the City of Malibu Local Coastal
Program/Local Implementation Plan (LIP) and Malibu Plumbing Code (MPC).
The listed conditions of Planning stage conformance review and plan check

. JOY 0~O9 P~8LLO POp!Jp2ian_check approval.
LI CONFORMANCE REVIEW INCOMPLETE for the City of Malibu LIP and MPC.

The listed Planning stage review comments shall be addressed prior to
..~

Plan Check Stage: D APPROVED
~ NOT APPROVED Please respond to the listed plan check review comments and

~_ ~
OWTS Plot Plan: LI NOT REQUIRED

~ REQUIRED (attached hereto) El REQUIRED (not attached)

Environmental Health conformance review has been completed for the development proposal
described in the project description provided by the Planning Department and the project plans
submitted to this office. Please distribute this review sheet to all of the project consultants and, prior to
final approval, provide a coordinated submittal addressing all conditions for final approval and plan
check items.

The conditional conformance findings hereby transmitted complete the Planning stage Environmental
Health review of the project. In order to obtain Environmental Health final approval of the project

Page 1 of 2
Recvded PaperT:\Env HeaTth Review Log\Projecs ReviewlPacvic Coast Hrry~5l948 PCI ISAPR ISOS9\16012P3 948 PCH APR I5~OS9 confltr CRC dove



City of Malibu Environmental Health Review Sheet
APR 15-089

31948 Pacific Coast Highway
January 28, 2016

construction drawings (during Building Safety plan check), all conditions and plan check items listed
below must be addressed through submittals to the Environmental Health office.

Conditions of Planning Conformance Review

1) Building Plans: All final project plans shall be submitted for Environmental Health review and
approval. These plans must be approved by the Building Safety Division prior to receiving
Environmental Health final approval. The existing 1,250 gallon septic tank is to remain in service.
Final floor plans not to exceed 4 bedrooms /47 drainage fixture units.

-oOo

If you have any questions regarding the above requirements, please contact the Environmental Health
office at your earliest convenience.

cc: Environmental Health file
Planning Department

Page2of2
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Ernest J. Guadiana
D: 310746.4425
F: 310.746.4462
EGuadiana@elkinskalt,com

ELKINs
KALT
WEINTRAUB
REUBEN
GARTsIDE LLP

VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL

November 25, 2015

Jamie Peltier
Planning Technician
City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265
E-Mail: JPeltier~malibucity.org

Re: Proposed Redevelopment
90265 (“Cohen Prooertv”~

Dear Bonnie, Richard, Jamie, and Carl:

565316v2

Bonnie Blue Richard Mollica
Planning Director Senior Planner
City of Malibu City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road 23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265 Malibu, CA 90265
E-Mail: BBlue~malibucity.org E-Mail: RMollica~malibucity.org

Carl Manisco
Environmental Programs
City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265
E-Mail: CManisco~malibucity.org

of 31948 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu, CA

This letter follows the October 29, 2015 letter (“October Letter”) from my colleague Ken
Ehrlich on this matter. Our office represents the owners of the real property at 31946 Pacific
Coast Highway, Malibu, CA (“31946 Property”). The October Letter expresses concerns over
the planned redevelopment of the Cohen Property referenced above, and specifies multiple
reasons for the City to require a Coastal Development Permit (“CDP) for this planned
redevelopment.

On November 16, 2016, we understand the applicant submitted an amended application
for an administrative plan review for the development of the Cohen Property (the “Amended
Plan”). After our review,1 the Amended Plan remains deficient, and the planned redevelopment

For whatever reason, the City continues to refuse to provide our office with a copy of
the submitted plans. The City claims that the architect has some fOrm of intellectual property
protection over the plans. We disagree, and request the legal basis for the City’s position. The
plans are public documents submitted to a public agency. Our office submitted a proper PRA
(footnote continued)

2049 Century Park East, Suite 2700, Los Angeles, California 90067-3202
Telephone: 310.746.4400 Facsimile 310.746.4499 www.elkinskalt.com
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Bonnie Blue, et al.
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requires a full CDP. The Amended Plan does not address the concerns contained in our October
Letter and presents additional issues. Our clients seek to ensure that the City of Malibu: a)
knows with certainty the existing configuration and elevations of the Cohen Property; and b)
ensures that appropriate permits, including a CDP, are obtained for the planned redevelopment.

A. Ministerial Permit Sought Despite No Roof Height Elevations Submitted

Our October Letter outlines that the original application for an administrative plan review
neither revealed the heights of the structures located on the Cohen Property nor the heights of the
proposed structures. The Amended Plan similarly lacks these height measurements. By not
including the proper elevations of the as-built and proposed structures, the applicant seeks to
conceal the significant differences between current, existing site conditions and proposed as-
redeveloped conditions. If the City knew that the current height is under 18 feet and the
proposed height is over 18 feet, the applicant could not redevelop the site through an
administrative permit; at the very least, the applicant’s plans require Site Plan Review or a full
CDP.

For example, the maximum height for “[e]very residence and every other building or
structure associated with a residential development, including satellite dish antenna. . . is 18 feet
above natural or finished grade, including rooftop, parapet and deck walls and railings,
whichever results in a lower building height, except for chimneys and rooftop antenna other than
satellite dish antenna.” (Emphasis added.)2 Neither the City nor our clients can determine the
roof height of the proposed structure because the applicant failed to provide elevations. We
remain quite concerned that the owner of the Cohen Property may seek to use this ambiguity
over elevations (or omission of elevations) to improperly raise the height of the structure
immediately seaward of the 31946 Property. The City must know this information before
determining the type of permit needed for the work and before issuing any permits.

B. Ministerial Permit Sought Despite Increase in Allowable Square Footage

The Amended Plan provides that the total square footage of the renovated structures is
4,350 square feet. This square footage exceeds the amount allowed on the Cohen Property. The
Cohen Property is less than one-half acre in size, which means that the total development square
footage may not exceed 17.7% of the lot area plus 1000 square feet.3 The net area of the Cohen

request more than 10 days ago, and the City has not responded. The City has violated the PRA,
for which we reserve our rights. Regardless, the City separately produced the plans to our office.

2 LIP Section 3.6-E.l.

~ LIP Section 3.6-K.

5653 16v2



Bonnie Blue, et al.
November 25, 2015
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Property is 11,660 square feet. Accordingly, the total development square footage may not
exceed 3,064 square feet.

From our search, no permit, variance, or other entitlement allows the Cohen Property to
exceed 3,064 square feet. As a result, the LIP requires a CDP for the total development square
footage depicted in the Amended Plan.4

C. Ministerial Permit Sought Despite Unapproved Addition of Kitchen to Guest
House

We attach as Exhibit “A” plans approved in 1987 for the current guest house at the Cohen
Property (the “Approved Guest House Plan”). The Approved Guest House Plan provided “No
Kitchen Allowed”. This approval is in line with the definition of a guest house in the Local
Implementation Plan, which defines a guest house to be an “attached or detached living quarters
on the same premises ... containing no kitchen.”5 The addition of a kitchen would convert this
structure to a “Second Unit,”6 the creation of which would require a coastal development permit.7

E. Potentially Inaccurate Baseline Condition

The current improvements at the Cohen Property do not match existing permitting for the
site. For example, the as-built structure contained in the Amended Plan shows the guest house
detached from the main residence and including a kitchen. Under the Approved Guest House
Plan, the guest house is attached to the main residence by a common wall and does not contain a
kitchen. Other inaccuracies may also exist as to the main residence. These inaccuracies must be
clarified and uncovered so a proper baseline can be understood and evaluated in connection with
the proposed redevelopment.

F. Unconfirmed Fixture Count

As noted above, the as-built structure in the Amended Plan is inaccurate. These
inaccuracies may lead to an overstressed septic system, which could present a community-wide

~ See, LIP Section 13.4.4 [providing that an increase in 10% of the total interior square

footage of a property located “between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea”
requires a coastal development permit.

~ LIP Section 2.1. (Emphasis added.)

6 LIP Section 2.1.

~ See, LIP Section 13.4.1 [providing that the exemption to improvements to existing

single-family residences does not apply to “accessory self-contained residential units.”]

5653 ~6v2



Bonnie Blue, et al.
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health and safety risk. The City’s inability to locate the completed confirmed fixture count for
the Cohen Property magnifies this concern. A determination of the allowed fixtures on the
Cohen Property is vital for proper calculation of septic requirements. In short, the City must
have this information to evaluate the Amended Plan, and must demand that the applicant produce
the same in a comprehensive, logical manner.

G. Amended Plan Indecipherable

The Amended Plan contains a number of abbreviated terms and drawings that remain
undefined within the Amended Plan. Such undefined terms and drawings create ambiguities in
reviewing the redevelopment of the Cohen Property. For example, the Amended Plan shows the
western portion of the proposed residence to extend past a dotted line. If this dotted line
represents the setback requirement, then the LCP/LIP requires Site Plan Review prior to
approval.8

These indecipherable plans also inhibit public involvement in the City’s development
process. The City should require resolution of these ambiguities prior to making any
determination on the Amended Plan.

H. Potential Piecemeal Development

As explained in our October Letter, the owner of the Cohen Property previously shared
with our clients rough drawings for an expansive redevelopment of the Cohen Property.
Undoubtedly, the applicant’s “master plan” for the Cohen Property includes an expansive
redevelopment of the entire site. Still, the plans submitted to date reflect a much smaller project
scope. Undoubtedly, the applicant seeks to “piecemeal” to fruition the massive, expansive
project through many small scale increments. Our clients have repeatedly requested detailed
plans and elevations for all of the desired construction at the Cohen Property, but still have not
received such materials to date. In any event, the redevelopment described to our clients
expands well beyond that detailed in the Amended Plan. Our clients seek to ensure proper and
coordinated permitting for all planned improvements, including public involvement in the
process and the avoidance of piecemeal development.

We request that the City: a) know with certainty the existing configuration and elevations
of the Cohen Property; and b) ensure that appropriate permits, including a CDP, are obtained for
the planned redevelopment.

8 Municipal Code, Section 17.62.040.8,

565316v2
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Please contact our office with questions or comments.

Very truly yours,

Ernest J. Guadiana
Elkins Kalt Weintraub Reuben Gartside LLP

EJG

Ends.

cc: Christi Hogin, Esq.

565316v2



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
SOUTH COAST AREA
245 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 380
LONG BEACH, CA 90802
(213) 5905071

Date: Aügusti3, 1987

TO: Carl Volante AlA
P.O. Box 2446
Malibu, CA 90265

SUBJECT: Waiver of Coastal Development Permit Requirement/De Minimis
Developments—Section 3O624~7 of the Coastal Act

Based on your project plans and information provided in your permit
application for the development described below, the Exe~cutlve Director of the
Coastal Commission hereby waives the requirement for a Coastal Development
Permit pursuant to Section 13238.1, Title 14, California Administrative Code,
If, at a later date, this information is found to be incorrect or the plans
revised, this decision will become Invalid; and, any development occurring
must cease until a coastal development permit Is obtained or any discrepancy
is resolved in writing.

WAIVER ~ 5—87—616 APPLICANT: Mr. and Mrs. McCarty

LOCATION: 31948 PacifIc Coast Highway
MALIBU

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: The addition of ~75O sq.ft. guest house, 24’ high to an
existing single family residence.

RATIONALE: The proposed development is consistent with the size and bulk
standards of the certified Malibu Land Use Plan, proposes no kitchen
facilities and is not located within a an environmentally sensitive habitat
area or will the project adversely impact public access.

This waiver will not become effective until reported to the Commission at their
August 25—28. 1987 , meeting and the site of the proposed

development has been appropriately noticed, pursuant to 13054(b) of the
Administrative Code. The enclosed Notice Card shall remain posted at the site
until the waiver has been validated and no less than seven days prior to the
Commission hearing~ If four (4) Commissioners object to this waiver of permit
requirements, a coastal development permit will be required.

e444L ~
CHAR LES DAMM
South Coast District Director

cc: Commissioners/File

I,

B P/nw
3484A



the addition of a 750 sq. ~ an

existing single f~Ld1y residence. V

LOCATION: V V .31.948 Pacific Coast Highway V

~• V V V V V V V V V V VV V V VV V V V V

APPLICANT: V ‘~‘~ & MRS. MCCARTY V .;~_.•V V V •V VVVV V V

5 87 616~~’

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION~ PLEASE PHONE OR WRITES.THE

BELOW BETWEEN 8 AM AND .~ PM, WEEKDAYS, V V V OFFICELISTED

— %~V Vt

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SOUTH COAST AREA OFFICE
~~VV ~ : V p0 BOX Vi45OV~~V V

245 WEST BROADWAY, STE 380 V

LONG BEACH, CA 90802
C213) 590-5011

V V V

P-V ~~ — ___________________________________________________________________

NOTICE OF -

PENDING PERMIT

A PERMIT APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT ON THIS SITE IS PENDING
BEFORE THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION,

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: ~w~i~p oF COASTAL P~RMrp REQU~E~NTS FOR:

APPLICATION VNU~ERV:

DATE NOTICE POSTED:

V•~V V~V4

VVVV~

~VV~VV~VVVVVV VV~VVVVVVVVVV.VVVVVV•V~~VV V .~:..,.: V



1nC~ea~4~~ Q~2&s
SUB3ECT: Waiver of Coastal Development Permit Requirement/DeMinimis

Developments—Section 30624.7 of the Coastal Act

Based on your project plans and information provided in your permit appli
cation for the development described below, the Executive Director of the
Coastal Convnission hereby waives the requirement for a Coastal Development
Permit pursuant to Section 13238), TItle 14, CalIfornia Administrative Code.
If, at a later date, this information is found to be incorrect or the plans
revised, this decision will become invalid; and, any development occurring
must cease until a coastal development permit is obtained or any discrepancy
is resolved in writing.

i .J .

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: _T’2~ ~~

/
- I ~, 2) :—u-17 “

RATION ALE: ~ .A#t~~~’~ ~i~&I L~L~7 ~ LdL
~ _

~

Wve~t~~po~~k~4~15
_____________________________ meeting and the site of the proposed development7”
has been appropriately noticed, pursuant’ to 13054(b) of the Administrative
Code. The enclosed Notice Card shall remain posted at the site until the
waiver has been validated and no less than seven days prior to the Connission
hearing. If four (4) Connissioners object to this waiver of permft require
ments,’ a coastal development permit will be required.

TOM CRANDALL
South Coast District Director

STATE Of CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY -~. GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Go~emor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
SOUTH COAST AREA
245 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 380
LONG SEACH, CA 90602
(213) 590~507i

TO:4fr4 ~9144~ ~-1A-
9k~( ~

Date: e

WAIVER ~__________

LOCATION:__________

APPLICANT: ftr_~~r.~
-prig- (~JLk~ /

‘I

i~~L6~ ,~4Ydt~
This waive4’F~wT1l not

by:________

(,O790A)cc: Coninissioners/File



V
V

V
V

_
_
_
-
-

I
~

~
n

V
~

V
V

I
~

V
4

—
iU

[~
~

)
~

8
V

~
ci

V
-

V
VI

I
-

I
I-

EZJL-
4
V

H
V

I
V

V
V

V

_
_

_
_

V
.

1
V

V
V

~
.
I
V

V
II
~

tV
;-

-
V

V
~

V
I

V
.
~

•
V

.
~

,
~

V
V

V
V

~
V

V
V

~
~

V
V

V
V



.~;

~f~4



RECEIVED

MAY 23 2016
PLANNING DEPT

May 18, 2016

To: Commissioners and Staff

From: Morris and Marilyn Sands
31950 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, CA 90265

We received notice of the June 6, 2016 hearing.
A family obligation makes it impossible for us to attend the hearing.

We live in the adjacent property seaward of the Cohens (31948 PCH)
We have lived here since 1979. Our experience over these many years has been one
where neighbors respect each other and cooperate with each other to resolve any
differences.

In our memory this is the first instance where a sense of acrimony seems to be
prevailing.

Although we understand that the Cohens have a right to work on their property so
long as they comply with existing laws, it is our hope that the time honored attitude of
peace and neighborly cooperation continue.

The original owners of 31948 (the Mc Carty’s) always cooperated with neighbors on
all sides of their property to accommodate their fair and legitimate needs, e.g. tree
trimming, giving notice of planned work, etc.

We hope the applicants (the Cohens) will consider a reasonable compromise, so
that we can live together cooperatively, on our lovely street.

We also feel that the Goldfiner’s have a right to retain their ocean views.

Thank you for your kind consideration.

~ h4~,
Morris and Marilyn Sands

ATTACHMENT 4



0 0
Jamie Peltier

From: Dorielle A. Hammonds
Sent: Monday, May 02, 2016 2:08 PM
To: Bonnie Blue; Jamie Peltier
Cc: Ernest J. Guadiana; Kenneth A. Ehrlich; Christi Hogin - Office; jainsworth@coastal.ca.gov;

Steve.Hudson@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Proposed Redevelopment of 31948 PCH, Malibu (Cohen Property’)
Attachments: 2016-05-02 Ltrto City of Malibu re Increased Garage Height.pdf; 15-261 -31948 Pacific

Coast Hwy, Malibu.pdf

Dear Bonnie and Jamie,

On behalf of Mr. Guadiana, please see attached correspondence.

Thank you

Dorielle A. Hammonds
Assistant to Ernest J. Guadiana
Elkins Kalt Weintraub Reuben Gartside LLP
2049 Century Park East, Suite 2700 I Los Angeles, California 90067
Direct Dial: (310) 746-4455 I Main: (310) 746-4400 I Fax: (310) 746-4499 Email: dhammonds~elkinskalt.com I Web:
www.elkinskalt.com

P ease consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail message and any attachments are confidential and may be attorney-client
privileged. Dissemination, distribution or copying of this message or attachments without proper authorization is strictly
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify Elkins Kalt Weintraub Reuben Gartside LLP immediately by
telephone or by e-mail, and permanently delete the original, and destroy all copies, of this message and all attachments.



Jamie Peltier
Planning Technician
City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu,CA 90265
E-Mail: JPeltier~malibucity.org

Re: Proposed Redevelopment of 31948 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu, CA
90265 (‘Cohen Property1)

We represent the owners of the real property located at 31946 Pacific Coast Highway,
Malibu, California. On March 22, .2016, we submitted a letter (the “March 22 Letter”) to the
City of Malibu (the “City”) expressing our concerns with the proposed redevelopment of the
Cohen Property referenced above. Among other points, the March 22 Letter explains that LIP §
6.5.E. 1 .A prohibits the garage height being increased to 18 feet, as proposed in the current
application for a proposed.renovation of the Cohen Property (the “New Plans”).

As specified in the March .22 Letter, Chapter 6 of the LIP functions “to enhance and
protect the scenic and visual qualities of coastal ai~d. mountain areas within the City of Malibu.”
LIP Chapter 6 outlines restrictions on new development, to protect such. scenic and visual
qualities. One of these restrictions, specified in LIP § 6.5.E.1.A, provides that “[s]tructures [on
parcels located on the ocean side of Pacific Coast Highway] shall extend no higher than the road
grade adjacent to the project site, where feasible.”

The Cohen Property is located on the oceanside of Pacific Coast Highway. The New
Plans propose to create a garage with an 18 foot flat roof. According to LIP § 2.1, the proposed
garage constitutes “new, development” because the Applicant proposes. to increase the garage’s
height by more than 10%.

The Cohen Property’s proposed garage height impermissibly rises above the road grade
of Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the Cohen Property. Accordingly, since submitting the
March 22 Letter, our clients retained Rosell Suryeying and Mapping, Inc. (“Rosell”) to conduct a
survey to determine whether the proposed garage height rises above the road grade of Pacific
Coast Highway adjacent to the Cohen Property.

2049 Century Park East, Suite 2700, Los Angeles, California 90067-3?02
Telephone: 310.746.4400 Facsimile 31 0;746.4499 www.eikinskalt.com

ELKINS
KALT
WEINTRAUB
REUBEN
GARTsIDE LLP

Ernest J..Guadlana
0: 310.746,4425
F: 310.746.4462
EGuadiana@elkinskalt.com
Ref:11806-0001

May2,2016

VIAE-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL

Bonnie Blue
Planning Director.
City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265
E-Mail: BBLue~malibucity.org

Dear Bonnie and Jamie:

615727vt



Bonnie Blue, et al.
May 2, 2016
Page 2

We enclose a copy of the recently-completed survey for the City’s review. As depicted in
the survey, the proposed garage height violates LIP § 6.5.E. I .A. The elevation of the road grade
of Pacific Coast Highway is 102.99 feet above sea level. The existing garage on the Cohen
Property is 97.85 feet above sea level. Accordingly, to comply with LIP §6.5.E.1.A, the garage
height cannot be increased more than 5.14 feet. The New Plans propose to increase the height of
the garage by approximately 6.67 feet. Clearly, the renovations proposed by the New Plans
violate LIP § 6.5.E, 1 .A.

Until the application for the proposed renovation of the structures on the Cohen Property
complies with LIP § 6.5.E. 1 .A, as well as the other items expressed in our May 22 Letter, the
New Plans remain deficient and City cannot approve them, Our clients reserve all of their rights
and waive none.

Please contact our office with questions or comments.

Very truly yours,

ERNEST J. GUADIANA of
Elkins Kalt Weintraub Reuben Gartside LLP

EJG

Ends.

cc: Kenneth Ehrlich, Esq.
Christi Hogin, Esq.
Jack Ainsworth
Steve Hudson

615727v1



Jamie Peltier

From: Jamie Peltier
Sent: Thursday, April 07, 2016 2:13 PM
To: Marissa Coughlan
Cc: Ernest J. Guadiana (EGuadiana@elkinskalt.com)
Subject: Re: 31948 PCH (COHEN) Revised plans submitted 2-18-16

Hi Marissa,

I’m inquiring on the status of the Primary View Determination from the site visit about a month ago. Please let
me know if the pictures I sent are what the property owner agrees to and submit the Uniform Application. I’d
like to continue with the process and if they could establish a view, that would be great.
Please let me know if you have any further questions about the primary view determination or the project.

Thank you,
Jamie

From: Jamie Peltier
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2016 10:40 AM
To: Marissa Coughlan
Cc: Ernest J. Guadiana (EGuadiana@elkinskalt.com)
Subject: Re: 31948 PCH (COHEN) Revised plans submitted 2-18-16

Good Morning,

The reduced setbacks are shown on the proposed site plan. Please feel free to come view them again.
Per the MMC Section 17.62.040 (A)(8): The planning manager/director may approve a site plan review after
consultation with all appropriate city staff and specialists including the building official, city engineer~, city
biologist, city geologist, city archeologist and a coastal morphologist; and where substantial evidence supports
the findings set forth in subsection D of this section for new construction or reconstruction of structures
authorizing the following: Reduction of setback and open space requirements by no more than twenty (20)
percent, except that front yard setbacks may be reduced by no more than fifty (50) percent.
Planning Commission will not be required.

Jamie

From: Marissa Coughlan •_.••~~

Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2016 10:27 AM
To: Jamie Peltier
Cc: Ernest J. Guadiana (EGuadiana@elkinskalt.com)
Subject: FW: 31948 PCH (COHEN) Revised plans submitted 2-18-16

Good morning Jamie:
When I met you at the site visit for the above-referenced property, you stated that an SPR was needed because of the
encroachment of the garage. After looking at the plans in your office, I do not recall seeing an encroachment of the
garage into the setbacks. Can you please clarify? If I recall correctly, you said that there would not be a public hearing
for the SPR and that it would be the Planning Director determination? Would you also please clarify for me as to why it

1



would not go to the Planning Commission (provide the references within the LCP/LIP/MMC, guidelines and
interpretations that would support no Planning Commission review? I’m a bit confused.
Thankyou
Marissa

From: Marissa Coughian
Sent: Monday, March 07, 2016 3:13 PM
To: Jamie Peltier
Subject: Re: 31948 PCH (COHEN) Revised plans submitted 2-18-16

Wednesday @ lOa is fine. I’ll come by tomorrow to look at plans. Thank you
Marissa

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 7, 2016, at 3:02 PM, Jamie Peltier <JPeltier~ma1ibucity.org> wrote:

I am not available tomorrow for a view determination. The earliest time I can come out is
Wednesday at 10 am.

The plans are available to view and I’ll be at the counter tomorrow and Friday if you have
questions.

From: Marissa Coughlan
Sent: Monday, March 7, 2016 1:21 PM
To: Jamie Peltier
Cc: Ehrlich Kenneth A.; Guadiana Ernest James
Subject: Fwd: 31948 PCH (COHEN) Revised plans submitted 2-18-16

Hello Jamie
I would like to file for a “primary view’ determination for 31946 PCH tomorrow.

I would also like to the plans again then arrange time to address some concerns once I have
received confirmation on some data being reviewed.

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Marissa Coughian ~~—~r— ~

Date: February 29, 2016 at 10:09:34 AM PST
To: Jamie Peltier <JPeltier(~malibucity.org>
Cc: “Kenneth A. Ehrlich (KEhrlich@elkinskalt.com)”
<KEhrlich@elkinskalt.com>. “Ernest J. Guadiana (EGuadiana@elkinskalt.com)”
<EGuadiana@elkinskalt.com>
Subject: Re: 31948 PCH (COHEN) Revised plans submitted 2-18-16

Thank you
Marissa

Sent from my iPhone

2



On Feb 29, 2016, at 8:36 AM, Jamie Peltier <JPe1tier~ma1ibucity.org~ wrote:

Good Morning,

As I have mentioned, the plans are available to view if you want to
look at the height. The proposed scope of work that will be over
18 feet in height is the covered deck. The plans were routed to
Environmental Health and Matt Janousek approved them. I have
received the letters from the attorney via email and the hard copy
in the mail. I believe the issues from the letter have been
resolved, however, if there are questions please let me know.

Jamie

From: Marissa Coughlan~
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2016 4:52 PM
To: Jamie Peltier
Cc: Kenneth A. Ehrlich (KEhrlich@elkinskalt.com); Ernest J. Guadiana
(EGuadiana@elkinskalt.com)
Subject: RE: 31948 PCH (COHEN) Revised plans submitted 2-18-16

Thank you so much for the quick response. I appreciate it.

1 .The height is our biggest concern as we may have to file for a
view determination. The increase in roof height is a big concern.
2. We have a survey on the property and currently verifying
consistency in the data as there are questions.
3. Were the plans ever given to Carl as he had asked for them
before the revision?
4. Have you seen the letter from our attorney and City response
yet?
This is it for a Friday.
Thank you
Marissa

From: Jamie Peltier [mailto:JPeltier@malibucity.org]
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2016 3:41 PM
To: Marissa Coughlan
Cc: Kenneth A. Ehrlich (KEhrlich~elkinskalt.com); Ernest J. Guadiana
(EGuadiana@elkinskalt.com)
Subject: Re: 31948 PCH (COHEN) Revised plans submitted 2-18-16

Yes, I am the planner on the project.
1. The project is has not been deemed complete.
2. The story pole plan has been approved and story poles are
installed. I need to do a site visit to verify they’re correct.
3. I have reviewed the revised plans and don’t have any further
comments.

3



4. The revised scope of work eliminated the enclosures, however,
the increase in roof height, deck and remodel still remain, as
proposed in the original scope. There is not a new application or
documents stating the scope of work, it is on the plans.

If you have any specific questions regarding the project, please
feel free to email me or visit me at the counter.

Jamie

From: Marissa CoughlanL~~i~_~ -~

Sent: Friday, February 26, 2016 3:10 PM
To: Jamie Peltier
Cc: Kenneth A. Ehrlich (KEhrlich@elkinskalt.com); Ernest J.
Guadiana (EGuadiana@elkinskalt.com)
Subject: 31948 PCH (COHEN) Revised plans submitted 2-18-16

Hello Jamie

I’m not sure if today is your off day. Jessica emailed me that the
project is yours so
1. Regarding the above-referenced subject, has the revised been
deemed complete?
2. Have you authorized the placement of story poles yet?
3. Have you had time to review the plans yet? (Will wait for
response before I ask you my questions)
4. Would you please send me copy of submittal app for whatever
they gave you calling out scope of work for revised plans?
Look forward to your response
Thank you
Marissa
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Ernest J. G’uadiana
D: 310.746.4425
F: 310746,4462
EGuadiana@elkjnskaft.com
Ref: 11806-0001

March 22, 2016

ELKINs
KALT
WEINTRAUB
REUBEN
GARTsIDE LLP

VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL

Bonnie Blue
Planning Director
City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265
E-Mail: BBLue~malibucity.org

Dear Bonnie and Jamie:

Jamie Peltier
Planning Technician
City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265
E-Mail: Weltier@malibucity.org

We represent the owners of the real property located at 31946 Pacific Coast Highway,
Malibu, California. In this capacity, we submitted three (3) letters to the City of Malibu (the
“City”), dated October 29th, November 25th and December 1.8th of 2015, expressing our concerns
with the. proposed renovation• of the Cohen Property referenced above. After the City received
our letters, the Applicant chose to amend their projeàt.

Recently, the City received a new application for a proposed renovation of the Cohen
Property (the “New Plans”). To the best of our ability in light of the City’s position that
stakeholders cannot copy plans submitted by Applicants, we have reviewed the New Plans and
determined that the New Plans still require a Coastal Development Permit (“CDP”) and Site Plan
Review. We categorically disagree with the Planning Director’s initial’ determination that
Municipal Code § 17.62.040 renders it appropriate for the Planning Director to approve the New
Plans in a ministerial manner without consideration by the Planning Commission because: 1) the
New’ ‘Plans require Site Plan Review which will ultimately be. decided by the Planning
Commission; 2) the New Plans require a CDP due.to the improvements to the guest house and
the increase in the garage height; and 3) the New Plans may impact public views.

In support of our position and as a means ‘of aiding the city’s evaluation of the proposed
renovations to the Cohen Property, we present our analysis and conclusions below:

A. The Proposed Enclosed Deck On The Second Story Requires Site Plan
Review.

Section 3.6 of the Local Implementation Plan (“LIP”) outlines residential development
standards. Although the LIP generally restricts buildings to a height of 18 feet for non-

2049 Century Park East, Suite 2700, Los Angeles, California 90067-3202
Telephone: 310.746.4400 Facsimile 310.746.4499 www.eIkinskalt.com

Re: Proposed Redevelopment of 31948 Pacific Coast Highway,
90265 (“Cohen Prnnertv”~

Malibu, CA
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beachfront lots, such as the Cohen Property, the LIP allows building heights in excess of 18 feet
in certain circumstances. Specifically, LIP § 3 .6.E.2 provides:

Notwithstanding any provision of this section, the Manager may issue a
development permit, pursuant to Section 13.27 of the Malibu LIP (Site Plan
Review), to allow heights up to 24 feetfor flat roofs and 28 feet for pitched or
sloped roofs. In no event shall the maximum number of stories above grade be
greater than two.

LIP~’ 3.6.E.2.

The New Plans depict an enclosed deck on the second floor of the main house. This
proposed enclosed deck expands the westward width of the house and contains a roof above the
allowed 18 feet. Accordingly, LIP §~ 3.6.E.2 and 13.27 require Site Plan Review.’

The Applicant may argue that the deck is an accessory to the main house and therefore
should not require Site Plan Review. However, the LIP does not differentiate between roofs of
houses and roofs of decks. As the roof of the deck rises above 18 feet, Site Plan Review is
required.

B. The Planning Commission Will Ultimately Decide The Site Plan Review.

As explained above, LIP § 13.27 requires Site Plan Review for the proposed enclosed
deck. Under the Malibu Municipal Code, the Planning Manager has the discretion to refer the
Site Plan Review to the Planning Commission. MM C. §~ 17.62. 040.D. Prior to making a
determination on the Site Plan Review, LIP § 13.27.5.3 requires the Planning Manager to
determine that “the project provides maximum feasible protection to significant public views as
required by Chapter 6 of the Malibu LIP.” LIP § 13,27.5.3. The Planning Manager cannot make
this required determination to allow her to decide this matter.

Chapter 6 of the LIP intends “to enhance and protect the scenic and visual qualities of
coastal and mountain areas within the City of Malibu.” The Cohen Property is visible from

Our clients’ consultant, Mar.issa Coughian, recently met Planner Jamie Peltier at the
property adjacent to the Cohen Property. During this meeting, Jamie stated that the LIP did not
require a Site Plan Review because the proposed deck does not extend farther than six feet from
the main house. We believe that the Planner is referencing Local Coastal Program Interpretation
No. 18, which excludes the area of such enclosed decks from the allowed total development
square footage. However, Local Coastal Program Interpretation No. 18 does not exempt such
enclosed decksfrom Site Plan Review.
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Pacific Coast Highway and currently blocks views from Pacific Coast Highway of the Pacific
Ocean. The proposed increase in the roof of the garage as well as the expansion of the second
story of the Cohen Property’s main residence will further impact public views of the Pacific
Ocean, The Planning Commission, not the Planning Director, should consider such an impact(s)
in a public hearing and with public input. The Planning Director should not privately make such
a decision without a public process.

In any event, if the Planning Manager still chooses to decide the Site Plan Review,
stakeholders will almost certainly appeal the decision to the Planning Commission, Municipal
Code § 17.04.220.A provides as follows:

Any person aggrieved by a decision or any portion of the decision made by the
planning manager/director under the provisions of this title in connection with a
site plan review, variance, stringline modification, conditional use permit,
determination of permitted use, sign permit, cultural resources review, highway
dedication or improvement, or temporary use permit application may appeal such
action to the planning commission.

Malibu Municzpal Code ~ ]7.04.220.A. Our clients have indicated a desire for Planning
Commission review and consideration of this project, which would render an appeal a likely
certainty. Under Municipal Code § 1 7.04.220.A, the Planning Commission will ultimately hear
such appeal and determine the approval of the New Plans.

Due to the sensitivity of the issues and resources affected by the Site Plan Review,
coupled with the likelihood that the Planning Commission ultimately will decide the Site Plan
Review, the Planning Manager should refer the determination on the Site Plan Review to the
Planning Commission.

C. The Garage Height Increase Requires A CDP.

LIP § 13.3 provides that “any development in the coastal zone.. ,shall obtain a coastal
development permit. ,,2 LIP § 2.1 defines “development” as “construction, reconstruction,
demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure.

A number of exemptions may apply that obviate the need for a CDP. Generally,
improvements to existing single-family residences are exempt from the requirement to obtain a
CDP. See, LIP §~ 13.4. l.A. However, for single-family residences “between the sea and the first
public road paralleling the sea”, improvements that increase the height of an existing single

2 See also, Cal. Public Resources Code § 30106.
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family residence or any significant non-attached structure, such as a garage, by more than 10
percent are not exempt from the requirement to obtain a CDP. LIP § 13.4.J,B.6.

Currently, the Cohen Property’s existing garage has a sloped roof with a maximum height
of approximately 13 feet. The New Plans depict a garage with an 18 foot flat roof; an increase of
more than 10 percent over existing conditions. Consequently, the LIP requires a CDP for the
proposed increase in height of the garage depicted in the New Plans.

The City or Applicant may counter that, because the garage is attached to the main
residence, and because portions of the main residence exceed 18 feet, the LIP does not require a
CDP for the garage’s height increase. This anticipated argument has no merit.

The roof of the current garage at the Cohen Property lies separate and apart from the roof
of the single-family residence. Therefore, the roof of the garage is not attached to the single-
family residence. The New Plans continue this division between the garage roof and the roof of
the main residence. Accordingly, the increase in the height of the garage requires a CDP
because: a) the increase exceeds 10 percent of the existing height, b) the roof is not attached to
the main residence, and c) garages are specifically referenced in LIP § 13.4.1 .B.6 as requiring
CDPs for an increase of more than 10 percent.

In short, the proposed height of the garage mandates a CDP and discretionary review of
the entire project.

D. Any Guest House Development Requires A CDP.

As explained above, LIP § 13.3 provides that “any development in the coastal
zone. .shall obtain a coastal development prm”3 LIP § 2.1 defmes “development” as
“construction, reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure.
Exceptions or exemptions may apply that obviate the need for a CDP. LIP § 13.4.1 exempts
“{i]improvements to existing single-family residences” from requiring a coastal development
permit. However, this provision specjflcally excludes “guest houses or accessory self-
contained residential units.”

The LIP defines a guest house as:

[An] attached or detached living quarters on the same premises as a single family
residence for the use of family members, guests or employees of the occupants of

~ See also, Cal. Public Resources Code § 30106,

599272v8



n

Bonnie Blue, et al.
March 22, 2016.
Page5 V

such residence, containing no kitchen facilities and not rented or otherwise used
as a separate dwelling. (Emphasis added.)

LIP § 2.1.

After a review of the proposed renovation plans, as well as the statements included in the
1987 CDP waiver obtained by the former owner of the Cohen Property, the guest house on the
Cohen Property clearly qualifies as a “guest hous&’ as defined by the LIP — which requires a
CDP. The proposed renovation of the Cohen Property proposes a number of interior and exterior
changes, including the detachment of the guest house from the main house. According to the
LIP, the proposed renovations constitute “development” not otherwise exempt from CDP
requirements. Consequently, the proposed renovations to the guest house require a CDP because
the guest house is not exempt under LIP § 13.4.1.

E. The New Plans Impact Public Views And May Require Modification.

As explained above, Chapter 6 of the LIP functions “to enhance and protect the scenic
and visual qualities of coastal and mountain areas within the City of Malibu.” LIP Chapter 6
specifies restrictions on new development to protect such scenic and visual qualities. One of
these restrictions, specified in LIP § 6.5.E. 1 .A, provides that “[s]tructures [on parcels located on
the ocean side of Pacific Coast Highway] shall extend no higher than the road grade adjacent to
the project site, where feasible.”

The Cohen Property is located on the ocean side of Pacific Coast Highway. The New
Plans create a garage with an 18 foot flat roof. Under LIP § 2.1, the proposed garage constitutes
“new development” because the Applicant proposes to increase the garage’s height by more than
10%. Our clients strongly suspect, and intend to confirm, that the Cohen Property’s proposed
garage height rises above the road grade of Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the Cohen
Property. Because this proposed garage is not built, restricting the garage’s height to road grade
of that portion of Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the Cohen Property is feasible.

Accordingly, assuming the proposed garage height exceeds the grade height of Pacific
Coast Highway at the Cohen Property, the City cannot approve the New Plans.
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F. Conclusion

Until the application for the proposed renovation of the structures on the Cohen Property
complies with the above-referenced issues, the New Plans remain deficient and City cannot
approve them. Our clients reserve all of their rights and waive none.

Please contact.our office with questions or comments.

Very truiy yours,

ERNEST 3. GUADIANA of
Elkins Kalt Weintraub Reuben Gartside LLP

EJG

Ends.

cc: Kenneth Ehrlich, Esq.
Christi Hogin, Esq.
Jack Ainsworth
Steve Hudson
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ELKINs
ErnestJ. Guadiana KALT
D: 310.746.4425 WEINTRAUB
F: 310.746.4462
EGuadiana@elkinskalt.com EU
Ref:11806-0001 GARTSIDE LLP

December 18, 2015

VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL /1/
~ 18

Bonnie Blue Chris Deleau ‘~15
Planning Director Planning Manager ‘V/l/41/
City of Malibu City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road 23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265 Malibu, CA 90265
E-Mail: BBLue~malibucity.org E-Mail: CDeleau@malibucity.com

Richard Mollica Jamie Peltier
Senior Planner Planning Technician
City of Malibu City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road 23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265 Malibu, CA 90265
E-Mail: RMollica~malibucity. org E-Mail: JPeltier~malibucity.org

Carl Manisco
Environmental Programs
City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265
E-Mail: CManisco~ma1ibucity.org

Re: Proposed Redevelopment of 31948 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu, CA
90265 (Cohen Property”)

Dear Bonnie, Chris, Richard, Jamie, and Carl:

Our office represents the owners of the real property located at 31946 Pacific
Coast Highway, Malibu, California. In this capacity, we submitted two letters to the City of
Malibu (the “City”), dated October 29th and November 25th of this year, expressing our concerns
with the proposed renovation of the Cohen Property referenced above. Since submitting our
letters, the City conducted a site visit of the Cohen Property and determined that Site Plan
Review is required for the proposed renovation.

Specifically, Chris’ December 1, 2015 email to my colleague Ken Ehrlich
described the City’s planned Site Plan Review of the proposed renovation to the Cohen Property.
We appreciate the City’s consideration of our clients’ position and commend the City’s
determination that a Site Plan Review is required. Nonetheless, the City has not addressed a

2049 Century Park East, Suite 2700, Los Angeles, California 90067-3202
Telephone: 310.746.4400 Facsimile 310.746.4499 www.elkinskalt.com
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number of issues presented in our letters. Consideration of the totality of issues presented by the
Cohen’s proposed work would cause the City to conclude that a Coastal Development Permit
(“CDP”) and variance is required.

Accordingly, as a means of aiding the City’s evaluation of the proposed
renovations to the Cohen Property, we present our analysis and conclusions below:

A. CDP Is Required Because The Proposed Renovation Increases The Total
Square Footage By More Than 10 Percent.

As explained in Chris’ email, adding square footage to a single-family residence
does not always require a CDP because a number of exemptions may apply. However, after our
analysis of the proposed renovation of the Cohen Property, no exemption applies and a CDP is
mandated.

Section 13.4 of the Local Implementation Plan (“LIP”) details projects that do not
require a CDP. This section specifically exempts improvements to existing single-family
residences unless the improvement is listed in a non-exempt category. LIP § 13.4.1 .B.4 specifies
one of these non-exempt categories, and provides that the following improvement to an existing
single-family residence requires a CDP:

On property ... that is located between the sea and the first public road paralleling
the sea... improvement that would result in an increase of 10 percent or more of
internal floor area of an existing structure.

LIP § 13.4.1.B.4.

The Cohen Property lies between the Pacific Ocean and Pacific Coast Highway,
the first public road paralleling the Pacific Ocean. Accordingly, an increase of 10 percent or
more of internal floor area of a structure on the Cohen Property would require a CDP.

As detailed in the proposed renovation plans, the Cohen Property consists of two
structures: the main residence and the guest house. Los Angeles County issued the original
building permit for the main residence in 1961 and permitted a 1,650 square foot residence. We
attach a copy of the 1961 building permit as Attachment A. The County then permitted a 1,000
square foot addition to the main residence in 1975. We attach a copy of the 1975 building permit
as Attachment B. Our review has not located any additional building permits for the main
residence. Accordingly, the baseline square footage of the main residence is 2,650 square feet.

The County issued the original building permit for the guest house in 1989. The
1989 building permit limits the guest house to 700 square feet. We attach a copy of this 1989
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building permit as Attaclunent C. Our review has not located any additional building permits for
the guest house. Accordingly, the baseline square footage of the guest house is 700 square feet.

According to the Cohen’s plans for the proposed renovation, the guest house will
increase to 745 square feet and the main residence will increase to 3,605 square feet. Although
the guest house renovation equates to only a 6.4% increase in square footage, the renovation to
the main residence amounts to more than a 36% increase in square footage. Consequently, the
express terms of LIP § 13.4.l.B.4 require a CDP for the proposed renovation of the main
residence.

B. The Proposed Renovation Requires A Variance Because The Proposed
Final Result Exceeds 3,064 Square Feet.

As explained in our November ~ letter, LIP § 3.6.K outlines the permitted
residential structure size for lots of less than one-half acre, such as the Cohen Property. This
section provides:

Total development square footage shall be determined based on the following
formula ... for lot areas up to 1/2 acre, total square footage shall be 17.7% of the
lot plus 1,000 square feet.

LIP § 3,6.K.

The Cohen parcel is 11,660 square feet. We attach the current Los Angeles
County Assessor’s Map with the Cohen Property circled as Attachment D. Under the above-
referenced formula, the Cohen Property’s total development square footage may not exceed
3,064 square feet.

We understand that the Cohen Property, as currently permitted, exceeds 3,064
square feet.’ The Coastal Commission explicitly approved this increase in its Waiver of Coastal
Development Permit Requirement for the Cohen Property, dated August 13, 1987. We attach a
copy of this waiver as Attachment E.

Under the proposed renovation plans, the structures on the Cohen Property will
increase to 4,350 square feet. The LIP and other applicable law bars this amount of total

The total development area of the main residence and guest house is 3,350 square feet
in the aggregate.
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development square footage. Consequently, in accordance with LIP § 13.26, a variance is
required for the structures on the Cohen Property to increase square footage.2

C. The Applicant Must Obtain A CDP To Add A Kitchen To The Guest
House.

As explained above, the California Coastal Commission allowed construction of
the guest house without a CDP. See Attachment E. Among other points, the Coastal
Commission conditioned its approval of the CDP waiver on the premise that the development
“proposes no kitchen.’ The waiver also expressly states:

If, at a later date, . . . the plans [for the guest house are] revised, this decision will
become invalid; and, any development occurring must cease until a coastal
development permit is obtained.

See Attachment E.

The proposed renovation of the guest house specifically adds a kitchen, which
automatically invalidates the 1987 CDP waiver. Moreover, the proposed renovation plans alter
the layout of the guest house, most notably detaching the guest house from the main residence.
See Attachment E for the permitted plans. Consequently, as explicitly expressed in the 1987
CDP waiver, a CDP is required for the renovation of the guest house because the proposed
renovations deviate from those approved by the Coastal Commission.

D. Any Development Of The Guest House Requires A CDP.

LIP § 13.3 provides that “any development in the coastal zone.. .shall obtain a
coastal development permit.. ..“~ LIP § 2.1 defines “development” as “construction,
reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure....”

As explained above, a number of exemptions may apply that obviate the need for
a CDP. LIP § 13.4.1 exempts “[i]improvements to existing single-family residences” from
requiring a coastal development permit. However, this provision specifically excludes “guest
houses or accessory s4f-contained residential units.”

2 LIP § 13.26 provides “a mechanism for applicants to make an application for a coastal

development permit variance from standards or requirements of the Malibu LIP and to provide
specific findings for approval or denial of variances.”

~ See also, Cal. Public Resources Code § 30106.

574359v2



Bonnie Blue, Ct al.
December 18, 2015
Page 5

The LIP defines a guest house as:

[An] attached or detached living quarters on the same premises as a single family
residence for the use of family members, guests or employees of the occupants of
such residence, containing no kitchen facilities and not rented or otherwise used
as a separate dwelling. (Emphasis added.)

LIP § 2.1.

After a review of the proposed renovation plans, as well as the statements
included in the 1987 CDP waiver, the guest house on the Cohen Property clearly qualifies as a
“guest house” as defined by the LIP. The proposed renovation of the Cohen Property proposes
an increase in the guest house square footage from 700 to 745, as well as a number of other
interior and exterior changes.4 Under the LIP, the proposed renovations constitute
“development”. Consequently, the proposed renovations to the guest house require a CDP
because the guest house is not exempt under LIP § 13.4.1.

F. The Septic System Likely Requires A CDP As Well.

The Cohen Property received three (3) separate plumbing permits, issued in 1961,
1974, and 1989. We attach these permits as Attachment F. In total, the permitted fixtures
include: 1 bathtub, 3 clothes washers, 1 dishwasher, 4 lavatories, 2 sinks, 3 showers, and 4 water
closets. Under the City of Malibu Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Fixture Unit
Worksheet, this equates to 51 total existing fixture units. We attach a copy of the worksheet
completed by our office as Attachment G. In contrast to the plumbing permits, the City’s March
11, 2015 inspection report for the Cohen Property specifies 48 fixture units (and 5 bedrooms).
We attach a copy of this inspection report as Attachment H.

Whether 48 or 51 fixture units exist at the Cohen Property, Table H 2.1 of Section
15.12.050 of the Municipal Code requires a minimum septic tank capacity of 2,000 gallons to
service the Cohen Property. The 2015 inspection report specifies one septic tank with a capacity
of 1,200 gallons currently in service at the Cohen Property. Our investigation reveals no request
from anyone affiliated with the Cohen Property for a 2,000 gallon capacity septic tank at the site.

~ We understand that the addition of a kitchen converts the guest house to a “second

unit,” which is defined in LIP § 2.1 as an “attached or detached residential dwelling unit which
provides complete independent living facilities for one or more persons.” Accordingly a second
unit is an accessory self-contained residential unit, which similarly is not exempt from the
requirement to obtain a CDP for improvements.
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At the very least, the City must require a new operating permit for the correctly-sized wastewater
treatment system.

Moreover, ambiguity exists regarding the capacity of the current system at the
Cohen Property. The 1,200 gallon capacity septic tank specified in Attachment H contrasts other
County records specifying a 1,000 gallon capacity septic tank at the Cohen Property. See
Attachment I. During guest house development in or about 1988, the County of Los Angeles
Department of Health Services approved the removal of a 1,000 gallon tank in exchange for a
1,500 gallon tank in a different location. We attach a copy of this approval as Attachment J. At
or about the same time in 1988, the County also appeared to approve a separate 1,200 gallon
septic tank to replace the 1,000 gallon tank. See Attachment K. We have no explanation for the
contrasting approvals from Los Angeles County, and do not know the exact specification of the
current system in place at the Cohen Property, either 1,200 or 1,500 gallon capacity septic tank.

Regardless of the capacity of the current onsite wastewater treatment system, the
law requires a 2,000 gallon septic tank at the Cohen Property, and the expansion to such system
requires a CDP in accordance with LIP § 13.4.1.B.3. The Cohens have not even applied for a
CDP for a septic system meeting current site requirements (48 or 51 fixtures in current
configuration), regardless of their proposed desired renovated configuration.

The applicable law deems prior development unlawful if that development was
not authorized by a CDP or otherwise authorized under the Coastal Act. LIP § l3.3.F. If such
development is unlawful, then “{n]o improvements, repair, modification or additions to such
existing development may be approved, unless the City also approves a CDP authorizing the
existing development.” LIP § 13.3 .F. Therefore, if the current septic system is unlawful, then a
CDP must be issued for the expansion of the septic system to install a 2,000 gallon septic tank
prior to the commencement of the proposed renovations.

F. Conclusion.

As detailed above, the current application for the proposed renovation of the
Cohen Property is improper as the current application fails to address the following deficiencies:

1. A CDP is required for the 36% increase in total floor area of the main
residence;

2. A variance is required to increase the total square footage of the Cohen
Property in excess of 3,064 square feet;

3. A CDP is required to add a kitchen to the guest house;

4. A CDP is required for the any improvements to the guest house; and
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5. A CDP is required to install the legally required 2,000 gallon capacity
septic tank.

Until the application for the proposed renovation of the structures on the Cohen
Property addresses the above-reference issues, the proposed renovation plans are deficient and
cannot be approved by the City.

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact our office.

Very truly yours,

ERNEST J. GUADIANA of
Elkins Kalt Weintraub Reuben Gartside LLP

EJG

Ends.

cc: Christi Hogin, Esq.
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~ttEii~ ~J~L~J -~~ ~- s~R1C~ ,~. ~~JCUS~L
~1~D 31948 P~iric Coast Si~)n~y .z_. 2 ~ ~

. -— - St*~ CLIC~’~% ~EeE~ ~44~

~.o, ~ • c~ss~ a~
~ s~a leldeseriptLon

~ ND. OF ~LD~5, ~ li * ~ ~ ‘ C 3 1
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Q~n
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V~QRRS”CO~PENSATION DECLARATION
I hJreby offirm thot have a cert~fecoie of consent to self
insure, or a certificate of Workers’ Compensolion Insurance.
or a certif~d copy thereof (Sec. 3800, Lob. C.)

Policy No. Company
Certified copy Is hereby furnished.

fl Certified copy is filed with the county building inspee.L..~ Sian department.

Applicant
CERTIFICATE OF EXEMPTION FROM WORKERS’

COMPENSATION INSURANCE
(This section need nor be completed if the permit Is for one
hundred d~Ilars ($100) or less.)

I certify that In the performance of the work for which this
permit Is Issued, I shall not employ any person in any manner
so as to become subject to the Workers’ Compensation Laws.

•te Applicant
NOTICE TO APPLICANT: If, after making this Certificate of
Exemption, you should become subject to the Workers’
Compensation previsions of the Labor Code, you must forth.
with comply with such provisions or this permit shall be
deemed revoked,

LICENSED CONTRACTORS DECLARATION
I hereby affirm that I am licensed under provisions of Chapter 9
(commencing with Section 7000) of DivIsion 3 of the 8usiness ~nd
Professions Code, and my license Is In full force and effect.

License Number - Lie. Closs____________

OWNER.BIJILDER DECLARATION
I hereby affirm that lam exempt from the Contractor’s License

~w for the following reason (Section 7031,5, Business and
~~of~ssIons Code):

[id’ I, as owner of the property, or my employees with
wages as their sole compensation, will do the work and
the structure is not Intended or offered far sale (Section

~/ 7044, ~uslness and Professions Code).
I, as owner of the properly, am exclusively contracting
with licensed Contractors to construct the project (Sec.
tion 7044, Business and Professions Code).

CONSTRUCTION LENDING AGENCY
I hereby affirm thot there Is a construction lending agency for
the performance of the work for which this permit is issued
(Sec. 3097, Civ. C.).

Lender’s Name —

Lender’s Address —

I certify that I hove read this application and state that the
above InformatIon Is correct. I agree to comply with all County
ordinances and Stale laws relating to building ConStruction.
and hereby authorize representatives of this County to enter
up the bove ntio ed property for Inspection purposes.

~ Z1~7& ______

Signature of Applicant or Agent Dote~

FINAL
DATE

FINAL
By

0

p

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

APPUCA11ON FOR ~U~ILD~NG PERM~T
BUILDING AND SAFETY

p.,
~—~-———— BUILDINGFOR APPLICANT TO FILL IN ADDRESS c:? / q </2 ,~i~ciFic. C~,,,≤r’/l~
BUILDING
ADDRESS

c~ MpLwi~,() t~. ZIP ‘,~LlTY A? 41/it?
NEARESTNO. OF BLOGS. ft

SIZE OF LOT 3/4 A—C,. NOW ON LOT • CROSS ST.
ASSES&)RTRACT IBLOCK 1LOT NO t~AP BOOK 1PAGE 1PARCEL

USEZONE ~ - ~‘1*OWNER MZ ~1-o4c-? ~
AXREli~4,~ 9~H~ jCOND1TIONSC t!. ~2//~7 4/C270,

~~i’4~r44~ M~i~u ~ ~ ‘~1o~4~c’
I #1~~

ENGINEER ~t V~Lé$i+~ ~4~l7flARCHITECT OR OISTRICf GROUP TYPE FIRE PRO~E55ED BY

ADDRESS - 9 ~ ~I3 ~ONST. 5’ ZO~.

NTRAtTOR

Cnnirnrinr

LIC.
ADDRESS NC~

E1 I am exempt under Sec.

B.&P.C. for thIs reason

TEL.
NO.

LIC.
CITY CLASS
SQ. FT NO. OF A NO. 01’ CHECK
SIZE STORIES f. FAMILtES 1 ONE

)ESCRIPTION OF WORIC

STATISTICAL CLASSIFICATION APT. CONDO.

CLASS NO. DWELL. 1INfl~

~ot9rr~O~J

SEWER MAP

BK. PG.

USE OF
EXiSTING BLDG.
API’LIcANV

IPRINTI

~TlO~~
NEWE:J
ADD

ALTER

REPAIR

DEMOL El

ADDRESS

TEL.
NO.

BUILDING

LOCALITY
MOVING
CONTRACTOR

ADDRESS

TEL.
NO.

VALIDAT1ON

a ~ 0 ,e ~
I 1 6 1, d

7,:
0 C; 7

C. ‘ C

I

a’

I
REQUIRED
SET BACK 1 YARD I HWY I TOTAL $ETBA~ R~ ~I PROP. LINE WIDTH
FRONT~J~~Q 0_f ~.oP.1
SIDE I
P.L. I

P.ce $ /~ Permit Fee

Fee

- LDMA R9f. ft

- swunco

Investigation Fee
Total Fee 1~__~___~• ~5’~c~ [DMA Perm. ft

P/C ft

EE REVERSE FOR EXPLANATORY LANGUAGE



S PLANS TO APPLICANT — INSPECTOR’S NOTES

Ta: Returrwd V

Approved

No. Date No. Dote V

Approvals Require Dato p ~~VSV~V Yes No or pp e

oo V V• V 7 1~’~~W r Cert,~ ale V

V ~V V V V *________ VV V’ ~ V
Heol’h Derrortroent V . V

Fire On r~mer~r V . 4
— ~l $

Geading” .‘ , V V.$5 4 V
— ‘“ —. 4 l~ f.~f i.

Geolosgical V V V

Pedestrian Protection
iFence) {CarloOy)

Special lnspect~en •V V V

~Conc.) (Mosoniry) (Wekhng) V

~Z—~ . V
tot Drainage V~’ V V

‘ ~. Vi i’t’

Porktriq V

V — V ••~V~ ,V;. j~; V

Approvals Doto Inspector’s Signature V V V

l5ethack& Yards) 2 V

Foundotiqnis ~ —e ~ V . V

Slob V ~‘~c?e~ - ~V V

Frome —________________ V V

Energy Irtulotion ~ V V V V V

toth~Drywafl- V V V

tath—Estentor 9 V V V V V

=~:~‘ V~ V V, V

Final.. V V

Enter on Front V V V

OWNFI~~IfUllDH~ V V

I hereby affirm th~I I am e~pt ~?om5the Coni~oc~r’s
LtcCn%e law far th~ following rno~on. (Sec. 70315)
l3u,i,t~’c~ ~nd ProJccVcions (.‘adc: 4ny city o~cnvsty wbtth
requirir.c a ft cml it to cOnVsiruct. alter, trnj~mri4’c’. Je,nc$bcb,
or repair an? structure, prior F; its icxuaflcc’, also requires
the appli.ant for ~ucb permit to file ci skncd statement
that ht is licensed perxu~4n to the prorici’;ns of the ç’~~ V

trqctrtr~s Lic’cn;it late (Chapter 9J fccsmnsencing wit?’ VSCt~

lion 7OOt~l of !lit’iqros 3 of the Iiuünett an,! j’rnf~’SVc ion
CothJ cir that he i.c exenipt t!tcrcf~oni an tithe u’as~c (icr i1’r
alleged cX4’m~lIillPt. Any slit/at fan of ,Sc4’fmn 7f~3 j,S h~V

any applkantfora permit suhjrc.ts ihc’ applicant in a eit’i! V

(.ena!ty icf not more’ than fire ),uitdrL’d,Ltllars (S 500).):
I, as owner of the property. ar my employees with

wages as their sole compensation, will do the work, and V

the structure is nOt iriterid~d or offcred for sole (Soc 7044)
LJcssincss and Profa.’,sian.c ~‘ode: The Con tr,JCt’tr~s lu~’n~~,
l,uu’ Jr~s~c net cc/’plv to an ‘tuner of prof.arty ub,, i’ui(
or im/’rovcs Sb~rr,,n, and u/i,; drc~~ such uorii himself
througir 11$ 0 It’ll Clitpll’t’$flr,. prrit’idr.i that such im~ V

prr;s’ements are not intended or nffered /t~r sale. If,
l’au’et’er, the building or im/’rot’ent cni is sn/il within one
year of camplvti,m the r,uV’ner4uilde, tc/li have the V

burden of proring that lie did nicK b~itJ ot~ irnprat’r far
thi’ purpose of ;al~,?, V V V V

LI I, as owner oi the property, am e~cIu~ivcly confroc
linç~ w0h licensed contractors to cooslrucf the profect (Sec. V,

7044) Boxiness and Professions CoJe: l’h~ Cantrador~c
1,kdnVsc’ !,au’ does not apply to an owner n/property who V

btsilje or irnprnt’es thereon, and who L’onlract~ for áuch
projeas UV’ith a crsntruetrtrf’.c,t licensed ~UFV5UdMt 10 the
Contractor’s ticelltC i.au’J.

Li lam etiempt under Sec.. .,8.&P.C. f~r this

reason V V V V V V

Oem , Owner

INSPECTOR’S NOTES
..

V S
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STATE OF CAUFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY
GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
SOUTH COAST AREA
245 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 380
LONG BEACH, CA 90802
(213) 590-5071

~ r~u~•
Date: AUqust 13, 1987

TO: Carl Volante AlA
P.O. Box 2446
Malibu, CA 90265

SUBJECT: Waiver of Coastal Development Permit Requirement/De ?4inimis
Developments—Section 30624.7 of the Coastal Act

Based on your project plans and Information provided in your permit
application for the development described below, the Exe~cut1ve Director of the
Coastal Commission hereby waives the requirement for a Coastal Development
Permit pursuant to Section 13238.1, TItle 14, California Administrative Code,
If, at a later date, this information Is found to be Incorrect or the plans
revised, this decision will become Invalid; and, any development occurring
must cease until a coastal development permit Is obtained or any discrepancy
is resolved in writing.

WAIVER ~ 5—87—616 APPLICANT: Mr. and Mrs. McCarty

LOCATION: 31948 Pacific Coast Highway
MALIBU

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: The addition of ~750 sq.ft. guest house, 24’ high to an
existing single family residence. I
RATIONALE: The proposed development is consistent with the size and bulk
standards of the certified Malibu Land Use Plan, proposes no kitchen
facilities and is not located within a an environmentally sensitive habitat
area or will the project adversely impact public access.

This waiver will not become effective until reported to the Commission at their
August 25—28, 1987 , meeting and the site of the proposed

development has been appropriately noticed, pursuant to 13054(b) of the
Administrative Code. The enclosed Notice Card shall remain posted at the site
until the waiver has been validated and no less than seven days prior to the
Commission hearing~. If four (4) Commissioners object to this waiver of permit
requirements, a coastal development permit will be required.

CHARLES DAMM
South Coast District Director

cc: Commissioners/File

,,

BP/nw
3484A



existing single f~1ii1y residence. V V V

LOCATION: 31948 Pacific Coast Highway
• MALIBU V V VV V V

APPLICANT:. MR. & MRS. MCCARTY V V V VVVV V

V V V V

APPLICATION NUMBER.: 5~ ~ 8 7 6 1:V6~

PATE NOTICE POSTED:

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION PLEASE PHONE OR WRITE~THE OFFICELISTED
BELOW BETWEEN 8 AM AND PM, WEEKDAYS, V VV V :~

L

CALIFORNIA COA r LdÔMMIsS1ON

SOUTH COAST AREA OFFICE
P0 BOX 1450
245 WEST BROADWAY, STE 380

- -~ LONG BEACH, CA 9Q80~
(213) 590-5071

NOTICE OF
PENDING PERMIT

~ V ~. ~ :~ •V VVVVV VVVVVV V V V V V V VV VVVV V V• V VV

A PERMIT APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT ON THIS SITE IS PENDING
BEFORE THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION, /

V PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: V W~I~R. OF COASTAL .P~Tp ~EOU~E~NTS FOR:

the addition of a 750 scz ft. cTuest house 24’ high to an

cV~.VV

VVV~V~

.4

— ~ 2 ~ ~



STAll 01 CALIFORNIA—ThE RESOURCES AGENCY GEORGE DEUXMEJIAN. Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
SOUTH COAST AREA
245 WEST aROADWAY, SUITE 380
LONG REACH, CA 90802
~2~3) 590.5071

TO:~~f tW~4~ ê~1A
~ ~t,tq~
/n4~~ eA

SLJB3ECT: Waiver of Coastal Development Permit Requirement/De Minimis
Developments—Section 30624.7 of the Coastal Act

Based on your project plans and information provided in your permit appli
cation for the development described below, the Executive Director of the
Coastal Cor~iiss1on hereby waives the requirement for a Coastal Development
Permit pursuant to Section 13238.1, Title 14, California Administrative Code.
If, at a later date, this information is found to be incorrect or the plans
revised, this decision will become invalid; and, any development occurring
must cease until a coastal development permit is obtained or any discrepancy
is resolved in writing.

WAIVER ~________ APPLiCANT: ~1r)~f~S’.~
LOCATION: ~/4’Y~ ~Pc1(~ / p1L€~Lk.1

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:, 9≤~ m~47~t4~tLe~

Date: \~) J• f~J~

/

RATI ONAL E: 72~ ~~i i’~ ~4tI~
~~W4~/yh~J~ ~S~e /~ ~ø~—Mr~

~ ,~4
This wal ~e~f~ot ~e4’ve~ t~~po~~
_____________________________ meeting and the site of the proposed development7~
has been appropriately noticed, pursuant to 13054(b) of the Administrative
Code. The enclosed Notice Card shall remain posted at the site until the
waiver has been validated and no less than seven days prior to the Conmiissiot~
hearing. If four (4) ConTnlssioners object to this waiver of permft require—
nients, a coastal development permit will be required.

TOM CRANDALL
South Coast District Director

cc: Con~~1ss1oners/F1le (0790A)
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t~~i~’ COMPENSATION DFCI.AItATION

Number __________________ Lie. (‘lass

‘~~ctor ____________________— Date -

I am exempt from the licensing requirements as I am a
licensed architect or a registered professional engineer
acting in my professional capacity (Section 7051, Bus
iness and Professions Code).

l.ic. or Keg. No. ________._. _. — Oat

HOME OWNER-BIJILDER DECI.AltATlt)N

hereby affirm that I am exempt from the (‘ontractur’s
~..icen Law for the following reason (Section 7031 .5. Busi
ness nd Professions (‘ode)

I, as owner of the property, am exclusively contracting
with ltc~nsed contractors to Construct the Project
(Section 7044, Business and Professions (‘ode).

CONSTRUErlON LENI)ING A(~l-:Nt’y
I hereby affirm that there is a construction lending agency
fur tlt e performance of t lie work for wle ich this perni it is
issued (Sec. 3097, Civ. C.).
Lender’s Name___________

Lender’s Address _______________________

I certify t Ii at I have read II is application and slate that the
above information is correct. I agree to comply with all County
ordinances and State laws regulating Plumbing, and hereby
authorize represen atives of this County to enter upon the
als ‘ -men iont I r ierty t~m inspection purposes,

APPLICATOON FOR PLUMBDNG PERM~T
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I hereby afirtn that I have a certificate of CoOs~tt to self
insure, or a certificate ol Workers’ (‘ompensation Insurance, or
a certified copy thereof (Sec. 3800, l.aI,. C.)

Policy No. (‘nmpany

Certified copy is hereby furnished.

LI Certified copy is filed with the county building inspection
Iepartment.

Date Applicant

CERTIFICATE 01’ EXEMPTION FROM WORKERS’
COMPENSATION INSURANCE

(This section need not be completed if the work involved
the permit is for one hundred dollars ($100) or less.)

‘“y I ha I in the performance of I he sen rh for sv I icli this
is issued, I shall nut en ploy any person in any manner

become subject to the Workers’ Compensation Laws,

Applicant — ________________

CE TO APPI ICANT: II’, after making this Certificate of
“‘‘s, you should become subject to the Workers’
nsatinn p0 ivisiuns of the Labi ir (~utI ii, soil rOust tort ht.
‘nnpl y Wi lit such provisions or It is perni it sli all he

revo lied.

t,ICENSEI) CON’I’RAt’TOIJS DECLARATION
,,~i y affit m that I a in licensed under po vi’iii ito. of Cliapt Cr

~imniencing with Section 7000) of Division 3 of the ilusi
land l’rofessions ComIc, and my license is in full force and

BUILDING AND SAFETY

FOB APPLICANT TO FILL IN (PRINT OR TYPE) BUILDING ~ 1c14,~, f~~::~ ~

—--——--—-—---— ADDRESS
NUMBER FIXTURE OR ITEM C FEE

~j WATER CLOSET ~~
NE AR EST

BATH TUB CROSS~~,

~ SHOWER ~,9/J OWNER

/ LAVATORY
SINK

I
DISHWASHER

CLOTHES WASHER

SWIMMING POOL RECEPTOR

CITY

/

LAWN SPRINKLER SYSTEM

WATER hEATER

GAS SYSTEM OUTLETS

CONTRACTOR 6 tL) I4~1Z_..
ADDRESS

TEL,

vJ

OUTLETS OVER
5 PER SYSTEM

STATE
LICENSE NO,

/;~ ,~ 0

TEL, NO,

LIC.
CLASS

DISTRICT NO,

FINAL
DATE,,Z “J~;
FINAL

C

Plan check fee 4I~ 0 0
PLUMBING PERMIT ISSUING FEE $ / ~

TOTAL FEE ~
Plan check applicant

Name

Address
—•--•-* ——————-—-————--—-.-————-—---

City Tel. No.

PROCESSED BY -

VALIDATION

SEE REVERSE FOR EXPLANATORY LANGUAGE

Sjignafsire of Perutittee

‘M~’~- ~4LL~4L~
Date



I~
C ~1

~->~‘~‘~‘ ~:/~I-~/~cZ

O:~LDEt ~)E~ LA~K~1O~Y

~ivh~ j?~ I ~iill i~aJ~’flip tiOfli ~h ( ftractoi ‘~

Law d~r ih~s ci~vdig waion (Section ~?Oii, ~.

~ ttiv~ ~ofosciolfc Code): ~ fl~ cv ~ or coon ti
which rjirea a eonir io elaitruct, a1t~r, improre,
IlemoThil, or repafr any strru flue prior to iii sYs000ce,
t~w rtqairrss the pdtcanl j~w such permit to films a

.w’td slinemeni that he it brenseel putsUiiflt to the
/jsj~o0 of mite iio,mrou todt Lie ‘nit I ate (chapter I~
Ic ,ia~ with )Couov 70001 of Dim’iciou ? of the
di ,ii’’~,t~ ~i~d osissSsOiit Code) ma thmvt 1w s exerupt
mierfiomo coo the bost~ 7th ttw elmfgm d 1. tm’iitptO)fl. tOt’

~fi h,ia u of ,St1 Ilolt ~4~J,5 ~~v anm’ appili an fos a per~nii
titaJCd’t.~ tim apphcanm 0 a Cell ~‘r’uoIdy of am! mote
,,o” tmnmnarod d~h1a ‘c (‘~ ~(IO)

~, as Owuw tif the pmopem ly will do the wo’~
the tO net ore i’ 1101 itt teflded mmr otOw at t~tt sale.

r 7o i h JIi&cint’m~ and !rofflmilutm COmL~ 1
teat tot Lie5. tie ‘a w clots tar apply ~u Ofl ft

peaps’itt who builds or iqirores thereon, and ru
~u sm limO,: hitfli”Ii caviled that such bnprot

nor ina’nth C a” offc’s’d far sath If howc~
I iCiCle om improvement it t~lct iciCle titiC

pt/mo, of m~’~e, C’nildcr oW here the
~f ot~m~~vi~. tIlts! lie tMd 0111 &imihi tsr bnpiom’e
~ ‘s



ATTACHMENT G



City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road Malibu, California” 90265-4861

Phone (310) 456-2489 Fax (310) 317-1950 www.malibucity.org

ONSITE WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM
FIXTURE UNIT WORKSHEET

This worksheet shall be used to determine the existing fixture unit count and the proposed fixture unit
count for all planned alterations to existing structures. Floor plans may be required to confirm both
existing and proposed conditions. When a new OWTS system only is proposed, complete only the
proposed column of the worksheet. The completed worksheet shall be certified by an Architect, Civil
Engineer, Environmental Health Specialist, or an “A”, “C-42”, “C-36” Contractors License.

Date:

Applicant:

Address:

Number of Bedrooms (Existing): ______________

Number of Bedrooms (Future):

Notes

Planning Division Reference Number:

Worksheet Certification by:

TOTAL EXISTING FIXTURE UNITS I” I

TOTAL FUTURE FIXTURE UNITS I

1. In completing this form, a room is considered a bedroom if it provides privacy, has an associated closet, and is in close
proximity to a bathroom with bathtub and/or shower fixtures.

2. If an existing fixture is to be deleted from the project, indicate the fixture with a minus sign (—) next to the proposed
fixture quantity in column “B”.

3. For plumbing fixtures not shown in this table please refer to Malibu Plumbing Code (MPC) Table 7-3.

Print name signature

Applicable Califomia State License or Registration Type

State License or Registration Number Expiration Date

. . . Existing Total Future
. . Existing Proposed Total UnitType of Plumbing Fixture . + . = . x = Fixture FixtureFixtures Fixtures Fixtures Value Units Units

A — B — “(A + B) — C” — “Ax C” “(A + B) x C”
Bathtub or Combination Bath/Shower + = 1 x 2 = 2

Bidet ± = x 2 =

Bar Sink ± = x 1 =

Clothes Washer 3 + = 3 x 3 = 9

Dishwasher 1 ÷ = 1 x 2 = 2

Laundry Sink + x 2
Lavatory (Wash Basin) 4 ± 4 x 1 4

Kitchen Sink 2 + = 2 x 2 = 4

Shower (Single Head) 3 ± = 3 x 2 6

Water Closet (Flush Toilet) 4 ± 4 x 6 24

Other (MPC Table 7-3) ± = x
Other (MPC Table 7-3) ÷ = x =

O.\Ha~douts\Misc Handoots\FtXTtJRE UNiT ‘.V0RIC5HEET 203.2 .doc
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City of Malibu
Environmental and Building Safe~ DMsioii

23825 Stuart Ranch Road o Malibu, California • 90265-4861
Phone (310) 456-2489 a Fax (310) 317-1950 ,~~~,ma1ibucityorg -

pcofQWTS lnstálle& System Type Permitted by City:
XConventional 13 Altemative/MvanCed 0 Dernortstmtion C Holding Tank ~es 0 No
Information for all A emative/Mvanced System T~vcs: Grey Water System: a Yes ~1o

C Secondasy T~eaUnent Comp005nt ~~Comp0~~~t ~ ~~‘°° p~g y~ ~ ~ Rermved:~D yes 13 No
Apperranceoflnltuent:

D Muhifansily C Condominium 0 Commercial 13 Restaurant ~crn~al 0 High Sttength C Weak

OFFICIAL INSPECTION FOBIVI
ONSITE WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM

This inspection repon is for regulatory purposes only and is not to housed or consmred as a ~-~~ce of Prtwe system performance.

This form is to be used for all required Onsite Wastev~ater Treatment System inspections required by
Section 15.14.050 of Ordinance 321. The form must be completed by a City of Malibu Approved
Inspector (Section 15.14.060). All sections of the form are to be completed in accordance to the
“Guidelines for the Inspection of Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems in the City ofMalibu”.

A plot plan of the OWTS and site must be attached to this report. Please refer to the Guidelines for the
specifications required. *

R,c~j~d ~

NOTE: All aiternativeladvanced OWTS will require submission of system approval from the rtsainttrmce provider



~-A ~~~tjon QExfihTalfl

S~m \ ~
M~ho~o Ris~~ Q No D~rr~IoS

~BeIowN~tn~l DAb~v~N~~iTha1 DOr’t wo DThi°~ OOth~
C~ndfflco ofBaffles:

C D~m~god ~ Fail

in1~Tec ~ 0

Yes c~n~dXNO ~ ~ p~ c~3~es~d C Fail

0~j~Pas~es C Fails

in Tasilc

2
~P~a~r~V~Ma u~_~,c



Pumps: C S~plex C Duplex C Other~
Pump Elevated: C Yes C No
Alarms, High W’ one: Alarm System:
~ Yes a No ~ C Pass C Fail

~.

I certify that I have inspected the Pump Station(s) and that to the be

Pum ation

~:::~::r:•ae:~:::,::Placed.DincomatPumP~

t ofmy keowledoe and abiitv the enfonnution en Part ‘vi is correct

Type Seepage Pits C Leach Thnches C Leach Field a Sand Fitter C Drip inigatior aET Bed
ThsmberofType!Jnits UnitLen W L~I3 Unit WIdth PitDiaenetor ‘~ Li~uid1~eWlr~Pit
~ (~j~ ~ (~c1 ~a-i~ ft ~
ImpemumbleSurthca Over Area: ~~es’ ‘~o — Evidence ofSurface DiscltorgefBreakout C Yes ~No “
Water~inObservatiori Ports: C Yes aNo l)epth in EyIdenceofStoanPhterPcndiug: DYeso
H~uUcPer~rmanceTeet:~YeS aNo PressoreDistribulica System: C Yes ~o
DirarsalArea:D Breakout DWetness C Odors — SqisirtTest:O Pam orail QNotPerformed
Setback Building, LotLine Stream Well Condition of Dispersal Systttre
Destsnce i~ g ~ ~J/i~ ‘1~ ,‘4Pass a Cenditiunally Pass C Fail

Comments
~3 eyr~ n~4~t~J I 1/~,Zt~JeLL) ?t~ WCn~
I certify that I have inspected the dispersal system and that to the best ofmy wledgc arid ability the information in Part VII is correct

•Appcoximate Gallons Water Added:
-~)

Lcng~h oflirne Water Addeth

Inspection Deter

Malibu Approved inspector Number:•~‘~ i7-~) Il

3~c

Gallons

Minutes

Liquid 1_evel Rita fmche~
C)

Time to return Is Initial: (3D minute max)

(9
Dispersal Area Observation: Hydraulic Test Eval uaeion:
~Pjss a further evaluation required a Fail ~4Pass C Marginal a Fail -

P,,~Vsu3t Type
Station Vault a Dosing

Pump Vault Material:
a Concrete C Fiberglass

Access:

CYes CNo
—~

C isfilaration a Exfittietionepiable a

Print Name:

Signature;

inspection Date:

Malibu Approved Inspector Number:

(~i

Static Liquid Level in Tank;
~ven~ith Invert CBelowlnvert CAbovelnvert

Hydraulic Test initial Level:
riches C Above a Below Inlet J

I certify that Ihaveperfortoed the hydraulic test and that to the best ofmy knowledge end ability the information in PaztVill 5 correct

9~~I ~0v ~ I
Si e: Malibu Aporovcd Inspector Number:

~- i2oli

3
155?ac$Di4 esrorjroaslZ rsos~’



City of Malibu
Envimnxnental and Building Safety DMsion

23825 Stuart Ranch Road e Malibu, California e 902654861
Phone (310)456-2489 • Fax (310) 3~7-1950 o~wwrnahbucity.0rg

This form is to be completed in its entirety for all Alternative/Advanced Treatment Systems

This form shall be attached to the required ‘~Offieial Inspection Form Onsite Wastewater Treatment
System” when an inspection is performed in accordance with Ordinance 321 and the City of Malibu’s
Operating Permit Program.

tNSPEC11ON REPORT FORM ADVANCED OWTS 215 QLdo~

Attach a copy of the last maintenance report provided by the Maintenance Contractor,
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LOS ANGEL ~ HEALTH DEPARTMENT
~REAU OF SANITATION Tpho~e~_____

3 / ?~~‘ ~~MPLAINT REPORT

D~nhint ...S~. S~ni1nh~,,

/7C (~. A~osp4~~ >~ ~ Phone ______

Oncun~n~Z — Add~e~ Phone
Agent or Owner ,~ Ad&esn Phone

~: /~.— ~‘ 0

Pep~rt onttco~nn~4~ n: 4 -~ f — .- -

~~
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1 -5’x35~BJ

1 ~5*x35*BJ
5’ cap

• •

U 3-Y1-f5

___ ____ _______- - ______

3- seepage pi4~s
5’x2B’ B.l.



0
ELKINs

Ernest J. Guadiana KALT
D: 310.746.4425 WEINTRAUB
F: 310.746.4462
EGuadiana@elkinskalt.com EU BEN

GARTsIDE LLP

November 25, 2015

RECEIVED
VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL NOV 302015

Bonnie Blue Richard Mollica PLANNING DEPt
Planning Director Senior Planner
City of Malibu City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road 23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265 Malibu, CA 90265
E-Mail: BBlue~malibucity.org E-Mail: RMo1lica~ma1ibucity.org

Jamie Peltier Carl Manisco
Planning Technician Environmental Programs
City of Malibu City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road 23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265 Malibu, CA 90265
E-Mail: JPeltier~malibucity. org E-Mail: CManisco~malibucity.org

Re: Proposed Redevelopment of 31948 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu, CA
90265 (‘Cohen Property”)

Dear Bonnie, Richard, Jamie, and Carl:

This letter follows the October 29, 2015 letter (“October Letter”) from my colleague Ken
Ehrlich on this matter. Our office represents the owners of the real property at 31946 Pacific
Coast Highway, Malibu, CA (“31946 Property”). The October Letter expresses concerns over
the planned redevelopment of the Cohen Property referenced above, and specifies multiple
reasons for the City to require a Coastal Development Permit (“CDP”) for this planned
redevelopment.

On November 16, 2016, we understand the applicant submitted an amended application
for an administrative plan review for the development of the Cohen Property (the “Amended
Plan”). After our review,1 the Amended Plan remains deficient, and the planned redevelopment

For whatever reason, the City continues to refuse to provide our office with a copy of
the submitted plans. The City claims that the architect has some form of intellectual property
protection over the plans. We disagree, and request the legal basis for the City’s position. The
plans are public documents submitted to a public agency. Our office submitted a proper PRA
(footnote continued)

2049 Century Park East, Suite 2700, Los Angeles, California 90067-3202
Telephone: 310.746.4400 Facsimile 310.746.4499 www.eIkinskalt.com

565316v2 : ~‘i~gb~ ~ T Pe(4i€r ~, ~



Bonnie Blue, et al.
November 25, 2015
Page 2

requires a full CDP. The Amended Plan does not address the concerns contained in our October
Letter and presents additional issues. Our clients seek to ensure that the City of Malibu: a)
knows with certainty the existing configuration and elevations of the Cohen Property; and b)
ensures that appropriate permits, including a CDP, are obtained for the planned redevelopment.

A. Ministerial Permit Sought Despite No Roof Height Elevations Submitted

Our October Letter outlines that the original application for an administrative plan review
neither revealed the heights of the structures located on the Cohen Property nor the heights of the
proposed structures. The Amended Plan similarly lacks these height measurements. By not
including the proper elevations of the as-built and proposed structures, the applicant seeks to
conceal the significant differences between current, existing site conditions and proposed as-
redeveloped conditions. If the City knew that the current height is under 18 feet and the
proposed height is over 18 feet, the applicant could not redevelop the site through an
administrative permit; at the very least, the applicants plans require Site Plan Review or a full
CDP.

For example, the maximum height for “[e]very residence and every other building or
structure associated with a residential development, including satellite dish antenna. . . is 18 feet
above natural or finished grade. including rooftop, parapet and deck walls and railings,
whichever results in a lower building height, except for chimneys and rooftop antenna other than
satellite dish antenna.” (Emphasis added.)2 Neither the City nor our clients can determine the
roof height of the proposed structure because the applicant failed to provide elevations. We
remain quite concerned that the owner of the Cohen Property may seek to use this ambiguity
over elevations (or omission of elevations) to improperly raise the height of the structure
immediately seaward of the 31946 Property. The City must know this information before
determining the type of permit needed for the work and before issuing any permits.

B. Ministerial Permit Sought Despite Increase in Allowable Square Footage

The Amended Plan provides that the total square footage of the renovated structures is
4,350 square feet. This square footage exceeds the amount allowed on the Cohen Property. The
Cohen Property is less than one-half acre in size, which means that the total development square
footage may not exceed 17.7% of the lot area plus 1000 square feet.3 The net area of the Cohen

request more than 10 days ago, and the City has not responded. The City has violated the PRA,
for which we reserve our rights. Regardless, the City separately produced the plans to our office.

2 Section 3.6-El.

~ LIP Section 3.6-K.

565316v2



Bonnie Blue, et al.
November 25, 2015
Page 3

Property is 11,660 square feet. Accordingly, the total development square footage may not
exceed 3,064 square feet.

From our search, no permit, variance, or other entitlement allows the Cohen Property to
exceed 3,064 square feet. As a result, the LIP requires a CDP for the total development square
footage depicted in the Amended Plan.4

C. Ministerial Permit Sought Despite Unapproved Addition of Kitchen to Guest
House

We attach as Exhibit ‘A’ plans approved in 1987 for the current guest house at the Cohen
Property (the Approved Guest House Plan). The Approved Guest House Plan provided ‘No
Kitchen Allowed”. This approval is in line with the definition of a guest house in the Local
Implementation Plan, which defines a guest house to be an “attached or detached living quarters
on the same premises ... containing no kitchen.”5 The addition of a kitchen would convert this
structure to a “Second Unit,”6 the creation of which would require a coastal development permit.7

E. Potentially Inaccurate Baseline Condition

The current improvements at the Cohen Property do not match existing permitting for the
site. For example, the as-built structure contained in the Amended Plan shows the guest house
detached from the main residence and including a kitchen. Under the Approved Guest House
Plan, the guest house is attached to the main residence by a common wall and does not contain a
kitchen. Other inaccuracies may also exist as to the main residence. These inaccuracies must be
clarified and uncovered so a proper baseline can be understood and evaluated in connection with
the proposed redevelopment.

F. Unconfirmed Fixture Count

As noted above, the as-built structure in the Amended Plan is inaccurate. These
inaccuracies may lead to an overstressed septic system, which could present a community-wide

~ See, LIP Section 13.4.4 [providing that an increase in l0% of the total interior square

footage of a property located “between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea”
requires a coastal development permit.

~ LIP Section 2.1. (Emphasis added.)

6 LIP Section 2.1.

~ See, LIP Section 13.4.1 [providing that the exemption to improvements to existing

single-family residences does not apply to “accessory self-contained residential units.”]
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health and safety risk. The Citys inability to locate the completed confirmed fixture count for
the Cohen Property magnifies this concern. A determination of the allowed fixtures on the
Cohen Property is vital for proper calculation of septic requirements. In short, the City must
have this information to evaluate the Amended Plan, and must demand that the applicant produce
the same in a comprehensive, logical manner.

G. Amended Plan Indecipherable

The Amended Plan contains a number of abbreviated terms and drawings that remain
undefined within the Amended Plan. Such undefined terms and drawings create ambiguities in
reviewing the redevelopment of the Cohen Property. For example, the Amended Plan shows the
western portion of the proposed residence to extend past a dotted line. If this dotted line
represents the setback requirement, then the LCP/LIP requires Site Plan Review prior to
approval.8

These indecipherable plans also inhibit public involvement in the City’s development
process. The City should require resolution of these ambiguities prior to making any
determination on the Amended Plan.

H. Potential Piecemeal Development

As explained in our October Letter, the owner of the Cohen Property previously shared
with our clients rough drawings for an expansive redevelopment of the Cohen Property.
Undoubtedly, the applicant’s “master plan” for the Cohen Property includes an expansive
redevelopment of the entire site. Still, the plans submitted to date reflect a much smaller project
scope. Undoubtedly, the applicant seeks to “piecemeal” to fruition the massive, expansive
project through many small scale increments. Our clients have repeatedly requested detailed
plans and elevations for all of the desired construction at the Cohen Property, but still have not
received such materials to date. In any event, the redevelopment described to our clients
expands well beyond that detailed in the Amended Plan. Our clients seek to ensure proper and
coordinated permitting for all planned improvements, including public involvement in the
process and the avoidance of piecemeal development.

We request that the City: a) know with certainty the existing configuration and elevations
of the Cohen Property; and b) ensure that appropriate permits, including a CDP, are obtained for
the planned redevelopment.

8 Municipal Code, Section 17.62.040.8.
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Please contact our office with questions or comments.

Very truly yours,

Ernest J. Guadiana
Elkins Kalt Weintraub Reuben Gartside LLP

EJG

Ends.

cc: Cliristi Hogin, Esq.
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GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, GovernorSTATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
SOUTH COAST AREA
245 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 380
LONG BEACH, CA 90802
(213) 590-5071

~

Date: August 13, 1987

TO: Carl Volante AlA
P.O. Box 2446
Malibu, CA 90265

SUBJECT: Waiver of Coastal Development Permit Requirement/De Minimis
Developments—Section 30624.7 of the Coastal Act

Based on your project plans and information provided in your permit
application for the development described below, the Exe~cutive Director of the
Coastal Commission hereby waives the requirement for a Coastal Development
Permit pursuant to Section 13238.1, Title 14, California Administrative Code.
If, at a later date, this information is found to be incorrect or the plans
revised, this decision will become invalid; and, any development occurring
must cease until a coastal development permit is obtained or any discrepancy
is resolved in writing.

WAIVER 4 5—87—616 APPLICANT: Mr. and Mrs. McCarty

LOCATION: 31948 Pacific Coast Highway
MALIBU

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: The addition of ~75O sq.ft. guest house, 24’ high to an
existing single family residence. 1
RATIONALE: The proposed development is consistent with the size and bulk
standards of the certified Malibu Land Use Plan, proposes no kitchen
facilities and is not located within a an environmentally sensitive habitat
area or will the project adversely impact public access.

This waiver will not become effective until reported to the Commission at their
August 25—28, 1987 , meeting and the site of the proposed

development has been appropriately noticed, pursuant to 13054(b) of the
Administrative Code. The enclosed Notice Card shall remain posted at the site
until the waiver has been validated and no less than seven days prior to the
Commission hearing. If four (4) Commissioners object to this waiver of permit
requirements, a coastal development permit will be required.

CHARLES DAMM
South Coast District Director

cc: Commissioners/File

BP/nw
3484A
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* .~.,~ OF.

PENDING PERMIT

A PERMIT APPLICATION FOR DEV~LOPMENT ON THIS SITE IS PENDING

BEFORE THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION, .

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: ~WAIvEp OF COASTAL PERMIT REOUIEENENTS FOR:

the addition of a 750 sq ft guest house, 24’ high to an

existing single family residence. . ..

LOCATION: . 31.948 Pacific Coast Highway

. MALIBU . . . .

APPLICANT: . MR. & MRS. MCCARTY . .:~

. .,.

APPLICATION NUMBER.: 5’~87~ 61.6~
DATE NOTICE POSTED:

OFFICE LISTED

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SOUTH COAST AREA OFFICE
P0 BOX 1450:””: ,‘:~

245 WEST BROADWAY, STE 380..

. —--—~:.~ LONG. BEACH, CA 9080 .“,,:.

C213) 590-50T1

FOR FURTHER INFORMATIONL PLEASE PHONE OR WRITE THE
BELOW BETWEEN 8 AM AND 5 PM, WEEKDAYS1

-4

.~‘. . ‘ . . ‘ ‘‘-~ ,i’:...’ .... ‘

‘. — •.,.:,-~‘ ~ ~ ~ ‘, ~



STATE Of CAUFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
SOUTH COAST AREA
245 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 380
LONG BEACH, CA 90802
(213) 590-5071

~
~/fl-S%tL,75A c~~ç

Date:

GEORGE DEUKMEJ~AN. Go~emor

f/C

SUB3ECT: Waiver of Coastal Development Permit Requirement/De t4inimls
Developments—Section 30624.7 of the Coastal Act

8ased on your project plans and Information provided in your permit appli
cation for the development described below, the Executive Director of the
Coastal Coninission hereby waives the requirement for a Coastal Development
Permit pursuant to Section 13238.1, Title 14, California Administrative Code.
If, at a later date, this information Is found to be Incorrect or the plans
revised, this decision will become Invalid; and, any development occurring
must cease until a coastal development permit is obtained or any discrepancy
Is resolved in writing.

WAIVER ~_________ APPLICANT: /21r)~fl4r5~, i4ic(2~~k/
LOCATION: -Pc1~~ f~ILtb~

/

/

TOM CRANDALL
South Coast District Director

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: <72A~ ~ 9≤b~
~ I Ac

RATIONALE: 72i ~~(1 rth~~ j~ \jL~ .c’i~ ~J L~M
~ ~ O~Le (W~~9~/Ak&~

~This waiL ~u~ot~

has been appropriately noticed, pursuant to 13054(b) of the Administrative
~ , meeting and the site of the proposed developmen

Code. The enclosed Notice Card shall remain posted at the site until the
waiver has been validated and no less than seven days prior to the Conrn1ssior~
hearing. If four (4) Comissloners object to this waiver of pernift require— --

ments, a coastal development permit will be required.

by:_________

(O79OA)~9~85cc: Conrnissioners/File
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Jamie Peltier

From: Matthew Janousek
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2015 9:11 AM
To:
Cc: Craig George; Carl Manisco; Jamie Peltier
Subject: RE: 31948 Pacific Coast Highway (APR 15-089) - Env Health conformance review

Hello Wayne,

After further review of our records for this property, it appears that the residence is currently being served by a 1,200
gallon septic tank. We have on record a 1988 LA County DPH approval for installation of a 1,500 gallon tank, but
apparently the 1,500 gallon tank was never installed. Please be advised that moving forward with this project, an
additional condition of final approval through the Environmental Health department for APR 15-089 will include an
upgrade from the existing 1,200 gallon tank to a 1,500 gallon tank, which is the minimum tank size required for a 5
bedroom residence.

Please let me know if you have any questions or require additional information.

Kind regards,
M att

From: Matthew Janousek
~2015 5:28 PM

Cc: Carl Manisco; Karen Frey; Jose Coyotl
Subject: 31948 Pacific Coast Highway (APR 15-089) - Env Health conformance review

Hello Mr. Chevalier,

Please find attached Environmental Health conformance review for your project at 31948 Pacific Coast Highway (APR 15-
089).

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.

Kind regards,

Matt Janousek
Environmental Health Consultant
City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, California 90265
Tel: 310.456.2489, x 307
Fax: 310.317.1950
mjanousek@malibucity.org

1



0 0
ELKINs

Kenneth A. Ehrlich KALT
D: 310.746.4412 WEINTRAUB
F: 310.746.4462
KEhrlich@elkinskalt.com EU BEN

GARTsIDE LLP

October 29, 2015

RECEIVEDVIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL
/U22015

Richard Mollica i AA,

~.riniN1NGDSenior Planner
City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265
Email: RMoIlica(~malibucity.org

Re: Proposed Redevelopment of 31948 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu, CA
90265 (“Cohen Property”)

Dear Richard:

Our office represents the owners of the real property at 31946 Pacific Coast Highway,
Malibu, CA (“31946 Property”). We have concerns over planned redevelopment of the Cohen
Property referenced above. Overall, we want to ensure that the City of Malibu: a) knows with
certainty the existing configuration and elevations of the Cohen Property, and b) ensures that
appropriate permits are obtained for the planned redevelopment.

We enclose as Exhibit “A” documentation depicting the current as-built configuration of
the Cohen Property. The documentation shows a 4-bedroom, 2-bath multi-structure residence on
an approximately 11,660 square foot lot. Exhibit “A” shows the Cohen Property structure
immediately seaward (south) of the 31946 Property as an east-west trending structure with a roof
no higher than 14 feet. We believe that an on-site inspection of the Cohen Property will confirm
this roof height for the subject structure.

A. Ministerial Permit Sought Despite No Roof Height Elevations Submitted

Concerns have arisen because, among other points, a recent permit application from the
owner of the Cohen Property, photographic copies of which are attached as Exhibit “B”, does not
reveal elevations of the real property and structures proposed to be redeveloped. This is
especially concerning as the Cohen Property owner recently sought ministerial, over-the-counter
permitting for the requested construction despite the fact that work may actually require Site Plan
Review or a full Coastal Development Permit.

For example, the maximum height for “[e]very residence and every other building or
structure associated with a residential development, including satellite dish antenna. . . is 18 feet

2049 Century Park East, Suite 2700, Los Angeles, California 90067-3202
Telephone: 310.746.4400 Facsimile 310.746.4499 www.eIkinskalt.com
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Richard Mollica
City of Malibu
October 29, 2015
Page 2

above natural or finished grade, including rooftop, parapet and deck walls and railings,
whichever results in a lower building height, except for chimneys and rooftop antenna other than
satellite dish antenna.’ (emphasis added.)1 From the recent submittal by the owner of the Cohen
Property, neither the City nor our clients can determine the roof height of the proposed structure
because the applicant failed to provide elevations. See Exhibit “B”. We fear that the owner of
the Cohen Property may seek to use this ambiguity over elevations (or omission of elevations) to
improperly raise the height of the structure immediately seaward of the 31946 Property. The
City must know this information before determining the type of permit needed for the work and
before issuing any permits,

B. Potentially Inaccurate Baseline Condition

We also fear that the current improvements at the Cohen Property may not match existing
permitting for the site. For example, Exhibit “A” shows a 4-bedroom, 2-bath multi-structure
residence and “No Kitchen Allowed” in one of the structures. The current configuration of the
Cohen Property may include 5-bedrooms, at least 3 bathrooms, and kitchen improvements in the
specific areas mandated for “no kitchens” according to existing plans and permitting. See
Exhibit “B”, p. 1, which clearly depicts a kitchen in the guest house. Our clients overall concern
on this point largely relates to the potential for the Cohen Property to overstress the septic
system, which could present a community-wide health and safety risk, or present a fire hazard by
housing a kitchen in an area not designed as such.

C. Potential Piecemeal Development

Some time ago, the owner of the Cohen Property shared with our clients rough drawings
for an expansive redevelopment of the Cohen Property. Our clients have repeatedly requested
detailed plans and elevations for all of the desired construction at the Cohen Property, but have
not received such materials to date. In any event, the redevelopment described to our clients is
well beyond that which has been requested from the City. Our clients seek to ensure proper and
coordinated permitting for all planned improvements, including public involvement in the
process and the avoidance of piecemeal development.

‘LIP Section 3.6-E.1.

557734v



Richard Mollica
City of Malibu
October 29, 2015
Page 3

KAE:kae

0

We appreciate the City’s immediate attention to this matter.

0

A. ~HRLICH,
a Professional Corporation of
Elkins Kalt Weintraub Reuben Gartside LLP

cc w ends.: Doug Cleavenger, City of Malibu (DCleavenger@malibucity.org)

557734v1
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
SOUTH COAST AREA
245 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 380
LONG BEACH, CA 90802
(213) 590-5071 ~ ~

Date: August 13, 1987

TO: Carl Volante AlA
P.O. Box 2446
Malibu, CA 90265

SUBJECT: Waiver of Coastal Development Permit Requirement/De Minimis
Developments—Section 30624.7 of the Coastal Act

Based on your project plans and information provided in your permit
application for the development described below, the Exe~cutive Director of the
Coastal Commission hereby waives the requirement for a Coastal Development
Permit pursuant to Section 13238.1, Title 14, California Administrative Code.
If, at a later date, this information is found to be incorrect or the plans
revised, this decision will become invalid; and, any development occurring
must cease until a coastal development permit is obtained or any discrepancy
is resolved in writing.

WAIVER 4 5—87—616 APPLICANT: Mr. and Mrs. McCarty

LOCATION: 31948 Pacific Coast Highway
MALIBU

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: The addition of ~75O sq.ft. guest house, 24’ high to an
existing single family residence.

RATIONALE: The proposed development is consistent with the size and bulk
standards of the certified Malibu L.and Use Plan, proposes no kitchen
facilities and is not located within a an environmentally sensitive habitat
area or will the project adversely impact public access.

This waiver will not become effective until reported to the Commission at their
August 25—28, 1987 , meeting and the site of the proposed

development has been appropriately noticed, pursuant to 13054(b) of the
Administrative Code. The enclosed Notice Card shall remain posted at the site
until the waiver has been validated and no less than seven days prior to the
Commission hearing~. If four (4) Commissioners object to this waiver of permit
requirements, a coastal development permit will be required.

___ by’
CHARLES DAMM
South Coast District Director

cc: Commissioners/File

BP/nw
3484A



PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: WAIVER OF COASTAL PE1~MT’r REOIIIEENENTS FOR:

the addition of a 750 sg.ft. guest house, 24’ high~to an

existing single f~aily residence

APPLICATION NUMBER:
DATE NOTICE POSTED:

FOR FURTHER INFORMATIONL PLEASE PHONE OR WRITE THE OFFICE LISTED
BELOW BETWEEN 8 AM AND ~ PM, WEEKDAYS1

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SOUTH COAST AAEA OFFICE
P0 BOX 1450
245 WEST BROADWAY, STE 380
LONG BEACH, CA... 90802
C213) 590-5011 V.

NOTICE OF

PENDING PERMIT

A PERMIT APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT ON THIS SITE IS PENDING

BEFORE THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION,

LOCATION: 31948 Pacific Coast Highway

MALIBU

APPLICANT: MR. & MRS. MCCARTY

5-87- 616~

~. -: . ~ . ~~ ~ V.,.,.



STATE Of CALIFORNIA—ThE RESOURCES AGENCY GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor

CAliFORNIA COASTAl. COMMISSION
SOUTH COAST AREA
245 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 380
LONG BEACH, CA 90602
(213) ~ Date: ~ fci

~

‘M~k~’~3A ~
SUB3ECT: Waiver of Coastal Development Permit Requirement/De Minimis

Developments—Section 30624.7 of the Coastal Act

Based on your project plans and information provided in your permit appli
cation for the development described below, the Executive Director of the
Coastal Comission hereby waives the requirement for a Coastal Development
Permit pursuant to Section 13238.1, Title 14, California Administrative Code.
If, at a later date, this Information Is found to be incorrect or the plans
revised, this decision will become invalid; and, any development occurring
must cease until a coastal development permit is obtained or any discrepancy
Is resolved In writing.

WAIVER ~_________ APPLICANT: A1r_a-~fl4ts~ fi4eck-,~~k,
LOCATION: ~ t~2~1E

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: T2~ ~A/~t~2~9
I)

RATIONALE: 72i ~/~i9~J (4~) ~ LdA~
~ 14.d4~J~

it~ ~i’~76~~
become effective until repo ed to t e orf~1~s1on a’t their~J~

_____________________________ meeting and the site of the proposed developmentt~
has been appropriately noticed, pursuant to 13054(b) of the Administrative
Code. The enclosed Notice Card shall remain posted at the site until the
waiver has been validated and no less than seven days prior to the Comission
hearing. If four (4) Comissloners object to this waiver of permit require—
,nents, a coastal development permit will be required.

_____ by:_
TOM CRANDALL
South Coast District Director

flt~iJIk~ /

2) ~L.’I’7 - - & £.- - - - I ~ ~ —

fiJ~L~~
This~

(If)

(O790A)39~’85cc: Corrrlissioners/File
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City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Rd. . Malibu, Ca1ifomia~ 90265-48 16

Phone (310) 456-2489 Fax (310) 456-7650 . www.malibucity.org

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRIMARY VIEW DETERMINATION

Primary View Determination: 31946 Pacific Coast Highway

On March 9, 2016, staff conducted a primary view determination at 31946 Pacific Coast Highway.
Staff documented the primary view standing on the balcony adjacent to the living room, (primary
living area), a location chosen by the property owner. The location of the primary view
determination photographs were taken from is denoted by a red star in the aerial below.

On March 9, 2016, the view from this location on the property is as follows: The diagram
below corresponds with the photographs from East to West. The nature of the view consists
of the Pacific Ocean looking over existing development.

1-

3~i~~6 Pacific Coast Hwy

S

y.,
1,

I

* This is the general location of the view.

ATTACHMENT 6
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Notice Continued...

A written staff report will be available at or before the hearing
for the project. All persons wishing to address the Commis
sion regarding this matter will be afforded an opportunity in
accordance with the Commission’s procedures.

Copies of all related documents are available for review at
City Hall during regular business hours. Written comments
may be presented to the Planning Commission at any time
prior to the beginning of the public hearing.

LOCAL APPEAL - A decision of the Planning Commission
may be appealed to the City Council by an aggrieved person
by written statement setting forth the grounds for appeal. An
appeal shall be filed with the City Clerk within ten days (fifteen
days for tentative parcel maps) following the date of action for
which the appeal is made and shall be accompanied by an
appeal form and filing fee, as specified by the City Council.
Appeal forms may be found online at www.malibucity.org/
planning forms or in person at City Hall, or by calling (310)
456-2489, extension 245.

IF YOU CHALLENGE THE CITY’S ACTION IN COURT, YOU
MAY BE LIMITED TO RAISING ONLY THOSE ISSUES YOU
OR SOMEONE ELSE RAISED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING
DESCRIBED IN THIS NOTICE, OR IN WRITTEN CORRE
SPONDENCE DELIVERED TO THE CITY, AT OR PRIOR TO
THE PUBLIC HEARING.

If you have questions regarding this notice, please contact
Jamie Peltier, Planning Technician, at (310) 456-2489,
extension 244.

Date: May 12, 2016

By: Bonnie Blue, Planning Director
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City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road

Malibu, CA 90265
(310) 456-2489 Fax (310) 456-7650

NoTIcE OF
PuBLIc HEARING

The Malibu Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on
MONDAY, June 6, 2016, at 6:30 p.m. in the Council
Chambers, Malibu City HaIl, 23825 Stuart Ranch Road,
Malibu, CA, for the project identified below.

ADMINISTRATIVE PLAN REVIEW NO. 15-089 AND SITE
PLAN REVIEW NOS. 16-004, 16-005, AND 16-007 — An
application to modify an existing two-story single-family
residence and guest house with an interior and exterior remodel,
a second-story deck extension and an increase in roof height of
the attached garage not to exceed 18 feet, including site plan
reviews for a 50 percent reduction of the front yard setback, a 20
percent reduction of the side yard setback, and construction
over 18 feet in height for the deck railing

31948 Pacific Coast Highway
4473-012-020
Single-Family Medium (SFM)
Wayne Chevalier
Wayne and Jill Cohen
October21, 2015
Jamie Peltier
Planning Technician
(310) 456-2489, ext. 244
jpeltier@malibucity.org

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Director has
analyzed the proposed project. The Planning Director has found
that this project is listed among the classes of projects that have
been determined not to have a significant adverse effect on the
environment. Therefore, the project is categorically exempt from
the provisions of CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections
Section 15301(e) — Existing Facilities. The Planning Director has
further determined that none of the six exceptions to the use of a
categorical exemption apply to this project (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15300.2).
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LOCATION:
APN:
ZONING:
APPLICANT:
OWNER:
APPLICATION FILED:
CASE PLANNER:
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Commission Agenda Report

Chair Stack and Members of the Planning Commission

Prepared by: Richard Mollica, Senior Planner ~

Reviewed: Bonnie Blue, Planning Director

Date prepared: May 26, 2016 Meeting Date: June 6, 2016

Subject: Coastal DeveloDment Permit No. 11-046. Variance No. 16-011. and
Site Plan Review Nos. 16-017 and 16-018 - An ar~Dlication for the
construction of a new two-story sin~iIe-family residence and
associated develorment

Location: 6050 Murphy Way, not located within the
appealable coastal zone

APN: 4467-004-028
Owner: C.A. Rasmussen Co. LLC

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-51
(Attachment 1) determining the project is categorically exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and approving Coastal Development Permit (CDP)
No. 11-046 — An application for the construction of a new 10,605 square foot, two-story
single-family residence with attached guesthouse and a subterranean garage, for total
development square footage for the site of 10,887, alternative onsite wastewater system
(AOWTS), new driveway, restoration of unpermitted environmentally sensitive habitat
area (ESHA) retaining walls, pool, spa, pool equipment, landscaping, patio with
barbeque area, grading, and associated development, including Variance (VAR) No. 16-
011 to reduce the required (ESHA) buffer, Site Plan Review (SPR) No. 16-017 for a roof
height of 28 feet, and SPR No. 16-018 to allow for remedial grading in the Rural
Residential-Ten Acre (RR-10) zoning district located at 6050 Murphy Way (C.A.
Rasmussen Co. LLC).

DISCUSSION: This agenda report provides an overview of the project, summary of the
surrounding land uses, description of the proposed project and a summary of staff’s
analysis of the project’s consistency with the applicable provisions of the Malibu Local
Coastal Program (LCP) and the CEQA. The analysis and findings discussed herein
demonstrate that the project is consistent with the LCP.

Page 1 of 20

To:

Planning Commission
Meeting
06-06-16

Item
5.D.

Agenda Item 5.D.



Project Overview

The scope of the proposed project includes the construction of a new single-family
residence which includes a subterranean garage, attached second residential unit, new
AOWTS, retaining walls, pool and spa, hardscaping, including a driveway, and
landscaping. Due to the onsite ESHA, the project was limited to a 10,000 square foot
development area. The project also includes a variance to reduce the required ESHA
buffer to allow for the required fuel modification zones. The project also includes two site
plan review requests, one for the construction of a pitched roof that is 28 feet in height
and a second to allow for 1,248 cubic yards of remedial grading.

Surrounding Land Uses and Project Setting

Fi ure I — Aerial photo. ra h of the sub~ect property
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As outlined in Table 1, the surrounding land uses consist of single-family residential
homes within the Rural Residential 10 acre lot size minimum (RRIO) zoning district and
a vacant parcel that is Escondido Canyon Park and is zoned Public Open Space (POS).
The residentially developed lots along Murphy Way are developed with two-story homes.

Table I — Surroundin~. Land Uses
Direction Address! Parcel No. Parcel Size Zoning Land Use
North 6000 Murphy Way 10.72 acres RRI 0 Vacant

6015 Murphy Way 1.53 acres RR1 0 Residential
~___________ 6035 Murphy Way 3.92 acres RRIO Residential
East 4460-002-902 89.73 acres POS Parkland
South 4467-004-037 11.54 acres RR1 0 Vacant
West 4467-004-036 10.12 acres RRIO Vacant
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The project site is no located within the Appeal Jurisdiction as depicted on the Post-LCP
Certification Permit and Appeal Jurisdiction Map. However, the subject parcel does
contain ESHA based on the LCP ESHA and Marine Resources Map.

During the summer of 2012 a Geotechnical Exploratory Permit was issued for a seismic
trench. During the course of testing, onsite ESHA was removed without the benefit of
permit. However, through the use of aerial photographs and the City’s ESHA maps, the
City Biologist and planning staff was able to determine the limits of ESHA and the
amount of ESHA disturbed; the project resolution includes conditions of approval to
remediate the ESHA that was disturbed. In addition, the project has been sited in
accordance with the LCP’s ESHA requirements.

The property abuts the Debutts Terrace Trail which runs along Murphy Way adjacent to
the street right-of-way. The only development that will take place in the street right-of-
way is the construction of the drive apron. The proposed building pad was part of a
previous CDP approval, in addition, when looking from the south towards the north, the
property is view among a back drop of developed properties at a higher elevation,
therefore the site does not meet the definition of a primary ridgeline. Furthermore, the
site does not qualify as a secondary ridgeline because the building pad does not have an
elevation drop of more than 10 feet in 100 feet horizontally on either side.

Table ~ — Property Data
Lot Depth 735 ft.
Lot Width 780 ft.
Gross Lot Area 531,183 sq. ft. (12.19 acres)
Area of Street Easements 0 sq. ft.
Area of I to I Slopes 0 sq. ft.
Net Lot Area1 531,183 sq. ft. (12.19 acres)

Project Description

The proposed project includes the following work:

• Construction of a new 10,665 square foot, two-story, single-family residence
6,902 square foot first floor;
3,093 square foot second floor;
1,565 square foot subterranean garage (283 square feet are considered
TDSF2)
Covered decks and entry, 852 square feet (included in TDSF);

• Landscaping;

1 Net Lot Area = Gross Lot Area minus the area of street easements and 1 to 1 slopes.

2 TDSF = Total Development Square footage.
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• AOWTS;
• ESHA restoration and mitigation;
• Driveway and hardscape;
• Planters with landscaping;
• Swimming Pool;
• Spa;
• Mechanical equipment area;
• Outdoor barbeque area; and
• Retaining walls up to six feet in height.

The following discretionary requests are included:

1. VAR No. 16-011 to reduce the required scrub ESHA buffer;
2. SPR No. 16-017 for construction in excess of 18 feet in height to allow for a

pitched roof that is 28 feet in height; and
3. SPR No. 16-018 to allow for 1,248 cubic yards of remedial grading.

LCP Analysis

The LCP consists of the Land Use Plan (LUP) and a Local Implementation Plan (LIP).
The LUP contains programs and policies to implement the Coastal Act in the City of
Malibu. The purpose of the LIP is to carry out the policies of the LUP. The LIP contains
specific policies and regulations to which every project requiring a coastal development
permit must adhere.

There are 14 sections within the LIP that potentially require specified findings to be
made, depending on the nature and location of the proposed project. Of these 14, five
sections are for conformance review only and require no findings. These five sections
include Zoning, Grading and Archaeological I Cultural Resources, Water Quality, and
Onsite Wastewater Treatment System (OWTS) and are discussed under the
Conformance Analysis section. The nine remaining LIP sections include: 1) Coastal
Development Permit findings; 2) ESHA; 3) Native Tree Protection; 4) Scenic, Visual and
Hillside Resource Protection; 5) Transfer of Development Credits; 6) Hazards; 7)
Shoreline and Bluff Development; 8) Public Access; and 9) Land Division. These nine
sections are discussed under the LIP Findings section. Of these nine, General Coastal
Development Permit (including the variance and site plan review findings), Scenic,
Visual and Hillside Resource Protection, ESHA, and Hazards findings apply to this
project.

Based on the project site, the scope of work, and substantial evidence contained within
the record, the Native Tree Protection, Transfer of Development Credits, Shoreline and
Bluff Development, Public Access, and Land Division findings are not applicable or
required for the project for the reasons described herein.
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LIP Conformance Analysis

The proposed project has been reviewed by the Planning Department, City Biologist,
City Environmental Health Specialist, City geotechnical staff, and the City Public Works
Department for conformance with the LCP, as well as the Los Angeles County Fire
Department (LACED). The department review sheets are attached hereto as Attachment
3. The project, as proposed and conditioned, has been determined to be consistent with
all applicable LCP codes, standards, goals and policies with the inclusion of the variance
and site plan reviews.

ZoninQ (LIP Charter 3)

As shown in Table 2, the proposed project complies with LIP Sections 3.5 and 3.6
concerning residential non-beachfront development standards.

Table 3 — LCP Zoning Conformance
Development Allowed Proposed Comments
Requirement
SETBACKS

Front yard setback 65 ft. 174 ft. Complies
Rear yard setback 110 ft. 340 ft. Complies
Side yard setback 195 ft. 733 ft. Complies
(mm. 25%_Total)
Side yard setback 78 ft. 153 ft. Complies
(mm. 10%)

CONSTRUCTION ON 3:1 or flatter 3:1 or flatter Complies
SLOPES
HEIGHT 18 ft. 28 ft. Site Plan

Review
TOTAL 11,172 sq. ft. 11,129 sq. ft. Complies
DEVELOPMENT
SQUARE FOOTAGE
Two-Thirds Calculation 5,007 sq. ft. 3,261 sq. ft. Complies
— Main Residence
Second Unit 900 sq. ft. 900 sq. ft. Complies
Impermeable Coverage 25,000 sq. ft. 12,960 sq. ft. Complies
PARKING SPACES 2 enclosed 3 enclosed Complies

2 unenclosed 2 unenclosed
Retaining Walls 6 ft. 6 ft. Complies
Fences and Gates

Front 6 feet (42 inches 6 feet (42 inches Complies
solid, 30 inches solid, 30 inches
permeable) permeable)

Side(s) 6 feet 6 feet Complies
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Table 3 — LCP Zoning Conformance
Development Allowed Proposed Comments
Requirement

Rear 6 feet 6 feet Complies

The proposed main residence and accessory development as demonstrated in the
above table will comply with the applicable non-beachfront residential development
standards with the inclusion of the associated site plan reviews for remedial grading and
height. The project also includes a variance to allow for the reduction of the required
ESHA buffer due to the size of the required fuel modification zone. In addition, since the
project does impact ESHA, the project has been limited to a 10,000 square foot
development area. As discussed throughout this report, the proposed development has
been determined to be consistent with all applicable LCP codes, standards, goals, and
policies.

Gradinq (LIP Chapter 8)

The project proposes a total of 3,427 cubic yards of grading. Of that, 516 cubic yards
meet the definition of non-exempt grading. The majority of the grading is remedial
grading and safety grading for access to the site. A site plan review has been included
as part of the project to approve the 1,248 cubic yards of remedial grading that is
required for stabilization of the site. The proposed remedial grading has been reviewed
and conditionally approved by the City geotechnical staff. Since the project does not
propose non-exempt grading beyond the 1,000 cubic yards permitted, the project
conforms to the grading requirements as set forth under LIP Section 8.3, which ensures
that new development minimizes the visual and resource impacts of grading and
landform alteration by restricting the amount of non-exempt grading to a maximum of
1,000 cubic yards for residential development. Quantities for site preparation are detailed
in Table 4.

Table 4 — LCP Grading Conformance
Exempt** Non

R&R* Understructure Safety*** Exempt Remedial Total
Cut 0 685 663 468 1,248 3,064
Fill 0 172 143 48 0 363
Total 0 857 806 516 1,248 3,427
Import 0 0 0 0 0 0
Export 0 513 520 420 1,248 2,701

All quantities listed in cubic yards unless otherwise noted
*R&R Removal and Re-compaction
**Exempt grading includes all R&R, understructure and safety grading.
***safety grading is the incremental grading required for Fire Department access (such as turnouts, hammerheads, and
turnarounds and any other increases in driveway width above 15 feet required by the LACFD).
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Archaeological I Cultural Resources (LIP Chapter 11)

LIP Chapter 11 requires certain procedures be followed to determine potential impacts
on archaeological resources. According to the City’s Cultural Resources Map and a site
evaluation completed by PAST, Inc. in November of 2003, the subject site has a low
potential of containing cultural resources and it is not expected that the subject project
would impact any archaeological resources.

The resolution contains conditions of approval that require all work to immediately cease
until a qualified archaeologist can provide an evaluation of the nature and significance of
the resources which are uncovered, and until the Planning Director can review this
information.

Water Quality (LIP Chapter 17)

The City Public Works Department has reviewed and approved the project for
conformance to LIP Chapter 17 requirements for water quality protection. Standard
conditions of approval require that prior to grading permit issuance, final grading and
drainage plans incorporating construction-phase erosion control and storm water
pollution prevention, as well as post-construction storm water management must be
approved by the City Public Works Department. With the implementation of these
conditions, the project conforms to the Water Quality Protection standards of LIP
Chapter 17.

Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems (LIP Chapter 18)

LIP Chapter 18 addresses OWTS. LIP Section 18.7 includes specific siting, design, and
performance requirements. The project includes a new AOWTS, which has been
reviewed by the City Environmental Health Specialist and found to meet the minimum
requirements of the Malibu Plumbing Code, the Malibu Municipal Code (MMC), and the
LCP. This system will consist of a MicroSepTec ESI2 EnviroServer treatment tank with
an UV disinfection unit. Secondary and tertiary treatment will be required. An operation
and maintenance contract and recorded covenant covering such shall be in compliance
with the City Environmental Health requirements. Conditions of approval have been
included in Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-51 to require continued operation,
maintenance and monitoring of onsite facilities.

LIP Findings

A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

LIP Section 13.9 requires that the following four findings be made for all CDPs.
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Finding Al. That the project as described in the application and accompanying
materials, as modified by any conditions of approval, conforms with the certified City of
Malibu Local Coastal Program.

The project has been reviewed for conformance with the LOP by Planning Department
staff, the City Biologist, City Environmental Health Specialist, City geotechnical staff, the
City Public Works Department, and the LACED. As discussed herein, based on
submitted reports, project plans, visual analysis and detailed site investigation, the
proposed project, as conditioned and with the approval of the variance and the two site
plan reviews, conforms to the LOP in that it meets all applicable residential development
standards.

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

The project is not located between the first public road and the sea, therefore this finding
is not applicable.

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

1. No Prolect — The no project alternative would avoid any changes to the subject
parcel, leaving it vacant. The project site is designated for single-family
development. In addition, it would not allow for the restoration of the ESHA that
was cleared from the site without the benefit of permit as part of the geologic
testing for the subject application. The no project alternative would not accomplish
any of the project objectives.

2. Alternative Desicin — The project objective is for the construction of a single-family
residence on a lot that is currently vacant. The applicant could have proposed a
smaller residence; however, given the constraints on the lot, that development
would still require a variance to reduce the required ESHA buffer. Given the
topography of the site (steep slopes) and geologic conditions, the location of the
building pad is limited. The site plan review for remedial grading would still be
required to remediate the areas on the property affected by past landslide activity.
Given that the impacts on the site would be the same as the proposed project and
remedial grading would still be required, the alternative design does not offer any
environmental advantages.

3. Proposed Proiect — The proposed project will allow for the construction of a new
single-family residence and guest house with associated development that
includes a swimming pool, a subterranean garage, hardscaping and landscaping,
and remedial grading. The proposed design results in development that is set
back from Murphy Way and is not visible from PCH. Furthermore, the proposed
development will not impact views from surrounding trails because of landscaping
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and existing development along Murphy Way. The proposed remedial grading will
improve onsite stability. The project as conditioned will comply with all applicable
requirements of state and local law. The project will not result in potentially
significant impacts on the physical environment.

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

The project site does contain ESHA, and the required fuel modification zones will extend
into the required ESHA Buffer. The proposed project was reviewed by the City Biologist
and it was determined that the proposed project is exempt from review by the
Environmental Review Board (ERB) because pursuant to LIP Section 4.4.4(D), new
structures and landscaping proposed within the permitted graded pad or permitted
development area if there is no graded pad, authorized in a previously approved coastal
development permit do not need to be reviewed by the ERB. The California Coastal
Commission (CCC) issued CDP No. 5-90-1068 to allow for the subdivision of the subject
parcel into four lots and 16,439 cubic yards of grading to create building pads. The
proposed development is taking place in an area previously approved for a building pad.

B. Variance for the reduction in the required Scrub ESHA Buffer (LIP — Section
I 3.265)

The applicant is requesting a variance from LIP Section 4.6.1(F) which prohibits
development within 100 feet of the outermost edge of the ESHA and prohibits fuel
modification within ESHA. While the structure is not located in scrub ESHA, the required
fuel modification zones will encroach into ESHA located on the subject property.
Because of this, the project is restricted to a 10,000 square foot development area.

Pursuant to Malibu LIP Section 13.26.5 Variance Findings, the Planning Commission
may approve and/or modify an application for a variance in whole or in part, with or
without conditions, provided that it makes all of the following findings of fact. Staff can
substantiate and support the proposed variance for the reduction in the required ESHA
buffer as follows.

Finding 81. There are special circumstances or exceptional characteristics applicable to
the subject property, including size, shape, topography, location, or surroundings such
that strict application of the zoning ordinance deprives such property of privileges
enjoyed by other property in the vicinity and under the identical zoning classification.

ESHA vegetation is present on the subject parcel. The applicant has researched various
alternatives that would allow development of the subject lot comparable to neighboring
properties. The current design places development within a previously approved

Page 9 of 20

Agenda Item 5.D.



building pad and utilizes an existing access road which will be improved as part of the
subject CDP. Building pads were approved as part of CCC issued CDP No. 5-90-1068.
Due to the topography and geological constraints of the subject parcel, it is not possible
to locate the development and its associated fuel modification zones in a manner that
would meet the required scrub ESHA setback. The proposed siting of the proposed
residence creates the least amount of impact to ESHA and the site. If the proposed
structure were to be moved to another location on the project site, additional grading for
landform alteration would be required to create a new building pad and access driveway.
Granting of this variance would allow for development similar to development on other
parcels in the area while still minimizing impacts to ESHA.

Finding B2. The granting of such variance will not be detrimental to the public interest,
safety, health or welfare, and will not be detrimental or injurious to the property or
improvements in the same vicinity and zone(s) in which the property is located.

The project will meet all applicable building and engineering safety codes and will not be
detrimental to other adjacent properties or improvements. The proposed variance will
allow for the construction of a single-family residence and associated development in an
area that has been determined to be appropriate for such use, and will not be
detrimental to the public’s interest, safety, health or welfare in that all required permits
are required to be secured as a condition of this CDP. As stated previously, the
proposed project has been reviewed and approved by the LACFD, the City Public Works
Department, City Environmental Health Specialist, City Biologist, and the City Geologist.
The project, as proposed or conditioned, was found to be consistent with applicable City
goals and policies.

Finding B3. The granting of the variance will not constitute a special privilege to the
applicant or property owner.

Granting of the variance will not constitute a special privilege to the applicant or property
owner because other properties in the immediate vicinity are developed similarly. Since
the applicant is proposing to develop a single-family residence consistent with the use
allowed by the zoning district, granting the variance does not constitute a special
privilege to the property owner. Neighboring development also abuts the surrounding
ESHA and their associated fuel modification zones encroach into ESHA.

Finding B4. The granting of such variance will not be contrary to or in conflict with the
general purposes and intent of this Chapter, nor to the goals, objectives and policies of
the LCP.

The granting of the variance is not contrary to or in conflict with the general purposes or
intent of the LCP in that granting the variance will allow for construction of a single-family
residence in the RR-10 zoning district.
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Finding 85. For variances to environmentally sensitive habitat area buffer standards or
other environmentally sensitive habitat area protection standards, that there is no other
feasible alternative for siting the structure and that the development does not exceed the
limits on allowable development area set forth in Section 4.7 of the Malibu LIP.

Development on the subject parcel will result in development that requires the reduction
of scrub ESHA buffer setback; however, the development will be located on a previously
approved building pad and only the fuel modification zones encroach into ESHA. The
granting of this variance will allow for the approval of a residence, as well as associated
grading, landscaping, and an addition to that residence. Additionally, the proposed
development does not exceed the allowable 10,000 square foot development envelope.
Given that the project will minimize additional site disturbance, the proposed project will
have the least amount of impacts to the ESHA.

Finding B6. For variances to stringline standards, that the project provides maximum
feasible protection to public access as required by Chapter 2 of the Malibu LIP.

The proposed variance is not for a deviation of stringline standards; therefore, this
finding is not applicable.

Finding B7. The variance request is consistent with the purpose and intent of the
zone(s) in which the site is located. A variance shall not be granted for a use or activity
which is not otherwise expressly authorized by the zone regulation governing the parcel
of property.

The proposed project includes a single-family residence, which is an allowed use in the
RR-10 zoning district in which the project is located. The proposed variance to allow for
a reduction in the required scrub ESHA setback does not authorize a use or activity that
is not expressly authorized by the zoning regulations for the subject property.

Finding 88. The subject site is physically suitable for the proposed variance.

The granting of the variance will allow for the construction of a residence that is
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. Furthermore, with the implementation of
the geotechnical standards specified by the applicant’s geotechnical consultant, the
proposed residence can be constructed in a way that will not result in instability of the
site. Given the topography and shape of the subject parcel, the existing building pad
that was previously improved provides the best location for development. Therefore, the
subject site is physically suitable for the proposed variance.

Finding B9. The variance complies with all requirements of state and local law.

The variance complies with all requirements of state and local law. Construction of the
proposed improvements will comply with all building code requirements and will
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incorporate all recommendations from applicable City departments and agencies. All
required permits for the proposed development will be secured.

Finding 810. A variance shall not be granted that would allow reduction or elimination of
public parking for access to the beach, public trails or parkiands.

The proposed project does not include any reduction or elimination of public parking for
access to the beach, public trails or parkiands.

C. Site Plan Review for Construction in Excess of 18 Feet in Height (LIP Section
13.27.5)

LIP Section 13.27.5(A) requires that the City makes four findings in the consideration
and approval of a site plan review for construction in excess of 18 feet in height up to a
maximum of 28 feet with a pitched roof. Two additional findings are required pursuant to
MMC Section 17.62.050. The applicant has proposed to build a new two-story single-
family residence that will be 28 feet above existing grade at its highest point with a
pitched roof. Based on the evidence in the record, the findings of fact for SPR No. 16-
017 are made as follows.

Finding Cl. The project is consistent with policies and provisions of the Malibu LCP.

As discussed herein, the project has been reviewed for and found consistent with all
relevant policies and provisions of the LCP.

Finding C2. The project does not adversely affect neighborhood character.

The project site is located along the southern side of Murphy Way. Story poles were
installed in April 2016 to demonstrate that the project is compatible with the rural nature
of the surrounding development (story pole photos, Attachment 4). The residences
surrounding the subject parcel are developed as two-story residential structures with
accessory development. The larger lots share setbacks similar to those proposed in the
project, while the smaller lots located to the north of the property feature much smaller
setbacks. In addition, the site’s topography descends from Murphy Way. Similar to the
neighboring development, the proposed development will be shielded from views by the
slope located on the subject property that exists between the building pad and Murphy
Way. This will allow structures to the north of the subject property to look over the
proposed development towards the ocean to the south. The project complies with all
development standards. Therefore, the project is not anticipated to adversely affect
neighborhood character.

Finding C3. The project provides maximum feasible protection to significant public views
as required by Chapter 6 of the Malibu LIP.
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The proposed development is located on a site that descends from Murphy Way and
does not meet the definition of a primary or secondary ridgeline. Because of the slope
on the existing property, the site of development is shielded from view, so bluewater
views are not expected to be blocked by the subject project. Due to the location and
design of the project and the implementation of standard conditions of approval, the
project is expected to have less than significant impacts to scenic vistas and provides
the maximum feasible protection to significant public views as required by LIP Chapter 6.

Finding C4. The proposed project cornplies with all applicable requirements of state and
local law.

The proposed project will comply with all applicable requirements of state and local law
and is conditioned to comply with any relevant approvals, permits and licenses from the
City of Malibu and other related agencies, such as the LACED.

Finding C5. The project is consistent with the City’s general plan and local coastal
program.

As discussed previously in Einding Al, the proposed project, with the inclusion of the two
site plan reviews and the variance, is consistent with the LCP in that the proposed
project is located in an area that has been identified for residential use. The goals and
policies of the General Plan are intended to maintain residential character in this area,
and the project is consistent with these goals. The proposed project is consistent with
the LCP in that it conforms to the residential land use designation and all applicable
development standards. In addition, the project resolution contains materials and
lighting conditions to which the project must comply with.

Finding C6. The portion of the project that is in excess of 18 feet in height does not
obstruct visually impressive scenes of the Pacific Ocean, off-shore islands, Santa
Monica Mountains, canyons, valleys, or ravines from the main viewing area of any
affected principal residence as defined in MMC Section 1 7.40.040(A)(1 7).

Based on the visual impact analysis (story pole placement), staff determined that the
proposed development will not result in impacts to neighboring residences’ bluewater
views. No surrounding property owners have contacted staff since the placement of the
story poles or the mailing of the courtesy notice. Based on the visual analysis, as well as
site inspections, it is expected that the project will not obstruct visually impressive
scenes of the ocean from primary viewing areas of surrounding residences.

D. Site Plan Review for Remedial Grading (LIP Section 13.27)

The LCP requires that the City make findings in the consideration and approval of a SPR
for remedial grading. The project includes SPR No. 16-018 because it proposes remedial
grading to recompact soil that was affected by past landslide activity. Based on the
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evidence contained within the record, Planning Department staff recommends the
approval of SPR No. 16-018.

Finding Dl. The project is consistent with policies and provisions of the Malibu LCP.

The project has been reviewed for all relevant policies and provisions of the Malibu LOP.
Based on submitted reports, visual impact analysis, and detailed site investigations, the
project is consistent with all policies and provisions of the Malibu LOP. Furthermore, the
geotechnical reports that recommend remedial grading were reviewed by the Oity’s
geotechnical staff and it was determined that the proposed remedial grading was
required and complied with the Oity’s geotechnical guidelines.

Finding D2. The project does not adversely affect neighborhood character.

The project is compatible with other development in the adjacent area in that the
neighborhood is primarily residentially developed. The proposed remedial grading will
stabilize onsite soil conditions as well as add to the stability of surrounding properties. In
addition, the area of landslide debris will be restored, with no structures being developed
in the areas where remedial grading is taking place. It is not expected that the project
will adversely affect neighborhood character.

Finding D3. The project provides maximum feasible protection to significant public views
as required by Chapter 6 of the Malibu LIP.

This project consists of the construction of a new single-family residence and associated
development. As part of the site preparation there is an area on the property that
contains landslide debris. The area in which the remedial grading will take place will not
be used for development but will be restored with groundcover; and therefore, the
remedial grading will not impact public views.

Finding D4. The proposed project complies with all applicable requirements of state and
local law.

The proposed project has received LOP conformance review from the Oity Biologist, Oity
geotechnical staff, the Oity Public Works Department, and the LAOFD. The project must
also be approved by the Oity of Malibu Building Safety Division, prior to issuance of Oity
building permits. The proposed project complies with all applicable requirements of state
and local law.

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

As discussed previously in Section A of this document, scrub exists on a property
directly adjacent to the subject parcel. While the proposed residence and accessory
structures are not located within ESHA, the required fuel modification zones are located
within the required the ESHA buffer and mapped ESHA.
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A Biological Assessment for the project site was completed by Nelson and Associates
during November 2014. The Biological Assessment states that there were no special-
status plant or wildlife species present on the site. In addition, the Biological
Assessment states that the proposed development will be located on a previously
approved building pad and area where grading was approved as part of a CCC issued
CDP and only the required fuel medication zones will intrude into the mapped ESHA
areas. Given this, the proposed site of development is the best location to minimize
potential impacts to existing ESHA to the maximum extent feasible.

Pursuant to LIP Section 4.7.1, the proposed project development envelope is limited to
10,000 square feet as the adjacent ESHA cannot be fully avoided. Furthermore,
pursuant to LIP Section 4.8.1 the applicant will be required to complete habitat impact
mitigation measures for areas disturbed by the project’s fuel modification zones.
Pursuant to LIP Section 4.7.6(C), the supplemental ESHA findings can be made as
follows.

Finding El. Application of the ESHA overlay ordinance would not allow construction of a
residence on an undeveloped parcel.

The property contains scrub ESHA and given the topography and geological of the
property the site of development is limited and the development restrictions that apply to
ESHA would not permit the construction of a residence on this parcel. This is because it
is not possible to site any structure on the property without having the necessary fuel
modification zones encroach into the onsite ESHA.

Finding E2. The project is consistent with all provisions of the certified LCP with the
exception of the ESHA overlay ordinance and it complies with the provisions of Section
4.7 of the Malibu LIP.

The proposed single-family residence is consistent with the property’s RR-10 zoning
designation. In addition, the proposed structure is outside the required 100-foot ESHA
buffer.

Finding E3. The project is consistent with all provisions of the certified LCP with the
exception of the ESHA overlay ordinance and it complies with the provisions of Section
4.7 of the Malibu LIP.

As stated in Finding Al, the proposed project is consistent with all provisions of Malibu’s
certified LCP, with the exception of the ESHA setbacks. Section 4.7 of the LIP provides
for reasonable, economically viable use of properties that could otherwise not be
developed due to ESHA constraints. The proposed new residence is consistent with
Sections 4.7.1 of the LIP, which limits development area to a 10,000 square foot
development envelope. In addition, Condition No. 50 of Resolution No. 16-51 requires
mitigation for the ESHA disturbance.

Page 15 of 20

Agenda Item 5.D.



F. Native Tree Protection (LIP Chapter 5)

No protected native trees exist within the project area. Therefore, the findings in LIP
Chapter 5 do not apply.

G. Scenic, Visual and Hillside Resource Protection (LIP Chapter 6)

The Scenic, Visual and Hillside Resource Protection Chapter governs those coastal
development permit applications concerning any parcel of land that is located along,
within, provides views to or is visible from any scenic area, scenic road or public viewing
area. The project site is in the vicinity of PCH and LUP mapped trails, which are LUP
identified scenic areas. The subject parcel is located adjacent to developed parcels that
share a similar topography and is not visible from PCH. The site’s topography descends
from Murphy Way which contains the Debutts Terrace Trail and a ravine separates the
development from the Escondido Falls Trail to the east. Since the project is located
adjacent to scenic resources, the findings set forth in LIP Section 6.4 are enumerated
herein.

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

There is no feasible development site location on the proposed project site where
development would not have potential to be visible from Debutts Terrace Trail since it
looks down on the site. Because of the topography of the area and building pad’s
distance from the Escondido Falls Trail, the project is not expected to have visual
impacts on the trail. However, views of the coastline, beach, and ocean are not
obstructed by the proposed development based on review of the story poles. In addition,
the subject property is not visible from PCH because of the topography and surrounding
development in the project area. Therefore, the project as conditioned will not have
significant adverse scenic or visual impacts due to the project design, location or other
reasons.

Finding G2. The project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse scenic or visual
impacts due to required project modifications, landscaping or other conditions.

As discussed in Finding Gi, as conditioned, the project will not have significant adverse
scenic or visual impacts and has been conditioned with lighting limitations as well as
color restrictions to blend into the surrounding environment.

Finding G3. The project, as proposed or as conditioned, is the least environmentally
damaging alternative.

The project has been conditioned to include limitations on lighting and colors of the
materials used to prevent any visual impacts to surrounding areas and properties. As
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discussed in Finding A3 the project is the least environmentally damaging feasible
alternative.

Finding G4. There are no feasible alternatives to development that would avoid or
substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts on scenic and visual resources.

As discussed in Finding Gi, the project, as conditioned, will result in a less than
significant impact on scenic and visual resources.

Finding G5. Development in a specific location on the site may have adverse scenic and
visual impacts but will eliminate, minimize or otherwise contribute to conformance to
sensitive resource protection policies contained in the certified LCP.

As discussed in Finding Gi, as conditioned, development on the site will not have
significant adverse impacts on scenic and visual resources, and ESHA impacts have
been minimized.

H. Transfer of Development Credit (LIP Chapter 7)

According to LIP Section 7.2, transfer of development credits applies to land divisions
and multi-family development in specified zones. The proposed project does not include
a land division or multi-family development. Therefore, the findings in LIP Chapter 7 do
not apply.

I. Hazards (LIP Chapter 9)

Pursuant to LIP Section 9.3, written findings of fact, analysis and conclusions addressing
geologic, flood and fire hazards, structural integrity or other potential hazards must be
included in support of all approvals, denials or conditional approvals of development
located in or near an area subject to these hazards. As stated earlier, the subject project
includes remedial grading to stabilize landslide debris. However, no development will
occur in the location where the remedial grading will take place. The site of construction
was chosen because it was located on stable materials suitable for development. The
project has been analyzed for the hazards listed in LIP Sections 9.2(A)(1-7) by City
geotechnical staff, City Public Works Department, and has been reviewed and approved
for conformance with all relevant policies and regulations of the LCP and MMC.

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

City geotechnical staff determined that the proposed project is not anticipated to result in
potential adverse impacts on site stability or structural integrity and the Public Works
Department determined the project is not in a flood hazard area. Based on review of the
reports by the following consulting geologists:
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• Mountain Geology, Inc. dated June 25, 2015, April 25, 2013, and January 26,
2011 and,

• Calwest Geotechnical dated June 6,2013 and February 7, 2011.

The reports conclude that the proposed development is suitable for the site and, if their
recommendations are followed, the development will be safe from geologic hazard.
Based on review of the project and associated technical submittals, on September 2,
2015, City geotechnical staff approved the project, subject to conditions. All
recommendations of the consulting certified engineering geologist or geotechnical
engineer and/or City geotechnical staff shall be incorporated into all final design and
construction including foundations, grading, sewage disposal and drainage. Final plans
shall be reviewed and approved by City geotechnical staff prior to the issuance of a
grading permit.

Fire Hazard

The entire city limits of Malibu are located within a high fire hazard area. The City is
served by the LACFD, as well as the California Department of Forestry, if needed. In the
event of major fires, the County has “mutual aid agreements” with cities and counties
throughout the state so that additional personnel and fire-fighting equipment can
augment the LACFD.

Nonetheless, a condition of approval has been included in the resolution which requires
that the property owner indemnify and hold the City harmless from hazards associated
with wildfire. The project, as conditioned, will incorporate all recommendations of City
geotechnical staff, City Public Works Department and the LACFD.

Finding 12. The project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse impacts on site
stability or structural integrity from geologic, flood or fire hazards due to required project
modifications, landscaping or other conditions.

As stated in Finding Ii, the project as designed, conditioned, and approved by City
geotechnical staff and City Public Works Department, does not have any significant
adverse impacts on the site stability or structural integrity from geologic, flood or fire
hazards due to the project design.

Finding 13. The project, as proposed or as conditioned, is the least environmentally
damaging alternative.

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

Page 18 of 20

Agenda Item 5.D.



Finding 14. There are no alternatives to development that would avoid or substantially
lessen impacts on site stability or structural integrity.

As stated in Finding Ii, the project as designed, and conditioned, and approved by City
geotechnical staff and City Public Works Department does not have any significant
adverse impacts on the site stability or structural integrity.

Finding 15. Development in a specific location on the site may have adverse impacts
but will eliminate, minimize or otheiwise contribute to conformance to sensitive resource
protection policies contained in the certified Malibu LCP.

As discussed in Finding Ii, no adverse impacts to sensitive resources are anticipated.

J. Shoreline and Bluff Development (LIP Chapter 10)

The project site is located on the inland side of Pacific Coast Highway and is not located
along the shoreline or on a bluff. Therefore, LIP Chapter 10 is not applicable.

K. Public Access (LIP Chapter 12)

The subject parcel is not located between the first road and the sea as it is located on
the inland side of Pacific Coast Highway. The parcel does not contain any mapped
trails, however, the Debutts Terrace Trail runs along the right-of-way for Murphy Way
adjacent to the subject parcel. The proposed development is set back from the street
and only the existing driveway will be improved which is located in the vicinity of the trail.
No physical barriers such as fences, walls or gates will be located in the area of the trail;
therefore, trail access is not blocked. In addition, mapped trail alignment currently exists
to the south of the subject parcel which would connect the Debutts Terrace Trail to the
Escondido Falls trail. Due to the existence of mapped trails surrounding the subject
property, access on the subject property is not required; furthermore, the proposed
development is not expected to affect the surrounding network of trails. Therefore,
complies with the provisions of Chapter 12 and no findings are required.

L. Land Division (LIP Chapter 15)

This project does not include a land division; therefore, the findings in LIP Chapter 15 do
not apply.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in CEQA,
the Planning Department has analyzed the proposed project. The Planning Department
found that this project is listed among the classes of projects that have been determined
not to have a significant adverse effect on the environment. Therefore, the project is
categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA pursuant to Sections 15303(a) — New
Construction and 15303(e) — new construction of accessory structures. The Planning
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Department has further determined that none of the six exceptions to the use of a
categorical exemption apply to this project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2).

CORRESPONDENCE: To date, staff has not received any comments on the subject
application.

PUBLIC NOTICE: Staff published a Notice of Public Hearing in a newspaper of general
circulation within the City of Malibu on May 12, 2016 and mailed the notice to all property
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property (Attachment 5).

SUMMARY: The required findings can be made that the project complies with the LCP.
Further, the Planning Department’s findings of fact are supported by substantial
evidence in the record. Based on the analysis contained in this report and the
accompanying resolution, staff recommends approval of this project subject to the
conditions of approval contained in Section 5 (Conditions of Approval) of Planning
Commission Resolution No. 16-51. The project has been reviewed and conditionally
approved for conformance with the LCP by Planning Department and appropriate City
departments.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 16-51
2. Project Plans
3. Department Review Sheets
4. Site and Story Pole Photos
5. Public Hearing Notice
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CITY OF MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 16-5 1

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MALIBU,
DETERMINING THE PROJECT IS CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT FROM THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, AND APPROVING COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 11-046 - AN APPLICATION FOR THE
CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 10,605 SQUARE FOOT, TWO-STORY SINGLE-
FAMILY RESIDENCE WITH ATTACHED GUESTHOUSE AND A SUBTERRANEAN
GARAGE, FOR TOTAL DEVELOPMENT SQUARE FOOTAGE FOR THE SITE OF
10,887, ALTERNATIVE ONSITE WASTEWATER SYSTEM (AOWTS), NEW
DRIVEWAY, RESTORATION OF UNPERMITTED ENVIRONMENTALLY
SENSITIVE HABITAT AREA, RETAINING WALLS, POOL, SPA, POOL EQUIPMENT,
LANDSCAPING, PATIO WITH BARBEQUE AREA, GRADING, AND ASSOCIATED
DEVELOPMENT, INCLUDING VARIANCE NO. 16-011 TO REDUCE THE
REQUIRED ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITAT AREA BUFFER, SITE
PLAN REVIEW NO. 16-017 FOR A ROOF HEIGHT OF 28 FEET, AND SITE PLAN
REVIEW NO. 16-018 TO ALLOW FOR REMEDIAL GRADING IN THE RURAL
RESIDENTIAL-TEN ACRE ZONING DISTRICT LOCATED AT 6050 MURPHY WAY
(C.A. RASMUSSEN CO. LLC).

The Planning Commission of the City OfMalibu does hereby find, order and resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. On September 13, 2011, an application for Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No. 11-
046, Variance (VAR) No. 16-011, and Site Plan Review (SPR) Nos. 16-017 and 16-018 was submitted to
the Planning Department by applicant, Eric Rasmussen, on behalfof the property owner C.A. Rasmussen.
The application was routed to the City geotechnical staff, City Environmental Health Specialist, City
Biologist, the City Public Works Department, and the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) for
review.

B. On April 12, 2016, a Notice of Coastal Development Permit Application was posted on
the subject property.

C. On March 22, 2016, story poles were placed onsite to demonstrate the project mass and
bulk.

D. On May 3, 2016, a courtesy notice discussing the proposed project was mailed to all
property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

E. On May 11, 2016, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing was published in a
newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all property owners and
occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

F. On June 6, 2016, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the
subject application, reviewed and considered the agenda report, reviewed and considered written reports,
public testimony, and other information in the record.

ATTACHMENT I
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SECTION 2. Environmental Review.

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the
Planning Commission has analyzed the proposed project. The Planning Commission found that this
project is listed among the classes ofprojects that have been determined not to have a significant adverse
effect on the environment. Therefore, the project is categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA
pursuant to 15303(a) — new construction and 15303(e) — new construction of accessory structures. The
Planning Commission has further determined that none of the six exceptions to the use of a categorical
exemption apply to this project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2).

SECTION 3. Coastal Development Permit Findings.

Based on substantial evidence contained within the record and pursuant to LIP Sections 13.7(B) and
13.9, the Planning Commission adopts the analysis in the agenda report, incorporated herein, the findings
of fact below and approves, CDP No. 11-046 to allow for the construction of a new 10,605 square foot,
two-story single-family residence with attached guesthouse and a 1,565 square foot subterranean garage,
for total development square footage for the site of 10,887, environmentally sensitive habitat area
(ESHA) restoration, alternative onsite wastewater system, new driveway, retaining walls, pool, spa, pool
equipment, landscaping, patio with barbeque area, grading, and associated development, including VAR
No. 16-011 to reduce the required ESHA buffer, SPR No. 16-017 for a roofheight of 28 feet, and SPR
No. 16-018 to allow for remedial grading, located in the Rural Residential 10-acre lot size minimum
(RR1 0) zoning district at 6050 Murphy Way.

The project is consistent with the LCP’s zoning, grading, cultural resources, water quality, and onsite
wastewater treatment requirements. With the inclusion of the proposed variance and site plan reviews,
the project, as conditioned, has been determined to be consistent with all applicable LCP codes,
standards, goals, and policies. The required findings are made herein.

A. General Coastal Development Permit (LIP Chapter 13)

1. The project is for the construction of a new single-family residence and associated
development and has been reviewed for conformance with the LCP by Planning Department staff, the
City Biologist, City Environmental Health Specialist, City geotechnical staff, the City Public Works
Department and LACFD. As discussed herein, based on submitted reports, project plans, visual analysis
and detailed site investigation, the proposed project, as conditioned and with the approval ofthe variance
and the two site plan reviews, conforms to the LCP in that it meets all applicable residential development
standards.

2. Evidence in the record demonstrates that as conditioned, the project will not result in
biological impacts and has been designed to minimize site disturbance. There is no evidence that an
alternative project would substantially lessen any potential significant adverse impacts of the
development on the environment.

3. The project site does contain ESHA, and the required fuel modification zones will extend
into the required ESHA Buffer. The proposed project was reviewed by the City Biologist and it was
determined that the proposed project is exempt from review by the Environmental Review Board (ERB)
because pursuant to LIP Section 4.4.4(D), new structures and landscaping proposed within the permitted
graded pad or permitted development area if there is no graded pad, authorized in a previously approved
coastal development permit do not need to be reviewed by the ERB. The California Coastal
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Commission (CCC) issued CDP No. 5-90-1068 to allow for the subdivision ofthe subject parcel into four
lots and 16,439 cubic yards ofgrading to create building pads. The proposed development is taking place
in an area previously approved for a building pad.

B. Variance for the reduction in the required Scrub ESHA Buffer (LIP — Section 13.26.5)

1. ESHA vegetation is present on the subject parcel. The applicant has researched various
alternatives that would allow development of the subject lot comparable to neighboring properties. The
current design places development within a previously approved building pad and utilizes an existing
access road which will be improved as part of the subject CDP. Building pads were approved as part of
CCC issued CDP No. 5-90-1068. Due to the topography and geological constraints ofthe subject parcel,
it is not possible to locate the development and its associated fuel modification zones in a manner that
would meet the required scrub ESHA setback. The proposed siting of the proposed residence creates the
least amount of impact to ESHA and the site. If the proposed structure were to be moved to another
location on the project site, additional grading for landform alteration would be required to create a new
building pad and access driveway. Granting of this variance would allow for development similar to
development on other parcels in the area while still minimizing impacts to ESHA.

2. The project will meet all applicable building and engineering safety codes and will not be
detrimental to other adjacent properties or improvements. The proposed variance will allow for the
construction ofa single-family residence and associated development in an area that has been determined
to be appropriate for such use, and will not be detrimental to the public’s interest, safety, health or
welfare in that all required permits are required to be secured as a condition of this CDP. As stated
previously, the proposed project has been reviewed and approved by the LACFD, the City Public Works
Department, City Environmental Health Specialist, City Biologist, and the City Geologist. The project,
as proposed or conditioned, was found to be consistent with applicable City goals and policies.

3. Granting of the variance will not constitute a special privilege to the applicant or property
owner because other properties in the immediate vicinity are developed similarly. Since the applicant is
proposing to develop a single-family residence consistent with the use allowed by the zoning district,
granting the variance does not constitute a special privilege to the property owner. Neighboring
development also abuts the surrounding ESHA and their associated fuel modification zones encroach into
ESHA.

4. The granting of the variance is not contrary to or in conflict with the general purposes or
intent of the LCP in that granting the variance will allow for construction of a single-family residence in
the RR-10 zoning district.

5. Development on the subject parcel will result in development that requires the reduction
of scrub ESHA buffer setback; however, the development will be located on a previously approved
building pad and only the fuel modification zones encroach into ESHA. The granting of this variance
will allow for the approval of a residence, as well as associated grading, landscaping, and an addition to
that residence. Additionally, the proposed development does not exceed the allowable 10,000 square foot
development envelope. Given that the project will minimize additional site disturbance, the proposed
project will have the least amount of impacts to the ESHA.

6. The proposed project includes a single-family residence, which is an allowed use in the
RR- 10 zoning district in which the project is located. The proposed variance to allow for a reduction in
the required scrub ESHA setback does not authorize a use or activity that is not expressly authorized by
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the zoning regulations for the subject property.

7. The granting of the variance will allow for the construction of a residence that is
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. Furthermore, with the implementation of the
geotechnical standards specified by the applicant’s geotechnical consultant, the proposed residence can be
constructed in a way that will not result in instability of the site. Given the topography and shape of the
subject parcel, the existing building pad that was previously improved provides the best location for
development. Therefore, the subject site is physically suitable for the proposed variance.

8. The variance complies with all requirements of state and local law. Construction of the
proposed improvements will comply with all building code requirements and will incorporate all
recommendations from applicable City departments and agencies. All required permits for the proposed
development will be secured.

C. Site Plan Review for Construction in Excess of 18 Feet in Height (LIP Section 13.27.5)

1. The applicant has proposed to build a new two-story single-family residence that will be
28 feet above existing grade at its highest point with a pitched roof. As discussed herein, the project has
been reviewed for all relevant policies and provisions of the LCP.

2. The project site is located along the southern side of Murphy Way. Story poles were
installed in April 2016 to demonstrate that the project is compatible with the rural nature of the
surrounding development (story pole photos, Attachment 4). The residences surrounding the subject
parcel are developed as two-story residential structures with accessory development. The larger lots share
setbacks similar to those proposed in the project, while the smaller lots located to the north of the
property feature much smaller setbacks. In addition, the site’s topography descends from Murphy Way.
Similar to the neighboring development, the proposed development will be shielded from views by the
slope located on the subject property that exists between the building pad and Murphy Way. This will
allow structures to the north of the subject property to look over the proposed development towards the
ocean to the south. The project complies with all development standards. Therefore, the project is not
anticipated to adversely affect neighborhood character.

3. The proposed development is located on a site that descends from Murphy Way and does
not meet the definition ofa primary or secondary ridgeline. Because ofthe slope on the existing property,
the site of development is shielded from view, so bluewater views are not expected to be blocked by the
subject project. Due to the location and design of the project and the implementation of standard
conditions of approval, the project is expected to have less than significant impacts to scenic vistas and
provides the maximum feasible protection to significant public views as required by LIP Chapter 6.

4. The proposed project will comply with all applicable requirements of state and local law
and is conditioned to comply with any relevant approvals, permits and licenses from the City ofMalibu
and other related agencies, such as the LACFD.

5. As discussed previously, the proposed project, with the inclusion of the two site plan
reviews and the variance, is consistent with the LCP in that the proposed project is located in an area that
has been identified for residential use. The goals and policies of the General Plan are intended to
maintain residential character in this area, and the project is consistent with these goals. The proposed
project is consistent with the LCP in that it conforms to the residential land use designation and all
applicable development standards. In addition, the project resolution contains materials and lighting
conditions to which the project must comply with.
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6. Based on the visual impact analysis (story pole placement), staff determined that the
proposed development will not result in impacts to neighboring residences’ bluewater views. No
surrounding property owners have contacted staff since the placement of the story poles or the mailing of
the courtesy notice. Based on the visual analysis, as well as site inspections, it is expected that the project
will not obstruct visually impressive scenes of the ocean from primary viewing areas of surrounding
residences.

D. Site Plan Review for Remedial Grading (LIP Section 13.27)

1. The project includes 1,248 cubic yards ofremedial grading and has been reviewed for all
relevant policies and provisions of the Malibu LCP. Based on submitted reports, visual impact analysis,
and detailed site investigations, the project is consistent with all policies and provisions of the Malibu
LCP. Furthermore, the geotechnical reports that recommend remedial grading were reviewed by the
City’s geotechnical staff and it was determined that the proposed remedial grading was required and
complied with the City’s geotechnical guidelines.

2. The project is compatible with other development in the adjacent area in that the
neighborhood is primarily residentially developed. The proposed remedial grading will stabilize onsite
soil conditions as well as add to the stability of surrounding properties. In addition, the area of landslide
debris will be restored, with no structures being developed in the areas where remedial grading is taking
place. It is not expected that the project will adversely affect neighborhood character.

3. This project consists of the construction of a new single-family residence and associated
development. As part of the site preparation there is an area on the property that contains landslide debris.
The area in which the remedial grading will take place will not be used for development but will be

restored with groundcover; and therefore, the remedial grading will not impact public views.

4. The proposed project has received LCP conformance review from the City Biologist, City
geotechnical staff, and the City Public Works Department. The project must also be approved by the City
of Malibu Building Safety Division, prior to issuance of City building permits. The proposed project
complies with all applicable requirements of state and local law.

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

1. A Biological Assessment for the project site was completed by Nelson and Associates
during November 2014. The Biological Assessment states that there were no special-status plant or
wildlife species present on the site. In addition, the Biological Assessment states that the proposed
development will be located on a previously approved building pad and area where grading was approved
as part of a CCC issued CDP and only the required fuel medication zones will intrude into the mapped
ESHA areas. The property contains scrub ESHA and given the topography and geological ofthe property
the site ofdevelopment is limited and the development restrictions that apply to ESHA would not permit
the construction ofa residence on this parcel. This is because it is not possible to site any structure on the
property without having the necessary fuel modification zones encroach into the onsite ESHA.

2. The proposed single-family residence is consistent with the property’s RR-10 zoning
designation. In addition, the proposed structure is outside the required 100-foot ESHA buffer.

3. The proposed project is consistent with all provisions ofMalibu’s certified LCP, with the
exception of the ESHA setbacks. Section 4.7 of the LIP provides for reasonable, economically viable use
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of properties that could otherwise not be developed due to ESHA constraints. The proposed new
residence is consistent with Sections 4.7.1 of the LIP, which limits development area to a 10,000 square
foot development envelope. In addition, conditions requiring mitigation for the ESHA disturbance have
been included in this resolution.

G. Scenic, Visual and Hillside Resource Protection (LIP Chapter 6)

1. There is no feasible development site location on the proposed project site where
development would not have potential to be visible from Debutts Terrace Trail since it looks down on
the site. Because of the topography of the area and building pad’s distance from the Escondido Falls
Trail, the project is not expected to have visual impacts on the trail. However, views of the coastline,
beach, and ocean are not obstructed by the proposed development based on review ofthe story poles. In
addition, the subject property is not visible from PCH because of the topography and surrounding
development in the project area. Therefore, the project as conditioned will not have significant adverse
scenic or visual impacts due to the project design, location or other reasons.

2. The project will not have significant adverse impacts on scenic or visual impacts.

3. The project, as designed, constructed, and conditioned, is the least environmentally
damaging alternative.

4. The project is not expected to have any significant adverse impacts on scenic and visual
resources, and ESHA impacts have been minimized.

H. Hazards (LIP Chapter 9)

1. City geotechnical staff determined that the proposed project is not anticipated to result in
potential adverse impacts on site stability or structural integrity and the Public Works Department
determined the project is not in a flood hazard area. The reports conclude that the proposed development
is suitable for the site and, if their recommendations are followed, the development will be safe from
geologic hazard. Based on review of the project and associated technical submittals, on September 2,
2015, City geotechnical staff approved the project, subject to conditions. All recommendations of the
consulting certified engineering geologist or geotechnical engineer and/or City geotechnical staff shall be
incorporated into all final design and construction including foundations, grading, sewage disposal and
drainage. Final plans shall be reviewed and approved by City geotechnical staffprior to the issuance ofa
grading permit.

2. The project as designed, conditioned, and approved by City geotechnical staff and City
Public Works Department, does not have any significant adverse impacts on the site stability or structural
integrity from geologic, flood or fire hazards due to the project design.

3. The project, as designed, constructed, and conditioned, is the least environmentally
damaging alternative.

4. The project as designed, and conditioned, and approved by City geotechnical staff and
City Public Works Department does not have any significant adverse impacts on the site stability or
structural integrity.
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5. The project, as designed, constructed, and conditioned, is not expected to have adverse
impacts to sensitive resources.

SECTION 4. Planning Commission Action.

Based on the foregoing findings and evidence contained within the record, the Planning Commission
hereby approves CDP No. 11-046, VAR No. 16-011 and SPR Nos. 16-017 and 16-018, subject to the
following conditions.

SECTION 5. Conditions of Approval.

The property owners, and their successors in interest, shall indemnif~r and defend the City of
Malibu and its officers, employees and agents from and against all liability and costs relating to
the City’s actions concerning this project, including (without limitation) any award of litigation
expenses in favor of any person or entity who seeks to challenge the validity of any of the City’s
actions or decisions in connection with this project. The City shall have the sole right to choose
its counsel and property owners shall reimburse the City’s expenses incurred in its defense ofany
lawsuit challenging the City’s actions concerning this project.

2. Approval of this application is to allow for the following:

a. Construction of a new 10,887 square foot, two-story, single-family residence
i. 6,902 square foot first floor;

ii. 3,093 square foot second floor;
iii. 1,565 square foot subterranean garage (283 square feet are considered TDSF)
iv. Covered decks and entry, 852 square feet (included in TDSF)

b. AOWTS;
c. ESHA mitigation;
d. Landscaping;
e. Driveway and hardscape;
f. Planters with landscaping;
g. Swimming Pool;
h. Spa;
i. Mechanical equipment area;
j. Outdoor barbeque area;
k. Retaining walls up to six feet in height;
1. VAR No. 16-011 to reduce the required scrub ESHA buffer;
m. SPR No. 16-017 for construction in excess of 18 feet in height to allow for a pitched roof

that is 28 feet in height; and
n. SPRNo. 16-018 to allow for 1,248 cubic yards of remedial grading.

3. Subsequent submittals for this project shall be in substantial compliance with plans on-file with
the Planning Department, date-stamped March 23, 2016. In the event the project plans conflict
with any condition of approval, the condition shall take precedence.

4. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.18.2, this permit and rights conferred in this approval shall not be
effective until the property owner signs and returns the Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit
accepting the conditions set forth herein. The applicant shall file this form with the Planning
Department within 10 days of this decision andlor prior to issuance of any development permits.
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5. The applicant shall submit three (3) complete sets of plans to the Planning Department for
consistency review and approval prior to plan check and again prior to the issuance of any
building or development permits.

6. This resolution, signed Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit and all Department Review Sheets
attached to the May 16, 2016, Planning Commission agenda report for this project shall be copied
in their entirety and placed directly onto a separate plan sheet behind the cover sheet of the
development plans submitted to the City ofMalibu Environmental Sustainability Department for
plan check.

7. This CDP shall expire if the project has not commenced within three (3) years after issuance of
the permit. Extension of the permit may be granted by the approving authority for due cause.
Extensions shall be requested in writing by the applicant or authorized agent prior to expiration of
the three-year period and shall set forth the reasons for the request.

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

9. All development shall conform to requirements of the City of Malibu Environmental
Sustainability Department, City geotechnical staff~, City Biologist, City Public Works Department,
LACFD, and City Environmental Health Specialist, as applicable. Notwithstanding this review,
all required permits shall be secured.

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

11. Pursuant to LIP Section 13.20, development pursuant to an approved CDP shall not commence
until the CDP is effective. The CDP is not effective until all appeals, including those to the
California Coastal Commission (CCC), have been exhausted. In the event that the CCC denies
the permit or issues the permit on appeal, the CDP approved by the City is void.

Cultural Resources

12. Tn the event that potentially important cultural resources are found in the course of geologic
testing or during construction, work shall immediately cease until a qualified archaeologist can
provide an evaluation of the nature and significance of the resources and until the Planning
Director can review this information. Thereafter, the procedures contained in LIP Chapter 11 and
those in M.M.C. Section 1 7.54.040(D)(4)(b) shall be followed.

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

Geology
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14. All recommendations of the consulting certified engineering geologist or geotechnical engineer
andlor the City Geotechnical staff shall be incorporated into all final design and construction
including foundations, grading, sewage disposal, and drainage. Final plans shall be reviewed and
approved by the City Geotechnical staff prior to the issuance of a grading permit.

15. Final plans approved by the City Geotechnical staff shall be in substantial conformance with the
approved CDP relative to construction, grading, sewage disposal and drainage. Any substantial
changes may require amendment of the CDP or a new CDP.

Grading /Drainage

16. Grading permits shall not be issued between November 1 and March 31 each year pursuant to LIP
Section 17.2.1. Clearing and grading during the rainy season (extending from November 1 to
March 31) shall be prohibited for development that is located within or adjacent to ESHA or
includes grading on slopes greater than 4 to 1. Approved grading for development that is located
within or adjacent to ESHA or on slopes greater than 4:1 shall not be undertaken unless there is
sufficient time to complete grading operations before the rainy season. If grading operations are
not completed before the rainy season begins, grading shall be halted and temporary erosion
control measures shall be put into place to minimize erosion until grading resumes after March
31, unless the City determines that completion of grading would be more protective ofresources

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

18. A grading and drainage plan shall be approved containing the following information prior to the
issuance of grading permits for the project.

a. Public Works Department General Notes
b. The existing and proposed square footage of impervious coverage on the property shall be

shown on the grading plan (including separate areas for buildings, driveways, walkways,
parking, tennis courts and pool decks).

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

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

e. If the property contains trees that are to be protected they shall be highlighted on the
grading plan.

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

g. Private storm drain systems shall be shown on the grading plan. Systems with a greater
than 12-inch diameter shall also have a plan and profile for the system included with the
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grading plan.
h. Public storm drain modifications shown on the grading plan shall be approved by the

Public Works Department prior to the issuance of the grading permit.

19. A digital drawing (Aut0CAD) of the project’s private storm drain system, public storm drain
system within 250 feet of the property limits, and post-construction BMPs shall be submitted to
the Public Works Department prior to the issuance ofbuilding permits. The digital drawing shall
adequately show all storm drain lines, inlets, outlets, post-construction BMPs and other applicable
facilities. The digital drawing shall also show the subject property, public or private streets, and
any drainage easements.

20. The ocean between Latigo Point and the West City limits has been established by the State Water
Resources Control Board as an Area of Special Biological Significance (ASBS) as part of the
California Ocean Plan. This designation allows discharge of storm water only where it is
essential for flood control or slope stability, including roof, landscape, road and parking lot
drainage, to prevent soil erosion, only occurs during wet weather, and is composed ofonly storm
water runoff. The applicant shall provide a drainage system that accomplishes the following:

a. Installation ofBMPs that are designed to treat the potential pollutants in the storm water
runoff so that it does not alter the natural ocean water quality. These pollutants include
trash, oil and grease, metals, bacteria, nutrients, pesticides, herbicides and sediment.

b. Prohibits the discharge of trash.
c. Only discharges from existing storm drain outfalls are allowed. No new outfalls will be

allowed. Any proposed or new storm water discharged shall be routed to existing storm
drain outfalls and shall not result in any new contribution of waste to the ASBS (i.e. no
additional pollutant loading).

d. Elimination of non-storm water discharges.

21. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan shall be provided prior to the issuance of the
Grading/Building permits for the project. This plan shall include an Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan (ESCP) that includes, but not limited to:

Erosion Controls Hydraulic Mulch
Hydroseeding
Soil Binders
Straw Mulch
Geotextiles and Mats
Wood Mulching

Sediment Controls Fiber Rolls
Gravel Bag Berm
Street Sweeping andl or Vacuum
Storm Drain Inlet Protection
Scheduling
Check Dam

Additional Controls Wind Erosion Controls
Stabilized Construction Entrance/ Exit
Stabilized Construction Roadway
Entrance/ Exit Tire Wash

Non-Stormwater Vehicle and Equipment Washing
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Management _________________________________

________________ Vehicle and Equipment Fueling
Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance

Waste Management Material Delivery and Storage
Spill Prevention and Control

All Best Management Practices (BMP) shall be in accordance to the latest version of the
California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) BMP Handbook. Designated areas for
the storage of construction materials, solid waste management, and portable toilets must not
disrupt drainage patterns or subject the material to erosion by site runoff.

22. A Water Quality Mitigation Plan (WQMP) is required for this project. The WQMP shall be
supported by a hydrology and hydraulic study that identifies all areas contributory to the property
and an analysis of the predevelopment and post development drainage of the site. The WQMP
shall meet all the requirements of the City’s current Municipal Separate Stormwater Sewer
System (MS4) permit. The following elements shall be included within the WQMP:
a. Site Design Best Management Practices (BMP’s)
b. Source Control BMP’s
c. Treatment Control BMP’ s that retains on-site the Stonnwater Quality Design Volume

(SWQDv). Or where it is technical infeasible to retain on-site, the project must biofiltrate
1.5 times the SWQDv that is not retained on-site.

d. Drainage Improvements
e. A plan for the maintenance and monitoring of the proposed treatment BMP’s for the

expected life of the structure.
f. A copy of the WQMP shall be filed against the property to provide constructive notice to

future property owners oftheir obligation to maintain the water quality measures installed
during construction prior to the issuance of grading or building permits.

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

21. A state construction activity permit is required for this project due to the disturbance ofmore than
one acre of land for development. Provide a copy of the letter from the State Water Quality
Control Board containing the WDID number prior to the issuance ofgrading or building permits.

22. Prior to the approval of any permits and prior to the applicant submitting the required
Construction General Permit documents to the State Water Quality Control Board, the applicant
shall submit to the Public Works Department for review and approval an Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan (ESCP). The ESCP shall contain appropriate site-specific construction site BMPs
and shall be developed and certified by a Qualified SWPP Developer (QWD). All structural
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BMPs must be designed by a licensed California Engineer. The ESCP must address the following
elements:

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

b. Methods used to protect native vegetation and trees.
c. Sediment/Erosion Control.
d. Controls to prevent tracking on and off the site.
e. Non-storm water controls.
f. Material management (delivery and storage).
g. Spill prevention and control.
h. Waste management.
i. Identification of site Risk Level as identified per the requirements in Appendix 1

of the Construction General Permit.
j. Landowner must sign the following statement on the ESCP:

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

25. The developer’s consulting engineer shall sign the final plans prior to the issuance of permits.

Construction/Framing

26. A construction staging plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the Planning
Department and Building Safety Division prior to permit issuance.

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

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

29. When framing is complete, a site survey shall be prepared by a licensed civil engineer or architect
that states the finished ground level elevation and the highest roofmember elevation. Prior to the
commencement of further construction activities, said document shall be submitted to the
assigned Building Inspector and the Planning Department for review and sign off on framing.
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30. Construction debris and sediment shall be properly contained and secured on site with BMPs to
prevent the unintended transport ofsediment and other debris into coastal waters by wind, rain or
tracking.

Lighting

31. Exterior lighting shall be minimized, shielded, or concealed and restricted to low intensity
features, so that no light source is directly visible from public view. Permitted lighting shall
conform to the following standards:

a. Lighting for walkways shall be limited to fixtures that do not exceed two feet in height
and are directed downward, and limited to 850 lumens (equivalent to a 60 watt
incandescent bulb);

b. Security lighting controlled by motion detectors maybe attached to the residence provided
it is directed downward and is limited to 850 lumens;

c. Driveway lighting shall be limited to the minimum lighting necessary for safe vehicular
use. The lighting shall be limited to 850 lumens;

d. Lights at entrances as required by the Building Code shall be permitted provided that such
lighting does not exceed 850 lumens;

e. Site perimeter lighting shall be prohibited; and
f. Outdoor decorative lighting for aesthetic purposes is prohibited.

32. Night lighting for sports courts or other private recreational facilities shall be prohibited.

33. No permanently installed lighting shall blink, flash, or be of unusually high intensity or
brightness. Lighting levels on any nearby property from artificial light sources on the subject
property shall not produce an illumination level greater than one foot candle.

34. Night lighting from exterior and interior sources shall be minimized. All exterior lighting shall be
low intensity and shielded directed downward and inward so there is no offsite glare or lighting of
natural habitat areas.

Colors and Materials

35. The project is visible from scenic roads or public viewing areas, and therefore, shall incorporate
colors and exterior materials that are compatible with the surrounding landscape.

a. Acceptable colors shall be limited to colors compatible with the surrounding environment
(earth tones) including shades ofgreen, brown and gray, with no white or light shades and
no bright tones. Colors shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director and
clearly indicated on the building plans.

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

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

36. All driveways shall be a neutral color that blends with the surrounding landforms and vegetation.
Retaining walls shall incorporate veneers, texturing andlor colors that blend with the surrounding
earth materials or landscape. The color of driveways and retaining walls shall be reviewed and
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approved by the Planning Director and clearly indicated on all grading, improvement and/or
building plans.

Onsite Wastewater Treatment System

37. Prior to the issuance ofa building permit the applicant shall demonstrate, to the satisfaction ofthe
Building Official, compliance with the City ofMalibu’s Onsite Wastewater Treatment regulations
including provisions of LIP Section 18.9 related to continued operation, maintenance and
monitoring of the AOWTS.

38. Prior to final Environmental Health approval, a final AOWTS plot plan shall be submitted
showing an AOWTS design meeting the minimum requirements of the Malibu Plumbing Code
(MPC) and the LCP, including necessary construction details, the proposed drainage plan for the
developed property and the proposed landscape plan for the developed property. The AOWTS
plot plan shall show essential features of the AOWTS and must fit onto an 11 inch by 17 inch
sheet leaving a five inch margin clear to provide space for a City applied legend. If the scale of
the plans is such that more space is needed to clearly show construction details and/or all
necessary setbacks, larger sheets may also be provided (up to a maximum size of 18 inches by 22
inches).

39. A final design and system specifications shall be submitted as to all components (i.e. alarm
system, pumps, timers, flow equalization devices, backflow devices, etc.) proposed for use in the
construction of the proposed AOWTS. For all AOWTS, final design drawings and calculations
must be signed by a California registered civil engineer, a registered environmental health
specialist or a professional geologist who is responsible for the design. The final AOWTS design
drawings shall be submitted to the City Environmental Health Specialist with the designer’s wet
signature, professional registration number and stamp.

40. Any above-ground equipment associated with the installation of the AOWTS shall be screened
from view by a solid wall or fence on all four sides. The fence or walls shall not be higher than
42 inches tall.

41. The final design report shall contain the following information (in addition to the items listed
above).

a. Required treatment capacity for wastewater treatment and disinfection systems. The
treatment capacity shall be specified in terms of flow rate, gallons per day, and shall be
supported by calculations relating the treatment capacity to the number of bedroom
equivalents, plumbing fixture equivalents, and/or the subsurface effluent dispersal system
acceptance rate. The fixture unit count must be clearly identified in association with the
design treatment capacity, even if the design is based on the number of bedrooms.
Average and peak rates ofhydraulic loading to the treatment system shall be specified in
the final design;

b. Description of proposed wastewater treatment and/or disinfection system equipment.
State the proposed type of treatment system(s) (e.g., aerobic treatment, textile filter
ultraviolet disinfection, etc.); major components, manufacturers, and model numbers for
“packag&’ systems; and conceptual design for custom engineered systems;

c. Specifications, supporting geology information, and percolation test results for the
subsurface effluent dispersal portion of the onsite wastewater disposal system. This must
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include the proposed type of effluent dispersal system (drainfield, trench, seepage pit
subsurface drip, etc.) as well as the system’s geometric dimensions and basic construction
features. Supporting calculations shall be presented that relate the results of soils analysis
or percolationlinfiltration tests to the projected subsurface effluent acceptance rate,
including any unit conversions or safety factors. Average and peak rates of hydraulic
loading to the effluent dispersal system shall be specified in the final design. The
projected subsurface effluent acceptance rate shall be reported in units oftotal gallons per
day and gallons per square foot per day. Specifications for the subsurface effluent
dispersal system shall be shown to accommodate the design hydraulic loading rate (i.e.,
average and peak AOWTS effluent flow, reported in units of gallons per day). The
subsurface effluent dispersal system design must take into account the number of
bedrooms, fixture units and building occupancy characteristics; and

d. All final design drawings shall be submitted with the wet signature and typed name ofthe
AOWTS designer. If the scale of the plan is such that more space is needed to clearly
show construction details, larger sheets may also be provided (up to a maximum size of
18 inch by 22 inch, for review by the Environmental Health Division). Note: For
AOWTS final designs, full-size plans are required for review by the Building Safety
Division and/or the Planning Department.

e. H20 Traffic Rated Slab: Submit plans and structural calculations for review and approval
by the Building Safety Division prior to Environmental Health final approval.

42. A covenant running with the land shall be executed by the property owner and recorded with the
Los Angeles County Recorder’s Office. Said covenant shall serve as constructive notice to any
successors in interest that: 1) the private sewage disposal system serving the development on the
property does not have a 100 percent expansion effluent dispersal area (i.e., replacement disposal
field(s) or seepage pit(s)), and 2) if the primary effluent dispersal area fails to drain adequately,
the City of Malibu may require remedial measures including, but not limited to, limitations on
water use enforced through operating permit and/or repairs, upgrades or modifications to the
private sewage disposal system. The recorded covenant shall state and acknowledge that future
maintenance and/or repair of the private sewage disposal system may necessitate interruption in
the use of the private sewage disposal system and, therefore, any building(s) served by the private
sewage disposal system may become non-habitable during any required future maintenance and/or
repair. Said covenant shall be in a form acceptable to the City Attorney and approved by the
Environmental Sustainability Department.

43. Proof of ownership of subject property shall be submitted to the City Environmental Health
Specialist.

44. An operations and maintenance manual specified by the AOWTS designer shall be submitted to
the City Environmental Health Specialist. This shall be the same operations and maintenance
manual submitted to the owner and/or operator of the proposed AOWTS following installation.

45. Prior to final Environmental Health approval, a maintenance contract executed between the owner
of the subject property and an entity qualified in the opinion of the City ofMalibu to maintain the
proposed AOWTS afler construction shall be submitted. Only original wet signature documents
are acceptable and shall be submitted to the City Environmental Health Specialist.
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46. Prior to final Environmental Health approval, a covenant which runs with the land shall be
executed between the City ofMalibu and the holder of the fee simple absolute as to subject real
property and recorded with the Los Angeles County Recorder’s Office. Said covenant shall serve
as constructive, notice to any future purchaser for value that the AOWTS serving subject property
is an alternative method ofonsite wastewater disposal pursuant to the City ofMPC, Appendix K,
Section 10). Said covenant shall be provided by the City of Malibu Environmental Health
Specialist and shall be submitted to the City of Malibu with proof of recordation by the Los
Angeles County Recorder.

47. The City geotechnical staff and Geotechnical Engineer’s final approval shall be submitted to the
City Environmental Health Specialist.

48. In accordance with MMC Chapter 15.14, an application shall be made to the Environmental
Sustainability Department for an OWTS operating permit.

Biology/Landscaping

49. The Maximum Applied Water Allowance (MAWA) for this project totals 469,970 gallons per
year. The Estimated Applied Water Use (EAWU) totals 326,540 gpy, thus meeting the Landscape
Water Conservation Ordinance Requirements.

50. Pursuant to LIP Section 4.8.1, all new development shall include mitigation for unavoidable
impacts to ESHA from the removal, conversion, or modification of natural habitat for new
development, including required fuel modification and brush clearance. The proposed project will
result in 24,000 sf (0.55) acres of permanent impacts (Development footprint and/or Fuel
Modification Zones A and/or B) to ESHA and 72,000 sf (1.65 acres) of partial impacts (Fuel
Modification Zone C). One of the following three Habitat Impact Mitigation methods shall be
required: (1) habitat restoration; (2) habitat conservation; or (3) in-lieu fee for habitat
conservation. The CDP shall include conditions setting forth the requirements for habitat
mitigation. Prior to grading permit issuance the applicant shall provide either a detailed
restoration plan, a habitat conservation plan, or evidence of payment of in lieu fees to the Santa
Monica Mountains Conservancy.

51. Prior to Final Plan Check Approval, please provide landscape water use approval from the Los
Angeles County Waterworks District No. 29.

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

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

54. Vegetation shall be situated on the property so as not to obstruct the primary view from private
property at any given time (given consideration of its future growth).

55. No non-native plant species shall be approved greater than 50 feet from the residential structure.



Planning Commission Resolution No 16-51
Page 17 of2O

56. The landscape plan shall prohibit the use ofbuilding materials treated with toxic compounds such
as copper arsenate.

57. Grading should be scheduled only during the dry season from April 1-October31 st. If it becomes
necessary to conduct grading activities from November 1 —March 31, a comprehensive erosion
control plan shall be submitted for approval prior to issuance of a grading permit and
implemented prior to initiation of vegetation removal andlor grading activities.

58. Grading scheduled between February 1 and September 15 will require nesting bird surveys by a
qualified biologist prior to initiation of grading activities. Surveys shall be completed no more
than 5 days from proposed initiation of site preparation activities. Should active nests be
identified, a buffer area no less than 150 feet (300 feet for raptors) shall be fenced off until it is
determined by a qualified biologist that the nest is no longer active.

59. Night lighting from exterior and interior sources shall be minimized. All exterior lighting shall be
low intensity and shielded so it is directed downward and inward so that there is no offsite glare
or lighting of natural habitat areas.

60. Necessary boundary fencing shall be of an open rail-type design with a wooden rail at the top
(instead ofwire), be less than 40 inches high, and have a space greater than 14 inches between the
ground and the bottom post or wire. A split rail design that blends with the natural environment is
preferred.

61. Prior to issuing a certificate of occupancy, the City Biologist shall inspect the project site and
determine that all planning conditions to protect natural resources are in compliance with the
approved plans.

Water Quality/ Water Service

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

Swimming Pool / Spa / Water Feature

63. On-site noise, including that which emanates from swimming pool and air conditioning
equipment, shall be limited as described in MMC Chapter 8.24 (Noise).

64. Pool and air conditioning equipment that will be installed shall be screened from view by a solid
wall or fence on all four sides. The fence or walls shall comply with LIP Section 3.5.3(A).

65. All swimming pools shall contain double walled construction with drains and leak detection
systems capable of sensing a leak of the inner wall.

66. The discharge of swimming pool, spa and decorative fountain water and filter backwash,
including water containing bacteria, detergents, wastes, alagecides or other chemicals is
prohibited. Swimming pooi, spa, and decorative fountain water may be used as landscape
irrigation only if the following items are met:
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a. The discharge water is dechlorinated, debrominated or if the water is disinfected using
ozonation;

b. There are sufficient BMPs in place to prevent soil erosion; and
c. The discharge does not reach into the MS4 or to the ASBS (including tributaries)

Discharges not meeting the above-mentioned methods must be trucked to a Publicly Owned
Wastewater Treatment Works.

67. The applicant shall also provide a construction note on the plans that directs the contractor to
install a new sign stating “It is illegal to discharge pool, spa or water feature waters to a street,
drainage course or storm drain per MMC 13.04.060(D)(5).” The new sign shall be posted in the
filtration andlor pumping equipment area for the property. Prior to the issuance of any permits,
the applicant shall indicate the method of disinfection and the method of discharging.

68. Pursuant to MMC Section 9.20.040(B), all ponds, decorative fountains shall require a water
recirculating/recycling system.

Fencing and Walls

69. The applicant shall include an elevation of the proposed electronic driveway gate on the
architectural plans that are submitted for building plan check. The gate and all fencing along the
front property line shall comply with the regulations set forth in LIP Section 3.5.

70. The height of fences and walls shall comply with LIP Section 3.5.3(A). No retaining wall shall
exceed six feet in height or 12 feet in height for a combination of two or more walls.

71. Necessary boundary fencing shall be of an open rail-type design with a wooden rail at the top
(instead ofwire), be less than 40-inches high, and have a space greater than 14-inches between the
ground and the bottom post or wire. A split rail design that blends with the natural environment
is preferred.

72. Fencing or walls shall be prohibited within ESHA, except where necessary for public safety or
habitat protection or restoration. Fencing or walls that do not permit the free passage ofwildlife
shall be prohibited in any wildlife corridor.

Deed Restrictions

73. The property owner is required to execute and record a deed restriction which shall indemnify and
hold harmless the City, its officers, agents, and employees against any and all claims, demands,
damages, costs and expenses of liability arising out of the acquisition, design, construction,
operation, maintenance, existence or failure of the permitted project in an area where an
extraordinary potential for damage or destruction from wildfire exists as an inherent risk to life
and property. The property owner shall provide a copy of the recorded document to Planning
Department staff prior to final Planning approval.

74. Prior to final planning approval, the applicant shall be required to execute and record a deed
restriction reflecting Lighting conditions. The property owner shall provide a copy of the recorded
document to Planning Department staff prior to final planning approval for issuance of grading
permits.
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Prior to Occupancy

75. Prior to Final Building inspection, the applicant shall provide the Environmental Sustainability
Department with a Final Waste Reduction and Recycling Summary Report (Summary Report).
The Final Summary Report shall designate all material that were land filled or recycled, broken
down by material types. The Environmental Sustainability Department shall approve the final
Summary Report.

76. The applicant shall request a final planning inspection prior to final inspection by the City’s
Building Safety Division. A Certificate of Occupancy shall not be issued until the Planning
Department has determined that the project complies with this coastal development permit. A
temporary Certificate of Occupancy may be granted at the discretion of the Planning Director,
provided adequate security has been deposited with the City to ensure compliance should the final
work not be completed in accordance with this permit.

77. Any construction trailer, storage equipment or similar temporary equipment not permitted as part
of the approved scope of work shall be removed prior to final inspection and approval, and if
applicable, the issuance of the certificate of occupancy.

Fixed Conditions

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

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

SECTION 6. The Planning Commission shall certify the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 6th day of June 2016.

ROOHI STACK, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary

LOCAL APPEAL - Pursuant to Local Coastal Program Local Implementation Plan (LIP) Section 13.20.1
(Local Appeals) a decision made by the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council by an
aggrieved person by written statement setting forth the grounds for appeal. An appeal shall be filed with
the City Clerk within 10 days and shall be accompanied by an appeal form and filing fee, as specified by
the City Council. Appeal forms may be found online at www.malibucity.org, in person at City Hall, or by
calling (310) 456-2489, ext. 245.



Planning Commission Resolution No 16-51
Page 20 of 20

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 16-5 1 was passed and adopted by the
Planning Commission of the City of Malibu at the Regular meeting held on the 6th day of June 2016 by
the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

KATHLEEN STECKO, Recording Secretary
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City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, California CA 90265-4804

(310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 456-7650

FIRE DEPARTMENT REVIEW
REFERRAL SHEET

TO: Los Angeles County Fire Department DATE: 9/1312011
FROM: City of Malibu Planning Department

PROJECT NUMBER: CDP 11-046, LDP 11-024

JOB ADDRESS: 6050 MURPHY WAY

APPLICANT I CONTACT: Eric Rasmussen

APPLICANT ADDRESS: 2320 Shasta way Suite F
Simi Valley, CA 93065

APPLICANT PHONE #: (818)518-6932
APPLICANT FAX #: _______________________________________
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: NSFR

TO: Malibu Planning Department and/or Applicant
FROM: Fire Prevention Engineering Assistant

Compliance with the conditions checked below is reqUired prior to Fire Department approval.

The project DOES require Fire Department Plan Review and Developer Fee payment _____
The project DOES NOT require Fire Department Plan Review _____

The required fire flow for this project is /~ gallons per minute at 20 pounds per
square inch for a 2 hour duration. (Provide flow information from the water dept.)
The project is required to have an interior automatic fire sprinkler system. _____

Final Fuel Modification Plan Approval is required priorto Fire Department Approval _____

Conditions below marked “not approved” shall be corrected on the site plan and resubmitted
for Fire Department approval.

App’d N/app’d
Required Fire Department vehicular access (including width and grade %)
as shown from the public streetto the proposed project. ____

Required andlor proposed Fire Department VehicularTurnaround ____

Required 5 foot wide Fire Department Walking Access (including grade %) ____

~Width of proposed driveway/access roadway gates 7<

*Coun~ of Los Angeles Fire Department Approval Expires with City Planning permits expiration,
revisions to the County of Los Angeles Fire Code or revisions to Fire Department regulations and standards.

~Minor changes may be approved by Fire Prevention Engineering, provided such changes
achieve substantially the same results and the project maintains compliance with the County of Los
An eles Fire Code valid atthe time~revised plans are submitted. Applicable review fees shall be required.

SIGNATURE DATE

Additional requirementslconditions may be imposed upon review of complete architectural plans.
The Fire Prevention Engineering maybe contactedhyphone at (818) 880-0341orat the Fire Department Counter:

26600 Agoura Road, Suite 110, Calabasas, CA 91302; Hours: Monday —Thursday between 7:00 AM and 11:00 AM

ATTACHMENT 3



City of Malibu
MEMORANDUM

To: Planning Department

From: Public Works Department
Jorge Rubalcava, Assist. Civil Engineer

Date: April 14, 2016

Re: Proposed Conditions of Approval for 6050 Murphy Way CDP 11-046 Updated.

The Public Works Department has reviewed the plans submitted for the above referenced project.
Based on this review sufficient information has been submitted to confirm that conformance with
the Malibu Local Coastal Plan (LCP) and the Malibu Municipal Code (MMC) can be attained. Prior
to the issuance of building and grading permits, the applicant shall comply with the following
conditions.

GRADING AND DRAINAGE

1. Clearing and grading during the rainy season (extending from November 1 to March 31)
shall be prohibited for development LIP Section 17.3.1 that:

• Is located within or adjacent to ESHA, or
• Includes grading on slopes greater than 4:1
• Approved grading for development that is located within or adjacent to ESHA or on

slopes greater than 4:1 shall not be undertaken unless there is sufficient time to
complete grading operations before the rainy season. If grading operations are not
completed before the rainy season begins, grading shall be halted and temporary
erosion control measures shall be put into place to minimize erosion until grading
resumes after March 31, unless the City determines that completion of grading
would be more protective of resources

2. Exported soil from a site shall be taken to the County Landfill or to a site with an active
grading permit and the ability to accept the material in compliance with the City’s LIP Section
8.3. A note shall be placed on the project that addresses this condition.

I
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3. A grading and drainage plan shall be approved containing the following information prior to
the issuance of grading permits for the project.

• Public Works Department General Notes
• The existing and proposed square footage of impervious coverage on the property

shall be shown on the grading plan (including separate areas for buildings, driveways,
walkways, parking, tennis courts and pool decks).

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

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

• If the property contains trees that are to be protected they shall be highlighted on the
grading plan.

• If the property contains rare and endangered species as identified in the resources
study the grading plan shall contain a prominent note identifying the areas to be
protected (to be left undisturbed). Fencing of these areas shall be delineated on the
grading plan if required by the City Biologist.

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

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

4. A digital drawing (Aut0CAD) of the project’s private storm drain system, public storm drain
system within 250 feet of the property limits, and post-construction BMP’s shall be submitted
to the Public Works Department prior to the issuance of grading or building permits. The
digital drawing shall adequately show all storm drain lines, inlets, outlet, post-construction
BMP’s and other applicable facilities. The digital drawing shall also show the subject
property, public or private street, and any drainage easements.

STORMWATER

5. The ocean between Latigo Point and the West City limits has been established by the State
Water Resources Control Board as an Area of Special Biological Significance (ASBS) as
part of the California Ocean Plan. This designation allows discharge of storm water only
where it is essential for flood control or slope stability, including roof, landscape, road and
parking lot drainage, to prevent soil erosion, only occurs during wet weather, and is
composed of only storm water runoff. The applicant shall provide a drainage system that
accomplishes the following:

• Installation of BMP5 that are designed to treat the potential pollutants in the storm
water runoff so that it does not alter the natural ocean water quality. These poQ~itants

2 Li
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include trash, oil and grease, metals, bacteria, nutrients, pesticides, herbicides and
sediment.

• Prohibits the discharge of trash.
• Only discharges from existing storm drain outfalls are allowed. No new outfalls will

be allowed. Any proposed or new storm water discharged shall be routed to existing
storm drain outfalls and shall not result in any new contribution of waste to the ASBS
(i.e. no additional pollutant loading).

• Elimination of non-storm water discharges.

6. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan shall be provided prior to the issuance of the
Grading/Building permits for the project. This plan shall include an Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan (ESCP) that includes, but not limited to:

Erosion Controls Hydraulic Mulch
Hydroseeding
Soil Binders
Straw Mulch
Geotextiles and Mats
Wood Mulching

Sediment Controls Fiber Rolls
Gravel Bag Berm
Street Sweeping and! or Vacuum
Storm Drain Inlet Protection
Scheduling
Check Dam

Additional Controls Wind Erosion Controls
Stabilized Construction Entrance! Exit
Stabilized Construction Roadway
Entrance! Exit Tire Wash

Non-Stormwater Vehicle and Equipment Washing
Management

Vehicle and Equipment Fueling
Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance

Waste Management Material Delivery and Storage
Spill Prevention and Control

All Best Management Practices (BMP) shall be in accordance to the latest version of the
California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) BMP Handbook. Designated areas
for the storage of construction materials, solid waste management, and portable toilets
must not disrupt drainage patterns or subject the material to erosion by site runoff.

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

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

• Methods used to protect native vegetation and trees.
• Sediment/Erosion Control.
• Controls to prevent tracking on and off the site.
• Non-storm water controls.
• Material management (delivery and storage).
• Spill Prevention and Control.
• Waste Management
• Identification of site Risk Level as identified per the requirements in Appendix I of the

Construction General Permit.
• Landowner must sign the following statement on the ESCP:

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

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

9. A Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) is required for this project. Storm drainage
improvements are required to mitigate increased runoff generated by property development.
The applicant shall have the choice of one method specified within the City’s Local
Implementation Plan Section 1 7.3.2.B.2. The SWMP shall be supported by a hydrology
and hydraulic study that identifies all areas contributory to the property and an analysis of
the predevelopment and post development drainage of the site. The SWMP shall identify
the Site design and Source control Best Management Practices (BMP’s) that have been
implemented in the design of the project (See LIP Chapter 17 Appendix A). The SWMP
shall be reviewed and approved by the Public Works Department prior to the issuance of the
grading/building permits for this project.
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10. A Water Quality Mitigation Plan (WQMP) is required for this project. The WQMP shall be
supported by a hydrology and hydraulic study that identifies all areas contributory to the
property and an analysis of the predevelopment and post development drainage of the site.
The WQMP shall meet all the requirements of the City’s current Municipal Separate
Stormwater Sewer System (MS4) permit. The following elements shall be included within
the WQMP:

• Site Design Best Management Practices (BMP’s)
• Source Control BMP’s
• Treatment Control BMP’s that retains on-site the Stormwater Quality Design Volume

(SWQDv). Or where it is technical infeasible to retain on-site, the project must
biofiltrate 1.5 times the SWQDv that is not retained on-site.

• Drainage Improvements
• A plan for the maintenance and monitoring of the proposed treatment BMP’s for the

expected life of the structure.
• A copy of the WQMP shall be filed against the property to provide constructive notice

to future property owners of their obligation to maintain the water quality measures
installed during construction prior to the issuance of grading or building permits.

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

MISCELLANOUS

11. The developer’s consulting engineer shall sign the final plans prior to the issuance of permits.

12. The discharge of swimming pool, spa and decorative fountain water and filter backwash,
including water containing bacteria, detergents, wastes, alagecides or other chemicals is
prohibited. Swimming pool, spa, and decorative fountain water may be used as landscape
irrigation only if the following items are met:

• The discharge water is dechlorinated, debrominated or if the water is disinfected
using ozonation;

• There are sufficient BMPs in place to prevent soil erosion; and
• The discharge does not reach into the MS4 or to the ASBS (including tributaries)

Discharges not meeting the above-mentioned methods must be trucked to a Publicly Owned
Wastewater Treatment Works.
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The applicant shall also provide a construction note on the plans that directs the contractor
to install a new sign stating “It is illegal to discharge pool, spa or water feature waters
to a street, drainage course or storm drain per MMC 13.04.060(D)(5).” The new sign
shall be posted in the filtration and/or pumping equipment area for the property. Prior to the
issuance of any permits, the applicant shall indicate the method of disinfection and the
method of discharging.
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City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road • Malibu, California 90265-4861

(310) 456-2489 • Fax (310) 317-1950 e www.malibucity.org

GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW SHEET

Project Information
Date: September 2, 2015 Review Log #: 3305
Site Address: 6050 Murphy Way
Lot/Tract/PM #: n/a Planning #: CDP 11-046
Applicant/Contact: Erik Rasmussen, erikfI~rasrnussencollc.com BPC/GPC #:
ContactPhone#: 818-518-6932 Fax#: Planner: RichardMollica
Project Type: New single-family residential development

Submittal Information
Consultant(s)/Report Date(s): Mountain Geology, Inc. (Holt, CEG 1200): 6-25-15, 4-25-13
(Current submittaI~’s,) in Bold) Mountain Geology, Inc. (Holt, CEG 2282; CHG 816): 1-26-11

Caiwest Geotechnical (Liston, RCE 31902): 6-6-13, 2-7-11
Barton Slutske (REHS # 3940): 12-26-10
Grading plans prepared by Geoworks dated August 25, 2015.
Floor plans and elevations, undated.

Previous Reviews: 9-18-13, 8-23-13, 10-4-11, Geotechnical Review Referral Sheet dated 9-
15-11

Review Findings

Coastal Development Permit Review

~ The residential development project is APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective.

LI The residential development project is NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. The
listed ‘Review Comments’ shall be addressed prior to approval.

Building/Grading Plan-Check Review

~ Awaiting Building plan check submittal. Please respond to the listed ‘Building Plan-Check Stage
Review Comments’ AND review and incorporate the attached ‘Geotechnical Notes for Building Plan
Check’ into the plans.

LI APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. Please review the attached ‘Geotechnical Notes for
Building Plan Check’ and incorporate into Building Plan-Check submittals.

LI NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. The listed ‘Building Plan-Check Stage Review
Comments’ shall be addressed prior to Building Plan-Check Stage approval.

Remarks

The referenced revised grading plans and Engineering Geologic Memorandum were reviewed by the City from
a geotechnical perspective. The project comprises a new 8,622 square foot two-story single-family residence
with a 2,320 square foot subterranean garage, a swimming pool, tennis court, retaining walls, soldier pile walls
for stabilization, and an onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS) consisting ofa treatment tank system and
seepage pits.

Revised grading consists of 685 yards of cut and 172 yards of fill under structure; 663 yards of cut and 143
yards of fill for safety; 468 yards of cut and 48 yards ollill non-exempt; 1,248 yards of cut remedial; and



City of Malibu Geotechnical Review Sheet

2,701 yards of export.

The Project Engineering Geologist recommends removal of a stockpile of uncertified artificial fill
adjacent to the access driveway and in the motor court area. City geotechnical staff concurs with the
Consultant that this grading is remedial-mitigation of an unsuitable geotechnical condition underlying
the building area.

NOTICE: Applicants shall be required to submit all Geotechnical reports for this project as searchable
PDF files on a CD. At the time of Building Plan Check application, the Consultant must provide
searchable PDF files on a CD to the Building Department for ALL previously submitted reports that
have been reviewed by City Geotechnical Staff.

BuildinglGradinq Plan-Check Stage Review Comments:

1. The project structural engineer needs to consider the Project Geologist’s conclusions regarding bedrock
shattering and incorporate those recommendations into the design of the project, as applicable.

2. If structures are supported on the proposed soldier piles, the Project Geotechnical Consultant needs to
provide estimates of pile deflection at the top of the soldier piles.

3. Please clearly label the landslide and fault Restricted Use Areas established by the Project Engineering
- Geologist on the grading and site plans. Indicate the restrictions for development on the plans.

4. Please depict limits and depths of over-excavation and structural fill to be placed on the grading plan, and
cross sectional view of the proposed building area. Cut and fill yardages are to be indicated on the cover
sheet of the plans.

5. Two sets of final grading, retaining wall, swimming pool, soldier pile, tennis court, OWTS, and residence
plans (APPROVED BY BUILDING AND SAFETY) incorporating the Project Geotechnical
Consultant’s recommendations and items in this review sheet must be reviewed and wet stamped and
manually signed by the Project Engineering Geologist and Project Geotechnical Engineer. City
geotechnical staff will review the plans for conformance with the Project Geotechnical Consultants’
recommendations and items in this review sheet over the counter at City Hall. Appointments for final
review and approval of the plans may be made by calling or emailing City Geotechnical staff.

Please direct questions regarding this review sheet to City Geot c nical staff listed below.

Engineering Geolo~’ Review by: _______________________________ ~ /5
Christopher Dean, C.E.~. #1751, Exp. 9-30-16 Date / I
Engineering Geology Reviewer (310-456-2489, x306)
Email: cdean©malibucity.org

This review sheet was prepared by City Geotechnical Staff
contracted with Fugro as an agent of the City of Malibu.

FUGRO CONSULTANTS, lNC.~
4820 McGrath Street Suite 100
Ventura, California 93003-7778
(805) 650-7000 (Ventura office)
(310) 456-2489, x306 (City of Malibu)
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Biological review, 2/03/15

City ofMalibu
23815 Stuart Ranch Road, Malibu, California 90265

(310) 456-2489 Fax (310) 456-7650

Planning Department

BIOLOGICAL REVIEW

Site Address: 6050 Murphy Way
Applicant/Phone: Eric Rasmussen! 818-518-6932
Project Type: NSFR
Project Number: CDP 11-046
Project Planner: Richard Mollica

RESOURCES: Scrub ESHA

REFERENCES: Site plans, partial site survey, landscape plans, Hydrozone map and
water budget calculations, Biological Resource assessment (Nelson 11/14);

DISCUSSION:

1. The Maximum Applied Water Allowance (MAWA) for this project totals 1,027,467 gallons
per year. The Estimated Applied Water Use (EAWU) totals 452,844 gpy, thus meeting the
Landscape Water Conservation Ordinance Requirements.

2. This project has numerous restrictions due to ESHA and Geotechnical safety issues.
Additionally, a previous CDP was issued on this property for a lot split that also placed the
development area in the same area as proposed with this project, though there is no longer a
proposal to split the project. Therefore, due to the restriction of geological hazards, the
proposed home location is in the least environmentally damaging area. Further, pursuant to
LIP Section 4.4.4.D, the project is not subject to ERB review.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. The project is APPROVED with the following conditions:

A. Pursuant to LIP Section 4.7.1 the allowable development area is limited to 10,000 square
feet as all feasible building areas will result in impacts to Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Area (ESHA).

B. Pursuant to LIP Section 4.8.1, all new development shall include mitigation for
unavoidable impacts to ESHA from the removal, conversion, or modification of natural
habitat for new development, including required fuel modification and brush clearance.
The proposed project will result in 24,000 sf (0.55) acres of permanent impacts
(Development footprint and/or Fuel Modification Zones A and/or B) to ESHA and
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72,000 sf (1.65 acres) of partial impacts (Fuel Modification Zone C). One of the
following three Habitat Impact Mitigation methods shall be required: (1) habitat
restoration; (2) habitat conservation; or (3) in-lieu fee for habitat conservation. The CDP
shall include conditions setting forth the requirements for habitat mitigation. Prior to
Final Plan Check the applicant shall provide either a detailed restoration plan, a
habitat conservation plan, or evidence of payment of in lieu fees to the Santa Monica
Mountains Conservancy.

C. Prior to Final Plan Check Approval, if your property is serviced by the Los Angeles
County Waterworks District No. 29, please provide landscape water use approval from
that department. For approval contact:

Jonathan King
Address: 23533 Civic Center Way, Malibu, CA 90265
Email: JMNG@DPW.LACOUNTY.GOV (preferred)
Phone: (310) 317-1388

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

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

F. Vegetation shall be situated on the property so as not to obstruct the primary view from
private property at any given time (given consideration of its future growth).

G. No non-native plant species shall be approved greater than 50 feet from the residential
structure.

H. The landscape plan shall prohibit the use of building materials treated with toxic
compounds such as copper arsenate.

I. Grading should be scheduled only during the dry season from April 1-October 31st. If it
becomes necessary to conduct grading activities from November 1 March 31, a
comprehensive erosion control plan shall be submitted for approval prior to issuance of a
grading permit and implemented prior to initiation of vegetation removal and/or grading
activities.

J. Grading scheduled between February 1 and September 15 will require nesting bird
surveys by a qualified biologist prior to initiation of grading activities. Surveys shall be
completed no more than 5 days from proposed initiation of site preparation activities.
Should active nests be identified, a buffer area no less than 150 feet (300 feet for raptors)
shall be fenced off until it is determined by a qualified biologist that the nest is no longer
active.
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K. Night lighting from exterior and interior sources shall be minimized. All exterior lighting
shall be low intensity and shielded so it is directed downward and inward so that there is
no offsite glare or lighting of natural habitat areas.

L. Necessary boundary fencing shall be of an open rail-type design with a wooden rail at the
top (instead of wire), be less than 40 inches high, and have a space greater than 14 inches
between the ground and the bottom post or wire. A split rail design that blends with the
natural environment is preferred.

2. PRIOR TO ISSUING A CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY, the City Biologist shall
inspect the project site and determine that all planning conditions to protect natural resources
are in compliance with the approved plans.

Reviewed By:________________________________________ Date:___________
Dave Crawford, City Biologist
310-456-2489 ext.227 (City of Malibu); e-mail dcrawford@malibucity.org
Available at Planning Counter Tuesdays 9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m.
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City ofMalibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Rd., Malibu, California CA 90265-4861
(310) 456-2489 FAX (310) 317-1950 www.malibucity.org

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH REVIEW
REFERRAL SHEET

PROJECT NUMBER:

JOB ADDRESS:

CDP 11-046, LDP 11-024

6050 MURPHY WAY

APPLICANT I CONTACT: Eric Rasmussen

APPLICANT ADDRESS:

APPLICANT PHONE #:

APPLICANT FAX #:

APPLICANT EMAIL:

2320 Shasta way Suite F
Simi Valle CA 93065
(818) 518-6932

eras 490 ahoo.com

Conformance Review Complete for project submittals reviewed with respect to the
City of Malibu Local Coastal Plan/Local Implementation Plan (LCP/LIP) and Malibu
Plumbing Code (MPG). The Conditions of Planning conformance review and plan
check review comments listed on the attached review sheet(s) (or else handwritten
below) shall be addressed prior to plan check approval.

Conformance Review lncom~lete for the City of Malibu LCP/LIP and MPC. The
Planning stage review comments listed on the City of Malibu Environmental Health
review sheet(s) shall be addressed prior to conformance review completion.

OWTS Plot Plan: E NOT REQUIRED

[] REQUIRED (attached hereto) [] REQUIRED (not attached)

trf%t~ ~ 4~ /~16~72 I
Signature Date

The applicant must submit to the City of Malibu Environmental Health Specialist to determine whether or not an
onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS) Plot Plan approval is required.

Andrew Sheldon, Environmental Health Administrator may be contacted Tuesday and Thursday from 8:00 am to
11:00 am, or by calling (310) 456-2489, extension 364.

TO: City of Malibu Environmental Health Administrator DATE:

FROM: City of Malibu Planning Department

zsfk

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: NSFR

TO: Malibu Planning Department andlor Applicant

FROM: City of Malibu Environmental Health Reviewer

Rev 141008



City of Malibu
Environmental Health • Environmental Sustainability Department

23 825 Stuart Ranch Road Malibu, California 90265-4861
Phone (310) 456-2489 Fax(310)31 7-1950 www.malibucity.org

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH REVIEW SHEET

PROJECT INFORMATION

~j CONFORMANCE REVIEW COMPLETE for the City of Malibu Local Coastal
Program/Local Implementation Plan (LIP) and Malibu Plumbing Code (MPG).
The listed conditions of Planning stage conformance review and plan check
review comments shag be addressed prior to plan check approval.

El CONFORMANCE REVIEW INCOMPLETE for the City of Malibu LIP and MPG.
The listed Planning stage review comments shall be addressed prior to
conformance review completion.

LI APPROVED
~ NOT APPROVED Please respond to the listed plan check review comments and

conditions of Planning conformance review.
LI NOT REQUIRED
~ REQUIRED (attached hereto) LI REQUIRED (not attached) — _________

Based upon the project description and submittal information noted above, a conformance review was
completed for a new alternative onsite wastewater treatment system (AOWTS) proposed to serve the
onsite wastewater treatment and disposal needs of the subject property. The proposed AOVVTS meets
the minimum requirements of the City of Malibu Plumbing Code, i.e. Title 28 of the Los Angeles County
Code, incorporating the California Plumbing Code, 2013 Edition with City of Malibu local amendments
(Malibu Municipal Code Section 12.12; hereinafter MPG), and the City of Malibu Local Coastal
Program/Local lmplementation Plan (LIP). Please distribute this review sheet to all of the project
consultants and, prior to final approval, provide a coordinated submittal addressing all conditions for final
approval and plan check items.

Page I of 4
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Appflcant: Eric Rassmussen
(name and email 2320 Shasta Way Suite F
address) Simi Valley, CA93065 .

Project Address: 6050 Murphy Way
Malibu, GA 90265

rrig ~s No PP?.Th9
Project Description: New ons[te wastewater treatment system
Date of Review: December 11, 2014 1/2
~ dcu~is Signature: .

Contact Information: Phone: (310) 456-2489 ext. 307 Email: tcurtis~malibucity.org

SUBMITTAL INFORMATION
Architectural Plans: Submitted December 5, 2014

Grading Plans: Geoworks Submitted December 5, 2014 .

.P.Wr~ ~ 1.1~iZ!I.4) . .

P~I~~ ._~. .

Geology Report: Mountain Geology (01-26-li; 04-25-1 ~) -

Miscellaneous: N/A
Previous Reviews: N/A

REViEW FINDINGS
Planning Stage:

Plan Check Stage:

OWTS Plot Plan:



City of Malibu Environmental Health Review Sheet
CDP11-046

6050 Murphy Way
December11, 2014

The conditional conformance findings hereby transmitted complete the Planning stage Environmental
Health review of the subject development project. In order to obtain Environmental Health final approval
of the project AOWTS Plot Plan and associated construction drawings (during Building Safety plan
check), all conditions and plan check items listed below must be addressed through submittals to the
Environmental Health office.

Conditions of Planning Conformance Review

1) Final AOWTS Plot Plan: A final plot plan shall be submitted showing an AOWTS design meeting
the minimum requirements of the MPC, and the LCP/LIP, including necessary construction details,
the proposed drainage plan for the developed property, and the proposed landscape plan for the
developed property. The AOVVTS Plot Plan shall show essential features of the AOWIS, existing
improvements, and proposed/new improvements. The plot must fit on an 11” x 17” sheet leaving a
5” left margin clear to provide space for a City-applied legend. If the plan scale is such that more
space is needed to clearly show construction details and/or all necessary setbacks, larger sheets
may also be provided (up to a maximum size of 18” x 22” for review by Environmental Health).

2) Final AOVVTS Design Report, Plans, and System Specifications: A final AOWTS design report
and construction drawings with system specifications (four sets) shall be submitted to describe the
AOWTS design basis and all components proposed for use in the construction of the AOWTS.
All plans and reports must be signed by the California-registered Civil Engineer, Registered
Environmental Health Specialist, or Professional Geologist who is responsible for the design. The
final AOWTS design report and construction drawings shall be submitted with the designer’s
signature, professional registration number, and stamp (if applicable).

The final AOVVTS design submittal shall contain the following information (in addition to the
items listed above).

a. Required treatment capacity for wastewater treatment and disinfection systems. The
S treatment capacity shall be specified in terms of flow rate, gallons per day (gpd), and shall be

supported by calculations relating the treatment capacity to the number of bedroom
equivalents, plumbing fixture schedule, and the subsurface effluent dispersal system
acceptance rate. The drainage fixture unit count must be clearly identified in association with
the design treatment capacity, even if the design is based on the number of bedrooms.
Average and peak rates of hydraulic loading to the treatment system shall be specified in the
final design.

b. Sewage and effluent pump design calculations.

c. Description of proposed wastewater treatment and/or disinfection system equipment. State
the proposed type of treatment system(s) (e.g., aerobic treatment, textile filter, ultraviolet
disinfection, etc.); major components, manufacturers, and model numbers for “package”
systems; and the design basis for engineered systems.

d. Specifications, supporting geology information, and percolation test results for the
subsurface effluent dispersal portion of the onsite wastewater disposal system. This must
include the proposed type of effluent dispersal system (drainfield, trench, seepage pit,
subsurface drip, etc.) as well as the system’s geometric dimensions and basic construction
features. Supporting calculations shall be presented that relate the results of soils analysis or
percolation/infiltration tests to the projected subsurface effluent acceptance rate, including
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City of Malibu Environmental Health Review Sheet
CDP 11-046

6050 Murphy Way
‘December11, 2014

any unit conversions or safety factors. Average and peak rates of hydraulic loading to the
effluent dispersal system shall be specified in the final design. The projected subsurface
effluent acceptance rate shall be reported in units of total gallons per day (gpd) and gallons
per square foot per day (gpsf). Specifications for the subsurface effluent di~persal system
shall be shown to accommodate the design hydraulic loading rate (i.e., average and peak
AOWTS effluent flow, reported in units of gpd). The subsurface effluent dispersal system
design must take into account the number of bedrooms, fixture units, and building
occupancy characteristics.

e. For AOVVTS final designs, full-size plans for are also required for review by Building & Safety
and Planning.

3) Building Plans: All project architectural plans and grading/drainage plans shall be submitted for
Environmental Health review and approval. These plans must be approved by the Building Safety
Division prior to receiving Environmental Health final approval.

4) Proof of Ownership: Proof of ownership of subject property shall be submitted.

5) Operations & Maintenance Manual: An operations and maintenance manual specified by the
AOWTS designer shall be submitted. This shall be the same operations and maintenance manual
proposed for later submission to the owner and/or operator of the proposed alternative onsite
wastewater disposal system.

6) Maintenance Contract: A maintenance contract executed between the owner of subject property
and an entity qualified in the opinion of the City of Malibu to maintain the proposed alternative onsite
wastewater disposal system after construction shall be submitted. Please note only original “wet
signature” documents are acceptable.

7) AOWTS Covenant: A covenant running with the land shall be executed between the City of Malibu
and the holder of the fee simple absolute as to subject real property and recorded with the Los
Angeles County Recorder’s Office. Said covenant shall serve as constructive notice to any future
purchaser for value that the onsite wastewater treatment system serving subject property is an
alternative method of sewage disposal pursuant to the City of Malibu Uniform Plumbing Code,
Appendix H, Section H 1.10. Said covenant shall be provided by the City of Malibu Environmental
Health Administrator. Please submit a certified copy issued by the Los Angeles County
Recorder.

8) City of Malibu GeologistlGeotechnical Approval: City of Malibu Geologist and Geotechnical
Engineer final approval of the AOWTS plan shall be submitted.

9) City of Malibu Planning Approval: City of Malibu Planning Department final approval of the
AOWTS plan shall be obtained.

10) Environmental Health Final Review Fee: A final fee in accordance with the adopted fee schedule
at the time of final approval shall be paid to the City of Malibu for Environmental Health review of the
AOWTS design and system specifications.

11) Operating Permit Application and Fee: In accordance with M.M.C. Chapter 15.14, an application
shall be made to the Environmental Health office for an AOWTS operating permit. An operating
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City of Malibu Environmental Health Review Sheet
CDP 11-046

6050 Murphy Way
December11, 2014

permit fee in accordance with the adopted fee schedule at the time of final approval shall be
submitted with the application.

-oOo

If you have any questions regarding the above requirements, please contact the Environmental Health
office at your earliest convenience.

cc: Environmental Health file
Planning Department

Page4of4
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6 Bedroom / 100 Fixture Unite (N)
MicroSepTec ES 12 w/ UV Disinfection (N)

2 5’ ii 40’ BI w/ 10’ Cap (N)
2 5’ x 40’ BI w/ 10’ Cap (N)

19,950 gpd (present projootod for B-6 end 5-7)
20,325 gpd (future projected for B 8 arid B-9(

DESIGNER: Slrrtsko(REHS 3940)
REFERENCE. Slulsko (10—09-14)

NOTES

1. This conformance review is for a 6 bedroom (100 fixture
units) new single family residence. The new alternative
onsita wastewater treatment system conforms to the
requirements of the City of Malibu Plumbing Code (MPC) and
the Local Coastal Plan (LCP).

2. This review relates only to the minimum requirements of
the MPC, and the LCP, and does not include an evaluation
of wry geological or othsr potential problems, which may
require an alternative method of review treatment.

3. This review is valid for one year, or until NPC, and/or
IC!’, and/or Administrative Policy changes render it
noncomplying.
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Story Pole Photos

A view of the site looking south from Murphy Way

View of the site looking east from Murphy Way

ATFACHMENT 4



Notice Continued..

A written staff report will be available at or before the hearing
for the project. All persons wishing to address the Commis
sion regarding this matter will be afforded an opportunity in
accordance with the Commission’s procedures.

Copies of all related documents are available for review at
City Hall during regular business hours. Written comments
may be presented to the Planning Commission at any time
prior to the beginning of the public hearing.

LOCAL APPEAL - A decision of the Planning Commission
may be appealed to the City Council by an aggrieved person
by written statement setting forth the grounds for appeal. An
appeal shall be filed with the City Clerk within ten days (fifteen
days for tentative parcel maps) following the date of action for
which the appeal is made and shall be accompanied by an
appeal form and filing fee, as specified by the City Council.
Appeal forms may be found online at www.malibucity.org/
planning forms or in person at City Hall, or by calling (310)
456-2489, extension 245.

IF YOU CHALLENGE THE CITY’S ACTION IN COURT, YOU
MAY BE LIMITED TO RAISING ONLY THOSE ISSUES YOU
OR SOMEONE ELSE RAISED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING
DESCRIBED IN THIS NOTICE, OR IN WRITTEN CORRE
SPONDENCE DELIVERED TO THE CITY, AT OR PRIOR TO
THE PUBLIC HEARING.

If you have questions regarding this notice, please contact
Richard Mollica, Senior Planner, at (310) 456-2489, exten
sion 346.

Date: May 12, 2016

By: Bonnie Blue, Planning Director
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NOTICE OF
PUBLIC HEARING

The Malibu Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on
MONDAY, June 6, 2016, at 6:30 p.m. in the Council
Chambers, Malibu City Hall, 23825 Stuart Ranch Road,
Malibu, CA, for the project identified below.

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 11-046, VARIANCE
NO. 16-011, AND SITE PLAN REVIEW NOS. 16-017 AND 16-
018 — An application for the construction of a new 10,605 square
foot, two-story single-family residence with attached guesthouse
and a 1,565 square foot subterranean garage, for total
development square footage for the site of 10,887, alternative
onsite wastewater system, new driveway, retaining walls, pool,
spa, pool equipment, landscaping, patio with barbeque area,
grading, and associated development, including a variance to
reduce the required ESHA buffer, a site plan review for a roof
height of 28 feet, and a site plan review to allow for remedial
grading

6050 Murphy Way, not within
the appealable coastal zone
4467-004-028
Rural Residential-Ten Acre
(RR-1 0)
Eric Rasmussen
CA. Rasmussen Co. LLC
September 13, 2011
Richard Mollica
Senior Planner
(310) 456-2489, ext. 346
rmollica@malibucity.org

Pursuant to the authority and criteria contained in the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Director has
analyzed the proposed project. The Planning Director has found
that this project is listed among the classes of projects that have
been determined not to have a significant adverse effect on the
environment. Therefore, the project is categorically exempt from
the provisions of CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections
15303(a) and (e) — New Construction of a single-family
residence and Accessory Structures The Planning Director has
further determined that none of the six exceptions to the use of a
categorical exemption apply to this project (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15300.2).

City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road

Malibu, CA 90265
(310) 456-2489 Fax (310) 456-7650

-I

C)
CD

-o
cz

C)
EL
CD

LOCATION:

APN:
ZONING:

APPLICANT:
OWNER:
APPLICATION FILED:
CASE PLANNER:
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PROJECT INFORIIATION
8050 MURPHY WAY

MALiBU, CA.

OWNERSHIP MAP
SCALE? ~ 200’
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