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Gary Hernandexz, Fsq., Chair
California Coastal Conservancy
Sonnenschein Nath & Rosenthal
685 Market Streey, 6

San Francisco, California 941035

Deur Gary:

Re:  Chiate/Wildman Fasement, 27910-27920 Pacific Coast Highway

Tn reaponse to your request, I am pleased 1o provide a brief vutling of the history and
slatus of the coastal aceess casement at the Chiate/Wildman property referenced above.

It is our understanding that the Coastal Conscrvancy stafT is about to recommend the
development of a beach acucss casement a1 te above address despite major questions about ity
frasibility and despite the owners” effonts 10 honor a goud faith agreement 1o facilitale
development of nearby coastal access as an alternative.

Three homeowners in Malibu would be affected by development of an vascment across
thels prapertics from Pacific Coast Highway to the beach. The easement. grantxl as a condition
of developinent in 1980-81, would create a few parking spaces along a busy and dangcrous pan
of PCH and a perilous set of suspended walkways and many steps along the side of a stecp,
srumbling ravine. leading 1o 2 narrow beach in front of the homes. The ravine 15 surficienuy
impussable that all three homes have access 1o the heach through an easement across a
neighboring property 1o the north.
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For over tea ycars the owners of these homes have negotiated in good faith with the
Coaslal Conservancy and Coastal Commission to extinguish these cascments in retun for
payments that would be used for development of existing nearby beaches at Escondido Beach vr
Dan Blocker Beach. The last such agreement required a payment of $987.000 that would be
dedicared lor this purpose.

Euch time an agreement has been reached, stafl has eventually derailed it in favar af
pracceding with development of the easement. A sl report in Deccmber 1998 opineda tal the
casernent could be developed for & maximum of $600.000, a conclusion which the homeowners
beliove ignoncs significant resourcs prowction and public health and safety issues, not to meation
the policy choice oF whether this is the best approach to beach acerss far the gencral public
Although the homeawners do not have specific infurmation about the Conservancy’s present
plans, they tear that staff is again developing a proposal o implement the casement.

The proposed casement development would:

oR¢ 1100 foot long, built within & ten foor wide stip of lund, and built on the stecp
sidewall o 2 40° deep ravine that the Conservancy has described as “highly srodable.”
The susement would entail suspeaded metal walkways and slecp steps in p=lling 1o the
beach. The beach casement is only 23° wide.

=B¢ accessible unly to 6 auiomobiles at any oac ume, given a lack of parking anywhere
nearby cxuept 3t the parking spols created by the easemeant.

slave no public amenities (c-g- bathraoms), ergua:dc, or other pablic invesumnent.
eSharply limit the privacy of the occupants of the humes.

AT 2 ime when significant segmenis of the gencral public have limired practical access to
[.os Angeles County beaches (whether State or County owned or operated), either because of
lack of maasportation resources or beeause of individusl nesds for beaches with public lacilivcs.
the choice w devélop this essement is questionable. When the owners of the affected properly
are willing 10 providc subsiantial resources 10 develop aliemarive access plans, whether st Dan
Blocker Stdle Beach, Lscondido Beach, or in the form of dedicated mansponation resources, the
choice of easement development is even more questionable.

In addition. we have lcamed that the Resources Agency and/or Coastal Commissiun is
currently moving forward with similar proposals from arca progerty Owners Lo extinguish
casements in exchange for assistance with the development ol nearby coastal acesss. Thus. there
uppears 10 be suppart for what our clients are proposing.

We would approciate the opportunity w discuss these issues more fully wirh Conservancy
members. and would be pleased 10 show members 2nd staff the property in question. [ have
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contacted your assistant 1o set Lp = time whea we can mieet.  For your review and commeent, 1
will forward a copy of the feasibility study preparcd for the Conservancy under Scparailc cover.
Please conlact me should you have any additional yuestions.
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