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PREFACE

The development of the coastal lands of Los Angeles andOrange Counties has been subject to the control of the SouthCoast Regional Commission since the beginning of 1973,Between that time and now it has received and acted upon
over 3,500 applications to develop new structures andfacilities or modify existing ones in the coastal portionsof the two counties, In order to provide information aboutthe regulation of coastal development to the public andinterested parties, the Sea Grant Marine Advisory Program,
University of Southern California, in cooperation with theSouth Coast Regional Commission, has established a systemfor reporting the number, type and disposition of permit
requests.

Permit activities are periodically reviewed so that 26categories of information pertaining to each application andits history are recorded and stored on computer tapes."<These tapes can be used to ask and answer a variety oXquestions concerning the nature of the permit requests,their location, decisions by the commission and appeals to
the California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission. This
is the second report produced that has utilized the abovedata to analyze trends and patterns as well as provide a
detailed breakdown of permit requests and commission actionsbetween February 1973 and December 1974. This reportdiffers from the first year study in two respects.. 1! bothCounties will be examined and 2! individual permit activityfor sub-regions of Los Angeles and Orange Counties are notreproduced. Individuals wishing tables detailing develop-
ment in any sub-region are inedited to complete the order
blank at the end of this report.

* A list of the information categories utilized in the
reporting system is included in Appendix A.
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INTRODUCTION

California's coastline stretches almost 1,100 miles
from the Mexican border on the south to the Oregon state
line on the north. Concern among citizens and groups over
the future of this ecologically fragile land-water inter-
face began to coalesce in the 1960's around the idea of
some type of regulatory agency to exercise control over
coastal development. As support for such a mechanism grew,
attempts were made to gain passage in the state legislature
for a coastal zone management system which would require
greater attention be given to environmental values. These
efforts, however, failed in the 1970, l971 and 1972 sessions
of the California legislature. After this series of
defeats, environmental groups organized to take the issue
directly to the voters of the state through the initiative
process. The necessary petition signatures were obtained
to put a measure Proposition 20, on the statewide ballot
in November, 197!. In turn, the Coastal Zone Conservation
Act was approved by 55 percent of the voters and became the
law of the state.

Under provisions of the Act, a State Coastal Zone
Conservation Commission and six Regional Commissions became
operative on February 1, 1973. These agencies were given
the responsibility for regulating the use and establishing
a plan for the 1,072 miles of mainland shorelines, excluding
San Francisco Bay* and coastal islands. The six commissions,
each including one or more coastal counties, possess
authority to regulate coastal land-use through a permit
system. The Act states that all developments or modifica-
tions on structures or land from the mean high tide line,
landward for 1,000 yards, requires a "permit authorizing
such development from the regional commission and, if
required by law, from any city, county, state, regional or
local agency"  Section 27400!. This new set of agencies
added an additional step to the pre-existing process of
approving Land- and water-use permits in the coastal zone.
For example, a developer seeking to build an apartment
complex within the permit zone still must satisfy all zoning
and other requirements of the city or county territory where
the pro]ect is located. After approval by the city or
county, an application for development can be made to a

* A separate agency, the Bay Area Conservation and Develop-
ment Commission, is responsible for regulating land fill
and diking in a 100 foot zone around the Bay,



regional commission. Yet another step is possible under the
Act. Appeals from either favorable or unfavorable decisions
by a regional commission can be taken to the State Coastal
Zone Conservation Commission.

A great deal of controversy existed during the 1972
campaign on Proposition 20 about the effect on coastal devel-
opment and regional economies of a set of agencies mandated
to take environmental considerations into account in consid-
ering land-use permit applications. Even though the six
regional commissions and a state comrni,ssion have been operat-
ing for more than two years, their' impact is still a rnatter
of speculation, No studies have been made to identify the
patterns of development within the 1,000 yard permit strip.
Not even detailed tabulations or permit requests and their
disposition are readily available to allow comparisons among
different portions of the state's coast. The South Coast
Regional Commission activities in Los Angeles and Orange
Counties constitutes one exception to this data gap.

As a starting point in devising methods of describing
and analyzing coastal development and policy under the
regulations of the Coastal Zone Conservation Act of 1972,
this report will look in detail at permit activities within
Los Angeles and Orange Counties during 1973 and L974. It is
hoped that the design of this study will provide a format
that can be of use in other regions of the state and for the
state as a whole. In addition, the report will provide
baseline data for Los Angeles and Orange Counties against
which both past and future years can be compared.

Three scales of analysis will be used in the study.
Initially, data are reported for the coastal permit zone of
both counties. This will provide an over-all picture of the
developments that were approved or denied during the year
and the type of procedures used by the commission in making
its decisions. This will be followed by a description of
permit actions in terms of the boundaries of each county.
A third scale of analysis will involve a condensed discussion
of permit activity in each coastal city and major unincorpo-
rated coaxnunities of the counties.

The initial section of this report, as in the first year
study, is designed to familiari.ze readers with the South
Coast Commission and the California Coastal Zone Conservation
Act. This will be followed by the reporting of data for. both
counties combined. Additional sections will look at Los
Angeles and Orange Counties separately, policy issues raised
by the data, and a summary of sub"regional permit activity.



1.0 THE SOUTH COAST RE IONAL COHN ON
TH P P

1.1 The Conmission and Thei.r Staff

The South Coast Regional Commission is served by
12 coaanissioners and 12 staff members. Article One of the
Coastal Zone Conservation Initiative eatable.shed the
following qualifications and procedures for the selection
of comnission members from six categories.

�!1. One Supervisor from each county

2. One city councilman from the City of
Los Angeles selected by the president o f
such city council

3, One city councilman from Los Angeles
County from e city other than Los Angeles

4. One city councilman from Orange County

5. One delegate to the Southern California
Association of Governments

6. Six representatives of the public ~6
Comnis sion members l2

All county supervisors were selected by the board of
supervisors which they represent. City council represen-
tatives were chosen by the city selection camnittee except
for the representative of the Los Angeles City Council.Delegates from the regional agencies were chosen by theirrespective agencies. Public representatives were selectedequally by the Senate Rules Committee and the Speaker of
the Assembly of the California State Legislature and the
Governor.

The fol.lowing individuals were appointed coamlssioners
for the coastal zone of Los Angeles and Orange Counties
with their tenure in office set to expire on January l,
1977.

The South Coast Regional Commission's authority extends
for more than l00 miles. From Pt. Dume to San Clemente,
landward for 1,000 yards and seaward fo» three miles, the
commission is ]ointly responsible for the development oi an
area commonly designated as the coastal xone. T e !urisdic-
tion of the South Coast Comnission involves two counties
with a population of more than 8 mill.ion people.



Donald B. Bright,*
chairman

Ralph A, Dietrich+*

public
representative
Orange County

Governor

Board of
Supervisors
Senate Rules
Committee
Board of
Supervisors
City Selection
Committee

L.A. City Council

public
representative
Los Angel.es
County
City Council,
San Clemente
City Council,
Los Angeles
public
representative
public
representative
public
representative
City Counci.l,
Long Beach
public
representative
So. Calif. Associ-
ation of Gov ts

Rimmon C, Pay

James A. Hayes

Arthur J. Holmes

Louis R. Nowell

Donald V. Phillips+ Governor

Senate Rules
Commit tee

Speaker of
Assembly
City Selection
Committee

Speaker of
Assembly
So. Calif. Associ-
ation of Gov'ts

Robert F. Rooney

Judy Rosener

Russ Rubley

Carmen Warschaw

Donald E. Wilson+*

* During the period covered by this report, both Mr.
Bright and Mr. Phillips were coastal commissioners. In
addition, Mr. Bright served as chairperson.

** Mr. R. Dietrich replaced the deceased County Supervisor,
Ronald Caspers, and Mr. Wilson replaced Mr. J. Reidy.

Proposition 20, the Coastal Zone Conservation initiative,
charged the state and regional commissions with two main
responsibilities; developing a comprehensive plan for the
coastal zone and regulation of development through a permit
process. To assist the South Coast Regional Commissioners
with their responsibilities, a 12 member staff has been
retained. Captain M. J. Carpenter  U.S.N. ret.! serves as
the Executive Director of the commission; he is aided by
the assistant director. In addition to these individuals,
10 planners are on the staff. Their activities are divided
between the two major responsibilities of the commission.
Pour planners are involved with the development of the
comprehensive plan. The remai.ning staff planners are



primarily responsible for reviewing and processing permit
applications.

Upon receipt of an application it is examined to insure
all pertinent supporting documents are included. If the
application is complete, it is accepted for initial screen-
ing.

In the initial screening process the assistant director
checks the application to see if geological, soil, or
environmental impact reports are needed. It is at this
juncture where an application is classified as a public
hearing, consent calendar, or administrative item. After
classification, a commission hearing on the application is
required within 90 days.

Staff members make another review of all applications
at least seven days before the scheduled hearing date. The
permits are checked for any remaining questions concerning
the documentation, and pertinent. local agencies are
contacted to insure no new regulations or building code
changes have occurred. If problems emerge, the planners
contact the applicant. Prior to the permit hearing by the
commission, the entire staff meets to discuss all applica-
tions and make their recommendation to the commissioners.

The South Coast Regional Commission met more than 70
times to discuss and vote on permit applications between
February, 1973 and December, 1974, Most of the meetings
were held in Long Beach, but other sites have been used.
In 1974, Long Beach was used for permit meetings, but
hearings on drafts of the planning elements were held in
all sections of the commission's jurisdiction. Permit
meetings usually take a full day. Vorking sessions lasting
nine hours are frequent.

The Coastal Zone Conservation Initiative established
several specific criteria to guide regional and state
commission action on permit applications. Section 27402
declared that no project may:

1. have a substantial adverse environmental/
ecological impact on the coastal zone; or

2. restrict access to publicly owned or used
land or facilities.

All projects must also ensure:

l. "access to publicly owned or used beaches, recrea-
tion areas and natural reserves is increased to



the maximum extent possible by appropriate dedica-
tion;2. adequate and properly located public recreation
areas and wildlife preserves are reserved;

3. provisions are made for solid and liquid waste
treatment, disposition, and management which will
minimize adverse effects upon coastal zone
resources;

4. alterations to existing land farms and vegetation,
and construction of structures shall cause minimum
adverse effect to scenic resources and minimum
danger of floods, landslides, erosion, siltation,
or failure in the event of earthquake."

1.2 The Permit Approval Process

The area over which the coastal commissions in
California have authority to review, deny and approve pernrits
for development is identified as the Coastal Zone. Proposi-
tion 20 gave each local coastal commission the power to grant
permits within a 1,000 yard strip of land that extended from
the mean high tide line, landward. Within the 1,000 yard
boundary, the local coastal commissions actually share
authority for development with the local city or county whose
boundaries include the coastal area and the state coastal
commission.

All applications to the local coastal commissions must
first be approved by the appropriate local gover nment
agencies. This means, for example, developments in Los
Angeles or Santa Monica must have the approval of zoning
offices in those cities, If the local city approves a devel-
opment proposal in concept, an application can be made for a
permit from the coastal commission.

There are four separate procedures an application could
follow in seeking approval from a coastal commission.

1.2.1 Public Hearing Procedures--The public hear-
ing process can extend for a period of 150 days. The
procedure begins with the submission of an application. Within
90 days a public hearing on the project must be held. At
least 15 days before the hearing the executive director of the
commission must prepare a summary of the application and
deliver it to all. parties concer'ned with the application.
Sixty days after the public hearing, the commissioners must
decide whether to gr'ant or deny the application.

l.2.2 Consent Calendar--Applications that will have
a minor impact on the environment of the coastal zone can be
grouped and handled as one application by the regional



commission. The executive director prepares the consent
calendar and only by request of three commissioners can any
item be removed from the consent calendar. Items removed
then become public hearing applications and follow the
procedures outlined in section 1.2,1,

1.2.3 Administrative Permits--Administrative
permits are applications approved by the executive director
of the coastal commission. An administrative permit must
satisfy at least ONE of the following conditions:

1.2.3.1 Repairs and maintenance worth
less than $25,000 to existing
facilities;

1.2.3.2 Other developments costing less
than $10,000.  An application
fee of $25 must accompany all
administrative permit. applica-
tions.!

1.2.4 Emergency Permits--Emergency permits are
granted when life or property is threatened and immediate
corrective action is dictated. The executive director can
grant the permit, and, if possible, is required to consult
with the commission chairperson prior to action. Following
the executive director's approval, a formal application
following one of the three procedures stated above must be
filed within five working days.

1.3 Appeals to the State Commission

Section 27423 of the Coastal Zone Conservation Act*
provided any person "aggrieved by approval of a permit by
the Regional Commission with the right to appeal to the
state commission. This same protection is afforded appli-
cants who have had their applications rejected by a
regional coastal commission,

The state commission has the authority to "affirm,
reverse, or modify the decision of the regional commission."
The state panel can also refuse to review any appeal "that
it determines raises no substantial issues."

* California public Resources Code, Division 18, California
Coastal Zone Conservation Cession.



1.4 The Framework of This Report

In the analysis of the permit decisions of the South
Coast Regional Commission in Part III involving sub-areas of
both counties, the boundaries of 16 cities and 9 unincorpo-
rated areas were utilized and include the following:

ORANGE COUNTY

Unincor orated Comrrrunities

LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Unincor orated Communities
Sunset Beach
Emerald Bay
South Laguna
Laguna Niguel
Dana Point
Capistrano Beach

Malibu
Marina del Re+
El Porto

Los Ange es City
Pacific Palisades
Playa del Rey
Venice
San Pedro
Vilmington

Santa Monica
El Segundo
Manhattan Beach
Hermosa Beach
Redondo Beach
Torrance
Palos Verdes Estates**
Rancho Palos Verdes**

Munici alities
Seal Beach
Huntington Beach
Newport Beach
Costa Mesa
Laguna Beach
San Clemente

* Marina del Rey--The data for Marina del Rey include not
only the area unincorporated administered by the County, but
the area within the City of Los Angeles, East of Lincoln
Boulevard to the 1,000 yard limit from the mean high tide
line. This small area was included for ease of analysis and
actually allows a more thorough examination of the area
commonly labeled as Marina del Rey.

Palos Verdes Estates and Rancho Palos Verdes--The City of
Rancho Palos Verdes was incorporated during the first year
of the Coastal Commission, All permit applications received

1.4.1 Boundaries--All of the permit applications
discussed in this report were submitted for work in Los
Angeles or Orange Counties. The boundaries of Los Angeles
and Orange Counties used for this report were the territorial
limits of the counties.



1.4.2 Definitions

For' purposes of analysis, a series of terms are
used in this report to describe various aspects of commis-
sion activity. A short description of each is presented
here to familiarize readers with the terminology used.

1.4.2.1 Present Use and Project Type

Each application to the South Coast
Regional Commission must contain information not only
describing the nature of the pr'oject planned, but the
existing use of the land listed in the applications. The
description of the nature of the project is identified as
project type. Nine categories to catalogue project type
were created: commercial; industrial; single family resi-
dence; multi-family residence; public utility; recreation;
dredging; demolition; and other.

Existing use of land at the time of a permit applica-
tion is identified in the report as the "present use ' of
the land. These categories are the same as those used for
project type with two exceptions. "Dredging" and "demoli-
tion" are dropped and "vacant" and "agricultural" are
added.

The categories are defined in the following manner:

l.4.2.2 Commercial--Commercial projects
include all businesses not involved in a manufacturing
process, Examples of commercial projects reviewed by the
commission include shopping centers, office buildings,
banquet halls, restaurants, hotels and laundries.

1.4.2.3 Industrial--Any land or project
used in a manufacturing process is classified as an indus-
trial project, Examples of industrial projects include
storage facilities, petroleum refineries, factories, pumps,
piping, observation wells, and oil platforms.

before incorporation were joined with applications from the
City of Palos Verdes Estates and labeled "Palos Verdes
peninsula." This cataloguing necessarily limits certain,
but not all, observations for the Cities of Palos Verdes
Estates and Rancho Palos Verdes.



1.4.2.4 Multi-Family Residences--Structures
with more than one separate living unit are classified as
multi-unit residences,

1.4,2.5 Public Utilities--All activities
designated by a city, county, state, or federal agency as a
public pr private utility were considered utilities in this
report. Water and power projects, street maintenance
programs, etc,, are examples,

The utility projects reviewed by the South
Coast Regional Commission were, for the most part, improve-
ments of minor additions to existing facilities. New traffic
signs, pipes, poles, storm drains, and street improvement
projects describe the vast majority of permits classified as
public utilities.

1.4.2.6 Recreation--Any public or private
requests for development of projects designed for leisure
activities were classified as recreational use or projects.
These proposals may include a private tennis court, a bike
path, recreational vehicle park, or the extension of a pier.

1.4.2.7 Agricultural--Any parcel of land
which is currently tilled is considered agricultural land.

1.4.2.8 Vacant--Land, not involved in any
process and/or upon which no structures are standing, is
classified as vacant land.

1.4.2.9 Demolition--Demolition projects
involve the destruction of existing buildings.

1.4,2, 10 Dredging--Any filling, diking or
dredging of any land mass, submerged ar not submerged, was
considered a dredging project.

1.4.2.11 Other--This final project type cate-
gory was created to classify all residual proposals not
described by the other existing classifications. Examples
include signs, construction of structures used by religious
organizations, relocation of homes, and guide posts on off-
shore facilities.

-10-



1.5 Missing Observations

This report is concerned with 3,558* applications ected
upon by the coastal commission. In some tables data on
fewer than 3,558 applications are presented. These missing
observations are a function of error from at least three
sources. Some of the missing observations are a result of
mistakes in recording information. In other instances,
applications may have been incomplete, Some of the informa-
tion presented in this report was not required for completed
applications to the commission and other categories became
requirements after February, 1973. Despite these sources of
error, the number of permits with a complete set of informa-
tion still allows for a discussion and analysis of outcomes.

2.0 THE COMMISSION AND THE COASTLINE OF SOUTHERN
CALIFORN: PERMIT CTIVITY 7 -7

The South Coast Commissi.on has reviewed more than 3,500
applications for permits since February 1, 1973. The
following tables and descriptions outline the number, type,
size and cost of pro!ects submitted and their disposition by
the commission.

2.1 Summary of Commission Action

Table 1 is a summary review of permit activity in 1973
and 1974. More than two-thirds �7.7%%u! of all permit appli-
cations concerned single- and multi-family residences.
Commercial �0.2/!, public utilities �.8/! and industrial
permits �1/! accounted for more than one-fifth of the total
number of applications received by the commission. The
other four permit categories accounted for the remaining
11%%u.. Housing, by far, was the dominant type of development
in terms of the number of permit requests. Recreational
development was involved with less than 5%%u of applications.

The probability of a permit application being approved
was high  94.5%%u!. Only 195 of the 3,558 applications were
denied. The denials were cluster'ed, with 93.3/ concentrated
in three classifications: multi-family residences �35!,
comnercial �6!, and single family residences �1!. Even so,
the overwhelming majority of applications in these categories
were still approved at the levels of 85.9/., 92.7%%u., and 98.3/.

+ This report does not consider commission action on claims
of exemption from the coastal zone initiative.

-11-
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xespectively. Et should be noted that this analysis of the
number of approvals and denials from administrative records
does not deal with questions of whether the small number of
rejections is due, in part, to such factors as �! changes
being made in application specifications to meet stated ox'
implied questions abaut the acceptability of projects by
staff members before a final submission is made; or �!
applicants have submitted only those proposals which they
expected to be approved and have withheld others.

The summary table also provides a breakdown of the
application review procedures used in reaching a decision
to grant or deny a permit. The consent calendar was the
most frequently utilized process �6,4%! and, in combination
with the administrative calendar, accounted for three-
fourths of all decisions.

2.2 Location of Permit Applications

The spatial distribution of permit applications between
the mean high tide line and the landward 1,000 yard boundary
is described in Table 2. Without dealing with policy ques-
tions at this time, several observations can be made. The
vast majority of applications and permits �7.4%! were more
than 100 yards from the mean high tide line. Permits were
fairly evenly distributed up to the inland boundary, with
one-half of those approved at least: 250 yards from the beach
and one-third aver 500 yards away.

Denials followed a similar pattern. Twenty-eight
percent were concentrated in the first 100 yards of the
commission' s jurisdiction, and 31% were for developments
located at least 500 yax'ds from the water's edge.

Table 3 indicates that recreation �3.6%! and industry
�5.1%! are the two largest use categories for permits
approved from the mean high tide line seaward. These
primarily involved maintenance or additions ta existing
recreational boating or industrial facilities. The use
distribution of permits adjacent to the beach or within 50
yards of the mean high tide line followed a quite different
pattern. Single �2.3%! and multi-family residences
�2.6%! together accounted for 54.9% of all permits approved.

None of the remaining classifications exceeded 10% of
the total within these two zones, with corrinercial, recrea-
tion, industry and utilities at 6.3%, 1,6%, 9.2% and 9.4%
respectively.

- 13-



Action b CornrnissionLocation by Site
from Mean High Tide Line A rove

No,

119 2.3Seaward

4.16.7193Adj acent to Beach

17336 11. 7 9 9Less than 50 yards

50 to 100 yards

100 to 250 yards

250 to 500 yards

500 to 750 yards

750 to 1,000 yards

Total

11. 7292 ]0. 1

22.2467 3816.2

32 18.718.9

13. 4 32 18. 7386

12.32118. 8

171 100.100.2,882

-14-
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2,3 Present Use of Land at Time of Permit Application

A majority of all permits �,812 or 56,5%! were located
on land that was previously vacant. Residential facilities
accounted for 1,484 or 81.9% of these permits, However, in
terms of total acreage, single family residences utilized
only 26% of all open. space developed in 1973 and 1974.
Commercial projects developed 46.1% of all open spaces acre-
age while industrial development accounted for less than 1%,
Table 4 also illustrates that a general and strong pattern
exists involving an intensification of already developed
sites for simi.lar purposes. Although 37.2% of all commer-
cial permits involved vacant areas, 57.8% redeveloped land
was already used for commercial activities. This pattern of
redevelopment is also found for industrial permits �6.9%!,
public utility permits �7.5%!, and recreational permits
�3.7%!. Residential projects are the only cases in which
this does not hold, One-quarter of all single units and 15%
of multi-unit residential permits were located on sites where
housing already existed,

Even so, the present use data seem to indicate, to a
substantial extent, that only land that was vacant is
changed. The use to which other parcels were put. in the
past suggested the use of the land in the future.

2.4 Construction Costs

The commission reviewed $1,038,239,125 in construction
cost requests in 1973 and 1974.* A total of $828,475,125,
or 79.8% of all dollar requests, were approved. Single and
multi-unit residential development together accounted for
$442,509,000, or more than 50% of the total. Multi-family
residences, alone valued at $265,155,125, exceeded the
amount invested in any other category. The mean construc-
tion cost for multi-family homes, however, was $336,919,
less than the mean for industrial projects  $480,828! and
commercial projects  $456,210!. Recreational construction
costs over the two years were $30,670,688; greater only
than the expenditures for demolition project's.

* The figure reported here includes only the values listed
on permit applications; construction costs involved with
appeals of exemption are not, Further, no estimation of
values for any missing observations has been included in
the total.

-16-
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TABLE 5

CONSTRUCTION COSTS: APPROVED PROJECTS, 1973-74

$456,210$144,1.62,438 17.4316Commercial

63,950,172 480,828133 7.7Industrial

177,354,313 21. 4 138,992Single Family 1,276

265, 155, 125 32.0 336,919Haiti-Family 787

Public Utility 180 65,061,102 361,4507.9

234,127131 30,670,668 3.7Recreation

Other* 199 412 61982 111 307 9.9

$828,475,125 100.0Total 3,022

*Includes demolition. and dredging projects.

Missing Observations: 284

-18-
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2.5 Acreage Used

More than six of every ten permits were developing
lots less than ,2 of an acre in size. A total of 4?j.l
permits involved sites smaller than . 1 of an acre. pnly
10.7/ of all permits were involved with lots greater than
1.0 acre in size.

Although vacant land was involved with several appli-
cations, 65.7% of permits involving vacant land developed
parcels that were less than .2 of an acre in size. Less
than 107. of permits granted involv'ing vacant land were
for parcels exceeding 1.0 acre in size.

2. 6 Application Decision Procedures

To this point, the descriptive data have addressed
physical characteristics of permits, Equally important in
any discussion are the administrative aspects involved
with each application. There are three main procedures
used in approving and denying permit applications. Admin-
i.strative and consent calendar procedures were used for
2,641 or 75. 31 of all applications reviewed by the
commission,

The administrative and consent calendar procedures
usually involve a substantial savings in time for commis-
sioners. Administrative procedures are followed for
projects involving less than $25,000 in repairs to
existing structures or new proj ects with construction costs
under $10,000. The regional executive director approves
administrative permits. A total of 6S2 permit applications
were considered as administrative items, single-family
residences accounting for 35.6%%u of all such permits.
Cormnercial projects were the second most frequent with
17.6%.

Consent calendar procedures can be used for any project
that is believed to have a low potential for impact on the
environment of the permit zone. The executive director
prepares the consent calendar, and there is no limit on
construction costs for applications considered as consent
calendar items. Table 7 indicates that 19.6% of all
projects with construction costs above $200,000 and 16.14
of projects with construction costs above $300,000 were
part of the consent calendar.

The public hearing process is utilized for any proj«t>
regardless of anticipated construction costs, if the pro
posed development has a high potential for raising a public
policy or environmental question. Permits involv«g

-19-
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multi- family residences constituted 28.8% of all applications
but 53. 5% of all items reviewed in the public hearing
process. Industrial permits, with a mean construction cost
of $480,828, accounted for 6.0% of all public hearing per-
mits. The substantial number of requests for multi-unit
residential development involved with the public hearing
p..ocess suggests that factors other than construction costs
may be involved in classifying these applications as public
hearing items.

2.7 Staff Recommendations

Prior to the presentation of a permit application to
the commissioners, staff members meet to discuss the appli-
cation and make recommendations. Looking first at the
overall picture, the staff reconmnended approval for 2,573
applications. The commissioners followed the staff's opinion
for 99.1% or for 2,550 applications. The staff issued 219
reconnnended denials and 62. 1% or 136 of these recommendations
were supported by the commissioners.

Each application placed on the consent calendar or sub-
mitted to the commissioners as administrative permits
carried staff recommendations for approval. However, examin-
ing the public hearing items separately yields slightly
different observations. The staff made 447 approval recom-
mendations and the commissioners followed 430 or 96.2%. The
commissioners supported only 61.3% of the staff's 204 denial
reconnnendations for public hearing items.

2.8 State Review of Regional Commission Decisions

The California Coastal Zone Conservation Act gave any
citizen the ability to appeal a regional commission's deci-
sion to the state commission. Appeals to the state level
actually involve a two-step process. First, the arguments
made by any appellant must raise substantial environmental
or public policy issues. The evaluation of the significance
of the question raised in an appeal is made by the
connnission's staff. Second, if a substantial issue is
raised, the state commission will review the decision of a
regional commission. Appeals in 1973 and 1974 ranged from
an oil tanker terminal to several residential projects and a
bicycle path.

In 1973 and. 1974, 115 appeals of South Coast Commission
decisions were made. The state commission staff found no
substantial public policy or environmental issues rai sed in
63 cases or 54.8%. The state commissioners did review 33
permits granted by the South Coast Commission and reversed

-22-
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20 of these decisions. An additional ll permits had condi-
for development attached. Only two permits reviewed

were not changed

The state cornrnission received 54 appeals of app1.ica-
tions which were denied by the South Coast Commission.
The state commissioners reviewed 15, or 27.8'X, of these
decisions. In two cases, a permit for development was
granted; and in seven other cases development, if specific
conditions were satisfied, would be allowed. The state
commission sustained the South Coast Commission's decision
for the other six appeals.

In order to get another view of the dimensions of
state commission actions, it may be useful to identify
those appeals made by developers and environmental organi-
zations. Development interests appealed 53 negative
decisions of the South Coast Commission. The state
commission staff ruled that 39 appeals, or 73.6/, raised
no substantial issues. Of the 14 appeals reviewed, the
state commission granted eight permits for development
with conditions attached to se~en of these permits.

Environmental groups sought state commission review
for 35 permits granted by the South Coast Commission. No
substantial i.ssue was found to exist for eight of the
appeals, or 22.9/, and, ref the 27 permits reviewed, 15
were revoked and nine others had conditions attached.

This separation between developers and environmental
groups appears to indicate environmentalists had greater
success at the state level. Their appeals were heard more
often, and altnost half �2.9X! resulted in a reversal of
the regional commission decision. Only seven or 13.2/ of
the appeals by developers resulted in a permit being
granted,

3.0 THE COHNISSION AND THE COASTLINE OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY:
PZRNIT ACTIVITY 1973-74

3.1 Summary of Permit Activity: Los Angeles County,
1973-74

The summary table  Table 13! presenting a synopsis of
permit activity in Los Angeles County indicates that 93.6/
of all applications were successful in receiving a permit.
Residential development was involved with 907 of the 1,603
approved permits. There were 200 corrznercial, 136 indus-
tria1., and 73 recreation projects. These 1,603 projects
developed 2,271..6 acres.

-25-



TABLE 10

STATE COMMISSION REVIEW OF SOUTH COAST COMMISSION DECISIONS

South Coas t Commi ss ion Ac t ion

TotalState Action A rove Den

Approve

20 27Deny

20

6339Review Refused

Total

-26-
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South Coast Action
State Action

Den

l

2.0
Approve

7. Column

6
ll. 3

Deny
'/ Column

Approve with Conditions
Column

7
13. 2

39
13.6

Review Refused
/ Column

53Total
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TABLE I I

STATE COMMISSION REVIEW OF SOUTH COAST CONMSSION DECISIONS:
IDENTIFIED DEVELOPERS



South Coast Action
State Action

Approve with
ConditionsA rove

Approve

I4Deny

Approve with Conditions

Review Rehxsed

28Total
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STATE COMMISSION REVIEW OF SOUTH COAST COMMISSION DECISIONS:
IDENTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS
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The consent calendar review procedure was used for
48. 9% of all applications. Public hearing items accounted
far slightly more than one-quarter �6,3%! of all applica-
tions.

3. 2 Number and Type of Per mit Applications

The coastal commission received 1,738 applications for
development in Los Angeles County. These applications
represented 48.8% of all permit requests reviewed by the
commission in 1973-74. Nore than half of the requests,
57. 9'/. or 992, were for residential development. The commis-
sion received 217 commercial applications, 137 requests for
industrial development, and 74 recreational development.
proposals.

A clear differentiation exists between Los Angeles and
Orange Counties in terms of the concentration of particular
types of applications. A majority of the commercial
projects �0.2%! reviewed by the commissioners were for
development of land in Los Angeles County. Almost all
industrial applications  94.4%!, half of all recreational
projects, but only 41.7% of all residential developments
approved by the South Coast Commission were also for Los
Angeles County.

The percentage figures do not indicate the total number
of residential units actually created. Looking at the
number of units developed in each county indicates that Los
Angeles had 1,623 more units approved for development. The
multi-family projects planned for Los Angeles County tended
to be larger than those approved for Orange County. A total
of 8,889 units in. Los Angeles County and 7,266 in Orange
County were approved.

3.3 Approval and Denial of Permits

Although the probability of a permit application being
approved was very high in both counties, there was a slight
concentration of denials. A total of 106 applications from
Los Angeles County were denied. This represents 54.4% of
all denials.

The pattern of denials for applications in Los Angeles
is similar to the distribution for the two county region as
a whole. Multi-unit residences accounted for 58 .5% �2! of
all denials. When added with single family projects denied
�9! and commercial developments refused �7!, 92.4/. of all
denials are accounted for.
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3.4 Location of Permit Applications

More than six of every ten permits �2.8/! were between
100 and 1,000 yards from the beaches of Los Angeles County.
The distribution in the location of denied applications was
even more pronounced, with 70.2/ at least 100 yards from the
mean high tide mark.

A pattern of residential development near the coastline
was also evident for Los Angeles County. Single family
developments accounted for 44.9%%u. of all permits granted for
work on property adjacent to the beach; and 54.2%%u. of al.l per-
mits granted for work adjacent to the beach were residential
in nature.

Of 69 recreation projects approved in Los Angeles
County, 52,1/ were within 50 yards of the beach. Commercial
projects were concentrated in the area at least 100 yards
from the mean high tide line. Only 30/ of all commercial
development was less than 100 yards from the mean high tide
line. There was a concentration of industrial projects �5
or 51.6%%u! in the first 100 yards of the commission s
authority.

3.5 Present Use of Land at Time of Permit Application

Vacant land was not involved with a majority of appli-
cations planning developments in Los Angeles County. This
is a notable difference from the figures reported for the
region as a whole, Only 48.7%%u of all applications and 48,2%%u.
of granted permits planned to develop open space. However,
looking at the number of acres planned to develop open space
involved indicates that 1,318.3 acres of vacant land was
developed in 1973-74. For the same period, 533.3 acres of
vacant land was developed in Orange County, indicating a
more rapid utilization of open space in Los Angeles County.

When vacant land was utilized for development in Los
Angeles County, it usually involved residential development.
Nore than three-quarters of all parcels of open space �5.6%%u!
were used for this purpose. This rate is still below the
figures reported for the region, indicating that open space
in Orange County is used more often for residential develop-
ment.

Table 18 indicates a pattern of redevelopment is
evident in Los Angeles County, Although 3l.6%%u of all
commercial projects were built on land that was previously
vacant, 63.3/ of all commercial projects were redevelopments
of land already involved in commercial operations. Of 134
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industrial permits, 69.4%%u were for land whose use was
already classified for this purpose, and more than half of
all recreational permits were for land already used for
recreational activities. Almost 3p%%u of all multi-family
projects were redevelopments of previous single family
homes.

Construction Costs

During l973 and 1974 the coastal commission approved
$457,748,8@i in construction costs for development in Los
Angeles County. This figure represents 55.3/. of all
construction dollars approved by the coastal commission.

3.7 Acreage Used

Nore than half of all projects planned for Los Angeles
County �l,.2%%u! were .2 of an acre or smaller. This was
lp%%u. less than the figure reported for the region as a
whole, indicating slightly larger parcels of land are
involved with developments planned for Orange County.
Almost 10/. of all permits were developing land at least
two acres in size. Twelve, single family development
projects were approved involving lots greater than two
acres, and 14 multi-family projects were on parcels of
land larger than two acres.

The size of vacant lots involved in permits granted
in Los Angeles County was also larger than the figures
reported for the entire region. Only 53. 5%%u of all open
space was less than .2 of an acre in size. This was 14.2/.
below the figure reported for the commission. A total of
36 parcels of open space larger than 2 .0 acres were
involved in permits approved for Los Angeles County.

3.8 Permit Decision procedures

The distribution of applications among the hearing
procedures for permit requests in Los Angeles County closely
parallels the tabulation for the region. Approximately
three-quarters of all applications are part of the consent
calendar or receive administrative permits,

In Los Angeles County, as in the region as a whole,
numerous costly projects were part of the consent calendar.
projects with construction costs in excess of $15p,000
�0%%u.!; one-quarter of all projects with costs above
$20p,ppp; and 21'%%u of proposals with costs above $300,000
were consent calendar items.
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TABLE 19

C >NSTRUCTION COSTS: APPROVED PROJECTS IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Nature Percent Mean

Commercial 28.2

Industrial 13.7

Single Family

Nu1ti-Family

Public Utility

9.0

24.5

4.6

3.9Recreation

9.6Dredging

Demolition 0.5

5.9Other

$457,748,861 100.0Total

Nissing Observations: 176
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$129,209,938

62,832,074

41,377,750

112,167,938

21,076,020

17,678,379

44, 091,000

2,354,020

26 961 742

683,650

498,667

70,132

439,874

168,608

267,854

7,348,500

36,782

627 017
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Table 24 indicates that while multi-family pro!ects
account for 55.3/o of the projects revt.ewed as public
hearing items in Los Angeles County, more than half of
multi-family residence developments were actually reviewed
as part of the consent calendar. These observations are
similar to the distributions reported for the region as a
whole and indicate the concentration of all types of
projects in the consent calendar review procedure.

4.0 THE SOUTH COAST REGIONAL COMMISSION AND
THE COASTLINE OF ORANGE COUNTY

4.1 Summary of Permit Activity: Orange County,
1973-74

The summary table  Table 25! describes permit activity
in Orange County for 1973 and 1974. A total of 1,801applications were received, and 3.,703 or 94.6'/ were granted
permits. Residential development involved 1,309 of thepermits while 132 were commercial, 9 industrial, and 71
recreational. The approved applications involved 794.6
acres.

Consent calendar review procedures were used in 63.6/
of all applications and only 22,6/ of all applications were
public hearing items.

4.2 Number and Type of Permit Application
Residential development dominated the applications

submitted to the South Coast Commission for Orange County.A total of 1,390 residential applications were received.This group represented 77.1/. of all permit requests fromOrange County. No other category of permit type accountedfor more than 8/ of the applications. Recreational devel-opment was involved with 73 applications, or 4.1/. of the
applications received.

The percentage of residential applications for OrangeCounty exceeds the observation for the region. Not onlyis the percentage greater, but the actual numbers involved
indicate residential development within this permit zone
of the South Coast Commission was more concentrated.

4.3 Approval and Denial of Applications
There were fewer denials in Orange County than in LosAngeles County, and the pattern of denied applications wasalso slightly different. Multi-famil,y residences accounted
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«r 73, or 82% of all denials. Commercial projects were
involved with 10 unsuccess&i app].i.cations, and only two,
single family applications were denied. This meant that
99.5% of all applications for single family residence
development were approved.

4.4 Location of Permit Application

The distribution of permits vithi.n the permit zone of
Orange County indicates the vast majority of the commis-
sion s actions involved land more than 160 yards from the
mean high tide line, Almost three-quarters of all permits
�1.9%! and 71,5% of all denials involved property at least
100 yards from the beach,

Table 28 indicates that land nearest the water has
been used for residential development. Single family
development accounted for 54.9'% of all projects on land
adjacent to the beach, while recreational projects were
concentrated in the area around the mean high tide line.
Of the 64 recreational projects, 44 or 68.8% were in the
50 yards nearest the beach. Commercial projects were
concentrated in the area at least 100 yards from the mean
high tide line. Only 17.2/ of all commercial projects
were located within the 100 yards nearest the water.

4.5 Present Use of Land at Time of Permit Application
A total of 1,062 permits containing 553.3 acres �20

missing observations! were granted for open space in Orange
County with only 56 applications denied. For everydenial, 19 applications developi.ng open space were approved.

Residenti,al development overwhelmingly domi.nated the
use of vacant space. While a tota1. of 925 residential
projects utilized open space, only 3.1% of the otherappli.cations involving vacant land erected recreational
facilities,

The pattern of redevelopment was not as evident inOrange County as it was in Los Angeles County. Although
49.6/ of all commercial projects and 73.6% of all publicutility permits were redevelopments, industrial redevelop-ment accounted for only 25/ of the eight industrial permits.
The conversion of multi-unit residences from single family
homes accounted for only 20.7/ of all multi-unit develop-
ments.
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TABLE 27

APPLICATIONS: APPROVED AND DENIED, BY DISTANCE FROM
MEAN HIGH TIDE LINE; ORANGE COUNTY, 1973-74

Location by Site
fram Mean High Tide Line

Action b Commission

No.

98.5Seaward 1.5

Adjacent to Beach

Less than 50 yards

50 to 100 yards

100 to 250 yards

250 to 500 yards

500 to 750 yards

750 to 1,000 yards

Total

83 97. 7 2.3

92.0103

93.8135 6.3

91.6241 19

21282 92.5 7.5

3.0227 97.0

2.89 2309

5.095.0 771,474

Missing Observations: 19
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4. 6 Cons true tion Costs

The coastal commission approved projects costing
$358,936,882 for Orange County in 1973-74. This figure
represents 43.3% of all construction dollars reported in
permit applications approved by the South Coast Regional
Commission.

4.7 Acreage Used

More than 7 of every 10 permits for property in Orange
County involved parcels less than .2 of an acre in size.
Less than 5% of the applications involved parcels larger than
two acres.

The majority of the vacant lots in developers' proposals
were small, with more than 90% of all vacant lots consisting
Qf less than .5 of an acre. Men compared to the size of
approved projects, the utilization af these small lots for
residential development becomes clear. The vast majority of
single family units  95.9! were built on lots less than .5 of
an acre.

4.8 Application Decision Procedures

The distribution of applications within the four review
procedures followed closely with the observations made for
the regian.

There was an interesting difference, however, in the
classification of applications by construction costs. Look-
ing at projects above $151,000 found 71.9% of the applica-
tions classified as public hearing items. Almost 90% of the
projects with a construction cost over $200,000, and 91% of
those projects with construction costs in excess of $300,000
were public hearing items.

The concentration of multi-unit housing as publi.c hear-
ing items was also evident in Orange County. Multi-unit
homes accounted for 64.4% of the items reviewed in the public
hearing process.
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TABLE 31

CONSTRUCTION COSTS. APPRPqED PROJECTS IN ORANGE COUNTY

PercentNature

4.0Commercial

0.3

36. 7

41. 3

ll.9

3.5

0.02

0.9

Other

Total

Hissing Observations: 168

Indus tr ia 1

Single Family

Multi-Fami ly

Public Utility

Recreation

Dredging

Demolition

$14,952,117

1, 118, 100

135,976,750

152, 987, 188

43,985,082

12,992,289

44,400

3,303,200

367 188

$370,726,314

270,015

159,729

198,217

287,570

799,729

199,881

7,400

68,817

167 725
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5.0 THE COMNISSION AND THE COASTAL ZONE' FOLIC'l ISSUES

Regulation of the future development of the coastal
zone is a field in which public policy is emerging rather
than settled.. The data presented in this report and its
predecessar attempted to describe the patterns of permit
applications and coamission decisions. These reports are
seen as a necessary information gathering phase that must
came before an examination of the effects of commission
action and policy, However, observations made at the
conclusion of the first report seem important enough to
reassess in light of the additional data and the addi-
tional time the commission has had to articulate its
policies in the 3,500 decisions made in two years.

5. l Application Review Procedures, Information
Levels and Uniformity

The procedure selected for making a decision about an
application--public hearing, consent calendar or adminis-
trative--is determined by the characteristics of the
project, particularly in terms of potential environmental
impact and. public policy importance. Consequently there
should be identifiable similarities among projects within
a particular decision procedure and differences among those
in each of the three categories.

In assigning permit applications to one of these three
decision procedures, South Coast Commission staff members
have identified six variables as important in assessing
the need for more or less detailed scrutiny: construction
costs; undeveloped land; proximity to the water; project
area size; number of units in residential projects; and the
conversion of residential facilities to higher-density
housing. These criteria are utilized in large part because
of their potential. impact, With these criteria and thethree procedural options available in mind, it is possible
to examine whether projects with similar characteristics
are consistently assigned to the same review procedure.
The following section will look at how applications are
assigned for review in terms of the six criteria noted
above,

5.2 Project Characteristics and Decision Procedure
5. 2.1 Construction Costs--The construction cost

associated with a project is one criterion used by commis-
sion staff to estimate the potential enviranmental impact.
Table 7 indicates that 19.6%%u of all approved projects with
construction costs above $200,000 and 16,1'K of permits
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with costs above $300,000 were part of the consent calendar.
Separating 1973 and 1974 indicates reliance on the consent
calendar is decreasing, but a number of costly projects are
still reviewed on the consent calendar. In 1973 22.5% of
all permits with construction costs above $200,060 were
part of the consent calendar. This decreased by 8.5% to
14.0% in 1974. In the $300,000 or more category, there was
a 5% decline in utilization of the consent calendar: L8.67.
to 13,3%. The observation can be made that numerous costly
projects are reviewed under consent calendar procedures, but
this percentage has declined over the two years reviewed.

5.2.2 Vacant Land--Several earlier tables
reported the extent to which vacant land has been developed
during the two years under consideration. To evaluate the
extent to which applications proposing the development of
open spaces are placed in public hearing procedures, it is
useful to look at all nine categories of present use of land
at time of application and identify whether items within
each category are classified as part of the consent calendar
or as public hearing items. Table 37 indicates on.ly 23.3/.
of all applications utilizing ~scant land were public hear-
ing items. Seven of the nine other categories had greater
percentages of their applications reviewed as public hearing
items. Only applications developing land involved with
conrnercial uses are less frequently part of the public hear-
ing process.

A closer look at the conversion of vacant land indi-
cates that over 80% of such permits were for residential
use. However, residential developments, particularly single
family houses, normally take a small amount of land. The
1,203 permits for housing on previously vacant land consumed
slightly more than 800 acres, Even though such conversions
typically involve small lots, the absence of public hearings
in most cases of open space development means that, unless
some form of administrative monitoring exists, the cumulative
environmental effect of open space utilization may not be
identified and taken into account in each subsequent individ-
ual permit decision.

5.2.3 Project Size--The more acreage involved in a
project the greater the possibility that development can
have a significant impact on the environment. Reflecting
this belief, the majority of all projects greater than 1.0
acre in size were reviewed as public hearing items. Table 38
indicates that 71.3% of projects larger than 1.0 acre were
public hearing items; virtually all the remaining applica-
tions were consent calendar items. As with the data on
construction costs, while there is a concentration of larger
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70
Consent

Calendar

/
Public

Hearing

ay

Adminis-
trativeNo.Nature

33.3Agriculture

Industrial

66. 7

31. 6120 36,7 31. 7

Public Utility 200 52.2 29.0 18,5

38.227.034.8Recreation

26.5 43.230.3Multi-Family

Dup lex

Single Family

Vacant

155

53,625.021.428

33.824.941. 3627

23. 368,6 8.11,929

20,4 42.838.6250Coaunercial

56.2 24. 3 19,13,404Total

Missing Observations: 154
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0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
r I

Vl
N u1

0

Vl M Ch m 0

CCl
el

lh cV

0

aO

0N bl

0 Ch
N

-62-

cd

0

0
K

o f
p 4

~co
R

+~0

V 8 OD
dl r
6o
AR

4J

QCd I:
dl

Q
uo o

z

I
cd dI

v
4J
cd

«C>O
F

P CCl
00 W Ch 00 CV

P1

�

Ill 0 C! Fl
C4

0 Ch

I
I I

o

0
O

0 I
O 0

G 0
JJ
cd

O



projects handled through public hearings, a significant
number of applications involving large parcels of land are
reviewed as part of the consent calendar, or occasionally,
given administrative permits.

5 .2.4 Number of Units in Residential Projects--
Table 39 indicates a relationship between the number of
units in a residential project and application review
process used. As the number of units in a project
increases, the more likely it is the application will be
reviewed as a public hearing item. A significant increase
in use of the public hearing process occurs if a project
plans six or more units. Under six units, the public hear-
ing process is used for only 15,17 of all applications.
Above six units, 90.7'K of all applications are part of the
public hearing process.

Only three of 131 redevelopments of single family
homes to residences with more than six living units were
part of the consent calendar. The remaining 128 applica-
tions intensifying residential density were reviewed as
public hearing items. The consent calendar review process
was used for 92, or 56.8%%u, of the projects converting
single family homes to residential facilities for two to
five families.

5 ' 2.5 Proximity to the Water--Projects placed
nearer to the water are normally presumed to have the most
profound impact on the environment of the coastal zone,
Table 40 indicates the percentage of projects reviewed as
public hearing items does decrease the further from the
water the proposed development is located. Of 989 projects
less than 100 yards from the water, 27.7V were public
hearing items. In no other category was the percentage
greater than 25'X. The public hearing process was not used
for 72K of the projects located less than 100 yards from
the water; and even for those withi.n this category immedi-
ately adjacent to the beach, only 41.87. were public hearing
items.

The above discussion indicates that the probability of
a project being reviewed as a public hearing item is much
higher if the project involves significant construction
costs, is above a minimum size in acreage of units, or
involves a residential conversion, However, there are still
significant percentages of projects with similar attributes
which are placed on the consent calendar or are treated as
administrative applications, The data indicate that some
projects which may be comparable in variables used as
measures of potential impact and policy importance are
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reviewed by different procedures. This being the case, an
exploration of the amount of information delivered to the
point of decision by each review procedure would be in order
to determine whether projects with similar characteristics
are acted on with different levels of information available.

5,3 Information Nodel for Public Hearings

Information usually undergoes substantial changes in
amount and, at times, meaning, as it flows through an admin-
istx'ative organization from the point of entry to the point
of decision. En a hierarchical structure, information flow-
ing upward is normally subject so substantial reduction.
This occurs in the commission through the selection, conden-
sation and synthesis of data by the staff before transmission
to the decision-makers. Staff recommendations may become
substitutes for detailed information in some cases. It is
also possible that the amount of information in the system
can be increased prior to a decision, The commissioners may
request clarification or further data from the staff or
applicant, the applicant may wish to add information or, in
the case of a public hearing, third parties have the oppor-
tunity to provide additional information. When the infor-
mation comes directly from applicants or third parties to
comnissioners, it is not subject to the reductive process
normally performed by the staff.

The information base upon which public hearing items
are reviewed begins with a completed application submitted
by an applicant. The application is reviewed by the staff,
and 15 days before the public hearing, a summary is distrib"
uted, At the hearing the staff report and recommendation is
presented to the commissioners. The applicant has an oppor-
tunity to amplify any points, and individuals apposing the
roject may also address the conmission. Schematicaliy, the
nformation flow is described in Figure I.

The information flow can be seen to involve two main
stages; reduction and addition. The reductive aspect of
the flow involves the staff's condensation, synthesis, and
recommendation presented to the commission and all inter-
ested parties. But before the decision point is reached, an
additive phase is entered where commissioners can receive
additional inputs from the applicant or any individual wish-
ing to discuss the project. The additive aspect of the
system essentially provides three separate components of the
information base used for decision-making in the public
hearing process: staff reports, applicant amplification,
and third party participation.
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5.4 Information Model for Consent Calendar Items

The information base used to make decisions involving
items on the consent calendar differs significantly from
that used for public hearing.

The applicant submits a completed form to the commis-
sion's staff. If, after staff review, the application is
placed on the consent calendar, it is grouped with other
consent calendar items and presented to the commission.
Although three commissioners can ask for any item among
those combined to be removed from the consent calendar and
the audience is free to comment on any project, the adversary
framework of the public hearing process is absent, The
information flow appears in Figure 2, The amount of acces-
sible information for each item on the calendar is substan-
tially reduced from point of entry.

5.5 Information Model for Administrative Permits

The information flow for administrative permits could
also be described as an information reduction process. The
executive director can recommend the applicant be granted an
administrative permit if the proposed development meets the
established cost criterion--!L0,000 for new developments and
$25,000 for work on existing structures. The list of admin-
istrative recommendations is presented to the commissioners
by the executive director. In most instances, no other
information about individual applications is given to
commissioners.

This section has sought to consider ways in which the
day-to-day records and a genera.l knowledge of a coastal
commission's procedures can be used to monitor its operations
from a policy perspective. The data indicate that a number
of projects which are similar in terms of such variables as
construction costs, proximity to the water, lot size, etc.
ax'e decided by procedures which substantially vary in the
amount of information provided to decision-makers. The
evaluative mechanism has allowed the identification of this
anomalie, but clearly determining its implications would
require further investigation. One of the important func-
tions of this technique is to raise signals when dysfunc-
tional situations may exist.

One obvious step in this case would be to make a finer
analysis to determine whether apparently similar projects
handled through different procedures are actually comparable
in environmental impact and policy importance. If they axe,
then there is need for either a better method for determining
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ype of review to be used or an investigation of the
the di f ferential trea

cond type of inQuiry so suggested concerninis als

dity of the assumptioos that are made shoat the !i
levels of information avai.lable fot decision in each
he three procedures ~ Xf he procedures of the
ission assume that Public hearings provide a substan-
yhigher l~v~l of information c

acteristics and probable effects, several questions
be asked for evaluati~e purposes'. For ex~pie. 8 ~re
iled study would be necessary to determine if public
ings: �! increase the amount and variety of in forma-
in general; �! increase information for some, but

other classes of applications; or �! increase infor-
on on a random basis. If either of

found to exist, corrective steps would be necessary,

5.6 Spatial Distribution of Projects and
Public Access to the Coast

The Californ.ia Coastal Zone Conservation Act declared
coastal zone "a district and valuable natural resource
nging to all the people..."  Section 27001! .
ecting the sentiments of this phrase, the coastal
ission and several other interested groups have been
erned with expanding and improving the opportuniti.es
public use of the coast, In attempting to open or
tain areas for the public to enjoy coastal resources,
e is a conflict between the market mechanism and
ic accessibility. The most profitable use of land on
ea r the shoreline does not usually include mass recrea-

and frequently prices out large percentages of
lation. The availability of public recreation facili-

uires ublicon land nearest the water normally requ r p
stment. When. there is little or no pub 1 ic inve s tmen t,

p limay find few increases in the opportunitities for pub c

ss to the beach.

To continue to explore the policy p«broblem of public
spatials, it would seem useful to loo a

ibution of permits in the format uti
report. Dividing the approved pro3
--le» th~ »o yar~s from th' ", ds and 5pp to
en 100 and 250 yards, 250 and 50o y
yards from the mean high ti e have on public

tial different impact projects cmhi the permit area
s by virtue of their location wit

granted by theLess than one-third of the pe~ ithin lpp yards of
h Coast Commission �2.6X! were +
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the mean high tide line. Within this group, 53.5/. were for
residential development. Single family home development
accounted for 37.3! of all permits- granted in the first
zone. Almost 10/ of the permits in the zone nearest the
water were developing recreational land; 8.9/. were for
industrial purposes; and commercial development accounted
for 7.5'X.

Residential permits also dominated development in the
second zone, accounting for 70.2%%u of all permits issued for
land 100 to 250 yards from the mean high tide line. Commer-
cial development was the next most frequent with 11.2/.;
industrial development accounted for 4.8%%u. of the permits;
and recreation, 2.8%%u..

Residential development accounted for almost three-
quarters of the permits in the third zone. A total of 73.4!.
of all permits 250 to 500 yards from the mean high tide line
were developing either single or multi-family residences,
Commercial projects accounted for 12,6/ of all permits;
industrial development involved 2.0!; and recreational
development accounted for 5.2/ of all permits in this zone.

In the zone furthest from the mean high tide line, 924
permits were granted, A total of 704 or 76.2/ were for
residential development. Commercial and industrial develop-
ment accounted for 110 permits or 11.9%%u. of all permits at
least 500 yards from the mean high tide line. Recreational
facilities were involved with 22 or 2.4!. of the permits.

Similar to the patterns present in the first year
report, the concentration of commercial and industrial
development decreases in the landward zones. The concentra-
tion of residences, aLthough high in all areas of the permit
zone, is greater in the zones further from the mean high
tide line. Recreational permit concentration is again
greatest in the zone nearest the water.

The similarities in the pattern of distribution and the
concentration of projects in the first 100 yards of the
permit zone observed in the first year report and this
second year follow-up, again focuses attention on. all
recreational permits to see if the small number of proj ects
can significantly influence access opportunities.

Table 4 indicates 40.1/ of all recreational permits
were developing vacant land. Only 43.77. of the recreational.
permits were improving existing recreational facilities.
This observation differs substantially from the trend iden-
tified in the first year report and suggests additional
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attention be directed towards all recreational permits to
see what type of development has occurred.

Of 147 recreation.al projects, 38 involved private
facilities. A total of 2l applications to construct private
~Leaning pools were approved. Looking separately at public
and private recreational development, 5.3/. of permits for
private recreation involved maintenance of existing facili-
ties; but 32.1/. of all permits developing public recreational
facilities were for maintenance of existing structures.
Five new public tennis courts, 5 permits developing public
campgrounds, and 9 new bike paths were approved. It is also
interesting to note that one-third �3.9%! of all permits
for public recreation involved marina-related development.
Although these projects were public and undertaken by
municipal or county governments, their benefits were primar-

limi,ted to those citizens able to utilize marina
facilities.

The California coastal commissions, in. expressing
interest in expanding public recreational facilities, have
come into conflict with the free market and may not have the
tools to compete with the pressures of the market. The
commissions do not have the financial resources to fund
recreational development, nor do they have the political
power to order specific developments. If it is more profit-
able to develop residen.tial facilities, it may be unrealistic
to expect any significant change in the number or type of
recreational programs approved by coastal commissions.

The long-run consequence of a short-run reliance on
private investment funds for development of land nearest the
coastline may be the maintenance of existing recreational
facilities and limi.ted expansion of new, mass public facili-
ties. Private investment funds will continue to be attracted
to zaore profitable outlets in the land nearest the water.
If more recreational development is to be forthcoming, the
initiative must come from other governmental units with
greater financial or political strength.

These observations based on data developed for two years
of operation of a regional commission would seem to be of
particular importance in light of the plan. for the future of
the coastline recently released by the state commission,
The Preliminar Coastal Plan  Hearing Draft, March 1975! cites
the need or expan ed recreational facilities  p. 117!, The
review of the actions of the South Coast Commission suggests
any system of coastal management similar to the existing model
may be capable of expanding recreational and access opportuni-
ties through the attachment of conditions to permits granted.
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agencies, with greater financial and political
vill have to provide the resources for more

tial recreational developments.

7 The South Coast CoTmnission and the Coastline
of Southern California: Tvo Year Trends

e South Coast Regional Commission has had primary
ibility for development along the coastline of Los
and Orange Counties for two years. During the

months of its tenure, the commissioners and commis-
aff encountered numerous institutions, procedures
icies for the first time. There was a new lav,
t process to deal with, and the development of
nships with the state coastal commission. In

these pressures, there would appear to be great
n looking at outcomes in 1973 and 1974 separately

mine whether trends in 1973 were carried forward
74.

5.7.1 Permit Types and Permit Action

The mix of project developments in applications
prove permd rmits appears to have varied only slightly
two years of the commission s authority. nI In 1973

of all a plications and 69.ZX of all permits were
ping residential property. The second year saw a
e both in the percentage of applications seekinqclop homes �5.37.! and residential permits �4.e/.!.
cline was mostly in multi-family residentialpment. As a percentage, all permi.ts--commercial,
rial, recreation, dredging, and demolition--increased
4 but in no case were the changes significant.
lthough the percentages may have increased7 d in 1974

al number of permits in each category declined, as
aw 312 fewer applications for permits.

t i i t resting to note that in percentage terms,s n e in 1974.mmission denied many more applications in73, the 70 denials represented 3.77. of all applica-
reviewed, the 125 refusals in 1974 accounted for
f the reviewed applications.

5.7.2 The Development of Vacant Land

In 1973 1 008 approved applications developed
acres of vacant land. This declined by 200
s in 1974, but a total of 1,254.5 acres vere sti»
ped. The amount of vacant land developed according

ommission xecords more than doubled, but this y
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been a result of better record keeping. In any event, a sub-
stantial amount of vacant land was developed in 1974.

There has been only a slight change in the future use
of open space. In 1973, 83.4/ of the permits developing
vacant land planned residential construction. For 1974,
81.9% of those permits describing the present use of land as
vacant pla~ned residential. development. The overwhelming
use of open space in the coastal zone appears to be for resi-
dential construction..

5 .7.3 Location of Permits

Changes in the location of projects within the
permit zone in 1973 and 1974 allow several comparisons.
During the first year of commission action, 39,2% of the
permits granted were within 100 yards of the mean high tide
line. For 1974, only 26.1% of approved applications were
less than 100 yards from the water. The increase in permit
activity in 1974 was in the area of the permit zone 5GO
yards or more from the mean high tide mark. In fact, in
1974, there were more permits in the 500 to 1,000 yard cate-
gory than in the zone nearest the water, This is a signifi-
cant change from 1973 when permits in the first 100 yards
outnumbered permits in the last 500 yards of the permits by
almost 200.

There is also an in.teresting pattern of denied applica-
tions between 1973 and 1974. In 1973, the 18 denials in the
100 yards nearest the water were greater in number than the
denials in any other zone. But in 1974, the zone furthest
from the water, 500 to 1,000 yards from the mean high tide
line, had more denials than any of three other zones. For
1974, at least, there was Sar greater commission activity
and application denials in the land at least 500 yards from
the water than in the area nearest the water. The exact
meaning of this concentration of activity in the zone
furthest from the water is not clear, but does seem to indi-
cate the management of the coastal zone of Los Angeles and
Orange Counties is involving land further from the water
rather than property nearest the coastline.

There has been a change in the mix of projects proposed
and approved for land nearest the coastline. In 1973, 56.8%
of all approved projects less than 100 yards from the mean
high tide line would develop residential facilities. For in
1974, 48.5/ of all approved projects in the zone nearest the
water planned residential development. The proportion of
projects developing recreational facilities increased from
8.6% to 11.4%. This, as already summarized, did not neces-
sarily mean an increase in public access opportunities as
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many recreation projects were private in nature. The
frequency af corrirrercial and industrial projects located in
the 100 yards nearest to the water remained unchanged:
16.4%. There was a slight increase in public utility
projects located nearer the water in 1974 �0.3%! than in
1973  9.7%!.

5.7.4 Application Review Procedures

There has been no substantial change in the
utilization of the public hearing review procedure during
the two years of commission activity. In 1973, 19,6% of
all applications were reviewed as public hearing items.
For 1974, 19.8% of all applications were classified as
public hearing items. There was a substantial shift in
applications reviewed as administrative or consent calendar
items, In 1973, almost one-quarter �3.7%! af all appli-
cations were given adrrrinistrative permits. !n 1974, only
15% of all applications were administrative permits. The
shift away from administrative permits has meant an
increase in the frequency with which consent calendar
procedures are utilized. In 1973, 56.5% of all applica-
tions were consent calendar; for 1974, 65,2% of all appli-
cations were reviewed as part. of the consent calendar.

5.7.5 Staff Recommendation and Com'rrission Action

The number of cases in which the commission did
not follow staff recommendations for denying an applica-
tion increased when 1974 is compared to 1973. In 1974,
the staff's recommendations for denials were followed in
60.8% of all cases; while they were sustained 64.5% of the
time in 1973. The corrrmission continues to follow the
staff's recommendations for approval with virtually noexception. In 1974, 99% of all applications with staffapproval received perrrrits and the figure was 99.2% in the
preceding year.

5.8 The South Coast Regional Commission and the
Coastline of Los Angeles County:
Two Year Trends

5.8.1 Permit Activity and Commission Action
There have been slight changes in the mix afp«je« types approved in. permits for Los Angeles County

when 1973 and 1974 are examined separately. In 1974,there was an increase in the frequency of commercial �.0%!
and industrial �.1%! projects, and a decrease in residen-
tial deve lopment �. 2'F.! .



e 0
0

Ol O
0 0

0
0

00

Pl

CV

4

O

0 l
0

I

~ C
0 0

4 4J
A

CV
CV 0

0

'0 QP
O
cd

0 0
0
C

I
cd
CLI g
'4 0
OW
CLl 4J 0 0 CL0

'0 dlO

O
Ch

0

0 0

00

CG

0C 4
~ IJ

0

0

0

0 O

I
CCI

~ rl C,'
0

0 ~
~ JJ

-82-

CV

N Q C4

0 hl Q
Ch CV

CV Cl hJ

'0
Cd 0

0

o ~ 0

gg ~O

Q I I

0 l I

0 I I

0 I I

O
~ ~

tfl W Vl

dI
0 o

O
<LI
A s'

0

4J
cd

O C4
0 dI

'0 O 0 C dJ
0

A



an
CO

an

an

O 4! r
hl + P

4 cv

CV
Ch

CV

~ ~

O

~O gO

-83-

O Ch
Ch O

CV Ch
CV

an

Icv O

O
~ ~

00 00

O
92

O 00

O cO
~ ~

CO
CO

00

O cO

Ch an

hl

Ch O
4 ~

CV CV

O 4

kn O cv
an cv

0
C OC



There has also been a substantial change in the denial
rate of applications, In 1973, for each denial, 24. 25
applications were approved. In 1974, for each denial, 10.4
permits were granted.

5.8.2 Development of Vacant Land

As with the figures reported for the region, there
has been an increase in the number of vacant acres developed
in. Los Angeles County. In 1973, 266.4 acres were developed;
in 1974, 1,051,9. Again it is possible better record keep-
ing is responsible for part of the increase. Nevertheless,
it i.s clear substantial amounts of open space are being
utilized. The predominant future use of vacant land would
appear to continue to be residential development,

5.8.3 Location of Permits

There has been a substanti.al shift in permi.t appli-
cations from the area nearest the water toward the landward
1,000 yard boundary. In 1973, 45.8%%u of all permits were
granted for land less than 100 yards from the mean high tide
line. In 1974, only 20/. of all permits were within this
area and 33.7%%u were more than 500 yards from the coast. The
mix of projects nearest the water is also changing.

The distribution of denied applications in 1974 in Los
Angeles County is similar to the observation made for the
region as a whole. For Los Angeles County, 39.7'/ of all
denials were at least 500 yards from the mean high tide line,
In 1973, 44.2/. of the denials were in this last zone,

5.9 The South Coast Regional Coiission and
the Coastline of Orange County

5,9,1 Permit Activity and Commission Action

The change in the mix of permits has been less
pronounced in Orange County. For 1973, residential develop-
ment accounted for 79%%u of all permits while in 1974, 74.2/
of permits developed residential facili.ties. There was an
increase of 5/. in demolition projects, but no appreciable
rise in other categories.

For every aPPlication rejected in 1973, 28.2%%u were
approved by the commission for Orange County. In 1974, for
each denial, only 13 ' 5 applications were approved.
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5. 9. 2 Development of Vacant Land

In contrast to the activity in Los Angeles
County, development of vacant land in Orange County actu-
ally decreased between the two years. In 1973, 350.7
acres were developed; this dropped to 202.6 acres in 1974.

The future use of vacant land is still overwhelmingly
residential. In 1974, 87.2%%u of all permits developing
open space, planned residential facilities. This was down
slightly from 88.1/ in 1973.

5.9.3 Location of Projects

In 1974, 42.9/ of all approved projects were 500
yards or more from the mean high tide line and 25.2/ of
the permits were 100 yards or less from the water . In
1973, 29.2/ of the permits were in the zone furthest from
the water; 31.1/. in the zone nearest the water. This is
similar to the shift inland found in Los Angeles County.
Almost one quarter �4.5%%u! of all denied applications in
1974 were at least 500 yards from the water. This was an
increase of 16.3%%u over 1973.

The overwhelming use of land nearest the water in
Orange County is for residential development. In 1974
59.2/ of all projects within 100 yards were residentiai.
In 1973, 55%%u. of all projects were residential, The two-
year trend indicates an increasing concentration of resi-
dential development in land near the water.

6.0 THE COASTAL COHNISSION AND THE LOCAL AREAS

The South Coast Regional Commission has final authority
for development of coastal land and water that lies within
the territorial boundaries of 16 cities and 9 unincorporated
communities in Los Angeles and Orange Counties. Each of
these sub-regions had final authority for development of
coastal land and water prior to 1973 and exercised that
authority in attempting to package development of the
coastal zone in accordance with local preferences. This
fragmented process produced a coastal zone in southern
California that varied from exclusive residences to indus-
trialized ports to mixed residential and commercial areas.
During the two years in which permits from the coastal
commission were required, the new developments tended to
reflect the pre-existing community patterns in terms of
land use. In order to survey permit activity at the commu-
nity level, the data have been organized for each sub-area
in much the same way the information for the commission and
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each county was presented. A complete set of information
each community is available upon request. Interested indi--
viduals are invi,ted to complete the order form at the end of
the study for information from any one community. This
section highlights the sub-area data.

6. l Permit Activity

The City of Newport Beach was the community in which
permit activity was the greatest. In two years, 480 applica-
tions for development of coastal property in Newport Beach
were received by the commission. More than 95/ of these
applications �59! were approved. Residential development
was the object of two-thirds of the permits granted for
Newpor t Beach.

The next, most active community in terms of the number of
applications and permits granted was the unincorporated area
of Los Angeles County, Malibu. A total of 334 applications
were filed, with residential use accounting for 80/. Of the
265 applications planning to develop residential facilities,
246 were approved.

The second most active areas in terms of permits issued
in each county were San Clemente and Long Beach. The incor-
porated community of San Clemente was the location of 290
applications and 273 perrni.ts. Residential development was
involved with 85%%u. of these permits.

Of the four most active co~rrmunities, residential develop-
ment was the most frequent object of permits in all sub-areas
except the City of Long Beach. Here it accounted for only 36/
of the 252 permits granted,

Industrial deme lopment in Los Ange les County and the
South Coast Region was concentrated in the City of Long Beach.
During 1973 and 1974, l34 industrial permits for Los Angeles
County and l45 for the South Coast Region were processed,
Nore than four-fifths  81.9%%u! of all industrial permits
granted by the commission were for development in Long Beach.

Commercial development in the permit zone is more
dispersed than industrial activity. Thirteen sub-areas  9 in
Los Angeles County! had more than 10/ of their permits
involved with commercial development. Long Beach had the
greatest number of commercial permits �6!, but the 28 comrner-
cial permits in Marina del Rey accounted for 45.9%%u. of all
permits in that community. Similarly, the 24 correnercial
projects in Redondo Beach represented 31.6/. of all permits
granted for property in Redondo Beach.
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Four Orange County communities had more than 10/ of
their permits involved with commercial development--Sunset
Beach, Seal Beach, Laguna Beach, and the unincorporated
areas of Dana Point. The greatest number of commercial
projects were found in Newport Beach, but these 39 permits
accounted for only 8.5/. of all permits, The 30 commercial
projects in Laguna Beach meant 12.4j. of all development in
Laguna Beach was com~rcial in nature.

In terms of the number of residential units developed
in 1973 and 1974, Long Beach was the most active area.
Although 304 residential permits were granted for Newport
Beach, the 92 permits in Long Beach developed 2,304 units.
Newport Beach, with the greatest number of residential
permits, had 758 units developed, fewer than six other
areas. Following Long Beach in terms of most residential
units developed were: Marina del Rey, 1,953; Laguna Niguel,
1,769; San Clemente, 1,765; and Huntington Beach, 1,340,

Recreational development in Los Angeles County was
concentrated in Nalibu �3 permits! and Long Beach �8!.
In Orange County, Newport Beach �3! had the most recrea-
tional permits. Huntington Beach had the second greatest
number of recreational permits of any community in Orange
County with six permits. The following areas had no
recreational development in 1973 or 1974: El Segundo, El
Porto, Seal Beach, Costa Nesa and Emerald Bay.

6.2 Use of Vacant Land

In 1973 and 1974, 1,813 permits were gran.ted that
would involve the development of vacant land. By number of
permits developing open space, vacant land was developed
most frequently in the City of San Clemente with 222
permits. In Malibu, 215 permits planned to develop vacant
land. These areas were followed by Huntington Beach �95!,
Newport Beach �66!, Laguna Beach �21!, and Capistrano
Beach �16!.

Looking at the acreage of vacant land developed, San
Pedro leads all communities with 801 acres. Long Beach
was second with 157.8 acres of open space developed,
followed by Dana Point, 150.7; Malibu, 109.8; and Laguna
Niguel, 100.2. Several coaerunities had less than 1.0 acre
of open space developed. These included Torrance, Wilming-
ton, and Emerald Bay,
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6. 3 Spatial Distribution

As noted earlier, the physical configuration of land and
pre-existing land use patterns can influence the location of
projects within the permit area. With this relationship in
mind, it is interesting to look at the spatial distribution
of projects in the different areas of the region.

In. four connnunities, at least 40/. of the developnent
occurred within 100 yards of the mean high tide line. Of all
permits granted for the unincorporated community of:.<alibu,
3L%%u. were within 50 yards of the water. In Marina del Rey,
43%%u of all permits developed land less than 100 yards from
the mean high tide line. The City of Long Beach had 48/ of
its permits within 100 yards and 28.5/. of its permits less
than 50 yards from the mean high tide line.

In Orange County, the City of Newport Beach had the most
intense development near the water, with 45%%u of its permits
withi.n 100 yards of the mean high tide line.

Examining the permits granted for development of land in
the first half of the per!nit zone reveals that Playa del Rey
had 19%%u of its permits concentrated within 100 yards of the
water and 57.4%%u of development was situated within 500 yards
of the mean high tide line. This pattern of concentration of
develop.nent in a middle zone at least 100 yards from the
beach was evident in Manhattan Beach, Hermosa Beach, Redondo
Beach, Laguna Beach, South Laguna, Capistrano Beach, and
San Cle nente.

6.4 Construction Costs

Nore construction dollars were approved for Long Beach
 $171,874,125! than for any other community in the South
Coast Region, The area with next greatest level of approved
construction dollars was Dana Point with $92,746,000.
Laguna Niguel. and Laguna Beach each had n!ore than $60,000,000
in approved construction costs.

6.5 Per!nit Review: Approvals and Denials

The South Coast Regional Coninission denied 196 applica-
tions during 1973 and 1974. A majority of these denials
�3.8%%u! came during 1974. Although 48.1/, of all applications
in 1973 and 1974 were for development of land in Los Angeles
County, 54.6/ of all denials were for applications from Los
Angeles County.

The di.stribution of denied applications was not uniform.
Nalibu had 25 denials, or 13%%u. of all denied applications,
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Huntington Beach had more denied applications than any
other community �7!. Newport Beach  l9! and San Clemente
�7! accounted for 50.7% of all denials from Orange County,
The three areas--Newport Beach, Hunti.ngton Beach, and San
Clemente--accounted for 88. 7V. of all denials in Orange
County.

Venice had 19 applications denied and Redondo Beach
and Santa Monica each had 10 applications denied. The
four areas of Los Angeles County with more than 10 denials
--Nalibu, Venice, Santa Ãonica, and Redondo Beach--
accounted for 60.4% of all applications denied for Los
Angeles County.

7.0 A CONCLUDING NOTE

This two-year review of permit activity< the second in
a three-part series of studies based on the 'Scorecard"
information system, had two main objectives: to provide
information on the permit actions of the South Coast
Co:rmission and explore the possible impli.cations of the
observable trends.

The information contained in sections 2.0 and 3.0
raised several important issues revolving around at least
two major points: the classification of applications in
review procedures and increasing public access opportuni-
ties in the coastal zone. The analysis suggests there is
reason. for concern and further research designed to create
a better match between applications raising environmental
or policy questions and information levels involved in
hearing procedures and to develop public recreational
opportunities. Within this latter concern it appears more
discussion and research will be needed to produce a
governmental mechanism with the financial capacity to
expand recreationaL facilities,



Appendix A

Physical Location

A.
B.
C.
D.

city
sub-region
census tract

proximity to mean high tide line

Physical Characteristics

A. nature of project
B. present use of land
C. total square footage
D. lot size
E. number of residential units
F. bedrooms
G. parking space
H. building height
I. net acreage

Economic CharacteristicsIII.

A. anticipated rent
5. anticipated sales price
C. construction costs

Administrative Characteristics

A. date of permit application submission
B. type of permit
C. CaLifornia EnvironmentaL Quality Act Classification
D. staff recommendations
E. commission action
F. conditions for approval  if imposed!
G. state action if appealed
H. date of decision on application
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The "Scorecard" project places 26 categories of infor-
mation pertaining to each application received by the South
Coast Regional Commission into computer formats. The
following list describes the information set produced through
the Scorecard project ~



Appendix B

Order Blank for Subregional Print-out

Name

Street Address

City

Number of Print-outs

State Zip Code

LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Unincor orated Communities

ORANGE COUNTY

Unincor orated Communities

Malibu
Marina del Rey
El Porto

Sunset Beach
Emerald Bay
South Laguna

1
Dana Point
Capi.strano Beach

Los Angeles City
Pacific PalisaZes
Playa del key
Venice
San Pedro
W i lming ton

Santa Monica
El Segundo
Manhattan Beach
Bernese Beach
Redondo Beach
Torrance
Palos Verdes Estates
Rancho Palos Verdes

Seal Beach
Huntington Beach
Neepo r t Beach
Costa Mesa
Laguna Beach
San Clemente

RETURN FORM TO: Sea Grant ProgramMarine Advisory ServicesUniversity of Southern California
SSW-308Los Angeles, California 90007

-93-

Those individuals requesting the print-out of partic-
ular communities and cities, please complete the form below.
Three free print-outs will be allowed if the book is
purchased. There will be a charge for any additional
print-outs.


