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STAFF REPORT:  Request for Revocation
 
APPLICATION NUMBER: R5-06-042 
 
APPLICANT:  Pacific Jewish Center 
 
PROJECT LOCATION:  Existing light poles and 19 lifeguard sign-poles at street ends 

on beach and at Ocean Front Walk between Seaside 
Terrace, Santa Monica and Via Marina, Venice, in the Cities 
of Santa Monica and Los Angeles.  

 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION (Approved on November 16, 2006): Attach 20-foot high 15/8 

inch diameter galvanized metal pole extenders to County information signs at 19 
locations at unpaved street ends/beach on Ocean Front Walk between 
Catamaran Street and Via Marina, Venice, and then to the entry channel fence; 
The applicant will then stretch 200 lb. test monofilament line (fishing line) between 
existing street lights from Seaside Terrace, in Santa Monica, to Catamaran 
Street; in Venice, attach the line to the pole extenders between Catamaran Street 
and Topsail Street, and then to existing light poles along Ocean Front Walk south 
of Topsail Street, to Via Marina, Venice, and then to a 14-foot pole at the entry 
channel fence.  The applicant will install 1” by 6” streamers on the line in vicinity 
of Least Tern nesting area (between Hurricane and Via Marina) to increase 
visibility for birds; conduct weekly inspections, remove downed line and repair 
breaks as required. 

 
 
PERSON REQUESTING REVOCATION:  Marina Peninsula Neighborhood Association 
(Diana Spielberger) and CLEAN (Marcia Hanscom); and the Los Angeles Audubon 
Society. 
 
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission deny the request for revocation on the basis that 
no grounds exist for revocation under Section 13105 (a) or (b) of the Commission’s 
regulations. 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
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ROCEDURAL NOTE: The California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 5.5, Section 
13105 states that the grounds for the revocation of a coastal development permit (or 
permit amendment) are as follows: 
 
 
 Grounds for revocation of a permit shall be: 
 

a) Intentional inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information in 
connection with a coastal development permit application, where the Commission 
finds that accurate and complete information would have caused the Commission 
to require additional or different conditions on a permit or deny an application; 

 
b) Failure to comply with the notice provisions of Section 13054, where the views of 

the person(s) not notified were not otherwise made known to the Commission and 
could have caused the Commission to require additional or different conditions on 
a permit or deny an application (14 Cal. Code of Regulations Section 13105). 

 
 
REQUESTOR’S CONTENTIONS: 
 
The request for revocation contends that grounds for revocation in Section 13105(a) and 
(b) exist because inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information was submitted to the 
Commission in the coastal development permit application; and there was failure to comply 
with the notice provisions of the Commission’s regulations (see Exhibit No. 1, 2 and 3).  
The contentions raised by the request include the following: 
 

1. Applicant provided an incomplete and erroneous project description regarding the 
location of the signs and existence of light poles. 

2. Applicant did not provide complete information to the County on the weight of the 
proposed poles. 

3. Permit was not obtained from the County. 
4. Project is inconsistent with Los Angeles County Code Section 17.12.210. 
5. Project description is incomplete and does not comport with the exhibits submitted 

by the applicant. 
6. Project is inconsistent with City of Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 67.02(a) 

and 67.29(d) 
7. The project does not adequately describe the installation of streamers. 
8. The extent of the construction, the amount of construction and the exact proximity of 

the construction to ESHA (Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area) and to the 
Ballona Valley and wetlands was not clearly demarcated in the materials provided in 
the application (Los Angeles Audubon Society) 

9. Applicants did not disclose bird strike and visual impact issues associated with an 
eruv constructed in Oak Park. 

10. Project was inadequately noticed.  
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I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON REVOCATION
 
The staff recommends that the Commission determine that no grounds exist for revocation.   
 
 MOTION:  I move that the Commission grant revocation of Coastal 

Development Permit No. 5-06-042.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
The staff recommends a NO vote on the motion. Failure of this motion will result in denial 
of the request for revocation and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The 
motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of Commissioners present. 
 
RESOLUTION TO DENY REVOCATION: 
 
The Commission hereby denies the request for revocation of the Commission’s decision 
on Coastal Development Permit No. 5-06-042 on the grounds that: 

 
a) There was no Intentional inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete 

information in connection with a coastal development permit application, where the 
Commission finds that accurate and complete information would have caused the 
Commission to require additional or different conditions on a permit or deny an 
application. 

 
b) There was no failure to comply with the notice provisions of Section 13054 where 

the views of the person(s) not notified were not otherwise made known to the 
Commission and could have caused the Commission to require additional or 
different conditions on a permit or deny an application (14 Cal. Code of Regulations 
Section 13105). 

 
 
II. Findings and Declarations
 
The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows: 
 
A.  Project Description and Background 
 
On November 16, 2006, the Commission approved, with conditions, Coastal Development 
Permit No. 5-06-042 for the attachment of 20-foot high 15/8 inch diameter galvanized metal 
pole extenders to County information signs at 19 locations at unpaved street ends/beach 
on Ocean Front Walk between Catamaran Street and Via Marina, Venice, and then to the 
entry channel fence; the applicant will then stretch 200 lb. test monofilament line (fishing 
line) between existing street lights from Seaside Terrace, in Santa Monica, to Catamaran 
Street; in Venice, attach the line to the pole extenders between Catamaran Street and 
Topsail Street, and then to existing light poles along Ocean Front Walk south of Topsail 
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Street, to Via Marina, Venice, and then to a 14-foot pole at the entry channel fence.  The 
applicant will install 1” by 6” streamers on the line in vicinity of Least Tern nesting area 
(between Hurricane and Via Marina) to increase visibility for birds; conduct weekly 
inspections, remove downed line and repair breaks as required. 
 
Installation of 20-foot high extender poles on the beachfront lifeguard signs, which are 
presently 8 feet high, and located on both paved and unpaved (sand) portions of Ocean 
Front Walk triggers the need for a coastal permit, as does extension of a monofilament 
line by a private entity between the poles and between the existing light poles, because 
such activities constitute development as that term is defined in the Coastal Act 
(30106).1  The development requires a coastal development permit pursuant to Section 
30600(a) because it will occur in the Coastal Zone, as defined in the Coastal Act 
(30103), and specifically because of its location on a public beach, and in the case of the 
extender poles, on a sandy beach.  Exemptions available to property owners and to 
public entities do not apply in this case.   
 
The purpose of the line is to create a physical perimeter (known as an “eruv”) to 
surround a defined area so that members of the Pacific Jewish Center may carry objects 
within its perimeter as they walk to synagogue on the Sabbath without violating rules to 
which they adhere for religious reasons.  Outside the beach areas of Venice and Santa 
Monica, the center proposes to string the line on existing fences and light poles.   
 
The Commission approved the project with five special conditions, which included: 1) term 
limit; 2) visual mitigation; 3) pole and line monitoring; 4) Department of Fish and Game and 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service continuous approval; and 5) bird monitoring.    
 
B. Grounds for Revocation
 
Pursuant to Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (“14 C.C.R. “) Section 13108(d), the 
Commission has the discretion to grant or deny a request to revoke a coastal development 
permit if it finds that either of the grounds listed in14 C.C.R. Section 13105 (meaning all of the 
elements listed in either subsection of 13105) exist.  14 C.C.R. Section 13105 states, in part, 
that the grounds for revoking the permit shall be as follows: (a) that the permit application 
intentionally included inaccurate, erroneous, or incomplete information where accurate and 
complete information would have caused the Commission to act differently; and (b) that there 
was a failure to comply with the notice provisions of Section 13054, where the views of the 
person(s) not notified were not otherwise made known to the Commission and could have 
caused the Commission to act differently. 
 
The South Coast District office received a written request for revocation of the subject coastal 
development permit on May 9, 2007 from Marina Peninsula Neighborhood Association 
(MPNA) and CLEAN (supplemental letter dated June 7, 2007),  and on June 11, 2007 from 
the Los Angeles Audubon Society.  The requests are based on Section 13105 (a) that the 
                                            
1 The Coastal Act is codified at California Public Resources Code (“PRC”) sections 30000 to 30900.  All 
references herein to numbers in the 30000s are to sections of the PRC, and thus, to the Coastal Act. 
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permit application intentionally included inaccurate, erroneous, or incomplete information 
where accurate and complete information would have caused the Commission to act 
differently and; (b) that there was a failure to comply with the notice provisions of Section 
13054, where the views of the person(s) not notified were not otherwise made known to the 
Commission and could have caused the Commission to act differently. 
 
Revocation is only appropriate under Section 13105(a) if the following  three essential 
elements or tests are met: 
 
13105(a) 
 

a. The permit application included inaccurate, erroneous, or incomplete 
information; 

b. The applicant intentionally included this inaccurate, erroneous, or incomplete 
information in the application; (emphasis added)  and 

c. The accurate and complete information would have caused the Commission to 
require additional or different conditions or to deny the application.    

 
As indicated above, this standard consists, in part, of the intentional inclusion of inaccurate, 
erroneous, or incomplete information in connection with the coastal development permit 
application.  The revocation request contends that the applicant omitted accurate information or 
submitted erroneous information and included incomplete information which would have caused 
the Commission to require additional or different conditions or deny the application.  The request 
for revocation of the permit addresses a number of issues which the opponents feel are grounds 
for revocation.  Below is a list of all contentions made in the submitted letters.  Following each 
contention is staff's response. 
 
ISSUE ANALYSIS 
 
1. Contention:  Applicant provided an incomplete and erroneous project description 
regarding the location of the signs and existence of light poles.  MPNA and CLEAN state 
that there are only ten pole locations that can be used for pole extension and wire 
placement, as opposed to the 19 described in the applicant’s project description, and there 
is no existing sign or pole at the entry channel fence.  Therefore, the applicant would need 
to relocate or place new sign posts. 
 
Staff Response:  Although the project description describes attaching 20-foot high poles at 
19 street end locations and to a 14 foot pole at the entry channel fence, there are street 
ends with no signs or poles; therefore, the applicant intends to extend the line to the next 
street end where there is either an existing sign or light pole.  In the area between 
Catamaran and Via Marina, where there are no light poles or signs, the applicant will use 
the existing light poles within the adjacent parking lot.  Consistent with the permit, the 
applicant will either use existing sign posts or light poles and will not add any additional 
posts or light poles.  At the southern end of the promenade where the monofilament line 
will transition to the existing seawall and railing, an extension pole will be installed.  
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Although it is not clear in the project description on page no. 1 of the staff report as to 
whether the 14-foot pole at the end of Via Marina is a new pole, the detailed project 
description of the staff report, and photographs provided by the applicant, indicate that a 
new extension pole will be added in this location. 
 
Furthermore, in the event that the applicant will need to place a new post or new extension 
pole where there is no post or utility pole to attach the line to, the applicant will be required 
to submit an amendment or apply for a new permit, as such placement of a new post or 
poll would be inconsistent with the existing permit.  The opponents have not provided any 
new information that would indicate that the applicant intentionally provided inaccurate, 
erroneous, or incomplete information where accurate and complete information would 
have caused the Commission to act differently.       
 
2.  Contention:  Applicant provided an incomplete project description regarding the weight 
of the pole extensions and the ability of the existing County signs to support the poles. 
 
Staff Response: The opponents state that information regarding the weight of the pole 
extensions was not provided to the County.  The opponents raise an issue that is directed 
to the local government.  What was presented to the County and what information the 
County required for review and approval of the project at the local level is not within the 
Commission’s purview.  Although the Commission was concerned with maintenance and 
public safety, and as a condition of the permit required immediate repair or replacement of 
any downed poles or lines, the weight of the poles and engineering principals of the pole 
extensions was not required information and was not an issue before the Commission.  
Therefore, the application did not include intentionally inaccurate, erroneous, or incomplete 
information where accurate and complete information would have caused the Commission 
to act differently.      
 
3.  Contention:  Applicant did not obtain permits from the County. 
 
Staff Response: It is unclear as to what type of County permits MPNA and CLEAN are 
referring to.  The applicant submitted a letter of approval of the project from the County for 
use of the County beach signs, which are on City property but areoperated and maintained 
by the County.  The applicant may be required by the County to obtain additional 
approvals or permits; however, the local permit procedures is a local government issue 
and the Commission does not base its coastal development permit decisions on 
extraneous non-Coastal Act issues.  Therefore, the application did not include intentionally 
inaccurate, erroneous, or incomplete information where accurate and complete information 
would have caused the Commission to act differently.        
   
4.  Contention:  Attaching anything to County signs is a violation of Los Angeles County 
Code Section 17.12.210: 
 
Section 17.12.210 states in part: 
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A person, other than a duly authorized beach employee in the performance of his duties, 
shall not: 
A. Cut, break, injure, deface or disturb any rock, building, cage, pen, monument, sign, 
fence, bench, structure, apparatus, equipment, or property on a beach, or any portion 
thereof; 
B. Mark or place thereon or on any portion thereof, any mark, writing or printing; 
C. Attach thereto any sign, card, display or other similar device. (Ord. 9767 Art. 3 § 38, 
1969.) 

  
Staff Response:  Enforcement of the County’s code is not within the Commission’s purview 
and the Commission does not base its coastal development permit decisions on 
extraneous non-Coastal Act issues.  As stated earlier, the applicant submitted a letter of 
approval of the project from the County for use of the County beach signs and light poles.  
Therefore, the application did not include intentionally inaccurate, erroneous, or incomplete 
information where accurate and complete information would have caused the Commission 
to act differently. 
 
5.  Contention:  The project description is incomplete and does not comport with the 
exhibits submitted by the applicant. 
 
Staff Response:  The approved permit is for the specific area [City of Santa Monica and 
City of Los Angeles (Venice)]  as described in the report.  Exhibit No. 1 showed the 
proposed area as described, as well as a general location for the entire eruv boundary, 
including the approximate location of the planned eruv within the County’s permit 
jurisdiction within Marina del Rey, and areas outside of the coastal zone. 
 
Since the County has a certified Local Coastal Plan for Marina del Rey, the County is 
responsible for issuing permits for development within the boundaries of Marina del Rey.  
Therefore, the applicant was not required to include with this permit application the portion 
of the eruv that is planned to go through Marina del Rey.  Furthermore, any other area 
within the coastal zone not included in this permit and outside of Marina del Rey that may 
include a portion of the eruv and constitute development, will require an amendment to this 
permit or a new separate permit.  Therefore, the application did not include intentionally 
inaccurate, erroneous, or incomplete information where accurate and complete information 
would have caused the Commission to act differently. 
 
6.  Contention:  Stringing wires between light poles in the City violates Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Sections 67.02(a) and 67.29(d).      
 
 Section 67.02(a) 
 

No person shall erect, construct, or maintain or cause or permit to be erected or 
constructed or maintained any outdoor advertising structure, accessory sign, post sign or 
advertising statuary or any other sign or sign device upon any sidewalk, street, alley or 
other public place or to paint, paste, print, nail, tack or otherwise fasten any card, banner, 
handbill, sign, poster or advertisement or notice of any kind, or cause the same to be done 
on any curbstone, lamppost, pole, hydrant, bridge wall or tree upon any public sidewalk, 
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street, alley or other public place, or upon any private property without the lawful permission 
of the property owner or authorized agent, except as may be permitted or required by 
ordinance or law. (Par. designated (a) by Ord. No. 152,930, Eff. 10/19/79.) 
 
Section 67.29(d) 
 
Signs or Structures Over Streets.  No person shall erect, construct, suspend or maintain, 
any sign or structure across, over or above any street or sidewalk or any portion thereof, 
except as otherwise allowed by this section. Nothing in this section shall be deemed or 
construed to prohibit, upon the issuance of the permits required by this section, the 
erection, construction, suspension or maintenance of any such sign or structure within this 
City or at the recognized boundary of any local community of said City, across, over or 
above any such street or any portion thereof, if such sign or structure bears exclusively the 
name of such local community, or words or figures commemorating an historical, cultural, or 
artistic event or location, without the addition of any advertising whatsoever. (Amended by 
Ord. No. 109,896, Eff. 9/28/57.) 

 
Staff Response:  The City of Los Angeles’ Bureau of Street Lighting reviewed the project 
and granted written permission for the use of the City’s light poles.  However, enforcement 
of the City’s municipal code is not within the Commission’s purview and the Commission 
does not base its coastal development permit decisions on extraneous non-Coastal Act 
issues.  Therefore, the application did not include intentionally inaccurate, erroneous, or 
incomplete information where accurate and complete information would have caused the 
Commission to act differently. 
    
7.  Contention:  The applicant did not adequately describe the project with regards to the 
proposed streamers with regards to views and bird impacts. 
 
Staff Response:  MPNA and CLEAN are arguing that the number of streamers needed to 
deter bird strikes will adversely impact the view corridors, and will have an adverse impact 
on birds.  The use of streamers and their potential impact on views and as bird strike 
deterrents, as well as their proximity to the Least tern nesting area and Ballona wetlands  
were addressed in the staff report and by the Commission during the public hearing.    
Furthermore, the issue of the streamers was raised by CLEAN and MPHA at the hearing 
during public testimony.  Therefore, the applicant did not include intentionally inaccurate, 
erroneous, or incomplete information where accurate and complete information would 
have caused the Commission to act differently. 
 
8.  Contention: The extent of the construction, the amount of construction and the exact 
proximity of the construction to ESHA (Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area) and to the 
Ballona Valley and wetlands was not clearly demarcated in the materials provided in the 
application (Los Angeles Audubon Society). 
 
Staff Response:  The staff report described the location of the proposed project and type 
of construction for the area in which the permit was applied for, and the exhibits attached 
to the staff report showed the location of the project and the surrounding areas.  The staff 
report indicated that the project would pass along the nesting site of the Least tern and the 
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Venice Canals and Ballona Lagoon, which were indentified in the staff report as 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas.  Furthermore, during the hearing, there was 
Commission discussion on the location of the project in relation to the Venice Canals and 
Lagoon.  Therefore, the Commission was aware of the project’s location with respect to the 
Least tern nesting area, canals and Ballona lagoon. 
 
The Audubon Society states that the applicant did not provide this information in the 
application.  Grounds for revocation is that the applicant intentionally included inaccurate, 
erroneous, or incomplete information where accurate and complete information would 
have caused the Commission to act differently.  There is no indication that the applicant 
intentionally included inaccurate, erroneous, or incomplete information regarding the 
construction and location of the project in relation to ESHAs.  This information was 
included in the staff report and discussed by the Commission at the hearing, and since this 
information was in the written staff report, including the exhibits, and discussed at the 
hearing, this is not information that would have caused the Commission to act differently.   
 
9. Contention:  In a supplemental letter submitted by the Marina Peninsula Neighborhood 
Association and CLEAN, the requestor’s also claim that the applicant misled the 
Commission because it did not disclose information about allegations that an eruv in Oak 
Park caused bird strikes and led to complaints from the community regarding visual 
impacts.      
 
Staff Response:  As discussed in response to contention 8, above, the staff report included 
an analysis of potential impacts to bird species.  Moreover, the Commission discussed the 
potential for bird strikes at the hearing and added a special condition requiring that a bird 
monitoring plan be established prior to construction of the eruv.  The Commission also 
ensured that the Executive Director would have the discretion to require the removal of the 
eruv should bird species be impacted by its construction.  There is therefore no evidence 
that had the applicant included information about the Oak Park eruv in its application, the 
Commission would have required different or additional conditions on the permit.   
 
The staff report also thoroughly described the potential visual impacts of the eruv and the 
Commission discussed these concerns at the hearing.  Thus, once again, the applicant’s 
inclusion of information regarding the Oak Park eruv would not have caused the 
Commission to deny the permit or add different or additional conditions.   
 
 
Noticing Requirements. 13105(b) 
 
10. Contention:  The second alleged ground for revocation of the permit is that the 
applicant did not provide a list and notify all property owners within 100 feet of the project 
site, including interested parties, as required by Section 13054.   
 
Staff Response: The essential question the Commission must consider is whether or not 
there was “failure to comply with the notice provisions of Section 13054, where the views 
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of the person(s) not notified were not otherwise made known to the commission and could 
have caused the Commission to require additional or different conditions on a permit or 
deny an application”.  This second alleged grounds for revocation under Section 13105(b) 
contains three essential elements or tests which the Commission must consider: 
 

a.  Did the applicant fail to comply with the notice provisions of Section 13054?  
b.  The views of the person(s) not notified were not otherwise made known to the 

Commission?  
c. Had the Commission been made aware of those views, could they have caused 

the Commission to require additional or different conditions on the permit or to 
deny the application entirely? 

 
  

1.  Did the Applicant Fail to Comply with the Notice Provisions of Section 13054?  
 

Section 13054 of the Commission’s regulations requires, in relevant part, that (1) the 
applicant shall provide a list of addresses of all residences and owners of parcels within 
100 feet (excluding roads) of the perimeter of the parcel on which the development is 
proposed, (2) provide a list of names and addresses of all persons known to the applicant 
to be interested in the application, (3) provide stamped envelopes for all addresses 
provided pursuant to the prior two requirements, and (4) post a notice, provided by the 
Commission, in a conspicuous location on the project site that describes the nature of the 
project and states that an application for a permit for the proposed project has been 
submitted to the Commission. 
 
Section 13063(b), however, allows applicants, in-lieu of mailing notifications per Section 
13054, to substitute notice in one or more newspapers if the executive director determines 
that: (1) It is reasonable to expect adequate or better notice to interested parties through 
publication; and (2) Written notice to individuals would be unreasonably burdensome to the 
applicant in view of the overall cost and type of project involved.  In this case, due to the 
large coverage area of the project and the community interest that such a project may 
generate outside of the immediate area of the project site, it was determined that 
newspaper notification would be appropriate. 
 
The applicant published the public hearing notice in three newspapers (The Argonaut, The 
Santa Monica Daily Press, and the Santa Monica Mirror) prior to the February 2006 
hearing in which the project was postponed, and prior to the November 2006 hearing.  In 
addition to the newspaper noticing the applicant provided a list of names and addresses of 
all persons known to the applicant to be interested in the application, consistent with 
Section 13054(2).  Prior to each of the scheduled hearings, Commission staff mailed 
notices to the known interested parties. 
 
Therefore, the applicant complied with the noticing requirements of Section 13054 and 
13063(b).  However, even if there was inadequate notice, inadequate notice by itself is not 
adequate grounds for revocation.   
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 2.  Were MPNA and CLEAN views otherwise made known to the Commission?
 
The second question asked is whether the views of persons that were not notified were 
otherwise made known to the Commission.  Under Section 13054, the question asked is 
whether their views were made present at the Commission hearing prior to any action 
taken on the permit application?   
 
Both MPNA and CLEAN were aware of the hearings, and both had representatives at the 
hearing who testified during the public hearing regarding these issues.  The concerns 
raised by MPHA and CLEAN were addressed in the staff report that was provided to the 
Commissioner’s prior to the hearing and during the public hearing.   Therefore, the 
Commission knew of the issues regarding potential visual and bird impacts prior to acting 
on the permit. 
 
Therefore, the revocation letter does not present evidence that views of any persons not 
notified were not made known to the Commission.  Therefore, the second element in 
deciding whether there was failure in the notice requirement is not met, and since all three 
elements must be met for the Commission to grant revocation, revocation must be denied. 
 

3. Had the Commission been made aware of those views, could they have caused 
the Commission to require additional or different conditions on the permit or to 
deny the application entirely? 

 
Lastly, the third question asked regarding the revocation of a permit due to failure to 
comply with the notice requirement is whether, had the Commission been aware of the 
views that were not made known to the Commission, it could have caused the Commission 
to require additional or different conditions or deny the permit.  The letter from MPNA and 
CLEAN addressed the issues relative to visual and bird impacts (Exhibit No. 1).  The 
Commission was made aware of such issues prior to taking action on the permit.  In fact, 
because of Commission concerns regarding bird impacts, the Commission included a 
special condition for monitoring of potential impacts.            
 
Moreover, because the Commission was aware of the issues related to development 
adjacent to and on the beach, and adjacent to habitat resources, the letter from MPNA and 
CLEAN has not raised any new issues.  Thus, the Commission finds that, by definition, 
knowledge of these views could not have altered the Commission’s actions.  Any views 
that may have been raised with respect to such issues could not have caused the 
Commission to either require additional or different conditions or deny the permit 
application.  Therefore, the third element in deciding whether there was a failure in the 
notice requirement is not met, and the request for revocation must be denied.  
 
The staff report has analyzed each of these contentions.  The information does not 
constitute views that could have caused the Commission to require additional or different 
conditions on the permit or to deny the permit application.  Therefore, since there is no 
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evidence supporting the three necessary elements for satisfaction of Section 13105(b), the 
Commission finds that the basis for revocation has not been met. 
 
C. Conclusion 
 
For the reasons set forth above, the Commission finds that the request for revocation does 
not meet the requirements contained in Section 13105(a) or (b).  Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the revocation request must be denied on the basis that no grounds 
exist because there is no evidence that the applicant included intentionally inaccurate, 
erroneous, or incomplete information where accurate and complete information would 
have caused the Commission to act differently or the notice provisions of Section 13054 
were not complied with where the views of the person(s) not notified were not otherwise 
made known to the Commission and could have caused the Commission to require 
additional or different conditions on a permit or deny an application. 
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