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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The appellant requests that the demolition of an architecturally unique apartment building
be denied or postponed in order for the State Office of Historic Preservation to consider
whether the structure is architecturally significant. The City of Manhattan Beach certified
Local Coastal Program (LCP), however, does not contain any provisions to protect
potentially historic or architecturally significant structures from demolition. Furthermore,
the structure has not been deemed by any local or state jurisdiction to be important to the
history, architecture or culture of the area.

. Therefore, the staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that
the appeal raises no substantial issue because the locally approved coastal development
permit fully conforms to the certified LCP and the public access policies of the Coastal Act.
The motion to carry out the staff recommendation is on page 5.
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I.  APPELLANT'S CONTENTIONS

On August 11, 1999, after a public hearing, the Manhattan Beach Planning Commission
unanimously approved with conditions Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 99-26

for the demolition of an existing multi-family development totaling ten residential units
located at 216/220 The Strand (Exhibit #1). City records show that the apartment

building was constructed in 1941. The local coastal development permit approval is for
demolition only, as no development plans have been proposed for the two beachfront lots
at this time (Exhibit #4). No appeal was filed at the local level, however, the Manhattan
Beach City Council affirmed the Planning Commission’s approval at its September 7, 1999 -
meeting.

On September 23, 1999, Robin Olney submitted an appeal of the City's approval of Local
Coastal Development Permit No. CA 99-26 to the Commission's office in Long Beach
(Exhibit #2). The appellant contends that the ten-unit courtyard housing apartment
building should not be demolished because it is one of Manhattan Beach’s last remaining
examples of the streamline moderne architectural style that was popular in Southern
California in the 1930’s and 40’s. The appellant’s appeal states:

1. The City of Manhattan Beach did not fulfill its California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) obligations to evaluate the structure for eligibility for the California Register
of Historical Places.

2. Pursuant to CEQA requirements, the City of Manhattan Beach should have prepared
an Initial Study and a Negative Declaration for public comment.

3. The structure is currently undergoing consideration as an architecturally significant
site by the State Office of Historical Preservation.

4. The City of Manhattan Beach should have hired an outside consultant to properly
evaluate the structure for historical or architectural importance.

On September 30, 1999, one week after the close of the appeal period, the appellant

submitted an addendum to the appeal (Exhibit #7). However, once the appeal period has
ended, the appellant may not raise new issues.

. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION

According to the City’s staff report dated September 7, 1999, the applicant submitted an
application on June 11, 1999 to demolish all existing residential development on two

adjoining beachfront lots (Exhibit #1). A public hearing held by the Manhattan Beach .
Pianning Commission on August 11, 1999 included testimony on the issue of historic
preservation from the appellant, the applicant’s representative, and a representative of the
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Manhattan Beach Historical Society. Subsequent to the public testimony, the Planning
Commission unanimously approved Resolution No. PC 99-22 and Local Coastal
Development Permit No. CA 99-26 for the demolition of an existing multi-family
development totaling ten residential units located at 216/220 The Strand (Exhibit #4). The
Planning Commission found that the proposed project is consistent with the certified LCP,
would have no impact upon coastal access or public recreational opportunities, and that
the project is exempt from the provisions of CEQA (Exhibit #4). There was no appeal was
filed at the local level, and the Manhattan Beach City Council affirmed the Planning
Commission’s approval at its September 7, 1999 meeting. The City has issued a Notice of
Categorical Exemption for the proposed project pursuant to Section 15061 (b)(3) of CEQA
(Exhibit #4, p.7).

On September 9, 1999, the City's Notice of Final Local Action for Local Coastal
Development Permit No. CA 99-26 was received in the Commission's Long Beach office.
The Commission's ten working day appeal period was then established and noticed. On
September 23, 1999, the last day of the appeal period, the Commission received the
appeal of the City's approval (Exhibit #2). '

. APPEAL PROCEDURES

After certification of Local Coastal Programs, the Coastal Act provides for limited appeals
to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coastal development
permits. Developments approved by cities or counties may be appealed if they are located
within the mapped appealable areas, such as those located between the sea and the first
public road paralleling the sea or within three hundred feet of the mean high tide line or
inland extent of any beach or top of the seaward face of a coastal bluff. Furthermore,
developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not designated "principal
permitted use" under the certified LCP. Finally, developments which constitute major
public works or major energy facilities may be appealed, whether approved or denied by
the city or county [Coastal Act Section 30603(a)].

Under Section 30603(a)(1) of the Coastal Act, the proposed project site is located in an
appealable area by its location between the sea and the first public road, and within three
hundred feet of the inland extent of the beach.

Section 30603(a){1) of the Coastal Act states:

(a) After certification of its Local Coastal Program, an action taken by a
local government on a Coastal Development Permit application may be
appealed to the Commission for only the following types of
developments:
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(1) Developments approved by the local government between the sea
and the first public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of
the inland extent of any beach or of the mean high tide line of the
sea where there is no beach, whichever is the greatest distance.

The grounds for appeal of an approved local coastal development permit in the appealable
area are stated in Section 30603(b){1), which states:

(b}(1) The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be
limited to an allegation that the development does not conform to
the standards set forth in the certified Local Coastal Program or the
public access policies set forth in this division.

The action currently before the Commission is to find whether there is a "substantial
‘issue” or "no substantial issue" raised by the appeal of the local approval of the proposed
project. Section 30625(b)(2) of the Coastal Act requires a de novo hearing of the
appealed project unless the Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with
respect to the grounds for appeal.

If Commission staff recommends a finding of substantial issue, and there is no motion

from the Commission to find no substantial issue, the substantial issue question will be .
considered moot, and the Commission will proceed to the de novo public hearing on the

merits of the project. The de novo hearing will be scheduled at the same hearing or a
subsequent Commission hearing. A de novo public hearing on the merits of the project

uses the certified LCP as the standard of review. In addition, for projects located between

the first public road and the sea, findings must be made that any approved project is
consistent with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. Sections
13110-13120 of the California Code of Regulations further explain the appeal hearing

process.

If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question,
proponents and opponents will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal
raises a substantial issue. The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at
the substantial issue portion of the appeal process are the applicants, persons who
opposed the application before the local government (or their representatives), and the
local government. Testimony from other persons must be submitted in writing.

The Commission will then vote on the substantial issue matter. It takes a majority of
Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is raised by the local approval of
the subject project.
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IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with
respect to the conformity of the project with the City of Manhattan Beach certified Local
Coastal Program and the public access policies of the Coastal Act, pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 30625(b)(2).

MOTION: Staff recommends a YES vote on the following motion:

"~ “l move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-MNB-99-369
raises No Substantial Issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal
has been filed.”

A majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass the motion.

V. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

The Commission hereby finds and declares:

A. Project Description

Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 99-26 approves the demolition of an existing
multi-family development totaling ten residential units located at 216/220 The Strand
(Exhibit #4). According to the appellant, the courtyard housing apartment building is one
of the last remaining examples of the streamline moderne architectural style that was
popular in Southern California during the 1930’s and 40’s. City records show that the
structure was constructed in 1941. The local approval is for demolition only. No
development plans have been proposed for the two beachfront lots.

The project site consists of two contiguous beachfront lots that are separated from the
sand by a bike path and The Strand, a pedestrian right-of-way (Exhibit #1). Vertical access
to The Strand and the beach is provided from inland areas on 3" Street, a walk-street on
the north side of the site. The residential lots situated on the inland side of The Strand are
developed primarily with duplexes and-single family residences. The recent pattern of
development along The Strand has resulted in the demolition of many older single family
residences and multi-family dwellings, and replacement by large single family residences.
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B. Factors to be Considered in Substantial Issue Analysis

Section 30625 of the Coastal Act states that the Commission shall hear an appeal of a
local government action unless it finds that no substantial issue exists with respect to the
grounds on which the appeal has been filed. The grounds for an appeal identified in Public
Resources Code section 30603 are limited to whether the development conforms to the
standards in the certified LCP and to the public access policies of the Coastal Act.

The term "substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing
_regulations. Section 13115(b) of the Commission’s regulations simply indicates that the
Commission will hear an appeal unless it “finds that the appellant raises no significant
questions”. In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has been guided by the
following factors.

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the
development is consistent or inconsistent with the certified LCP and with the public
access policies of the Coastal Act;

2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local
government;

3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision;

4. The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretations
of its LCP; and,

5. Whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide
significance.

Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may
obtain judicial review of the local government’s coastal permit decision by filing petition for
a writ of mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.5.

Staff is recommending that the Commission find that no substantial issue exists for the
reasons set forth below.

C. Substantial Issue Analysis

As stated in Section lll of this report, the grounds for appeal of a coastal development
permit issued by the local government after certification of its Local Coastal Program (LCP)
are specific. In this case, the local coastal development permit may be appealed to the
Commission on the grounds that it does not conform to the certified LCP or the public
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access policies of the Coastal Act. The Commission must then decide whether a
substantial issue exists in order to hear the appeal.

in this case, the appellant does not allege that the approval of the proposed project is
inconsistent with either the certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal Act.
Instead, the appellant contends that the City's approval of the proposed project does not
conform to the requirements of CEQA, and that the City did not properly consider the
historic importance of the structure that is proposed to be demolished. Specifically, the
appellant contends that:

1. The City of Manhattan Beach did not fulfill its California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) obligations to evaluate the structure for eligibility for the California Register
of Historical Places. ‘

2. Pursuant to CEQA requirements, the City of Manhattan Beach should have prepared
an Initial Study and a Negative Declaration for public comment.

3. The structure is currently undergoing consideration as an architecturally significant
site by the State Office of Historical Preservation.

4. The City of Manhattan Beach should have hired an outside consultant to properly
evaluate the structure for historical or architectural importance.

The Commission’s appellate jurisdiction is limited to the types of development described in
Public Resources Code Section 30603(a) and the grounds described in Section 30603(b).
The Commission does not have an independent authority under the Coastal Act to declare
a site a historical resource. Consequently, on appeal, the Commission considers only
whether the appeal raises issues of consistency with the certified LCP or, in specific cases,
the public access policies of the Coastal Act. These are not the grounds asserted by the
appellant. Thus, because the appellant does not allege that the City’s action is
inconsistent with either the certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal Act,
the appellant fails to allege valid grounds for appeal. Moreover, even if the appellant had
alleged valid grounds for an appeal consistent with Section 30603 of the Coastal Act, the
certified LCP does not contain any provisions to protect potentially historic or
architecturally significant structures from demolition (Exhibit #5).

In addition, the City of Manhattan Beach Planning Commission held a public hearing and
considered public testimony relating to the architectural and historical significance of the
structure subject to this appeal. The City states that there was no evidence presented at
the public hearing that supports the appellant’s claim that the structure is historic or
architecturally significant (Exhibit #4). Furthermore, the structure has not been deemed by
any local or state jurisdiction to be important to the history, architecture or culture of the
area (Exhibit #6).
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Therefore, the staff recommends that the Commission determine that the proposed project
is in compliance with the City of Manhattan Beach certified LCP and the public access
policies of the Coastal Act, and find that no substantial issue exists with respect to the
grounds of the appeal.

In conclusion, the proposed project and the City’s coastal development permit for the
proposed project are in compliance with the City of Manhattan Beach certified LCP and the
public access policies of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the proposed project, as approved
and conditioned by City of Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA
99-26, will not have a significant effect on coastal access or coastal resources.
Furthermore, the appellant’s assertion that the proposed project violates the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and is historically significant is not a valid ground for
appeal consistent with Section 30603 of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission
finds that the appeal raises no substantial issue.

End/cp
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary .
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master

Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is

inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.

(Use additional paper as necessary.)
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Note: The above description need not be a complete or exh sfqve E$i>
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to
support the appeal request.

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of
my/our knowledge.

ignature of Appellant(s) or
Authorized Agent

Date Seﬂ_a_éj; 1999
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Venice

Historical RECEIVED
South Coqst Region August 26, 1999

SEP 2 3 1999

CALIFORN
COASTAL COMM%SION
To whom it may concern,

Venice Historical Society would like it to be known that, by a

P.O. Box unanimous vote of our Board of Governors, we support Robin
12844 Olney's project of restoration and renovation of the 1940s
Venice housing complex on the strand in Manhattan Beach. Too
California much of Southern California's beach heritage is being
90295 demolished at the hands of developers and we labor
(310) tenaciously to protect any historic property that we are able to
967-5170 save.

Fax On a personal note, I would like to add that as an historian
(310) 078 who was born and raised in the east, I am appalled at the lack
305-7

of respect for heritage in this part of the country. This is a
tear down and rebuild society, with monetary gain as the only
motivation. We had fought to preserve our history in Venice
. and have been largely successful.

The motto of the Venice Historical Society is:

"What your forefathers attained with difficulty, do not basely
relinquish." Governor William Bradford, Plymouth Colony.
(Pilgrim Father and the 5th great-grandfather of Abbot
Kinney, founder of Venice).

Thanks for your kind attention.

Most sincerely,
&ﬂ@m a,LU)L @/VL,SSL}L/
COASTAL COMMISSION
C. Elayne Alexander, President A-S -MAB-99-3L9
. Venice Historical Society

EXHIBIT # .. o2
PAGE ..%.. OF .4 ..



S A . FB%ncgrLeSBaker ls,lralman
1001 6th Street, Suite 110
rour & SSOClateS Manhattan Beach, CA 80266
) ] (310) 372-8433
Business and Real Estate Development Services {310) 372-8894 FAX

September 26, 1999

CA COASTAL COMMISSION VED

ATTN: CHARLES POSNER, COASTAL PROGRAM ANALYST 35151%5::'5% Region

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802 SEP 2 71999

SUBJECT:  Application No. 5-MNB-99-151 CALFORNIA
216-220 The Strand, Manhattan Beach (McSorley) COASTAL COMMISSION

Dear Mr. Posner:

This letter is submitted to you on behalf of the Applicant for the above referenced permit. The
application to demolish the existing apartment complex was approved by the MB Planning
Commission in a public hearing of August 11, 1999. The decision was subject to a 10 day appeal
period at the local level and forwarded to the City Council for their consideration on September 7,
1999. No appeal was filed at the local level and there was no public effort to petition the City
Council to reverse the Planning Commission’s approval. Testimony was accepted at the Planning
Commission, including that of Robin Olney who requested that the Commission deny the property
owner’s application to demolish the existing structures. In addition, representing the MB Historical
Society, Bonnie Beckerson, also spoke in support of the property owner’s request to demolish his
property as did others.

i am informed that an appeal of the City’s decision was filed at the close of the last déy of the ten .
day appeal period at the Coastal Commission, and that the appeal is based on the issue of “historic
preservation”.

It is our belief that this appeal is unwarranted and should not be entertained by the Coastal
Commission for three reasons:

1. The issue of historic preservation is the responsibility of the local lead agency and does not
fall under the purview of the Coastal Commission. The Coastal Commission does not have the
independent authority under the Coastal Act to declare a site as a historical resource.

With reference to the appellant’s statements that the City did not fulfill its obligations under
the CEQA guidelines, the City Staff and the Planning Commission determined that the project is
EXEMPT from provisions of CEQA (paragraph E. of Resolution No. PC 99-22, attached).

Furthermore, the State of CA, through CEQA, does state that a lead agency MAY consider a
property a cultural resource, even though it is not on a list or survey, but a lead agency is NOT
REQUIRED or forced to do so by statute. In fact, the CEQA guidelines (Section 21084.1) actually
identifies the lead agency through its City Council as the authority by which to establish decisions
and policies with regard to preservation. The City of Manhattan Beach has established policies for
review of all development, and in fact has an approved Local Coastal Plan by which it reviews all
development applications in the Coastal Zone. These established procedures were observed during
the City Staff review of the subject application, and by the Planning Commission in a public forum.

COASTAL COMMIS
A-5-MNB- 99.38209“.

A??licamis Statement EXHIBIT # .. 2
, .. . PAGE ... OF . 2.




CA Coastal Commission
5-MNB-89-151/216-220 The Strand, MB 9/26/99

The appellant in this case did not utilize all opportunities available to the community to
petition her position. As a local issue, the appellant should have petitioned the City Council to
consider her request. The appellant had the opportunity to file an appeal with the City Council or to
enlist the support of the Council to file their own appeal.

2. The appeal request does not meet the criteria of Section 30603.(b) of the Coastal Act
regulating appeals in which it states: “(b)(l) The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a)
shall be limited to an allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in
the certified local coastal program or the public access policies set forth in this division.” There is
no aspect of the project that is in conflict with the certified local coastal program (LCP) or that will
impede public access to the beach. In addition, this project will in no way compromise the ability of
the City of MB to enforce the guidelines as set forth in the LCP.

3. The CA Coastal Act identifies policies and standards that must be met when approving
development projects. The City found the project to comply with all Coastal Act policies relevant to
this situation, including the most obvious and most frequently promoted Coastal Act standard,
namely. Protection and expansion of public access to the shoreline and recreational
opportunities and resources. The proposed demolition is on private property, in a developed
residential area, and will have no influence whatsoever upon public access or recreational
opportunities and resources.

Finally, the subject property is not situated within a “special community” as identified in the
Coastal Act (Section 30253). In fact, the property is grossly nonconforming to most development
standards as set forth in the LCP and local zoning ordinances (including parking, density of units
and setbacks). Also, because of the age of the structure, and the fact that previous owners did not
maintain the integrity of the units, the basic utility components are in need of major upgrading.

There is absolutely no reasonable basis under which this appeal should be entertained by the
Coastal Commission. The appellant has not provided any grounds for appeal; she has referenced
interested individuals, including a former MB Councilwoman, who never made their concerns known
in the public review procedures at the local level.

In conclusion, the project is in compliance with the LCP and policies set forth in the Coastal Act; the
appeal request is based on an issue that falls under the jurisdiction of the Local Lead Agency and
not the California Coastal Commission; the project was properly reviewed and approved in a public
forum at the local level; and the appellant did not exercise her rights as provided for by the statutes
of the City of Manhattan Beach. The action taken by the City raises no substantial issue as to
conformity with the LCP; therefore the grounds for appeal to the Coastal Commission cannot
be substantiated and should be denied.

Respectfully,

ELIZABETH SROUR gjl
attach: Resolution PC99-22
cc.  Martin J. McSorley iS ﬁw“""
Bobby Ray, Senior Pianner

cosstamoN216icosti1. COASTAL COMMISSIO
A-S-MNB-99-3¢
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City Hall 1400 Highland Avenue Manbhattan Beach, CA 90266-4795
Telephone (310) 545-5621 FAX (310) 545-5234 TDD (310) 546-3501 .

sRECEIVED

September 27, 1999 st Region
SEP 2 8 1999
CALIFO

Mr. Charles Posner, Coastal Program Analyst COASTAL Com‘?s& ON

California Coastal Commission, South Coast Area
200 Oceangate, 10" Floor
Long Beach, CA. 90802-4302

RE: Appeal of Coastal Development Permit No.CA 99-26 (216 / 220 The Strand)

Dear Mr. Posner,

Pursuant to the above-referenced notification of appeal, the City of Manhattan Beach would like to
submit the enclosed materials regarding the proposed permit. All materials used by the City in reaching

its determination are included in the submittal.

In response to the appeal filed by Ms. Robin Olney, the Community Development Department would
like to provide the following response:

e Regarding Section III b., none of the identified parties participated in the public hearing process at
the Planning Commission or City Council level. Additionally none of the identified parties have
submitted any written material to the Department staff regarding this application, nor provided any
verbal testimony.

o The basis of this appeal is the City’s alleged failure to “fulfill it’s CEQA obligations”. This does not
address the issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, nor the adequacy of the Permit findings.
The issue of local CEQA compliance -does not immediately appear to be the responsibility of the
California Coastal Commission.

e The appellant quotes Health and Safety Code Section 18955 regarding the definition of an ‘historic
structure”. However, no evidence was ever presented by the appellant nor any other party to suggest
that the structure in question has any historical or architectural significance. No evidence was ever
presented to suggest that this property is under any consideration as an architecturally significant
site.

e The appellant states that due to the alleged failure of the City to adequately perform it’s CEQA
responsibilities the public has been denied the ability to fully understand the ramifications of this
proposed action. Staff would like to point out that the proposal was a fully advertised and noticed
public hearing. The proposed CEQA determination was included in the published and mailed

A-S-MNB-99-3
Fire Department Address: 400 15® Street, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 FAX (310) J’AL GOMMISS'

Police Department Address: 420 15" Street, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 FAX (310) 54
Public Works Department Address: 3621 Bell Avenue, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 FAX (310) 546-1752
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notification. The public was adequately afforded the opportunity to inform themselves of this
application, and invited to participate in the public hearing process. As indicated by the enclosed
minutes from the Planning Commission hearing, the only party speaking in favor of preserving the
structure is the appellant.

e With respect to the question of the professional qualifications of the staff to properly evaluate the
historical aspects of this site, staff would like to reiterate the statement that at no time during the
application process has anyone presented any evidence that this site is of any architectural or historic
value. Staff’s research uncovered that building permits were issued for the construction of this
development in 1941. No other records were found with respect to this property.

e There is no local, County, State, nor Federal designation of this site as historical nor architecturally
significant. If some evidence had been presented to staff which substantiated the significance of this
structure then a detailed study may have been initiated and appropriate mitigation measures
considered. It is staff’s opinion, as supported by the Planning Commission and City Council, that
the structure is relatively old (1941) and unusual in relation to surrounding development, but not
significantly important enough to warrant a full historical or archaeological investigation. As
reflected in the Planning Commission minutes a representative from the Manhattan Beach Historical
Society was present at the hearing, and spoke on the subject application. No opposition to the
proposed demolition was expressed by this representative.

e Based upon the information presented, it was the determination of staff that this project (demolition)
was an action that had no possibility to create a significant impact upon the environment. Pursuant
to this determination the project was exempted from CEQA review subject to Section 15061 (b)(3)
of the CEQA Guidelines. This CEQA determination was reflected in the public notices provided.
Staff would like to point out that at no time in the process of this Coastal Development Permit was
the adequacy of the CEQA determination presented to staff, Planning Commission or City Council.

As reflected in the minutes of the Planning Commission meeting there was no discussion of
requiring a full environmental evaluation of the subject site. If the appellant felt that the site
warranted an exhaustive evaluation this request should have been presented to the Planning
Commission. The Commission could have directed staff to undertake such a study, and possibly
sought the assistance of outside consultants. As documented, this was never presented as an issue.

In closing, the City would like to point out that the appellant did not exhaust the local appeal process
prior to submittal to the Coastal Commission. A process for appeal of the Planning Commission’s
decision to the City Council was available, but was not utilized. If the appellant does not wish to pay an
appeal fee and follow the normal appeal procedure, the City Council offers an opportunity for anyone in
attendance to remove items from the meeting agenda Consent Calendar for consideration of appeal.
This process does not involve any payment of fees for the individual requesting the removal. However,
this action does not provide any guarantee that the Council will agree with the appeal request. In the
subject case the appellant did not make any such request at the local level.

COASTAL COMMISSION
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City Hall 1400 Highland Avenue Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-4795
Telephone (310) 545-5621 FAX (310) 545-5234 TDD (310) 546-3501

NOTICE OF FINAL GOVERNMENT ACTION

September 8, 1999

California Coastal Commission
South Coast District

200 Oceangate, 10" Floor
Long Beach, CA. 90802-4302

RE: Coastal Development Permit for 216 / 220 the Strand (APN No. 4180-019-002)

Pursuant to the procedures set forth in Chapter A.96 of the City of Manhattan Beach Local Coastal
Program (LCP) the Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach conducted a duly noticed
public hearing (August 11, 1999) on the above referenced project. At this hearing the Commission
unanimously voted (5-0) to approve the Coastal Development Permit. The City Council affirmed the
Commission’s decision at their regular meeting of September 7, 1999. No appeals of this decision w
received. Pursuant to Section A.96.110 (H) of the City’s LCP, the City’s action shall establish a ten (10
working day appeal period to the Coastal Commission commencing upon receipt of the Notice of Final
Action by the Coastal Commission.

Attached is a copy of Resolution No. PC 99-22 approving the Coastal Development Permit. This
Resolution outlines the findings and conditions of approval. Should you have any questions, or need
additional information, please feel free to contact me at (310) 802-5510.

Sincerely,

/ Zobby Ray, AICP

Senior Planner

xc:  (Property Owner):  Martin J. McSorley
' 615 Manhattan Avenue
Manhattan Beach, CA. 90266

(Applicant): Elizabeth Srour
1001 6" Street COASTAL COMMISSION
Manhattan Beach, CA. 90266 A-5 ’MN5-99,33
(Interested Party):  Robin Olney : EXHIBIT #. ‘7{

1077 East Pacific Coast Highway, #177
Seal Beach, CA. 90740 PAGE .53... OF . %




RESOLUTION NO. PC 99 - 22

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
MANHATTAN BEACH APPROVING A COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT TO ALLOW THE DEMOLITION OF AN EXISTING MULTI-
FAMILY DEVELOPMENT TOTALING TEN (10) RESIDENTIAL UNITS
LOCATED AT 216 / 220 THE STRAND (McSorley)

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH DOES
HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section_1. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattah Beach hereby makes the
following findings:

A

The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach conducted a public hearing
pursuant to applicable law to consider an application for a Coastal Development Permit to
allow the demolition of an existing multi-family development on the property legally
described as Lots 1 and 2, Block 3, Manhattan Beach Tract (APN No. 4180-019-002),
located at 216 / 220 The Strand in the City of Manhattan Beach.

The subject location is within the City of Manhattan Beach Coastal Zone (Appealable
Jurisdiction) and is subject to the City of Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Program.

The applicant for said Coastal Development Permit is Martin McSorley, property owner.

The public hearing was advertised pursuant to applicable law, testimony was invited and
received on August 11, 1999.

The project is exempt (Class 3) from the provisions of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15303 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines.

The applicant requests approval of a Coastal Development Permit to allow the demolition
of an existing multi-family development, totaling ten (10) residential dwelling units on the
property located at 216/220 The Strand.

The City’s Certified Local Coastal Program (Section A.96.030) defines demolition as
“development” requiring issuance of a Coastal Development Permit.

The property location in the Appeal Jurisdiction of the City’s Coastal Zone requires that
the Coastal Development Permit be subject to a public hearing.

The property is located within Area District III (Beach Area) and is zoned “RM”,
{Residential Medium Density). The adjacent land uses are also located within the “RM”
zoning district.

The General Plan and Local Coastal Plan designation for the property is “Residential
Medium Density”.

The proposed use is consistent with the policies of the General Plan for the Area District
in which the property is located.

The proposed project complies with the findings required for issuance of a Coastal
Development Permit, pursuant to Section A.96.150 of the Local Coastal Program, as
follows:

PECEIVED

Scuth Coqst Regio
SEP 2 81999

CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISSC

B D ey anc approved, conforms with the City of Mankatizn - nOASTAL COMMISSION
A-S-MNB-99-3¢9

Beach Local Coastal Program;
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RESOLUTION NO. PC 99 - 22

2. The project will not have any impact upon public coastal access nor public
recreational opportunities.

Section 2. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby APPROVES the
subject Coastal Development Permit subject to the following conditions:

Standard Conditions:

1.

Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall not
commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent,
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned
to the Community Development Department.

Expiration. The Coastal Development Permit shall expire one-year from the date of
approval if the project has not been commenced during that time. The Director of
Community Development may grant a reasonable extension of time for due cause. Said
time extension shall be requested in writing by the applicant or authorized agent prior to the
expiration of the one-year period.

Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set forth
in the application for permit, subject to any special conditions set forth below. Any
deviation from the approved plans must be reviewed and approved by the Director of
Community Development.

Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved by
the Director of Community Development.

Inspections. The Community Development Department staff shall be allowed to inspect the
site and the development during construction subject to 24-hour advance notice.

Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified persons subject to submittal of
the following information to the Director of Community Development:

a A completed application and application fee as established by the City's Fee
Resolution;

b. An affidavit executed by the assignee attesting to the assignee's agreement to
comply with the terms and conditions of the permit;

c. Evidence of the assignee's legal interest in the property involved and legal
capacity to undertake the development as approved and to satisfy the conditions
required in the permit;

d. The original permittee's request to assign all rights to undertake the development to
the assignee; and,

e. A copy of the original permit showing that it has not expired.
Terms and Conditions are Perpetual. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual, and it is

the intention of the Director of Community Development and the permittee to bind all
future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.

Standard Conditions:

1.

This Resolution shall become effective when all time limits for appeal as set forth in LCP JQASTAL COM

Section A.96.160 have expired.

0
A5-MNB-99-39

EXHIBIT #?L....
PAGE ..5.... OF ._.£..




RESOLUTION NO. PC 99 - 22

Applicant agrees, as a condition of approval of this project, to pay all reasonable legal and
expert fees and expenses of the City of Manhattan Beach, up to $20,000, in defending any
legal action brought against the City within 90 days after the City's final approval of the
. project, other than one by the Applicant, challenging the approval of this project, or any
action or failure to act by the City relating to the environmental review process pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Act. In the event such a legal action is filed against
the City, the City shall estimate its expenses for the litigation and Applicant shall deposit
said amount with the City or enter into an agreement with the City to pay such expenses as
they become due.

1 hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and
correct copy of the Resolution as adopted by the
Planning Commission at its regular meeting of
August 11, 1999 and that said Resolution was

adopted by the following vote:

AYES: Chairman Kirkpatrick, Simon,
Milam, Ward

NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT:  Kaplan

RICHARD THOMPSON,
Secretary to the Planning Commission

COASTAL COMHMISSION
A5-MNB-99-3(9
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City Hall 1400 Highland Avenue Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-4795 *
Teiephone GIO BRSO FAX OISz ool 1o 1o siewol (@)

Telepbone (310) 802-5000 FAX (310) 802-5001 TDD (310) 546-3501

NOTICE OF EXEMPTION

To: Project File No. CA 99-26 (216 & 220 The Strand)

Project Title: 216 & 220 The Strand - Coastal Development Permit

Project Location - Specific: 216 & 220 The Strand (APN # 4180-019-002)

Project Location - City: Manhattan Beach, CA, Project Location - County: Los Angeles

Description of Project: Coastal Development Permit to allow the demolition of an existing multi-family development totaling
ten (10) residential units. Pursuant to Section A.96.030 I of the City of Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Program, “demolition”
is defined as a development activity requiring issuance of a Coastal Development Permit,

Name of Public Agency Approving Project: City of Manhattan Beach

Name of Person or Agency Carrying Out Project: City of Manhattan Beach, Community Development Department

Exempt Status: (check one)
Ministerial (Sec, 21080(b)(1); 15268);

Declared Emergency {Sec. 21080(b)(3); 1526%(a));
Emergency Project (Sec. 21080(b)(4); 15269(b)(c));
__X__ Categorical Exemption. State type and section number:  Section 15061(b)(3)

Statutory Exemptions. State code number:
Reasons why project is exempt: The project involves the demolition of an existing ten (10) unit residential development in the
City’s Coastal Zone. There is nothing associated with this proposal which could have a significant effect on the environment.
Pursuant to Section 15061 (b)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines: “Where it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that
the activity in question may have a significant effect on the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA”. The existing
structure has no known architectural nor historic significance which could be impacted by the proposed action. The site has no
known archaeological significance which could be impacted by the proposed action.
Lead Agency: City of Manhattan Beach, Community Development Department

Contact Person: Bobby Ray, AICP, Senior Planner 310/ 802-5510

mmunity De nep
Date: Auvgust 11, 1999
~—-GOASTAL COMMISSIO
A-SMNB-99:3
Fire Department Address: 400 15 Street, Manhattan Beach, CA 90 EXHIBIT # __ A
Police Department Address: 420 15% Street, Manhattan Beach, CA 9(
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—t;p Summary of Policies

Cl"i'y’ OF Manhatian E_)e&o\'\, Cert {‘Fz‘e.ci L.C.

/
A. Commercial Development

Policy II.LA.2: Preserve the predominant existing commercial building scale of one and two
stories, by limiting any future development to a 2-story maximum, with a 30’
height limitation as required by Sections A.04.030, A.16.030, and A.60.050
of Chapter 2 of the Implementation Plan.

Policy 11.LA.3: Encourage the maintenance of commercial area orientation to the pedestrian.
Policy Il.A.4: Discourage commercial lot consolidations of greater than two standard city lots.

Policy ILA.5: Commercial development eligible to participate in off site parking and in lieu fee
parking programs under Sections A.64.050 and A.64.060 of Chapter 2 of the
implementation Plan shall participate only if parking spaces required by Section
A.64 of Chapter 2 of the Implementation Plan do not exceed the available
parking supply.

Policy IlLA.6: Encourage development of adequate parking facilities for future development
through ground level on-site parking or a requirement to pay the actual cost of
constructing sufficient parking spaces. Maximize use of existing parking
facilities to meet the needs of commercial uses and coastal access.

Policy Il.LA.7: Permit mixed residential/commercial uses on available, suitable commercial
sites.

B. Residential Development
Policy I1.B.1: Maintain building scale in coasta! zone residential neighborhoods consistent
with Chapter 2 of the Implementation Plan.

Policy 11.B.2: Maintain residential building bulk control established by development standards
in Chapter 2 of the Implementation Pia_m. ’ ‘

Policy I1.B.3: Maintain Coastal Zone residential height limit not to exceed 30’ as required by
Sections A.04.030 and A.60.050 of Chapter 2 of the Implementation Plan.

Policy I.B.4: The beach shall be preserved for public beach recreation. No permanent
structures, with the exception of bikeways, walkways, and rastrooms shall be
permitted on the beach.

Policy I1.B.5: Development of the former Metlox site shall provide the parking necessary to
meet the standards set forth in Section A.64 of Chapter 2 of the
implementation Plan. All required parking shall be provided on the Metlox site.

City #t Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Plan -6

COASTAL COMMISSION
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCEB AGE;.p/ o’

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

onlphpofiohe. parks.ca pov
September 27, 1699

Bobby Ray

Community Development Depariment

City of Manhatian Baach . s

1400 Highland Ave |

Manhattan Beach CA §0266 ":“"" FaxNow 7e7t
der

{”"‘ iolpfag foim®> 2, |

Dear Mr. Ray:
216/220 The Strand

I'am writing upon request from a constituent in Manhattan Beach who Is concerned
by the pending demolition of the apartment court at 216 The Strand in Manhattan
Beach, for which a Notice of Exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 15081(b)(3)
has been prepared. Although it is appropriate to utilize such an exemption under
CEQA for a property that is not considered a significant historical resourcs, | do not fael
that the Notice of Exemption prepared for this project adequately explains how the
property was evaluated and upon what basis it was found to have “no known
architectural nor historic significance.”

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(a)(3), state, “Generally, a resource shall be .
oonsidered by the lead agency to be ‘historically significant’ if the resource meets the '
criteria for listing on the California Regieter of Historical Reeources (Pub. Res. Code
§55024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852)." The Guidelines go on to state, “The fact that
a resourca is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources
(pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resourcas Coda), or identified in an
historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in section 5034.1(g) of the Public
Resources Code) does not preciude a lead agancy from determining that the resource
may be an historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(j) or
5024.1." (CCR, Section 15064.5(a)(4))

The Notice of Exemption for this demolition does not indicate whether the property
was evsluated against the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical
Resources, and therefore it could be construed that the property was simply compared
againet inventories, in which it is not currently included, and this served as the basis for
the evaluation. If this were to be the case, then this would constitute an inadequate
evaluation. While there is every possibility that the bullding would not meet the |
California Repister eliglbliity criteria, in the interest of providing as much information as
possible to decision makers responsible for issuing the demolition permit, It is important
to include data regarding the way in which the property was evaluated for historic
significancs.

COASTAL COR:
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. Mr. Bobby Ray

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please feel free to contact
Jenan Saunders of my staff at (816) 653-9432 with any questions.

Sincerely,

Daniel Abeyta
Acting State Historic Preservation Officer

COASTAL CQAIRISSION
® A-S-MNB-99-369
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