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STAFF REPORT: APPEAL 
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: City of Laguna Beach 

LOCAL DECISION: Approval with Conditions 

APPEAL NUMBER: A-5-LGB-01-149 

APPLICANT: Dean Hazen 

AGENT: Lance Polster 

PROJECT LOCATION: 31711 Seacliff Drive, Laguna Beach, Orange County 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Addition of a 226 square foot enclosed deck (lanai) at the upper level and a 
252 square foot deck at the mid level of a three level, bluff top single 
family residence. 

APPELLANT: Alice Upjohn 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that no substantial issue exists 
with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed for the following reason: Pursuant to Section 
30603(b)(l) ofthe Coastal Act the locally approved development does conform to the City of Laguna Beach 
certified Local Coastal Program (LCP). The motion to carry out the staff recommendation is on page 4. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

1. Local Coastal Development Permit No. 01-04 
2. City of Laguna Beach Certified Local Coastal Program . 
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I. APPELLANTS' CONTENTIONS • 
Local Coastal Development Permit No.Ol-04. approved by the Laguna Beach Design Review Board on 
February 22, 2001, has been appealed by Alice Upjohn on the grounds that the approved project does not 
conform to the requirements of the Certified LCP (see exhibit C). The appellant contends that the proposed 
development does not conform to the requirements of the certified LCP with regard to the following issues: 

A. Encroachment into the Blufftop Setback Area 

The appellant contends that the project approved by the City will encroach into the required blufftop setback 
which is prohibited so as to protect delicate coastal resources and scenic views. 

B. View Preservation 

The appellant contends that the project approved by the city is inconsistent with the City's certified LUP 
policy 12-D which requires preservation of views from existing residences. The appellant also contends that 
the project is inconsistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act which requires protection of scenic and 
visual resources. 

C. Coastal Development Permit Application Submittal Requirements 

The appellant contends that the project approved by the City is inconsistent with Section 25.07.012(C) oft~ 
City's certified LCP Implementation Plan which requires submittal of a location map and site plan at the ~ 
time of application. In addition, the appellant contends the project is inconsistent with the following 
Sections of the Implementation Plan: 

No evidence was submitted by applicant that the project: 
will not adversely affect environmentally sensitive area 25.07.012(E)(2) 
will not adversely affect scenic coastal resources 25.07.012(E)(4) 
was sited and designed to prevent adverse impacts to scenic resources located in adjacent 

recreation areas 
25.07.012(E)(4) 

will not result in undue risks from geological forces 25.07.012(E)(5) 

D. Public Notice 

The appellant contends that the Public Notice project description was different than was originally presented 
to the City Council and ultimately approved by the City Council. 

E. Variance 

The appellant contends that the application submitted by the applicant for a variance stated the applicant's 
was the only property in area with no deck but the applicant actually has two oceanfront decks. 

The appellant contends that the applicant did not submit any evidence to support the request for a variance .• 
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II. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION 

On February 22,2001, the City of Laguna Beach Design Review Board held a public hearing for the 
proposed project. At the conclusion of the public hearing, the Design Review Board found that the proposed 
project is consistent with the goals and policies of the City of Laguna Beach certified LCP and approved 
Local Coastal Development Permit No. 01-04 for the addition of a lanai (enclosed deck) and a second deck 
(Resolution No. COP 01-008). The Design Review Board also adopted a Resolution (No. 01-019) granting a 
Variance allowing the proposed project to encroach into the required blufftop setback. 

The Design Review Board approval was appealed by Alice Upjohn to the City CounciL At the Laguna 
Beach City Council meeting of March 27,2001 the City Council denied the appeal and sustained the 
approval of Variance 6794, Design Review 01-030 and Coastal Development Permit 01-04 for the project. 

III. 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 300 feet of the 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)]. 

• 

The City of Laguna Beach Local Coastal Program was certified with suggested modifications, except for the 
four areas of deferred certification, in July 1992. In February 1993 the Commission concurred with the 
Executive Director's determination that the suggested modifications had been properly accepted and the City 
assumed permit issuing authority at that time. Section 30603(a)(2) of the Coastal Act identifies the proposed 
project site as being in an appealable area by its location being within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face 
of a coastal bluff. 

Section 30603 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: 

( 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 greater distance. 

(2) Developments approved by the local government not included within paragraph ( l) that are 
located on tidelands, submerged lands. public trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland. 
estuary, stream, or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff. 

The grounds for appeal of an approved local Coastal Development Permit in the appealable area are stated in 
Section 30603(b )(1 ). which states: 
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(b)(l) The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an allegation that the ., 
deveJ~ment does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified Local Coastal • 
Progi!Qn 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 ofthe 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 s<:!me 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 1311 0-13120 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 prese. 
to find that no substantial issue is raised by the local approval of the subject project. 

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 policies of the City of Laguna Beach certified Local Coastal Program, 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 30625(b )(2). 

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

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-LGB-01-149 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 • 
The project approved by the City is the addition of a 226 square foot enclosed deck (lanai) at the third level 
and a 252 square foot deck at the second level of a three level, bluff top single family residence. The decks 
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are to be supported by three 16 by 16 inch columns. An approximately 3 foot wide deck currently exists at 
the second level of the residence. The proposed decks will extend 8 feet beyond the existing residence and 
approximately 5 feet beyond the existing second level deck. The existing residence is 1,629 square feet with 
an attached 421 square foot garage. In addition, an at-grade brick patio extends to within approximately 4 
feet of the bluff edge. 

The subject site is located in the South Laguna area of the City of Laguna Beach. The subject site is located 
at the inland-most point of a small cove. The bluff at the subject site is near vertical. No public or private 
access to the sea is available at this cove. 

B. Substantial Issue Analysis 

As stated in Section III of this report, the grounds for appeal of a Coastal Development Permit issued by the 
local government after certification of its Local Coastal Program 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 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 contends that the City's approval of the proposed project does not conform to the 
requirements of the certified LCP (See Section 1). However, staff is recommending that the Commission 
find that the locally approved project does conform to the certified LCP and find that no substantial issue 
exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed . 

I. View Preservation 

The appellant contends that the project is inconsistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act which requires 
protection of scenic and visual resources. However, Section 30251 is not part of the City's certified LCP 
and so this contention is not a legitimate ground for appeal. In addition, Section 30251 of the Coastal Act 
protects public scenic and visual resources. In any case the proposed project will not interfere with any 
public views. SeacliffDrive, a short, narrow, dead end street perpendicular to Coast Highway, does not 
afford any public views. 

The appellant also contends that the proposed project is inconsistent with Policy 12-D of the City's certified 
Land Use Plan (LUP) Land Use Element which states: 

As part of the Design Review process, maximize the preservation of views of coastal and canyon 
areas from existing residences, and public view points while respecting rights ofproperty owners 
proposing new construction. 

In reviewing the proposed development the City did consider views from existing residences. The file 
forwarded by the City contains letters from four of the adjacent neighbors supporting the proposed project. 
In addition, a letter from the appellant raising the issue of views from her residence was included in the City 
file used to make a decision on the project. Further, minutes from the City Council hearing indicate that the 
appellant spoke at the hearing and raised the issue of impacts to views from her adjacent residence. The 
proposed addition will be located well landward of adjacent development. No additional height is proposed . 
The proposed project will not impact views from adjacent residences. 

The City Council considered views from existing residences when reviewing the project on appeal and found 
that these views were not impacted. The question of private views does not rise to a level of statewide 
importance and therefore the Commission does not intervene. 
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Therefore, the project as approved by the City raises no substantial issue with regard to view preservation .• 

2. Coastal Development Permit Application Requirements 

The appellant contends that the proposed project is inconsistent with Section 25.07.012(C) of the City's 
certified LCP Implementation Plan which requires that applications for coastal development permits include 
a location map showing the project in relation to nearby lots, streets, highways, and major natural features 
such as the ocean, beaches, wetlands, and other major landforms. Also, the appellant contends that the 
project application did not include a site plan drawn to scale as required by Section 25.07.12(C). However 
the City's project file, forwarded to the Commission includes a site plan drawn to scale as required by the 
LCP. In addition, the City's project file includes an Assessor's Parcel Map, which shows the subject site in 
relation to the nearby lots, streets, highways and the ocean. Also the file includes photos of the subject site 
and surrounding sites and bluff. These meet the requirement of the LCP. 

Regarding coastal development permit application procedures, the appellant further contends that the project 
is inconsistent with the following sections of the Implementation Plan: 

No evidence was submitted by the applicant that the project: 
will not adversely affect environmentally sensitive area 25.07.012(F)(2) 
will not adversely affect scenic coastal resources 25.07.012(F)(4) 
was sited and designed to prevent adverse impacts to scenic resources located in adjacent 

recreation areas 
25.07.012(F)(4) 
will not result in undue risks from geological forces 25.07.012(E)(5) • 

(Note: the appeal cites Section 25.07.012(E) which addresses public hearing requirements. Based on the text 
·in the appeal this appears to be a typo and the appellant meant to refer to 25.07.012(F)) 

However, LCP Section 25.07.012(F) does not require the applicant to submit evidence. It requires that the 
City consider these points when reviewing coastal development permits. In any case the project will not 
adversely affect environmentally sensitive area in that the proposed second and third level decks will extend 
the seaward face of the existing residence by approximately eight feet, above an existing ground level brick 
patio. The three proposed supporting columns would be placed into the existing brick patio. No 
environmentally sensitive area will be disturbed. In addition, as described above no scenic coastal resources 
will be adversely impacted. The subject site is not located adjacent to any recreation areas. Geologic risk is 
discussed later in this staff report. 

3. Public Notice 

The appellant contends that the project description contained in the public notice for the project was 
different than what was ultimately approved. The public hearing notice describes the project as a lanai and 
elevated deck. This is consistent with what was approved. In any case it is not unusual for projects to 
evolve during the public hearing process. 

This contention does not raise a substantial issue with regard to public notice. • 
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The appellant also contends that the applicant did not submit any evidence to support the request for a 
variance. However, the project file forwarded by the City includes a completed Application for Variance 
(see exhibit K) as well as project plans, consistent with the requirements of Section 25.05.025 regarding 
variances. Therefore this does not appear to be a valid contention. 

The appellant further contends that the application for a variance states that the applicant was the only one in 
the area with no deck, when the applicant actually has two oceanfront decks. The application for a variance 
does say that the subject property is the only property in the area without deck space at the ocean. The 
existing development at the site does include a second level deck and an at-grade brick patio. The existing 
brick patio is clearly depicted on the plans. The existing mid level deck does not appear on the plans, most 
likely because the proposed mid level deck is shown in its place. In any case, the consideration of the 
variance was based on whether the proposed decks were similar to existing development in the area. So this 
contention does not raise a substantial issue with consistency with the City's certified LCP. 

5. Encroachment into the Blufftop Setback Area 

The appellant contends that the project approved by the City "would be constructed substantially in the 
coastal blufftop area in which building is generally prohibited so as to protect delicate coastal resources and 
scenic views." The issue of scenic views has been discussed above. The City's certified LCP does require a 
blufftop setback of25 feet from the edge of the bluff or a distance ascertained by a stringline (LUP Open 
Space/Conservation Element policy 1-1). In addition, the Section 25.50.004(B)(4) of the certified 
Implementation Plan requires a bluff top setback of 25 feet from the bluff edge or a distance ascertained by a 
stringline. Section 25.50.004(B)(4)(d) allows projections into the required blufftop setback for specific 
development. Section 25.50.004(B)(4)(d)(i) states: 

Balconies, patios or decks in excess of thirty inches above the finished grade, including patio deck 
covers, and other similar architectural features may project a maximum offive feet beyond the 
applicable building setback or to the applicable deck stringline, whichever is least restrictive. In no 
case shall such projections be closer than ten feet to the top of an oceanfront bluff 

Section 25.50.004(B)( 4 )( d)(ii) allows the same types of development cited above but that are thirty inches or 
less above grade to encroach up to ten feet from the top of the bluff. However the proposed development 
does not qualify under either of these sections because the decks are more than thirty inches above grade and 
would encroach more than five feet beyond the applicable building setback. (The proposed decks would 
encroach approximately eight feet beyond the 25 foot blufftop setback.) The subject site is located at the 
inland most point of a cove. Due to the location. a stringline cannot be applied. 

The City in approving the project recognized that the development was not consistent with the required 
setback and required the project to obtain a variance. The certified Implementation Plan allows for variances 
under Section 25.05.025. This Section allows a variance to be granted "when there are special 
circumstances applicable to the property involved, including size, shape, topography, location and 
surroundings that would cause the strict application of the zoning ordinance to deprive the property of the 
privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity and zone." 

The City reviewed the project and found that it met the requirements necessary for granting a variance 
consistent with Section 25.05.025 of the certified Implementation Plan. There are no restrictions in the 
certified LCP as to the application of a variance for blufftop lots. Therefore the City followed the 
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appropriate procedure for review of the proposed project and determined that it was approvable, consistent • • 
with the certified LCP. • 

The appellant also contends that the project is inconsistent with Section 25.07.012(F)(5) of the 
Implementation Plan because no evidence was submitted by the applicant that the project will not result in 
undue risks from geological forces. However, Section 25.07.012(F)(5) does not require that an applicant 
submit geologic evidence, it requires that the City consider this topic when reviewing development. The 
main reasons for requiring a blufftop setback are to preserve public views and to minimize geologic risk. As 
discussed previously. the proposed project will not have any adverse impacts on public views. In addition, 
the City recognized that the proposed development would encroach into the otherwise required blufftop 
setback and determined, that it "will not be detrimental to public health, safety, convenience, and welfare or 
injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity" (emphasis added). Thus the City considered the issues 
that lead to imposition of a strict blufftop setback and found it was not necessary in the case of the proposed 
development. 

In addition, the certified LCP includes Policy 10-E which requires that a comprehensive geological and soils 
report be prepared for development located in the areas designated "Hillside Management/Conservation or 
within potential geologic hazard areas identified on the Geological Conditions Map of the Open 
Space/Conservation Element. The subject site is not designated Hillside Management/Conservation nor is it 
identified on the Geologic Conditions Map. It should be noted that the Geologic Conditions Map does not 
include the South Laguna portion of the City, where the subject site is located. There is an Area Conditions 
map of the South Laguna area included in the LCP. It identifies the 100 year flood plain, slopes over 30%, 
landslides, faults, and developed areas, among other things. The subject site is identified on this map simply 
as developed area. Therefore, the LCP does not require submittal of geologic information for projects such. 
as this. Therefore, the fact that no geologic information was included does not raise a substantial issue. 

The area surrounding the cove where the subject site is located is built out. Development of the lots above 
the cove dates back to before the Coastal Act was established. No seawalls exist within the cove. 

Therefore the appeal raises no substantial issue with regard to development in the blufftop setback. 

In conclusion, the proposed project is consistent with the policies of the City's certified LCP. 
Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission find that no substantial issue exists with the 
approval Local Coastal Permit 01-04 on the grounds that it does conform to the policies of the City 
of Laguna Beach certified Local Coastal Program. 

A-5-LGB-01-149 str rpt 5.23.01 mv 
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RESOLUTION CDP 01-008 

A RESOLUTION OF THE DESIGN REVIEW BOARD OF THE 
CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH APPROVING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

APPLICATION NO 01-004 

Whereas, an application has been filed in accordance with Title 25-07 of the 
Laguna Beach Municipal Code, requesting a Coastal Development Permit for the following 
described property located within the City of Laguna Beach: 

and; 

31711 Seacliff Drive 
APN 658-101-18 

Whereas, the review of such application has been conducted in compliance with the 
requirements ofTitle 25.07, and; 

Whereas, after conducting a noticed public hearing, the Design Review Board has found: 

1. The project is in conformity with all the applicable provisions of the General Plan, 
including the Certified Local Coastal Program and any applicable specific plans in that the visual 
impacts of the development have been minimized because the proposed structure is similar in 
size to neighboring buildings therefore maintaining compatibility with surrounding development. 

2. Any development located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the 
sea is in conformity with the Certified Local Coastal Program and with the public access and 
public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act in that the project does not present 
either direct or cumulative impacts on physical public access since existing public vertical and 
lateral access exists nearby and there are no new adverse impacts on beach access since the new 
development is a minor addition to a previously existing residence and will not result in any 
further seaward encroachment. 

3. The proposed development will not have any significant adverse impact on the 
environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act in that the 
proposed project is in compliance with the applicable rules and regulations set forth in the 
Municipal Code and will not cause any significant adverse impacts on the environment. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that a Coastal Development Permit is hereby 
approved to the extent indicated: 

Permission is granted in the R-1 Zone to construct a lanai and elevated deck. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the following conditions are necessary to assure that 
the approval hereby authorized is in compliance with the Local C~STI«actlMMISSION 

- fJ A -C) - L G f.J - c; f --- I '--1 f 

EXHIBIT #-~tA~. -­
PAGE __,j_ OF 0L 



1. The Coastal Development Permit hereby allowed is conditioned upon \. 
privileges granted herein being utilized within two years after the effective date hereof, an<.. 
should the privileges authorized hereby fail to be executed or utilized, or where some form of • 
construction work is involved, such construction or some unit thereof has not actually 
commenced within such two years, and is not diligently prosecuted to completion, this authority 
shall become null and void, and any privileges granted hereby shall lapse. The Design Review 
Board, after conducting a noticed public hearing, may grant a reasonable extension of time for 
due cause provided the request for extension is filed in writing with the Department of 
Community Development prior to the expiration of said initial two-year period, along with any 
required fees. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the subject Coastal Development Permit shall not 
become effective until after an elapsed period often (10,) business days from and after the date of 
the action authorizing such permit. 

PASSED on February 22,2001, by the following vote of the Design Review Board of the 
City of Laguna Beach, California. 

AYES: Josephson,Lenschow,Pope 

NOES: Kawaratani, Simon 

ABSENT: Zur Schmiede 

ABSTAIN: None 

Chairperson Simon 

Board of Adjustment Resolution No. CDP 01-008 

• 

• 
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NOTICE OF FINAL LOCAL ACTION (,c_:_!fO~~\,,,_.L. 

FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMITS ~-oASTAL COMM:ss;Ot' 

Date: March 8. 2001 

The following project is located within the City of Laguna Beach Coastal Zone: 

Location: _ _...31 .... 7._.1,.,.l_.S...,e...,a .... cl ... if .. f...,D""'n.._· v .... e ........ L..,.a.,.l:u .... n .... a._.B"e""'a,...c:.uh __ _ 

Coastal Development Project No: 01-004 

Project Description: Lanai and elevated deck 

Applicant: Mr. Dean Hazen 

Mailing Address. 31711 Seacliff Drive. La~na Beach, CA 92651 

On Februaty 22. 2001. a coastal development permit application for the project was 

( X ) approved 
( ) approved with conditions 
( ) denied 

Local appeal period ended March 8, 2001 

This action was taken by: ( ) City Council 

(X) Design Review Board 

( ) Planning Commission 

The action (X) did ( ) did not involve a local appeal; in any case, the local appeal process has been 
exhausted. Findings supporting the local government action and any conditions imposed are found in 
the attached resolution. 

This prcject is 

( ) not appealable to the Coastal Commission 

(X) appealable to the Coastal Commission pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30603. An 
aggrieved person may appeal this decision to the Coastal Commission within 10 
working days following Coastal Commission receipt of this notice. Applicants will be 
notified by the Coastal Commission if a valid appeal is filed. Appeals must be in 
writing to the appropriate Coastal Commission district office and in accordance with 
the California Code of Regulation Section 13111. The Coastal Commission may be 
reached by phone at (562) 590-5071 or by writing to 200 Oceangate, lOth Floor, Long 
Beach, CA 90802-4416 

A 5- LG!J_)- C: 1- t'-!C 
Att: CDP Resolution No. 01-008 f 

505 FOREST AVE. • LAGUNA BEACH, CA 92651 • TEL (949) 497-3311 • FAX (949) 497·0771 · 

@ RECYCLED PAPER 



ST;. TE OF CALIFORNIA • THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate. 10th Floor 
Long Seidl, CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590-5071 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

(Commission Form 0) 

SECTION I. Appellant(S) Alice Upjohn, P.O.Box 2900, La Jolla, California 92038 

Name. mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s): Representative 

Michael F. Obrand, Esq. 
114 Pac2f2ca, S~te 250 
Irv2ne, Cal2forn2a 92618 c: 949 > 261-Ilio . 

Zip Area Code Phone No. 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name of local/port 
government: City of Laguna Beach 

2. Brief description of development being 
appealed: Construction of Lanai & elevated deck 

3. Development's locatton <street address. assessor's parcel 
no •• cross street, etc.): 31711 seacliff Drive, Laguna Beach 
APN 658-101-18 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special condit1ons:-.:.:x.__ ______ _ 

b. Approval with special conditions: ________ _ 

c. Denial=-------------------
Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial 

decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development ts a major energy or public works project. 
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL HO:~G?;~J;,./~f 
DATE FILEO:_II-f;l$h 

::~r::::,----.I!!~~,.......J.~~"''/ ~ J ~L COMMISSION 

G EXHIBIT#_.=;.._~-

PAGE / OF [~ 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION Of LOCAL GQVERNMENI <Page 2} 

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

a. __ Planning Director/Zoning 
Administrator 

c. __ Planning Commission 

b. JlCity Council/Board of d. _Other _____ _ 
Superv1 sors 

6. Date of loca 1 government's decision: --"~3=-.. n~.:.-::.~oDt.t.l _______ _ 

7. Local government's file number (if any): ..sD.LJl~-:.~.tO!:L4 __ ...;._ ___ _ 

SECTION III. Identjfjcatjon of Other Interested Persons 

Gtve the names and addresses of the following parties. CUse 
additional paper as necessary.) 

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 
Dean Hazen Dean Hazen 
31711 seacliff Drive C/0 Lance Polster . 
r.aguna Beach, california 92651 2o94 South coast ~.lghw~y 

Laguna Beach, Cal.lforn.la 92651 

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified 
<either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearingCs). 
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should 
receive notice of this appeal. 

(1) John M. Nootbar 
~~~~~~~~-----~----------------31703 seacluf Dtlve 

Laguna Beach, Cal.lfornla 92651 

(2) Michael McDaniel 
~~-=~~~~----------------------------------31713 Seacliff Drive 
Laguna B~ach, California 92651 

(3) Maurie S. Beaumont 
31678 Seacliff Drive 
Laguna Beach, California 92651 

( 4) Terry P. Love! 
31721 Seacliff Drive 
Laguna Beach, California 92651 

(5) Jim Perry 
31712 Seacliff Drive 
Laguna Beach, California 92651 

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting Thjs Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are 
limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal 
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance 
in completing this section, which continues on the next page . 



. ' ·· ... "'~ : 

.. ,. • .,.,.., vr L!Jl.AL GOVERNMENT <Page 3> 

State briefly your reasQDi for this apgeal. Include a su..ary 
description of Local Coastal PrograM. Land Use Plan. or Port Master 
Plan policies and require .. nts 1n whJch you believe the project 1s 
inconsistent and the rtJsons the decision warrants a new htartng. • 
CUse additional paper as necessary.> . 

. attachedstatement of Reasons Supporting Appeal 

Note: The above description need not be a canplete or exnaust1vt 
stat..ent of your reasons of apptal; however. there .ust be 
sufficient discussion for staff to deter.ine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appellant. subsequent to filtng the appeal, ~ 
sublit additional infor~~t1on to the staff and/or CO..tsston to 
support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Ctttificatign 

The ;nfor~ation and ·facts stated above are correct to tht best of 
rty/our knowledge. 

' 

NOTE: 

Section VI. Aqent Authgriz&tion 

I/He hereby authorize Michael F. Obrand to act as •ylour 
representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning th\s 
appnl. 

' 



• 
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IV. STATEMENT OF REASONS SUPPORTING APPEAL 

The approval by the City of Laguna Beach of the Coastal Development Permit for th1 
project does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program as follows: 

The approval allows the applicant to construct a lanai (enclosed deck or room) at the upper 
level and an additional deck at the mid-level of his house on the ocean side. These improvements " · 
would be constructed substantially in the coastal bluffiop area in which building is generally 
prohibited so as to protect delicate coastal resources and scenic views. 

The approved development does conform to the standards set forth in the certified local 
coastal program particularly the standards set forth in the City of Laguna Beach General Plan on 
"View Preservation." Policy 12-D mandates that the Design Review Board maximize preservation 
of views of coastal areas from existing residences while respecting rights of prop owners proposing 
new construction. In granting approval of this project, the Design Review Board has permitted the 
applicant to destroy a valuable view from my residence that includes views of a California Landmark 
Arch on the coastline, rare views of a secret cove shared by only three homes (including applicant's) 
and a spectacular white water coastline view along the coast to the south. 

The approval is also inconsistent with the statutorily declared goals of the state for the coastal 
zone which include protecting, maintaining and, where feasible, enhancing and restoring the overall 
quality of the coastal zone environment and its natural and artificial resources. Public Resources 
Code Section 30001.5(a). Approval of this project substantially degrades the quality of the coastal 
zone by allowing a three story structure supported by three large columns to be built within the 
oceanfront bluffiop setback. 

The approval is also inconsistent with the declared goals of the state for the coastal zone 
which include the protection of scenic and visual resources as set forth in Public Resources Code 
Section 30251. 

The approval failed to meet the requirements for approval of a Coastal Development Permit 
("CDP") as set forth in Laguna Beach Municipal Code ("LBMC") in the following particulars: 

Under LBMC section 25.07 .008, certain types of developments, including improvements to 
single family homes are exempt from the requirement of a CDP unless the proposed improvements 
would encroach within fifty feet of coastal bluff edge. The approved project required a CDP because 
it would encroach within fifty feet of the coastal bluff edge. 

LBMC section 25.07.012(C) sets forth the requirements for an application for a CDP. In a 
number of important respects, the applicant failed to meet these requirements. This failure was not 
immaterial and Appellant contends that the failure deprived the City of Laguna Beach a meaningful 
opportunity to review the project in accordance with the applicable standards. 



For example, applicant failed to submit a location map showing the area to be develope1.. •.. 
relation to nearby lots and major natural features such as the ocean, beaches and other maj~. 

·landforms. He also failed to submit a site plan, drawn to scale showing all existing and proposec. 
structures and other improvements. Had applicant done so, the City would have seen that the 
applicant has an existing deck and a large patio deck that already encroach into the coastal blufftop. 
Indeed, the patio deck extends right to the very edge of, and perhaps even extends over, the coastal 

blufftop. "· 

The approved project also fails to meet the various criteria established by LBMC section 
25.07.012(E) for a COP. 

There was no evidence that the proposed development will not adversely affect 
environmentally sensitive areas as required by section 25.07.012(E)(2}. 

There was no evidence that the proposed development will not adversely affect scenic coastal 
resources as required by section 25.07.012(E)(3}. 

There was no evidence that the proposed development was sited and designed to prevent 
adverse impacts to scenic resources located in adjacent recreation areas as required by section 
25.07.012(E)(4). 

There was no evidence that the proposed development will not result in undue risks from 
geological forces as required by section 25.07.0}2(E)(5). • 

Finally, approval of the Coastal Development Permit should be reversed because the 
development which was ultimately approved by the City was different than as specified in the public 
notice and was different from what was originally presented to the City for approval. 

• 



• .. 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

On April23, 2001, I deposited true and correct copies of the attached Appeal from Coastal 
Pennit Decision of Local Government filed by Alice Upjohn, including attachments, regarding the 
development approved by the City of Laguna Beach at 31711 Seacliff Drive, Laguna Beach, 
California in the United States Mail at Irvine, California, postage prepaid, addressed as follows: 

Dean Hazen 
31711 SeacliffDrive 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

Dean Hazen 
c/o Lance Polster 
2094 South Coast Highway 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

John M. Nootbar 
31703 Seacliff Drive 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

Michael McDaniel 
31713 SeacliffDrive 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

Maurie S. Beaumont 
31678 Seacliff Drive 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

Terry P. Lovel 
31721 SeacliffDrive 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

Jim Perry 
31712 SeacliffDrive 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

Executed on April 23, 200 I at Irvine, California. Under penalty of perjury, the~ is 

true and correct. {}a ~()! 
Michael Obrand 
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MICHAEL F. 0BRAND 
ATTOn::"'EY ATLAW 

114PACIFICA, SCITE 250 
InYINE, CALn~oRNIA 92618 

TJ~L: (949) 261·1110; FAX: (949) 261-1818 
E -1\IA 1 L: mobrand@earthlink. net 
* ALSO ~H~~IIllm 01•' COJ.OHADO HAl~ 

April25, 2001 

RECEIVE;) 
South Coast Region 

APR 2 5 2001 

CC' ·-
., ....... : • .......... #~# ..... _.~;\~ 

VIA MESSENGER 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, 1 01

h Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Re: AMENDED Appeal From Coastal Permit Decision of Local Government 
Local Permit ##: CDP 01-04 
Our File No.: 611.1200 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

Enclosed is an Amended Statement of Reasons Supporting the above-referenced appeal. 

Enclosure 

cc: Alice Upjohn 
Maurie S. Beaumont 
Dean Hazen 
Dean Hazen c/o Lance Polster 
Terry P. Loebel 
Michael McDaniel 
John M. Nootbaar 
Jim Perry 

c 7 
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• 
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IV. AMENDED STATEMENT OF REASONS SUPPORTING APPEAL 

The approval by the City of Laguna Beach of the Coastal Development Pennit for this 
project does not confonn to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program as follows: 

The approval allows the applicant to construct a lanai (enclosed deck or room) at the upper 
level and an additional deck at the mid-level of his house on the ocean side. These improvements 
would be constructed substantia1ly in the coastal blufftop area in which building is generally 
prohibited so as to protect delicate coastal resources and scenic views. 

The approved development does confonn to the standards set forth in the certified local 
coastal program particularly the standards set forth in the City of Laguna Beach General Plan on 
••view Preservation." Policy 12-D mandates that the Design Review Board maximize preservation 
of views of coastal areas from existing residences while respecting rights of prop owners proposing 
new construction. In granting approval of this project, the Design Review Board has permitted the 
applicant to destroy a valuable view from my residence that includes views of a California Landmark 
Arch on the coastline, rare views of a secret cove shared by only three homes (including applicant's) 
and a spectacular white water coastline view along the coast to the south. 

The approval is also inconsistent with the statutorily declared goals of the state for the coastal 
zone which include protecting, maintaining and, where feasible, enhancing and restoring the overall 
quality of the coastal zone environment and its natural and artificial resources. Public Resources 
Code Section 30001.5(a). Approval of this project substantially degrades the quality of the coastal 
zone by allowing a three story structure supported by three large columns to be built within the 
oceanfront blufftop setback. 

The approval is also inconsistent with the declared goals of the state for the coastal zone 
which include the protection of scenic and visual resources as set forth in Public Resources Code 
Section 30251. 

The approval failed to meet the requirements for approval of a Coastal Development Penn it 
("COP") as set forth in Laguna Beach Municipal Code ("LBMC") in the following particulars: 

Under LBMC section 25.07.008, certain types of developments, including improvements to 
single family homes are exempt from the requirement of a COP unless the proposed improvements 
would encroach within fifty feet of coastal bluff edge. The approved project required a COP because 
it would encroach within fifty feet of the coastal bluff edge. 

LBMC section 25.07.012(C) sets forth the requirements for an application for a CDP. In a 
number of important respects, the applicant failed to meet these requirements. This failure was not 
immaterial and Appellant contends that the failure deprived the City of Laguna Beach a meaningful 
opportunity to review the project in accordance with the applicable standards . 
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For example, applicant failed to submit a location map showing the area to be developed in 
relation to nearby lots and major natural features such as the ocean, beaches and other major 
landforms. He also failed to submit a site plan, drawn to scale showing all existing and proposed 
structures and other improvements. Had applicant done so, the City would have seen that the 
applicant has an existing deck and a large patio deck that already encroach into the coastal blufftop. 
Indeed, the patio deck extends right to the very edge of, and perhaps even extends over, the coastal 
blufftop. 

The approved project also fails to meet the various criteria established by LBMC section 
25.07.012(£) for a CDP. 

There was no evidence that the proposed development will not adversely affect 
environmentally sensitive areas as required by section 25.07.012(£)(2). 

There was no evidence that the proposed development will not adversely affect scenic coastal 
resources as required by section 25.07.012(£)(3). 

There was no evidence that the proposed development was sited and designed to prevent 
adverse impacts to scenic resources located in adjacent recreation areas as required by section 
25.07.012(£)(4). 

There was no evidence that the proposed .development will not result in undue risks from 
geological forces as required by section 25.07.012(E)(5). 

The approval of the Coastal Development Permit should be reversed because the 
development which was ultimately approved by the City was different than as specified in the public 
notice and was different from what was originally presented to the City for approval. 

The approval fails to meet the standards of the certified local coastal program in that the 
applicant was granted a variance from the building setback lines established by LBMC section 
25.50.004. Although the findings required for a variance were made as required by LBMC section 
25.05.02S(F), none of these findings are supported by substantial evidence. In particular, the 
applicant cited as the need for a variance from the setback requirements of section 25.50.004 the fact 
that his was the only property in the immediate area without a deck. This statement was false and 
misleading in that applicant's property includes two oceanfront decks. 

For all the foregoing reasons, the approval should be reversed. 

• 

• 

• 
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AprillO, 2001 

Mr. Dean Hazen 
31711 SeacliffDrive 

• 

Laguna Beach, California 92651 

Dear Mr. Hazen: 

• 

SUBJECT: APPEAL OF VARIANCE 6794, DESIGN REVIEW 01-030 AND COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMJT 01-004 AT 31711 SEACLIFF DRIVE 

At the City Council meeting of Tuesday, March 27, 2001 the City Council denied the appeal and 
sustained the approval of Variance 6794, Design Review 01-030 and Coastal Development Pennit 
01-004 at 31711 Seacliff Drive. 

All variance, design review and coastal development pennit grants automatically expire within two 
years of their approval unless a request for an extension, in writing, is received by the Design 
Review Board prior to the aforementioned expiration. No further notice will be given of this 
expiration. If a building pennit is not issued prior to March 27, 2003, this project may be subject to 
increased fees. 

Additionally, this approval does not authorize you to begin construction. Full construction 
drawings must first be submitted to the Building Division for detailed plan check and compliance 
with applicable State and Municipal Laws, and Building, Plumbing, Electrical and Mechanical 
Codes, as well as the appropriate fees. 

If you wish any further information regarding this action, please contact this office. 

Sincerely, 

Jo R. Tilton, Jr., A.I.A. 
Zoning Administrator 

505 FOREST AVE. • LAGUNA BEACH, CA 92651 • 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
A- .t:J~ LGb- c:,f- 149 

EXHIBIT # __ b __ _ 
PAGE ·a: I OF--'-1-

TEL (949) 497·3311 • FAX (949) 497·0771 

@ RECYCLED PAPER 



NA¥.24.2001 9:09AM 
NO. 473E Po Z 

RESOLUTION 01..019 

A RESOLUTION OF 1'1IE BOARD OF ADJUSTM.ENI' OF TRB CITY 01 LAGUNA 
BEACH, C.AI.JJIORNIA., CR.ANTING V AiUANCE APPLICAnON 6794 

WHEREAS. an applioation bas been filed in ~ with Chaptar 2S.OS of 1be Lquna 
Beach Municipal Code,~ a variance from the nsqui:remmts of Title 25, ZoniD& of said Code, fw the 
ibUowing described property located within the City ofJ..asbua .Beach, County of Oraup: 

31711 Seaclift'Diive 
APN 658-101-18 

I 

I 

WHE'REAS, tbe Boant by iqNiflte re.olution \bas cc:rdfied any envircmmc:atal docane.Dtation 
which may be required mr tbis project, pursuant to the Ca1ifdmia Bnvironmen1al Quality Act and applicable 
City and State guidelita and IeplatiODS mated thtmo; and o 

WHBR.EAS, fhc Board of Adjustnx:nt, after~ a noticed public Ma:riq. ha$ fOuDd: 

1. There are specill circumstsnaea applicable to the property imtolved which cause the strict 
application of the zoning regulations to deprive the subject property of privileps aqjoycd by otber property in 
the 18!De vicinity md zone based on Iot confi.g1n'ation and topoplphy. 

2. The requ.csted varia.noe is ucceseary for the pmiCIVItion aDd CDjoymem of a substantial 

• 

"-' property right of the applicam, which right is poaseued by othf property owners UDd« like conditiom in the 
same vicinity and zone, in that the granting of this v~ would illow the applicant a p1opa.ty rlgbt • 
posseaed by othi:t property owucrs in the vicinity. ' 

i 
I 

3. The ,BnDt:ing of thr: variance will not be detrimental to the public beel1b, safety, COIJVCIDiencc 
IDd welfare or injurious to property or i1'DplO'VI:t.lle m the vicinity in whi.cll tbe property is located, in that 
the variance will have DO advlQe effects on public health, ~ aDd 'Ndfilre. 

I 

4. The panting ofvarilaces will not be coutRry ~ tbe objeotives of the ZODiDg regulations and 
the Ga1era1 Plan, in that the right to develop the property is conai81ad with the zoning regulation.s aa4 the 
Oalcra.l Plan. . 

NOW, TIIEREPOR:B, BB IT RBSOLVED, tbJit a vuiance ti'om Section 25.50.004 of the 
Laguna Beach MUDieipal Code be and is hereby approved to the ~t indicated: 

A va:riance is gramed in the R-1 Zone to enczoadi into fbo n:quired blufftop sctba<:.k. 
I 

BE rr FUill'HJSR. RBSOL VED, that tl¥1 tollowq cooditions arc~ to 111\ft that 1hc 
adjuatm=t hcleby authotimllball not COI.l8ti.tut£ a pant of~ pri:Yilep inconlisteot with 1he limitltions 
upon other properties in the same vioiDity IDd ;wue: 0 

-1~ 

COASTAL COMM\SS\ON 
A '~)- LG(y ()I- /L/9 

E CXHlB\T # _;...._,.___--
'~ PAGE -+- Qf__,a:;.. __ • 
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KAY. 24. 2D01 9: lOAM LAGUNA BCH BLDG DIV NO. 4 738-p. 3 

' I 
· 1. The variauce hereby allowed is conditioned upon tbe privileges gm1led hereln beins 

utilized within two years aftc:r the effeetivc date hereof: aud ~uld the privi.le&fJs authorized hereby fail to be 
exeoutad or utili~ or where eome fbrm of eou.sttuetion wodc is involved, SUDh eonsttucDon or some unit 
tb«c:ofbas :uot actually commenced wi1biD IIUd1 two year~. m:l ia :uot dilipntly p!O&t!ICUted. to oompldion, fhis 
authority sball become null md void, and any priviloFI grmted hfnby &ball lapse. The Board of 
Adjustment, after conducting a noticed public hcariq, may 8nmt 111 exuaio.o. of ti.'me., provided the request 
for an extension iJ filed in writins with the Department of Qmnrnmity Devolopment prior to the expiration of 
aid initial two year peri~ akmg with any required fees. · 

2. Vlrimee approval i.& for this construction 01\ly. 

BE IT FURTHER RBSOL VED, that the subject varian~ aball not become effective until after 
an elapsed period of teD (10) businesa day& from IDd • the date of1he action autJlori7jng 8Ud1 variance. 

PASSED tbii Eebmfb;)' 22. 2001, by the fonoWing vote of the BoaN of~ of tho City 
otLaguna Beach, Califomia. i 

AYES: Josephson, Leuc.bow, Pope 
! 

NOES: IC.awarataDi, Simon 

ABSENT: Zur Sehmiede 

ABSTAIN: None 

I 

I 

A'Ii'EST: 

~ A ·~ 
;~simon 

Board of Adjustment R.csolmion No. Ot-o19 

-2-



site plan 

4'-2 1/2" 
S.Y. SETBACK 

........ ........ ........ --

COASTAL COMMI~Siu~~~ 'r: 
A- 5- L6!3-- ut- I Lf'7 

EXHIBIT#____.,(/ __ 

PAGE __,,1-/ _ OF_l. ___ .. 
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STAKING PLAN 
HAZEN RESIDENCE 
31 711 SEACLIFF DRIVE 
LAGUNA BEACH, CA. 92651 

\ 
\ 

EXIS~NG REbiDENC.u..._ .... m 

\ I 

DATUM - MANHOLE C?VER 
0 STREET - EL 85.0 RIM , 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
A~ -L~B- ot-F!~ 

EXHIBIT # ...---~C-":]1-----
/ OF.....~/_ PAGE" 

... 

~ ........ ___ _,_ __ •-·.--- ... ' 

!0)~HJ ,, -"·· .. 
lin 1, • · • 

luU i JAN 3 o 2001 1 :....·I 
i l J I ! PLANN!r~~ DH1.RTME.NT l 
1 CITY Of l~.GW~ !Ei.CH. ~.. . ,, . 

-
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LAGUNA BEACH BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT I DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

The CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH BOARD OF ADillSTMENT I DESIGN REVIEW BOARD will hold a public 
hearing in the City Council Chambers, located in City Hall at 505 Forest Avenue to consider application nurnber(s) 
VARIANCE 6794, DESIGN REVIEW NO. 01-030 AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENI 01-04 for property 
located at: 

DE/iN lfflZE"tV 
31711 Seacliff Drive 
.. APN 658-101-18 

SAID PUBLIC HEARING TO BE HELD: Thursday, February 22, 2001 at 6:00p.m. NO FURTHER 
PUBLIC NOTICE WILL BE GIVEN. 

Project Description: The applicant requests Board of Adjustment/Design Review Board approval and a 
Coastal Development Permit to construct a lanai and elevated deck in the R-1 zone. Design review is required 
for additions more than fifteen feet above grade and elevated decks. A variance is required to encroach into the 
~quired blufftop setback [25.50.004). 

The City encourages anyone with questions or concerns regarding the proposed project to contact the 
project representative as follows: Lance Polster (949) 497-1254 

• 
IMPORTANT! If you have concerns about the effects this proposed project could have on your views or privacy and 
you wish those concerns to be considered by the Design Review Board at the public hearing, it is imperative that, prior to 
the meeting, the Board Members have an opportunity to view the project's site and staking from your property. Please 
contact and invite all Members of the Board, including the alternate, to visit your property 5 days prior to the scheduled 
meeting, so that they can view the site from your perspective. A list of Board Members and phone numbers is 
available at City Hall. (Board Members do visit the applicant's property prior to the hearing.) 

The plans and application may be examined and reviewed at the DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT between the 
hours of8:00 a.m- 3:00p.m. any normal workday and 5:00p.m. 7:00p.m. on WEDNESDAYS. Comments may be made in person 
at the hearing, or in writing prior to the hearing, when brought or mailed to City Hall. It is recommended that written 
correspondence be delivered to the Board at least 5 days prior to the public hearing. It is possible that this item may be continued at 
that time to some specific future date. The proposed project may be modified during the Design Review process. If you challenge the nature 
of the proposed action in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the Public Hearing described 
in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Board at, or prior to, the Public Hearing. The City staff has prepared for this 
project a (X) Categorical Exemption ( ) Negative Declaration, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 

'This project is located within the City of Laguna Beach Coastal Zone. The application was filed on January 30, 2001, and cons. 

dovolopmont •ppoal•A to~~ ~~~p; ~·~~ _Co;:;•;;- t:: j H I ~ JT J 
505 FOREST AVE. LAGUNA BEACH, CA 92651 • TEL (949) 497·3311 • FAX (949) 497-0771 
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Variance No. (,. 1q 'f 
Date:· 1::-1-tl 
Hearing Date; 'j. •• <Z.:l .,.., I 

I 

CITYJft~t~~~!f.ttquest a ariance fr~m the IJIAI!:e .,ie ~provisions ofthe 
...___ · -- ·• · Zorung • and submit the following information: 

Applicant ' elephone:--'"...L.tf.~ .. ..J-6~;..._-

• 

•• 

Mailing ;\d$ire5s: 4. 
I am: Vthe recorded oWner of the subject property. urchasing the property. 

agent authorized by the owner. ··.- i lessee of the property. 
Request Permission to: ~ 1VTD 1'tf1' RL(IeF 1(!11 >~ 
Wrt:/} JIEt/ LAJi.A:I (!, lll'l'lfl'<; ?S1Mk 44UII' tlfi!& e 
M //)- l..liiVF;i;. . "I! 67/?Ti/)t:; fil!JS~ 

on land situated at · ?!17/1 t:6b,~ P/SJ(S 
- (1ddresaf' . J · 

located on the _north_south_east...k:west side of.said street between &JA$1 tfW't 
. («''M ltnet) 

and @/Ji ·If·~ in the &/ zone~ . 
{enid lln:CI) --------,- · 

Assessor's Parcel No; AP /;!IS-It?/-$ The description of . ' 
this subject property is: (Lot & Tract)LIJT'·/.S4AM1liil?rlm ebi:/Jdbill4 /pda -He t!YISf 
State justiflcation for request, to include the fQllow~g;.(jqach £d.fti9Il&l Thee~ if needed). -~ ..uJ f>61"" ~·"5. T~ I Clry ~,. J,.""fii#J/4 -~"'" 
(1) What are the special circumstances applicable to the property involved, including -

sizet shape, topography, location or surroundings which cause the strict applicatit)n of 
the zoning ordinance to deprive such property of privileges enjoyed by other properiy 
in the vicinity and under identical zoning classification: 

pl/s- r.tJ '1H5' d5f*l!l::!(=' 72'~~~ Cdv~ ll//f1'1-

~Y 

fi!F~!b1fl_~§1if!f 
~ 
(2) Why is the requested variance necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 

substantial property right of the applicant, which right is possessed by other property 
owners under like conditions in the same vicinity and zone: 

~ ~~~ ft:t!IS" ~ 71/tS (!d (A;* 

~~~. ~ ~ tli'{~· wm;:;:;= ~~~ ~ (#;~~ 



.. 

(3) Why will th·····.,g of the variance not be detriment. 'ppblic health, safety, 
convenience and! .. .:!fare or injurious to property or improY'".~l~ts. in the .. vicini iJ! 

7H J'tic~ro~ isJh~·~ ~OIF.~'2it7n~~;J;tfZ':~~~;n 

........ 
t I 

A:nY variance granted shall be ~ubject to such conditions as will assure that the . 
adjustment thereby authorized shall not constitute a grant of special privileges . 
inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the Vicinity and zone in which 
such property is situated. 

' 
~o variance granted or authorized by the Board of Adjustment shall become effective 
until after an elapsed period often (10) days from and after the date of the action 
authorizing such variance. 

l hereby certifY that all of the information in this application is, to the best of my 
knowledge and belief, true and correctly represented and that I have read and understood 
Chapter 2.5.44 (Variances) of the Laauna Beach Municipal Code. 

f), 4(c.L ;:;; /_ "' . If owner is other than Applicant: 
<•lptureof Awllc~ Owner's Name: 

----~---------------Signature: ____________ _ 
Address: ___________ _ 

DO NOT WRITE BELOW THIS LINE 

Final Action By: __ B.oard of Adjustments __ City Council 

__ DENY 

__ APPROVBD SUBJECT To_· ________ C.ONDmONS 

__ APPROVED AS SUBMIITED .!<;)_ 

·.· : 

• 

• 


