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STAFF REPORT: APPEAL 
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: City of San Buenaventura 

LOCAL DECISION: Approval with Conditions 

APPEAL NO.: A-4-SBV-01-226 

Staff Report: 12/20/01 
Hearing Date: 1/11/02 

APPLICANT: Public Works Department, City of San Buenaventura 

APPELLANTS: Commissioners Sara Wan and Shirley Dettloff 

PROJECT LOCATION: San Buenaventura Shoreline Promenade, extending from 
California Street to Figueroa Street, Ventura County 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Repair and replacement of the 1,850 ft. San Buenaventura 
Shoreline Promenade, including reconstruction of the pedestrian walkway and rock 
revetment and construction of a 12 ft. concrete foundation wall built on soldier piles . 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: City of San Buenaventura Comprehensive Plan, 
Update to the Year 2010 (Commission certified January 25, 1984), Chapter 24 Zoning 
Ordinance (Commission certified February 23, 1984) City of San Buenaventura 
Administrative Coastal Development Permit ACDP-285 (Approved 11/20/01); Mitigated 
Negative Declaration/Initial Study for the Beach Front Promenade Repair and 
Replacement (Approved 11/19/01 ); Final Report Beach Promenade Condition 
Assessment (Noble Consultants, Inc., December 1999); Geotechnical Investigation, 
Beach Promenade Between California Street and Figueroa Street (Gorian and 
Associates, Inc. 1/12/01); 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE EXISTS 

Staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with 
respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. 

The appeal contends that the approved project is not consistent with policies ~nd 
provisions of the certified Local Coastal Program with regard to shoreline protection, 
public access, visual resources, and parks and recreation policies of the LCP and 
access policies of the Coastal Act. 
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Appeal Jurisdiction . 

The project is located on beachfront property in the City of San Buenaventura. The 
Post-LCP Certification Permit and Appeal Jurisdiction map certified for the City of San 
Buenaventura (Adopted January 9, 1985) indicates that the appeal jurisdiction for this 
area extends between the first public road and the sea, in this case between east-west 
trending Harbor Boulevard and the sea. As such, the subject site is located within the 
appeal jurisdiction of the Commission and any projects approved for these sites are 
therefore appealable to the Commission. 

A. Appeal Procedures. 

The Coastal Act provides that after certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), a 
local government's actions on Coastal Development Permits in certain areas and for 
certain types of development may be appealed to the Coastal Commission. Local 
governments must provide notice to the Commission of its coastal permit actions. 
During a period of ten working days following Commission receipt of a notice of local 
permit action for an appealable development, an appeal of the action may be filed with 
the Commission. 

1. Appeal Areas. 

• 
' • 

Developments approved by cities or counties may be appealed if they are located within • 
the appealable areas, such as those located between the sea and the first public road 
paralleling the sea, 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 greater, on state 
tidelands, or along or within 100 feet of natural watercourses. (Coastal Act Section 
30603[a]) Any development approved by a County that is not designated as a principal 
permitted use within a zoning district may also be appealed to the Commission 
irrespective of its geographic location within the Coastal Zone. (Coastal Act Section 
30603[a][4]) Finally, developments which constitute major public works or major energy 
facilities may be appealed to the Commission. (Coastal Act Section 30603[a][5]) 

2. Grounds for Appeal. 

The grounds for appeal for development approved by the local government and subject 
to appeal to the Commission 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 Division 20 of the Public Resources Code. (Coastal 
Act Section 30603[a][4]) 

3. Substantial Issue Determination · 

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless 
the Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds • 
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on which the appeal was filed. When Commission staff recommends that a substantial 
issue exists with respect to the grounds of the appeal, substantial issue is deemed to 
exist unless three or more Commissioners wish to hear arguments and vote on 
substantial issue. If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the 
substantial issue question, proponents and opponents will have three (3) 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 stage of the appeal 
process are the applicant, 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. It takes a majority of Commissioners present to 
find that substantial issue is raised by the appeal. 

4. De Novo Permit Hearing 

If a substantial issue is found to exist, the Commission will consider the application de 
novo. The applicable test for the Commission to consider in a de novo review of the 
project is whether the proposed development is in conformity with the certified Local 
Coastal Program and the public access policies of the Coastal Act. If a de novo hearing 
is held, testimony may be taken from all interested persons. 

In this case, if the Commission finds substantial issue, staff anticipates de novo permit 
consideration by the Commission at the Commission's February 2002 meeting . 

B. Local Government Action and Filing of Appeal. 

On November 20, 2001, the City of San Buenaventura Administrative Hearing Officer 
approved an administrative coastal development' permit (ACDP-285) for the repair and 
replacement of damaged sections of the beachfront seawall and pedestrian walkway 
fronting the City's public beach. The City's appeal period ran with no local appeals filed. 
Commission staff received the Notice of Final Action for the project on November 30, 
2001. A ten working day appeal period was set and notice provided beginning 
December 3, 2001 and extending to December 14, 2001. 

An appeal of the City's action was filed by Commissioners Wan and Dettloff during the 
appeal period, on December 14, 2001. Commission staff notified the City and the 
applicant of the appeal and requested that the City provide its administrative record for 
the permit. A partial administrative record was received from the City on December 17, 
2001. 

II. Staff Recommendation on Substantial Issue 

MOTION: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. 
A-4-SBV-01-226 raises NO substantial issue with 
respect to the grounds on which the appeals have been 
filed under§ 30603 of the Coastal Act. 



A-4-01-226 (City of San Buenaventura) 
Page4 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in a de novo hearing on 
the application, and adoption of the following resolution and findings. Passage of this 
motion will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the local actions will become 
final and effective. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the 
appointed Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION TO FIND SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE: 

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-4-SBV-01-226 presents a substantial 
issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeals have been filed under §30603 of 
the Coastal Act regarding consistency with the Certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the 
public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

Ill. Findings and Declarations for Substantial Issue. 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. Project Description. 

• 

The City's administrative coastal development permit approved the repair and • 
replacement of damaged sections of the San Buenaventura Shoreline Promenade 
along the public beach from California Street to Figueroa Street {Exhibit 1 ). The project 
includes reconstruction of the pedestrian walkway and rock revetment and construction 
of a 12 ft. concrete foundation wall built on soldier piles. A copy of the City-approved 
ACDP is provided as Exhibit 2. 

The project site is developed with a 34 ft. wide, 1,850 ft. long pedestrian walkway and 
bicycle path originally constructed in 1970. The pavement and wall sections of the 
existing Promenade structure are supported by a longitudinal grade beam built on top of 
a quarry stone revetment foundation. Exposure of the revetment to wave attack and salt 
water spray has resulted in deterioration of the concrete wall and sections of the 
Promenade deck pavement as well as displacement of the revetment and undermining 
of the foundation. The proposed project includes the demolition and replacement of the 
seaward half of the Promenade that is past the point of practical repair, including 
stairways and alcoves. As described in the Initial Study for the Project, the key elements 
of the project are: 

• Replacement of deteriorated concrete with new material. 

• Addition of an extended depth toe wall to prevent undermining of the Promenade 
and loss of backfill. 

• 
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• Rehabilitation of the revetment to restore its ability to provide storm wave protection, 
lateral stability, and foundation support for on-grade structures. 

• Relocation of damage-prone beach access stairs. 

A conceptual plan has been submitted as part of the replacement plan, representing a 
typical section of the approximately 1 ,200 foot stretch of Promenade which requires 
immediate replacement (Exhibit 4). The plan consists of demolition of the existing 
foundation and parapet wall sections and an associated portion of pavement slab to 
expose the foundation base. The existing revetment stone would be temporarily 
removed and soldier piles would be driven at 1 0-foot intervals to support a cast-in-place 
concrete toe wall constructed to a depth of about six feet above mean lower low water 
level (Exhibit 5). The excavated revetment stone would then be replaced and the 
remainder of the revetment slope would be restored, followed by reconstruction of the 
concrete Promenade deck. 

B. Appellant's Contentions. 

The appeal filed by Commissioners Wan and Dettloff is attached as Exhibit 3. The 
appeal contends that the approved project is not consistent with the policies of the 
certified LCP with regard to the shoreline protection (Policy 15.4 of the Resources 
Element; Policies 10.1 and 10.4 of the Safety Element; and Section 24.310.110 of the 
Zoning Ordinance), public access (Policy 15. 10 of the Resources Element; Sections 
30210 and 30211 of the Coastal Act; and Zoning Ordinance Section 24.310.140), visual 
resources (1.1, 1.2, 1.8, 1.14, 2.1, 2.2, 2.8, 2.9 and 6.6 of the Community Design 
Element· of the Comprehensive Plan; Zoning Ordinance Section 24.310. 140; and 
Coastal Act policy 30251 by reference}, and parks and recreation (2.6, 2.8, 3.1, 3.2, and 
6. 1 of the Park and Recreation Element of the Comprehensive Plan} policies of the LCP 
and applicable access policies of the Coastal Act. 

C. Analysis of Substantial Issue. 

Pursuant to Sections 30603 and 30625 of the Coastal Act, the appropriate standard of 
review for the subject appeal is whether a substantial issue exists with respect to the 
grounds raised by the appellants relative to the project's conformity to the policies 
contained in the certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 

A substantial issue does exist with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been 
filed. The approved project is inconsistent with policies of the City of San Buenaventura 
Local Coastal Program and with the public access policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act for the specific reasons discussed below . 
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1. Seawalls and Shoreline Structures. 

The appellants contend that the project, as approved by the City, does not conform to 
the policies of the LCP with regard to shoreline structures. There are several policies in 
the City LCP that relate to shoreline structures. 

Comprehensive Plan Policy 15.4 of the Resources Element states: 

Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, 
and other such construction that alters natural shoreline processes may be 
permitted when required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing 
structures or public lands in danger from erosion, and when designed to 
eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. Access to 
and along the shoreline shall be provided when such structures are constructed. 
In reviewing any such construction, relevant Coastal Act policies shall be applied. 
{Emphasis added). 

Comprehensive Plan Policy 10.1 of the Safety Element states that: 

Protection of new shoreline structures shall be provided by increased setbacks 
from the mean high tide line. 

The use of protective devices along the shoreline may result in potential individual and 
cumulative adverse effects to coastal processes, shoreline sand supply, and public 
access. Shoreline development, if not properly designed to minimize such adverse 
effects, may result in encroachment on lands subject to the public trust (thus physically 
excluding the public), interference with the natural shoreline processes necessary to 
maintain publicly-owned tidelands and other public beach areas, overcrowding or 
congestion of such tideland or beach areas, and visual or psychological interference 
with the public's access to and the ability to use public tideland areas. 

Though the project description states that the project is intended to restore the 
Promenade to its original 1970 design (Exhibit 6), the project represents a substantial 
redevelopment of the site, including the removal of the existing foundation wall on the 
revetment (Exhibit 7). The original foundation wall would subsequently be replaced by a 
cast-in-place concrete wall, up to 12% feet high, built on minimum 22ft. deep soldier 
piles. This new foundation wall, as conceptualized, would be constructed further 
seaward than the existing foundation wall (Exhibit 7 shows the approximate limits of 
demolition and replacement. Note, the exact details on this illustration represent a 
slightly modified concept when compared with the City-approved project). The proposed 
project is conceptual in nature. Because the plans approved by the City denote the 
"typical" cross-section, rather than specific structural specifications, actual construction 
could result in placement even further seaward. The applicant has provided generalized 
project plans showing the approximate areas of replacement (Exhibit 4) and a typical 
cross-section of the proposed replacement concept (Exhibit 5). 

• 

• 

• 



• 
A-4-01-226 (City of San Buenaventura) 

Page7 

As proposed, the project would require temporary removal of portions of the revetment 
underneath the Promenade, in order to construct the new foundation system. The 
existing revetment, which has been displaced seaward to some extent as a result of 
wave action, would be restored to its original design configuration (Exhibit 6). Under the 
proposed scenario, there would be no ·seaward extension of the existing revetment 
footprint. However, as indicated in the proposed cross-section, the existing revetment 
encroaches as much as 30 feet, or more, seaward of the Promenade deck footprint 
extending onto the narrow sandy beach (Exhibit 5). The proposed demolition and 
reconstruction of the Promenade under the new design represents a significant 
redevelopment of the site and an intensification of overall site development. Therefore, 
the project is considered new development, not a strict replacement of facilities, nor 
repair or maintenance. As such, it is necessary to analyze the proposed project design 
as new development in relation to characteristics of the project site shoreline, location of 
the development on the beach, and wave action to accurately determine what adverse 
effects on coastal processes will result from the proposed project. The proposed project 
must be in conformance with the applicable policies of the LCP for new shoreline 
structures and development. 

. As described in more detail below, modifications are possible that would substantially 
reduce the impacts of the structure on the shoreline and still achieve the project 
objective in compliance with applicable LCP policies. 

• Proposed Design 

As described above, the proposed replacement concept consists of excavating the 
revetment stone to clear a path to construct soldier piles at 10 ft. spacing along the 
replacement length. The existing 18-inch wide, and 2-3 ft. high, foundation wall would 
be removed. The existing foundation wall is recessed landward from the edge of the 
parapet wall by 1% to 4% feet. The steel H-piles would support a new concrete 
foundation wall up to 12% ft. in height. As shown in the conceptual cross-section 
(Exhibit 5), the piles would typically be constructed 34 ft. below the elevation of the 
promenade deck. The area landward of the concrete wall would then be backfilled with 
gravel and compacted fill and the revetment would be replaced in its 1970 configuration. 
The plans indicate that the replacement would be accomplished as two phases, the first 
phase would consist of replacement of approximately 1,200 feet of the Promenade, with 
the remaining 650 ft. to be replaced as-needed or as funding becomes available (Exhibit 
4). 

Policy 15.4 of the Resources Element states that structures that alter natural shoreline 
processes may be permitted when required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to 
protect existing structures or public lands in danger from erosion, and when designed to 
eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. As presently 
designed, the project does not eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline 
sand supply. The project results in significant encroachment on lands subject to the 

• public trust by physically occupying available beachfront, interfering with natural 
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shoreline processes necessary to maintain publicly-owned tidelands and other public • 
beach areas, and encouraging overcrowding or congestion of the narrow beach area. 
The project also fails to minimize the beachfront that is occupied by the proposed 
structure. 

Interference by shoreline protective devices can have a number of effects on the 
dynamic shoreline system and the public's beach ownership interests. First. changes in 
the shoreline profile, particularly changes in the slope of the profile which results from a 
reduced beach berm width, alter the usable area under public ownership. A beach that 
rests either temporarily or permanently at a steeper angle than under natural conditions 
will have less horizontal distance between the mean low water and mean high water 
lines. This reduces the actual area in which the public can pass on their own property. 

, The second effect on access is through a progressive loss of sand as shore material is 
not available to nourish the bar. The lack of an effective bar can allow such high wave 
energy on the· shoreline that materials may be lost far offshore where it is no longer 
available to nourish the beach. This effects public access again through a loss of area 
between the mean high water line and the actual water. Third, shoreline protective 
devices such as revetments and bulkheads may cumulatively affect public access by 
causing accelerated and increased erosion on adjacent public beaches. Fourth, if not 
sited landward in a location that ensures that the seawall is only acted upon during 
severe storm events, beach scour during the winter season will be accelerated because 
there is less beach area to dissipate the wave's energy. Finally, revetments and 
bulkheads interfere directly with public access by their occupation of beach area that will • 
not only be unavailable during high tide and severe storm events but also potentially 
throughout the winter season. 

In addition, the more frequently that shoreline protective devices are subject to wave 
action, the greater the impacts of the shoreline protective devices. In order to minimize 
impacts from shoreline protective devices that are demonstrably necessary to protect 
existing development, such structures should be located as far landward as is feasible. 

The Safety Element of the Comprehensive Plan provides policies to address potential 
downcoast beach and sand migration impacts in evaluating the construction of beach 
protection devices. Policy 10.1 requires that the protection of new shoreline structures 
be provided by increased setbacks from the mean high tide line. As discussed above, 
the proposed project is considered redevelopment of the site and is therefore analyzed 
as new development under the policies of the LCP. In this case there is a potentially 
feasible alternative, that was not evaluated by the applicant, that would provide an 
increased setback from the mean high tide. Therefore the proposed project design is 
inconsistent with the requirements of Policy 1 0.1. 

As stated previously, there is an existing rock revetment protecting the Shoreline 
Promenade structures. The proposed design restores the revetment to its original 1970 
configuration. However, in this case, a potentially feasible alternative which would • 
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mitigate the impact of the revetment on access and shoreline impacts has been 
identified, and is discussed in the alternatives analysis below. 

Alternative Designs 

The applicant provided a Beach Promenade Assessment prepared by Noble 
Consultants, Inc. (December, 1999) which reviewed the existing structural condition and 
evaluated alternatives to address the identified deficiencies. The report identified two 
options to alleviate the types of distress observed on the promenade: (1) the "chip and 
chase" method of removal or (2) replacement of damaged portions of the promenade. 
The chip and chase method entails the identification and removal of localized damaged 
concrete to expose all corroded reinforcing steel and subsequent repair of that specific 
section. There would be no change to the design of the revetment or promenade under 
this scenario. 

· To address the replacement alternative, the consultant provided a design concept 
{Exhibit 7) which proposed the demolition of the existing foundation and parapet wall 
sections and an associated portion of the deck pavement to expose the foundation 
base. Revetment stone would be temporarily removed to allow driving of approximately 
20 feet deep sheet pile toe piles to effectively seal the toe to any future incidents of 
exposure. The revetment would then be restored to its 1970 design configuration. This 
concept was modified to its present configuration because the geotechnical analysis 
indicated that subsurface material may obstruct sheet pile installation. The modified 
design concept consists of soldier piles driven to support a cast-in-place concrete toe 
wall constructed to a depth of about +6 feet above the mean lower low water line 
(MLLW). 

In addition to that concept, the consultant later addressed a No Revetment alternative 
after preliminary discussion of the project with Commission staff. The applicant 
evaluated a no revetment design that included a vertical seawall approximately 45 feet 
below the Promenade deck elevation, at an elevation approximately 4 feet below the 
MLLW, as shown in the typical cross-section {Exhibit 8). The vertical wall concept was 
designed with continuous steel sheet piles with tie-backs and anchors to laterally 
restrain the structure. A portion of the piles would be encased in concrete for visual 
continuity. The consultant estimated that under worst case conditions, approximately 15 
to 20 feet of the vertical wall would be exposed. This alternative was considered by the 
applicant to be more difficult to construct and more expensive. The applicant therefore 
considered the no revetment alternative· to be infeasible. 

In reviewing the alternatives analysis, Commission staff identified a potentially feasible 
alternative concept which was not addressed under the previous analysis and which 
would reduce the physical impact of the structure on the shoreline. The alternative 
design option includes re-orienting the proposed wall I pile foundation and revetment 
further landward, while leaving the Promenade deck in its present seaward 
configuration. This would result in a much more pronounced cantilevering effect than 
the proposed project. The ideal configuration would allow the wall and revetment to be 
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situated landward underneath the Promenade to an extent wherein no armored stone • 
would be present above the sandy beach equal to the dripline of the Promenade deck. 
Staff believes that this is a technically feasible option that would be consistent with the 
policies 15.4 and 10.1 regarding .shoreline protective devices. This option, therefore, 
was considered by staff to offer significant potential reductions in the project's adverse 
impacts on the shoreline. 

For all of these reasons, the Commission finds that a substantial issue is raised with 
respect to the appellants' contention that the project does not meet provisions of the 
certified Local Coastal Program regarding shoreline structures. • 

2. Public Access. 

The appellants state that the project, as approved by the City, is not consistent with the 
LCP and Coastal Act policies regarding access. · 

Comprehensive Plan Policy 15.1 0 of the Resources Element states: 

The City shall continue to ensure maximum public access consistent with public 
safety and fragile coastal resources. To carry out its intent, the City shall 
implement the policies of this Comprehensive Plan. 

Zoning Ordinance Section 24.310.140 states: 

A Intent. It is the intent of the city to maintain and preserve access when 
development alters natural shoreline processes. Such development includes, but 
is not limited to, revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, cliff-retaining 
walls, and other such construction. (Emphasis added) 

B. Required Findings of Approval. In addition to the requirements set forth in 
chapter 24.515, the planning commission or city council must make all the 
following findings to grant a coastal development permit for any development that 
alters shoreline processes: 

1. The proposed development is necessary to protect coastal-dependent 
uses or existing structures on public beaches in danger from erosion and is 
designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand 
supply; 

2. Adequate lateral beach access is provided; (Emphasis added} 

3. The proposed structure is consistent with Public Resources Code Section 
30251 and 30252. 

Coastal Act Section 30210 states: 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X .of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with 

• 

• 
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public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private 
property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse. 

Coastal Act Section 30211states: 

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where 
acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the 
use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial 
vege,tation. 

Policy 15.10 requires the City to ensure maximum public access consistent with public 
safety and fragile coastal resources. This concept is underscored by the zoning 
ordinance addressing development that alters shoreline process. The zoning ordinance 
Section 24.310.140. sets out the City's intent to maintain and preserve access when 
development alters natural shoreline processes and to maintain adequate lateral beach 
access. The appellants have asserted that the project is not in compliance with Coastal 
Act policies 30210 and 30211, which require maximum public access and recreational 
opportunities and which provide that development shall not interfere with the public's 
right of access to the sea. 

As proposed, the project design does not ensure maximum access since a potentially 
feasible alternative has been identified which would result in the shoreline structure 
being located further landward, thereby increasing access along the sandy beach 
immediately seaward of the structure. The alternative design, as described in more 
detail in the alternatives section above, would ideally pull back the revetment so that no 
armored stone would be present above the sandy beach equal to the dripline of the 
Promenade deck. For these reasons, the proposed project is not consistent with 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 15.10 of the Resources Element or Section 30210 of the 
Coastal Act which mandate maximum public access and recreational opportunities. 

Existing beach width and sand elevations along the east and west segments of the 
promenade generally protect the structure from direct wave attack, however, the central 
portion is more vulnerable to wave runup because the shoreline is more receded and 
steeper in slope. The present design does not maintain and preserve access along this 
central segment of narrow sandy beach as described under Zoning Ordinance Section 
24.310.140. Zoning Section 24.310.140 further requires adequate lateral beach access. 
As described, the proposed design concept does not meet the lateral beach access 
requirements. Lateral beach access would, however, be maximized under the 
alternative revetment strategy to locate visible revetment stones equal to the dripline of 
the Promenade deck. Therefore, the Commission recognizes that there is a potentially 
feasible alternative that would maintain, preserve, and maximize lateral access along 
the shoreline. 

Furthermore Section 30211 of the Coastal Act requires that development not interfere 
with public access, including the use of dry sandy and rocky coastal beaches to the first 
line of terrestrial vegetation. As presently designed, the revetment interferes with lateral 
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public access along the beach inconsistent with this Coastal Act policy. The proposed • 
project is considered a redevelopment of the site. As such the project should be 
design·ed to minimize impacts to public access to sandy beach area. 

For the above reasons, the Commission finds that substantial issue exists with regard to 
the project's consistency with the coastal access policies of the. certified Local Coastal 
Program and Coastal Act. 

3. Visual Resources. 

The appellants assert that the project, as approved by the City, does not conform to the 
LCP policies regarding visual resources. 

Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.1 of the Community Design Element states: 

Recognize and protect agricultural preserves and natural features of the City, 
including views of the ocean, islands, hillsides rivers, barrancas, and tree rows. 

Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.8 of the Community Design Element states : 

Recognize and improve vehicular and pedestrian views of the City. 

Comprehensive Plan Policy 2.1 of the Community Design Element states: 

Orientation of structures on a site should consider views, energy conservation, 
natural features and visual relationships with the surrounding areas, and 
functional planning of the site. 

Comprehensive Plan Policy 2.2 of the Community Design Element states: 

Location and orientation of structures should be in harmony with a site's soils, 
drainage, water courses, and geology. 

Comprehensive Plan Policy 6.6 of the Community Design Element states: 

Preservation of views and existing natural vegetation and incorporation of 
complementary landscaping should be important criteria for projects located in 
scenic corridors of the City. 

Zoning Ordinance Section 24.310.140 states: 

A Intent. It is the intent of the city to maintain and preserve access when 
development alters natural shoreline processes. Such development includes, but 
is not limited to, revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, cliff·retaining 
walls, and other such construction. 

• 

B. Required Findings of Approval. In addition to the requirements set forth in • 
chapter 24.515, the planning commission or city council must make all the 
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following findings to grant a coastal development permit for any development that 
alters shoreline processes: 

The proposed development is necessary to protect coastal-dependent uses or 
existing structures on public beaches in danger from erosion and is designed to 
eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply; 

Adequate lateral beach access is provided; 

The proposed structure is consistent with Public Resources Code Section 30251 
and 30252. (Emphasis added) 

Coastal Act Section 30251 states: 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be 
sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal 
areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible 
with the character of surrounding areas, and. where feasible, to restore and 
enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly 
scenic areas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation 
and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and 
by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 
(Emphasis added) 

The Community Design Element of the LCP provides policies to ensure that all public 
and private development is planned, sited, designed and landscaped to promote and 
enhance the City's identity as a visually unique place. The Promenade provides a public 
pedestrian and bicycle pathway along the shorefront. Because of its prominent location 
on the beachfront and its large scale, the development impacts views to and along the 
shoreline. The proposed project includes the use of rock revetment up to 30 feet, or 
more, seaward of the Promenade structure. Furthermore, the actual impact of the rock 
revetment may be beyond the footprint of the proposed design. As evident from the 
existing revetment, portions of rock have been washed out further onto the beach as a 
result of wave action and therefore portions of the development extend beyond the 
design scenario. These large armoring rocks impair views of, and along, the shoreline in 
this area. 

Visual policies in the Community Design Element call for the protection of views of the 
ocean {Policy 1.1 ), improvement of pedestrian views of the City (Policy 1.8), and the 
preservation of views for projects located in scenic corridors of the City {Policy 6.6). The 
City's action to approve the proposed design is in direct conflict with these policies due 
to the visual intrusion of the shoreline protective device into key views of the ocean {as 
from the Ventura Pier) and into views from the Promenade pedestrian and bicycle 
corridor, particularly given that there is an alternative design that would minimize 
adverse impacts of the revetment to public views. In addition to protection of views as 
provided for in Policies 1.1, 1.8, and 6.6, Zoning Ordinance Section 24.310.140 requires 
that shoreline altering structures be consistent with Public Resources Code Section 
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30251. Coastal Act Section 30251 provides that scenic and visual qualities of coastal • 
areas be protected as a resource of public importance. It further requires that 
development be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic 
coastal areas and, where feasible, restore and enhance visual quality in visually 
degraded areas. As mentioned previously, the proposed project is not sited to protect 
views, given that the revetment is not sited as landward as possible. 

In this case, a potentially feasible alternative exists which may protect views as required 
under LCP Policy 1.1, LCP Policy 6.6, and Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. In 
addition, this alternative could be sited and designed to protect views along this 
segment of the coast, and actually enhance the aesthetics of the area, as required in 
LCP Policy 1.8, Zoning Section 24.210.140, and Coastal Act Section 30251. Impacts to 
visual resources could be mitigated by relocating the existing revetment footprint further 
landward such that the existing rock would be partially hidden under the promenade 
structure, and partially hidden under the sandy beach. 

The orientation and siting of development to consider views, natural features, and visual 
relationships with the surrounding area (Policy 2.1) and in harmony with natural 
processes such as drainage, water courses, and geology (Policy 2.2) are also 
addressed in the Community Design Element of the Comprehensive Plan. The 
orientation of the proposed shoreline protective device is particularly important to 
assess in this case. There is potential to orient the structure further landward which • 
would promote a design more in harmony with the natural features and processes of the 
site, as specified in the above policies. Given that there is a potentially feasible 
alternative to site the development in a manner that would reduce the visual impacts 
associated with the interface of the development footprint with the shoreline, the City's 
approval of the present design does not reflect adequate consideration of the 
development's potential to interact with the natural environment. By modifying the 
present design to locate the revetment landward, as discussed previously, the project 
would be oriented to preserve views to, and along, the ocean, compatible with the 
functional planning of the Promenade as a major pedestrian corridor. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the appellants' contention raises substantial issue 
· with regard to the consistency of the approved project with the visual resource · 
provisions of the certified Local Coastal Program. 

4. Parks and Recreation. 

The appellants maintain that the project, as approved by the City, does not conform to 
the LCP policies regarding parks and recreation. 

Comprehensive Plan Policy 2.6 of the Park and Recreation Element states: 

Linear parks should be provided within the City as a means to protect an 
preserve natural areas such as barrancas, ridgelines, tree rows, and river and 
ocean corridors, for public enjoyment. Linear parks are also considered a • 
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valuable component of the City's alternate circulation system by including trails 
and bikeways, as appropriate, for commuting and recreational linkages. 

Comprehensive Plan Policy 2.8 of the Park and Recreation Element states: 

It is the City's intent to create a circular linear park around the perimeter of the 
City which preserves public access and views of the ridgeline, river and ocean 
corridors. This circular system, with complementary links to barrancas and other 
linear parks, will provide unique leisure opportunities for residents and visitors. If 
any portion of this linear park is determined to be infeasible, it is the City's intent 
to maintain that area in a natural state. 

Comprehensive Plan Policy 3.1 of the Park and Recreation Element states: 

Park and recreation areas should be maintained so that the special and 
important natural, historical, and cultural resources which they contain, and which 
constitute a public trust, are protected and interpreted for the benefit of future 
generations. Development adjacent to these properties should be compatible and 
not conflict with the purpose of protecting the nature of the park and/or recreation 
area. 

Comprehensive Plan Policy 3.2 of the Park and Recreation Element states: 

Stewardship of natural, historic, and cultural resources should be directed 
towards conservation, preservation, restoration, interpretation, and programming 
to the benefit of the resource and the public. 

The subject site is zoned as Parks (P). This designation includes public recreational 
park areas, linear parks, linear park natural areas and linear park study areas. This site 
is part of the linear park system, around and through the City which links public and 
private open space areas, provides an alternative circulation system, protects natural 
values, and accommodates leisure time pursuits. The Shoreline Promenade is an 
important link in the linear park system. 

The Park and Recreation Element of the LCP provides policies regarding the purpose 
and intent and stewardship responsibilities applicable to the maintenance, development, 
and design of the designated linear park system. As stated in Policies 2.6 and 2.8, the 
linear park system is intended to protect and preserve ocean corridors for public 
enjoyment and to preserve public access and views of the ocean corridors. The City­
approved redesign of the Promenade is contrary to the intent to preserve the ocean 
corridors for public use. As presently designed, and described in more detail in Sections 
C{2) and C{3) above, the proposed configuration includes the placement of a revetment 
within the beach corridor impairing views to and along the· shoreline by interfacing an 
engineered shoreline armoring device with the sandy beach environment. Additionally, 
the proposed design occupies a significant portion of the beach area thereby adversely 
impacting lateral access along the narrow sandy beach. Though the proposed design is 
consistent with the existing revetment footprint, the proposed project is essentially a 
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redevelopment of the project site, since a large portion of the project would be • 
demolished and rebuilt with ·a new foundational system. Therefore, the opportunity 
exists to design a project that preserves and protects ocean corridors and views by 
relocating the development footprint as landward as possible. In fact, there is a 
potentially feasible alternative which has not been formally considered by the City that 
would reorient the revetment landward in such a way to reduce impacts to the ocean 
and view corridors in this sensitive location. 

The Comprehensive Plan further explores stewardship responsibilities in Park and 
Recreation areas. Policy 3.1 indicates that these park areas should be maintained so 
that the important natural resources which constitute a public trust, are protected and 
interpreted for the benefit of future generations. Furthermore, Policies 3.1 states that 
development adjacent to these properties should be compatible and not conflict with the 
purpose of protecting the nature of the park and/or recreation area. Policy 3.2 
specifically addresses stewardship responsibilities for natural resources conservation, 
preservation, and restoration for the benefit of the resource and the public. As designed, 
the proposed project does not protect important natural and public trust resources, in 
this case, the shoreline environment. The proposed design is not sited to reduce visual, 
access, or the recreation-related impediments associated with the footprint of the rock 
revetment. The rock revetment should be oriented landward, to the extent feasible, in 
order to mitigate these adverse impacts. Furthermore, the design is not consistent with 
the stewardship principles of preservation and restoration. In this case, there is an 
alternative design concept with the potential to provide an adequate foundation with the • 
shoreline protective device situated further landward, partially under the dripline of the 
Promenade deck and partially hidden by sand supply. This alternative is described in 
more detail in Section C(1). Therefore, the proposed design does not implement the 
stewardship principles included as part of the park system. 

For the above reasons, the Commission finds that the appellants' contention raises 
substantial issue with regard to the consistency of the approved project with the parks 
and recreation provisions of the certified Local Coastal Program. 

• 
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CITY OF SAN BUENA VENTURA 

APPROVAL OF AN ADMINISTRATIVE 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

CASE NO. ACDP·285 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Community Development Director of the City of San 
· Buenaventura as follows: 

SECTION 1: An application has been filed by the City of San Buenaventura, 
pursuant to the San Buenaventura · Municipal Code, for an Administrative Coastal 
Development Permit for the repair and replacement of damaged sections of the beach 
front seawall and pedestrian walkway to return it to its original design capacity for 
property fronting the San Buenaventura Beach and generally extending from California 
Street to Figueroa Street and identified as having a Parks {P) zone and Assessor's 
Parcel Nos. 073-0-240-065, 070, and 200. 

SECTION 2: Upon review of the application and after notification as prescribed 
by the Zoning Ordinance, as wen as consideration of testimony given at the hearing and 
other information received, the following findings are made: 

1. The proposed development, as provided for under Comprehensive Plan and 
Local Coastal Program (LCP) continued the existing pedestrian beachfront 
walkway and bike path with no increase in the current capacity by the repair and 
replacement of damaged sections of the rock wall and concrete. 

2. The proposed development would not significantly obstruct pubJic views of the 
coastline, views from any public road or from a public recreation area because 
the proposed repair and replacement would maintain the existing improvements 
of the original design and the proposed project is located within an existing urban 
area. 

3. The proposed development is compatible with the established physical scale and 
character of the area because the proposed pedestrian walkway and bike path 
serves as access to the beach area. 

· 4. The proposed development conforms to the public access and recreation policies 
of the certified LCP and Coastal Act because the repair and replacement will 
assure that the public continues to have adequate access to the coastline. 

5. The information provided in the Mitigated Negative Declaration that was 
approved by the City Council for this project has been considered, which 
includes the determination that the project would not have a potentially significant 
unavoidable impact on the environment, including that the proposed 
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• 
improvements are not likely to cause substantial environmental damage or 
substantial and avoidable injury to fish or wildlife or their habitat, and there is no 
evidence that any development or construction associated with the proposed 
project will have an adverse effect on fish or wildlife resources or habitats. as 
documented in the Mitigated Negative Declaration approved for the project. and 
with the inclusion of the approved mitigation measures. 

SECTION 3: Based on the above findings, Administrative Coastal Development 
Permit for Case Nos. ACDP-285 is hereby APPROVED as set forth in Sections 1 and 2 
above, subject to the following conditions: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

This Administrative Coastal Development Permit approval is granted only for the 
land and land use described in the application and as shown on the plans 
labeled Case No. ACDP-285, Exhibits "A" unless indicated otherwise herein. 

Minor changes to the project may be approved by the Community Development 
Director, as provided for in Zoning Ordinance Chapter 24.570. Substantiaf 
changes to the project will require the applicant to file an Amendment 
Application. 

An approval of planning permits does not constitute a building permit or 
authorization to begin any construction or demolish an existing structure. An 
appropriate permit issued by the Division of Inspection Services must be 
obtained prior to constructing, enlarging, moving, converting, or demolishing any 
building or structure within the City . 

• 6. Prior to obtaining building permits and within 60 days hereof, the applicant shall 
file with the Secretary of the Planning Commission written acceptance of the 
conditions stated herein on forms provided by the Planning Division. 

7. 

8. 

• 

This Administrative Coastal Development Permit shall be effective after the 
expiration of the required 1 0-day appeal period set forth in the City's Zoning 
Regulation. Upon expiration of the City's appeal period and with no appeals 
being filed, this shall be deemed the City's final action. Permits to commence 
work shall not be issued until notification of this action has been transmitted to 
the California Coastal Commission and after the end of appeal period required 
for "Appealable Development" located in the City's Coastal Zone. 

Mitigation Measure BI0-1 - In order to avoid any potential adverse 
environmental impact to biological resources, during the primary grunion 
spawning period {May and June), construction activity shall be limited to the 
Promenade deck and foundation. No construction activity shall take place on the 
sandy beach along the front of the Promenade during that period . 
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Reporting/Monitoring Program 

Implementation Responsibility: Public Works • Engineering • 
Timing: During Construction 
Monitoring Division: Public Works • Engineering 
Funding: City 
Standard for Success: Construction activity shall be avoided on the beach 
during the peak grunion spawnfng period between May and June. 

9. Mitigation Measure TC·1 .. In order to avoid any potential adverse 
environmental impacts to transportation and circulation during construction 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic along the Promenade shall be temporarily re .. routed 
during construction activity that involves closure of the facility. A safe temporary 
detour for pedestrians and bicyclists with appropriate signs shall be established 
and signed prior to closure of any portion of the Promenade. 

Reporting/Monitoring Program 

Implementation Responsibility: Public Works .. Engineering 
Timing: During Construction 
Monitoring Division: Public Works .. Engineering 
Funding: City 

Standard for Success: Prior to construction an alternative route shaft be 
identified to provide safe pedestrian and bicycle use during an required closures • 
of the Promenade and the during construction the approved route shall be in 
place. 

· SECTION 4: This Administrative Coastal Development Permit approval shall be 
subject to revocation if the applicants fail to comply with the conditions listed herein at 
any time. If, at any time, the Planning Manager or Planning Commission determine that 
there has been, or may be a violation of the findings or conditions of this action, or of 
the Zoning Regulations, a public hearing may be held before the Planning Commission 
to review this Administrative Coastal Permit pursuant to Zoning Regulations Chapter 
24.570. At said hearing, the Planning Commission may add conditions, or recommend 
enforcement actions, or revoke the hlmiAil4rativ& Coastal Development Permit entirely, 
as necessary to ensure compliance with the Zoning Regulations, and to provide for the 
health, safety, and general welfare of the com~unity. • 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 20th day of November 2001. 
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S'tATE OF CALifORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

•

FORNIA COASTAl COMMISSION 
CENTRAtCOASTAREA APPEAL FROM COI-\STAL PERMiT 

OUTH CALIFORNIA ST .• 2ND flOOR OEC 1 s I ON OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
VENTURA, CA 93001 
(805) 641..()142 

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing 
This Form. 

SECTION I. Appellant(s) 

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant{s): 

~Q\fy \1) cd1 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1 • Name of 1 oca ~/;ort D. 
government: CiftJ ~ San oUtMVl¥1-/uY& 

2. Brief description of development eing 
appealed:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

PETE WilSON, GoYC'mor 

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel ( __ _ 

Cno., c_ross street, etc.):~~~~ \ot~~~,-vorrt 

• 

-" \'{w"'•"l lSiful- h ~·J~- _ j ___ o __ -o-Pl'fo- _(.Sj __ o_2JJ_oJ . 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions: _________ _ 

Q) Approval with special conditions: ___ )(,L-,..·------
c. Denial: ______________________________ _ 

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial 
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development is a major energy or public works project. 
Oeni.al decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL NO: _______ _ 

DATE FILED: ______ _ 

DISTRICT: _______ _ 

HS: 4/88 EXHIBIT 3 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2) 

5. Decision being appealed was made by {checf{' oneJ: 

a. __ Planning Director/Zoning 
Administrator 

c. _Planning Commission 

... 

• 
b. __ c; ty c~unc i 1/Boa rd of d • :K_othe rdvvvvv.w:ry JJwt {'fhlet~.ot"- Dor~c.. .,_ 

Superv1sors 

6. Date of local government's decision: f\Jov.ern~ 1J)
1 

zPo J 

1. Local government's file number (if any): Case .if Ac.DP-O:U9£ 

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons 

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use 
additional paper as necessary.) 

a. Name~,a d mailiDg address of py:mit applicant: 
_ of ~&th BJe (14\/evt:tHra 
P.o. Bo): 94 

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

(1) -----------------------------------------

(2) -----------------------------------------

. (3) --------~---------------------------------

(4) ------------------------------------------

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This 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. 

• 

• 
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APPEAl.. f80M COASTAL P..£BMJI DECJ~IOH .QL10CAL_ GOVERMMf:NT ( P19t 3). 

stat& brhflY )'our .. reasons foe th1s appe'l· 11\clude A surmary 
dncr\p1:1on of Loeal Coastal Program. l.an U:~t Plan. or Por1: Muter 
~1an pol1~its and requ1rements ,n wh1tn you b•11tve the project t, 
1ncons1stent and the reasons th• dec1Jion warrants a new he•rinu. 
(Use ldd1ttonal paper •~ nece~sary.) 

The project Is appealed on the grounds that the design of the prqect fs l~ant wlt.h 
the publlo ac:c:ess, Ylsual reacmrcee, PArka and recreation. and ahoreliM proteetlan 
polidea Q# the LCP and applicable pallda• of the Caactal AtA. In addition. there are 
altemat\Ve dltllgna whloh mey bring the project Into conformance with thtu pollCIN that 
have nat bMn analyzed. Tha project Is lnconllstem with th• ooastal ac:cea• PfOQI'Im 
pollda• of the City'' LOP. ~paclfiaelly Poftoy 15.10 of the R4Mouroea Eletneftt; Sections 
~0210 and 30211 of ttla Coutat Act: and Zoning ordinance Section a4.310.1Ml. The 
project 18 alto lnoonsl&tent wtth LCP pollciM 1.1, 1.2. 1.8, 1.14. :2.1, 2.2, 2.8, 2.9 anc1 e.& 
of the communlty Oeelgn Elamenl of the Comprehenaiw Ptan: ;!onin; Ordinllt'\O(t 
&ecUon 24.310.140; and Coastal Act policy 30251 by reference, WhiCh outline Vltual 

__ poliaaa. Furlhtrrnora, th• detlgn of the projeelll not c:onel1tant with the pollclel 2.8. 
2.8, 3.1. 3.2. and 8.1 of the Park and R8011atlon Etement of the Con'lpreh11ncW. .,tan, 
lhe proposed pf$ct is not ~ns18tefl' with Policy 11S.4 of the Raaources Element: 
l'ollclN 10.1 en.d 10.4 cl the Safely E!lement; and Sadlon 24.310.110 of the zoning. 
Ordinance which outline polloies regarding snoreltne rwollldlve strUcture clealgn and 
miUgaUon. 

No~•= Tht abov• dt$cr1pt1Qn need not b• a ~omolett or exhiY!t1ve 
statt~ent of ~our reasons af appeGl; however. thtre mdst ba 
suff1c1ent distussl~n for staff to dttermtne t~at the &ppea1 is 
all~ed by 1a~. The appellant. subseqdent to f111ng the appeal, ••r 
submit a4ditiona1 1nformat1on to the staff and/or Coa.iss1on to 
support t~& appeal request. 

SECTION V. Ctrt1f1~at1on 

The 1nfornation s~d facts stated above are co 
~/our knowle~ge. 

Date ---J.:...!::.....J-'~-j:.....::...4----­

NOTEs lf s1;ned by a 1'1t. IPI'fellant(s) 
must also sian below. 

SeSlign y1. Aqgnt Autbar1zat1Dn 

JIWe hereby autnor1zt • to act as ~/our 
represent.t1vt and to b1nd Mt/us 1n all matters ~oncern1ng this 
appeal. 

sig~atqre oi Appe11ant(s) 

· Dete -------------
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STATE. OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Gowrr,o,.... 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA APPEAL FROM COASl AL PERMIT 
89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST •• 2ND FLOOR DEC IS ION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
VENTURA, CA 93001 
(805) 641..()1 42 

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing 
This Form. 

SECTION I. Appellant(s) 

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

~~(~ ~ ~~bvu~~~ 
Zip Area Code Phone No. 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name )\fj?cal/por~ 
government: ~ of ~a f>,klaa. vevr/u.r0-. 

. 
~~ ... 

2. Sri ef de~c ri pt ion of deve 1 opment bei ~ > r R 

=d~Eaim,hif$~~~ • 
3. Development•s location (street address, as~~ssor•s parcel . 

rp>~cross stree:, etc.): ~~~~-fl;#J-<~ 
~ (!~.~e <St. .p __:_ __ :___ __ - -- ~(}:_A_ --Jol~'villbD 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions: _________ _ 

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 is a major energy or public works project. 
Deni.al decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL NO: _______ _ 

DATE FILED: ______ _ 

DISTRICT: _______ _ 

HS: 4/88 • 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2) 

Decision being·appealed was made by {check one): 

a. Planning Director/Zoning 
-Administrator 

c. __ Planning Commission 

Ill' .. 

b. City Council/Board of 
-Supervisors 

d.)(other~~ Ch.Jt~DIJILc~ 

&. 

7. 

Date of local government's decision: '\\Je;,);f\8\\t.., ;;2.oJ c?-oo) 

Local government's file number (if any): CP...<:e...-% 1\C.DQ-;}8:5 

SECTION Ill. Identification of Other Interested Persons 

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use 
additional paper as necessary.) 

a. 

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

(1) ----------------------------------------------

(2) 

(3) ----------------------------------------------------

(4) ------------------------------------------------------

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This 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. 

L • 
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Stat• ~riefly ~g~r reasons ~ot tbts tPPtal. Include a summar,v . 
des~r1pt1on of Lotal co•s~• Progr•~· Land use Plan. or Port Mester 
P\an polities and requ1remants 1n wh1~h you be11eve the pra3ect i; 
il'lcon,hteftt. and the reasons ttrwach't_.WII.rrattn a new haar"inQ. 
(Use additional p•p•r at necessary.) 

,-.,. poject II appellllld on U,e ~ lhat 1he delllgn of the praJ8ct I& lnGOnStstent ~ 
the public acceaa, visual reiiOUI'CM, P•rka and I1ICII'Mtion, and shcnlna protection . 
policies of the LCP •nd applicable polfdaa of the C'Oaltal N:J.. In addition, there .,. 
alfamiUV. dMlgn• Whid'l may bring the proJad intO confarmance With theee pallcles that 
have not been analyzed. n.. ~J•at Is Inconsistent With the coastal acceaa prognam 
policies of the City's LCP. specifically Poloy 15.10 or the~ Element; Sections 
30210 and 30211 of the Coaatal Act and Zoning Ordinance S.etion 24.310.140. The · 
proJect Is also lncon•iet•nt with LCP pollclaa 1.1, 1.2. 1.8, 1.14, 2.1, 2.2. 2.8. 2.8 and 8.1 

___ or the community Design Element of the Comp~ Plan: Zoning Ordlnan«» 
Section 24.310.1-40; and CC'•hll Ad policy 30201 by ,.,_.nee • ..mlch outline visual 
policiu. Furthermore, the design or the project Is nat conlletent wfth the pollclet 2.1, 
2.8, 3.1. 3.2. and e.1 af the Parle and Recreation Bement of the Comprwhanalva ~. 

___ The pro~KJtad ptajed bi not conlletent wtth Polley 16.4 of the AHcM'oea element; 
Pollcle.s 10,1ucl tQA.Q(tbalafet¥ ~aad Section 24.3.\Q..\'\Q..cat\t\&.zontng 
Ordinance which outft'ne poncfes regarding shantnne proteCtive ltructure d&ign and 
mitlgatlon. 

Note~ Tht above destr1pt1on nted not be a complete or exhaustive 
stat~nt of vour reason$ of •PPtl1; bOW*ver. thare must ba 
suff1c1ent 41scuas1on for staff to dtt•nn1~e th•t the appeal 1s 
allowed bV law. The appa11int, 'ubsequent to f111ng the appeal, ~Y 
suba1t add1t1onal 1nformat\on to th• staff and/or Commission to 
support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Ctrt1f1sot1on 

The 1nformat1on •nd facts stated above are correct to the best of 
~/our knowltdt•· 

D•t• _,..-J.:....k::!t:..-..M~--:;~~----­

NDlE: lf a1gned by •e•nt. app•llant(st 
wust also sitn below. 
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