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City Clerk's Office
100 Civic Center Drive / P.O. Box 1768
Newport Beach, CA 92658-8915
949-644-3005

Appeal the Decision of:
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Master Fee Schedule effective 10-24-16.
Hearing Officer - $1,536.00

D Hearing Officer - NBMC §20.64
O Operator License - NBMC §5.25.060
(Attention: City Manager)
D Planning Commission - NBMC §20.64

Operator License - $710.00

Rj/Zoning Administrator - NBMC §20.64 and
*§15.45.080(F)
D City Manager re: Special Events Permit •
NBMC §3.36.030

Zoning Administrator - $1,536.00

Planning Commission - $1,536.00

Special Events Appeal to the City Council $1,639.00

Appeillant Information:
Name(s):
Address:
City/State/Zip:

c)nw\*<i
2 Z 1 Q

M i

Hoskfrr

V^K)oJbi>QjQ

K)-Q^(^>r^

&j?a

'Phone: ( 9 V4") 1TV fi> - ( p i t 4

r/Vo

£/A

Fax:

°\0~C£C>
Email:

\ i*m rv\Q^te-r &\uexUoo,

ce>m

Appealing Application Regarding:
Name of Applicant(s):

.Date of Decision: J a v \ .

n\<X

2.}

Z£H8

.Activity No.:

Project No.:
Site Address:
Description of application:
tV^4«>*r*uz-4«a-4tVvo

T K i \
©£'

»<*> Q v\ d r>tr> <?<\\
IT
(OBMCJ
a>,

o?GM.

ex.

T)Cf<>e4t/x-

030 COf A

•

Reason(s) for Appeal (attach a separate sheet if necessary):
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January 5, 2018
Dear Director Jurjis,
This is an appeal to the Planning Commission, pursuant to NBMC Section 21.12.020.A, of a
Director's interpretation of the meaning of NBMC Section 21.64.030(C)(1), for which the
Community Development Department tells me they have no proper appeal form.
By way of background, on December 21, 2017, pursuant to NBMC Chapter 21.64,1 filed with
the Newport Beach City Clerk a timely appeal requesting City Council review of the Planning
Commission's December 7 approval of Coastal Development Permit CD2017-080, as I was
invited to do by Section 4.3 on page 7 of PC Resolution No. 2075, and as I am allowed to do by
Title 21. I provided no fee, both because no fee is authorized in Chapter 21.64 and because
Section 21.62.020 clearly states that if any fee is required for a local appeal of a CDP decision,
it must be disclosed in the Notice of Public Hearing (and no fee was disclosed).
Late on the evening of January 2, 2018,1 received a letter from the City Clerk giving me less
than 72 hours to acknowledge my December 7 appeal was also an appeal of Variance VA2016005 (an item related to NBMC Title 20 that approved at the same hearing) and to pay the
variance appeal fee. Failure to do so by January 5,1 was told, would result in my CDP appeal
being rejected.
I have since learned the City Clerk was relaying an interpretation of the Title 21 appeal
procedure m a d e by Deputy Director Jim Campbell.
I am not appealing a project, but I am appealing that interpretation, the essence of which, as I
understand it from the Clerk's letter, is that Section 21.64.030(C)(1) contains "language that
provides an appeal of part of a project/decision is an appeal of the whole project/decision.''
I am appealing it because I can find nothing that supports that interpretation in Section
21.64.030(C)(1), which reads in full: '1. The decision [about a Title 21 matter, such as a CDP]
from which an appeal or call for review has been made has no force of effect as of the date on
which the appeal or call for review is filed. When an appeal or call for review has been filed, the
Director shall prepare a report on the matter, including all of the application materials in
question, and schedule the matter for a public hearing by the appropriate review authority
identified in Section 21.64.020 (Appeals or Calls for Review)."
and I doubt a majority of the Planning Commission can find such language in that.
Pursuant to t h e clear language of Section 21.64.030(C)(1), it is my belief that the filing of this
appeal "stays" the determination on which the City Clerk's letter is based. I further believe that if
the Planning Commission affirms my belief that the Director's interpretation was erroneous, the
City's challenge to my December 21 CDP appeal goes away, and I will be entitled to City
Council review of the PC's granting of a CDP, as originally requested.
I am again providing no fee. Both because nothing I can find in Title 21 authorizes the collection
of any fee for appeals of Director's interpretations, and because I cannot conceive putting so
simple a question before the Commission could cost much.
Yours sincerely,
Jim Mosher

