
BLUE FOLDER ITEM 

• Appellant (William Stock) Presentation

Blue folder items are additional back up material to administrative reports and/or public comments received after the printing and 
distribution of the agenda packet for receive and file.  

CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
June 1, 2021 

L.1. A CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING FOR CONSIDERATION OF AN APPEAL OF THE

PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION APPROVING THE REQUEST FOR AN ACCESSORY
STRUCTURE'S ROOF ATTACHED TO THE REAR ELEVATION OF THE MAIN HOME 
WITHIN THE REAR SETBACK OF THE REAR UNIT OF AN EXISTING 2-UNIT 
RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM DEVELOPMENT ON PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN 
A LOW-DENSITY MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (R-2) ZONE AT 2015 SPEYER LANE 
UNIT B. 

CONTACT: BRANDY FORBES, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 



Appeal and Request to Overturn
the March 18, 2021 Planning Commission Decision 

Approving the Request for an Accessory Structure’s Roof 
Attached to the Main Home

Redondo Beach City Council
William Stock
June 1, 2021



Introduction

• Master’s of Science Degree in Civil Engineering
• 35 years experience as a Structural, Dynamics, and Acoustic Analyst

• Recently retired (February 2021)

• Homeowner in Redondo Beach since 1988
• Reason for Appeal

• The Accessory Structure in the rear yard of 2015 Speyer Lane does not meet the setback 
requirements specified in RBMC Section 10-2.1500 (a) Setback Between Buildings.
• Community Development Director (the City’s Authority on Zoning Codes) concurs with this assessment.

• The Planning Commission did not perform the required systematic review of the design, 
instead they discussed rationale to manipulate the existing codes to “save” the illegally built 
structure.
• RBMC Section 10-2.2500 (a) Administrative Design Review. Purpose. The purpose of Administrative 

Design Review is to enable the Community Development Director to review minor development projects 
that otherwise meet the zoning regulations, in terms of the appropriateness of the design.

• The Planning Commission Hearing process only allows for the appellant (i.e., the homeowner) to 
formally present, all other members of the public are limited to 3 minutes.
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Overview

• The issue with the construction project at 2015 Speyer Lane is 
primarily how it was built, not what was built
• The homeowners did not follow the clearly defined planning and permitting 

process, despite numerous notifications and warnings from the City Planning 
Department and Code Enforcement
• There are safety concerns due to the lack of approved plans and inspections

• The City of Redondo Beach was aware of the illegal activity but did 
not enforce the existing laws
• There are no valid excuses for not taking action, the City is obligated to 

enforce all laws
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Revocation of Administrative Design Review

• Redondo Beach Municipal Code Section 10-2.2500 Administrative 
Design Review

Recommend that the City Council use these same criteria as the 
basis for overturning the Planning Commission Decision.
The Planning Commission should have considered these criteria 
as part of their decision.4



Initial Warning

• On June 17, 2020 the homeowner at 
2015 Speyer Lane, B was notified by 
the City of Redondo Beach that:
• ”permits are required for construction 

work.”
• ”… cease all outdoor construction …”
• ”Failure to comply will result in legal 

action to compel compliance.” 
• Furthermore, the homeowner was 

made aware that not having permits 
was a “violation of the Redondo 
Beach Municipal Code.”

Letter is included in March 18, 2021 
Planning Commission Agenda Packet.
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Notification Timeline

June
2020

July
2020

August
2020

Sept
2020

Oct
2020

Nov
2020

Dec
2020

Jan
2021

Feb
2021

March
2021

June 17
1. Letter sent to homeowner 
stating to cease all 
construction until permits are 
secured.

August 11
2. Code Enforcement notifies homeowner that permits are required for door.

September 10
6. Chief Building Official reminds homeowner that no work should be performed on masonry structure.

August 21
5. City Senior Building Inspector issues stop work order.

August 21
4. Email reminding homeowner to stop construction.

August 12
3. Code Enforcement states that all construction must stop.

October 26
7. Code Enforcement issues stop work order.

Demolition
Patio/Foundation Construction
(Gas, Plumbing, Electrical) September 10

Work continues on masonry structure

August 3
Door replacement and
Masonry structure

August 19
Construction continues on masonry structure
Door completed 

October 23 (City off-Friday)
Roof structure constructed

Homeowners were well aware that Approved Plans and 
Permits were required prior to construction of the roof.

Notifications

October 26 and beyond
Project was completed despite homeowner being directed 
SEVEN times that Approved Plans and Permits were required.

Homeowners were told at least 
SIX times prior to construction 
of the roof that Approved Plans 
and Permits were required for 
their project.

Information was extracted from the Administrative Report to the 
Planning Commission from Lina Portolese, March 18, 2021 and the 
Administrative Report to the Mayor and City Council, May 18, 2021. 

September 23
Permits for door, fireplace

Stop Work Order 1

Stop Work Order 5

Stop Work Order 2

Stop Work Order 4

Stop Work Order 3

6

Construction
Activity



Neighbor Involvement Timeline

June
2020

July
2020

August
2020

Sept
2020

Oct
2020

Nov
2020

Dec
2020

Jan
2021

Feb
2021

March
2021

June 17
Letter sent to homeowner 
directing them to cease all 
construction until permits 
are secured.

August 11
Code Enforcement notifies homeowner that permits are required for door.

September 10
Chief Building Official reminds homeowner that no work should be performed on masonry structure.

August 21
City Senior Building Inspector issues stop work order.

August 21
Email reminding homeowner to stop construction.

August 12
Code Enforcement states that all construction must stop.

October 26
Code Enforcement issues stop work order.

June 16
Email sent inquiring 
about permits

September 2*
Phone call and email from City
Adding a roof would be a violation; Contact if a roof is added; Contact if work continues on fireplace; Send photos

August 3
Email sent to City w/photos
Door replacement 
Masonry Fireplace

October 23 (City off-Friday)
Email sent informing City of roof
Photos included

Homeowner was well aware that the addition of the 
roof was a code violation prior to construction.

Notifications
(for Reference)

June 17
Phone call from City
Photos requested.

Communication
with City

September 10
Email sent informing 
of work on fireplace
Photos included

Cooperating with the City Planning 
Department has somehow been 
misconstrued by the homeowner 
into accusations of harassment.

Communication of events and dialogue is 
based on records provided by the City.
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Code Enforcement Opportunities 

June
2020

July
2020

August
2020

Sept
2020

Oct
2020

Nov
2020

Dec
2020

Jan
2021

Feb
2021

March
2021

June 17
1. Letter sent to homeowner 
stating to cease all 
construction until permits are 
secured.

August 11
2. Code Enforcement notifies homeowner that permits are required for door.

September 10
6. Chief Building Official reminds homeowner that no work should be performed on masonry structure.

August 21
5. City Senior Building Inspector issues stop work order.

August 21
4. Email reminding homeowner to stop construction.

August 12
3. Code Enforcement states that all construction must stop.

October 26
7. Code Enforcement issues stop work order.

Demolition
Patio/Foundation Construction
(Gas, Plumbing, Electrical) September 10

Work continues on masonry structure

August 3
Door replacement and
Masonry structure

August 19
Construction continues on masonry structure
Door completed 

October 23 (City off-Friday)
Roof structure constructed

Adequate Enforcement would have discouraged additional 
illegal construction activities (i.e., “compelled compliance”).

Notifications

Construction
Activity

Warning

Citation

Citation

Citation

Citation

October 26 and beyond
Project would not have been completed until homeowner 
had obtained Approved Plans and Permits.
Administrative Design Review, if desired, would have been 
performed based on plans only.

This issue would not have been 
elevated to the City Council if 
appropriate Code Enforcement 
had occurred.
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Plan Approved by City on August 27, 2020

15’-4”
5’-2.5” 5’-2.5”Fireplace

7’

3’

Tree Planter

Grill Area
5’

Tree 
Planter

8’-7”

Existing Catch 
Basin & Sump

17’-5”

Tree 
Planter

Tree 
Planter

3’

3’

Drain

Drain

Approved for Public Release

Backyard

49’6”

Electronic ignition, 
vent less natural gas 
Fireplace:
Height – 5’

60” TV  wall mount 
on Top
Of fireplace – 4’ 

Total Structure  
Height:
5’+4’=9’

Materials:
Concrete Masonry 
Unit (CMU) block & 
rebar
Grouted limestone 
decorative exterior

All blocks grouted in 
place

Reinforced steel 
added to CMU, 
grouted in place 
throughout

Bi-fold door, L = 13 Ft.

6 inches above grade 

There is no roof on the plan that was approved by the City

rebar

Note that this plan was 
approved after the 
fireplace and door were 
completed and does not 
reflect what was actually 
built on August 3.
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Architectural Drawings September 2, 2020

• It is obvious that the roof was always part 
of the integrated plan.

• Details of these site plans are consistent 
with what had been built on August 3.

• Recall that on September 2 a phone call 
and email were received from Code 
Enforcement stating that adding a roof 
would be a violation and asking to notify 
them if a roof was added.
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Example - Fireplace Detail

15’-4”
5’-2.5” 5’-2.5”Fireplace

7’

3’

Tree Planter

Grill Area
5’

Tree 
Planter

8’-7”

Existing Catch 
Basin & Sump

17’-5”

Tree 
Planter

Tree 
Planter

3’

3’

Drain

Drain

Approved for Public Release

Backyard

49’6”

Electronic ignition, 
vent less natural gas 
Fireplace:
Height – 5’

60” TV  wall mount 
on Top
Of fireplace – 4’ 

Total Structure  
Height:
5’+4’=9’

Materials:
Concrete Masonry 
Unit (CMU) block & 
rebar
Grouted limestone 
decorative exterior

All blocks grouted in 
place

Reinforced steel 
added to CMU, 
grouted in place 
throughout

Bi-fold door, L = 13 Ft.

6 inches above grade 

Plan Approved by City on August 27
Tree planter is 3 feet from the property line.
Not what was built on August 3, 2020.

Architectural Plan completed on September 2
Tree planter is gone.
Fireplace is 7 inches from the property line.
Consistent with what was built on August 3, 2020

The timeline shows that two sets of plans were developed simultaneously.
The plans submitted to the City should have reflected what was already built.
The homeowner should have notified the City of the revised plans.11



Administrative Design Review Timeline

June
2020

July
2020

August
2020

Sept
2020

Oct
2020

Nov
2020

Dec
2020

Jan
2021

Feb
2021

March
2021

June 17
1. Letter sent to homeowner 
stating to cease all 
construction until permits are 
secured.

August 11
2. Code Enforcement notifies homeowner that permits are required for door.

September 10
6. Chief Building Official reminds homeowner that no work should be performed on masonry structure.

August 21
5. City Senior Building Inspector issues stop work order.

August 21
4. Email reminding homeowner to stop construction.

August 12
3. Code Enforcement states that all construction must stop.

October 26
7. Code Enforcement issues stop work order.

October 23 (City off-Friday)
Roof structure constructed

Notifications

ADR September 2
Architectural Plans

with roof

December 8
ADR 1 - Pergola

December 16
ADR 1
Denied

February 8
ADR 2

Code Semantics not
Intent of the Law

ADR should occur 
in planning phase, 
not after project is 
completed.  This is 
the time to resolve 
Code concerns.

August 27
Approved Plans

without roof

Apparently there were 2 parallel design efforts:
1. Plans for City approval
2. What will really be built

On March 18, 2021, the Planning Commission sought 
rationale to legitimize the illegally built structure.  It 
was already built so they were motivated to save the 
structure.  Therefore, they manipulated the code rather 
than bring the design into compliance with existing City 
codes.  Consequently, alternative code-compliant 
designs and the intent of the law were not considered.

Community Development Director did not 
approve either of the 2 submitted ADRs.

February 16
ADR 2
Denied
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Planning Commission Solution is Not Feasible

House Eve

Ground

Accessory 
Structure

Roof

30” 30”

5 feet

gap

It is not viable to simply “cantilever” an 
eve off of the façade of the house.  

For practical applications, posts are 
required to support the eve for vertical 
loads such as the aerodynamic forces due 
to wind gusts.

Realistically, connecting the roof and the 
eve could not happen.post post

Posts are required to support eve.

The intent of all accessory structure laws is that accessory structures are secondary to and detached from the main building.
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Door Frame Structural Integrity Concerns

Bracket is not properly installed.
Details on next slide.
Concealed prior to City inspection. 

Column is notched.

Notching of a column is 
considered poor design 
practice and is discouraged 
in all Building Codes because 
the load carrying capability 
of the column is significantly 
reduced.
A detailed structural analysis 
is required to show that the 
structural integrity of the 
load bearing wall has not 
been compromised.

Door frame modifications do not meet Building Code requirements.

Door Frame Modification August 3, 2020
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Door Frame - Improper Use of Bracket
Similar Bracket
(exact model is not known)

Column is not notched

Building Code Requirements for Bracket:
The connectors shall be manufactured, identified and 
installed in accordance with the manufacturer’s published 
installation instructions. 
Bracket acts as a “strap” to transfer F2 forces from beam 
to column.  As built, the bracket has no capability for F2 
and the capabilities of F3 and F4 are significantly reduced.

Manufacturer’s allowable loads valid only when used as intended.

Beam

Installation Instructions

F2

Beam Bracket

Column

Notch
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Masonry Fireplace – Lateral Forces

Masonry
Fireplace

Roof

Ground

Vertical Case Lateral Case – Earthquake

The posts support the weight of the roof (includes 
rain, snow, …).
The posts also need to be designed to account for 
vertical earthquake (and wind) loads.
The door frame must also share the burden of the 
vertical loads.

The posts are flexible and do not support the roof for 
lateral loading (earthquake, wind, …).
Therefore, the concrete block fireplace must support 
the roof for lateral loading.
To endure these shearing forces, the Building Code 
requires steel reinforcement in concrete masonry 
structures.

Post

Earthquake

Gravity

16
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Masonry Fireplace Structure

The fireplace does not include the steel reinforcement required by the Building 
Code so it is not structurally adequate to support lateral loads due to the roof 
structure.  The door frame cannot support these loads either (F2).

Required Inspections
Foundation: When trench is ready for concrete and all steel reinforcements are tied in place. 
Pre-grout: When first horizontal bar and all vertical bars are in place, but not grouted. 
Final: After wall is grouted and cap is installed.

Required Steel Reinforcement
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Commencement of Work & Inspections (1 of 3)

• Screenshot from Redondo Beach Building Services website:

https://www.redondo.org/depts/community_development/eng_build/building_services/commencement_of_work_n_inspections.asp

Only when a permit is issued can work on such project legally start.18

https://www.redondo.org/depts/community_development/eng_build/building_services/commencement_of_work_n_inspections.asp


Commencement of Work & Inspections (2 of 3)

• Screenshot from Redondo Beach Building Services website:

https://www.redondo.org/depts/community_development/eng_build/building_services/commencement_of_work_n_inspections.asp

The structure cannot be declared safe until it passes all inspections.19

https://www.redondo.org/depts/community_development/eng_build/building_services/commencement_of_work_n_inspections.asp


Commencement of Work & Inspections (3 of 3)

• Screenshot from Redondo Beach Building Services website:

https://www.redondo.org/depts/community_development/eng_build/building_services/commencement_of_work_n_inspections.asp

*

* In this context “shall” means that the action must be performed; it is mandatory and required; the City 
is mandated to take action; the citizens are entitled to the City taking action to prevent illegal activities. 

*

20

https://www.redondo.org/depts/community_development/eng_build/building_services/commencement_of_work_n_inspections.asp


Permits do not Accurately Define Project (1 of 3)

Permit is for gas lines only.
Limited to BBQ and fireplace.

No permit for electrical on fireplace.
No permit for electrical on roof.
No permit for electrical on pergola.

No permit for heat lamps.

All electrical work is illegal.

Only when a permit is issued can work on such project legally start.21



Permits do not Accurately Define Project (2 of 3)

Permit is for Concrete Masonry Wall.

Permit was applied for on Sept. 23

Permit is not for a CMU that also 
supports the roof shown on the Sept 2 
plans.

Masonry structure was built in August.
The permit was issued in September.
The work on the CMU was illegal.

Only when a permit is issued can work on such project legally start.22



Permits do not Accurately Define Project (3 of 3)

Permit is for replacing / repairing a door.

Permit was applied for on Sept. 23

Permit is not for a door frame that also 
supports the roof shown on the Sept 2 
plans.

The door frame was modified in August.
The permit was issued in September.
The work on the door was illegal.

Only when a permit is issued can work on such project legally start.23



Door Frame August 3, 2021 Door Frame August 4, 2021 Plans submitted to City August 24, 2020

Permit Issued September 23, 2020

Inspection October 6, 2020

Report Indicates:

Rough Framing: Pass

Inspection was not possible.
Framing was not visible.

Door Frame Inspection



CMU August 4, 2021 CMU September 10, 2021

Fireplace Inspection
Plans submitted to City August 24, 2020

Permit Issued September 23, 2020

Inspection October 8, 2020

Report Indicates:

Foundation Inspection: Pass

Final Block Wall Steel: Pass

Neither inspection was possible.
Foundation was not visible.
Steel was not visible.



Criteria for Granting Appeal

• Redondo Beach Municipal Code Section 10-2.2500 Administrative 
Design Review

The four highlighted criteria will be addressed individually in the following slides as rationale for Granting the Appeal. 26



Grant Appeal – Fraud and Misrepresentation

(1) The approval was obtained by fraud or misrepresentation
• Plans submitted by the homeowner did not accurately describe what had already 

been built 
• for example, fireplace details

• Plans submitted by the homeowner were not consistent with what they intended 
to build 
• 8/27 approved plans have no roof
• 9/02 architectural drawings, generated at the same time, have a roof

• Permits appear to have been submitted piecemeal so that the entire scope of the 
project was not revealed
• Permits do not disclose the entire scope of the project (e.g., door frame and fireplace 

support roof)
• There appear to be Fraudulent Inspection Reports

• door frame and fireplace
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Grant Appeal – Violation of Laws and Regulations

(5) Exercise of the approval violates any State, Federal, or local statute 
or regulation
• Work continued after 5 stop work orders were issued 
• Work was performed without the required permits 
• The door frame bracket is not installed per code
• The fireplace does not have the steel reinforcement required by code
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Grant Appeal – Safety

(6) Approval is detrimental to health, safety, and welfare of the community
• A structure is not safe until it is verified to be safe

• Approved plans and inspections are required to verify the safety of the construction
• Therefore, the project cannot be deemed safe because there are no approved plans 

or inspections
• There are several concerns regarding structural integrity

• A primary column has been compromised due to notching
• The door frame bracket is not installed properly
• The fireplace is not designed to support earthquake loads

• Heat lamps and other electrical work could be a hazard
• No way of knowing without approved plans and inspections

29



Grant Appeal – Nuisance

(7) The approval constitutes a nuisance
• The backyard project includes a smooth tile floor

• A smooth tiled surface in a bathroom creates an echo (i.e., reflects sound)
• The roof ceiling is composed of finished wood

• A smooth wood floor in a gymnasium creates an echo (i.e., reflects sound)
• The combination of the smooth tile floor and the finished wood ceiling 

creates an echo chamber that amplifies and projects sound

Plantings (mandated by the Planning Commission and approved by the Planning Division that shall be installed to 
the height of the roof on either side of the fireplace to buffer sound and incorporate natural elements) would need 

to be substantial if they are to be effective.
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City Noise Ordinance

RBPD does not have the tools required to measure decibels; therefore, they cannot enforce the noise ordinance.

Based on telephone conversations, 
RBPD claims that City Council needs to 
approve funding for:

1. Tools required to do their job (i.e., 
decibel meters)

2. Training to use the tools

“Shall” indicates an obligation for the 
City to perform the specified action.
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California Laws on Property Lines and Fences

• Section 841 of the California Civil Code (“Good Neighbor Fence Act of 
2013”) states:
• “Adjoining landowners shall share equally in the responsibility for maintaining the 

boundaries and monuments between them.”
• “Adjoining landowners are presumed to share an equal benefit from any fence 

dividing their properties and, unless otherwise agreed to by the parties in a written 
agreement, shall be presumed to be equally responsible for the reasonable costs of 
construction, maintenance, or necessary replacement of the fence.”

• Section 841.4 of the California Civil Code (“Spite Fence Law”) states: 
• “Any fence or other structure in the nature of a fence unnecessarily exceeding 10 

feet in height maliciously erected or maintained for the purpose of annoying the 
owner or occupant of adjoining property is a private nuisance.”

• This statute is intended to prevent a landowner from constructing a fence without 
giving notice or if the fence is clearly meant as an act of retaliation, is unsightly, or is 
the result of the landowner’s personal aesthetic, architectural, or other preferences.

California law intends neighbors to collaborate on the design, maintenance, and costs of a common fence.32



Petition for City to Enforce Laws

• A petition was circulated throughout the City regarding enforcement of Building Laws
• 123 signatures were collected without any trouble, more could easily be obtained
• Comments from RB residents who signed the petition 

• Everybody declared that someone who had been given multiple stop work orders by the City and went 
ahead and built their project anyway must have been fully aware that they were breaking the law. 

• Nobody said it was permissible to defy the City’s laws and authorities.
• Select quotes:

• “It’s not fair if residents bypass the permit process and build what they want. I’m still waiting for my permit for my air 
conditioning unit. Why should people be allowed to jump to the front of the line and build what they want by breaking the 
law?”

• “I’m a retired contractor. The City of Manhattan Beach makes you get a permit to drain your hot tub. People need to do the 
right thing and get permits for the safety of the community.”

• “I can’t believe that the City is not enforcing the law. How can that be?”
• “You mean all you’re asking the City to do is enforce the law that’s already on the books? And that’s too much to ask? Wow, 

imagine that.”
• “People need to do the right thing and get permits. It’s not fair to residents and contractors who build legally.”
• “If everyone in Redondo Beach did what these residents did and built to their property line, what sort of place would Redondo

Beach be?“
• “What does Christian Horvath have to say about this?” 

Gathered more than 120 signatures from throughout Redondo Beach urging the City to enforce the law. 33
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Decision Matrix
Criteria Grant Appeal Deny Appeal

Safety Eliminates risks by removing unsafe and 
potentially unsafe structures

City will be liable for consequences

Law Enforcement Condemns lawbreakers Enables and encourages lawbreakers

Intent of the Law By definition, accessory structures are 
detached from the main building

Sets precedent for similar projects and 
additional manipulation of the codes

Code Enforcement Consistent with existing City codes per 
Community Development Director

Inconsistent with existing City codes

Neighborhood 
Animosity

City ends conflict, initiates transition to 
reconciliation

City sides with lawbreaker making everyone 
else angry

Neighborhood Equity Everyone follows the same rules Grants special privileges to lawbreakers, not 
fair to people who obey the law

Freedom to Build Homeowners can improve their property 
as long as the processes are followed

Sets precedent to build whatever, whenever, 
and however

The objective evidence supports a decision to Grant the Appeal.

Maintains Order Creates Chaos45




