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STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION ON APPEAL 

LOCAL JURISDICTION: City of Laguna Beach 

DECISION: Permit granted with conditions by the City of Laguna 
Beach Board of Adjustment. 

APPEAL NO.: A-5-LGB-95-260 

APPLICANT: Steve Contursi 

DEVELOPMENT LOCATION: 1601 South Coast Highway, Laguna Beach, Orange County 

DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION: 

APPELLANT: 

Construction of a 1,925 square foot. duplex with an 
attached, 879 square foot, four-car garage. 

Susan Colaninno 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

City of Laguna Beach certified Local Coastal Program; 
City of Laguna Beach Board of Adjustment Resolution 
No. 95-073; 
City of Laguna Beach Board of Adjustment Minutes: 
April 6, 1995; April 13, 1995; May 4, 1995; May 25, 
1995; June 1, 1995; June 22, 1995, July 13, 1995; 
August 3, 1995; August 10, 1995; August 24, 1995; 
September 14, 1995; September 28, 1995; October 12, 
1995; October 19, 1995. 
City of Laguna Beach Board of Adjustment Agenda: 
October 19, 1995; June 8, 1995. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE AND DE NOVO 

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue 
exists with respect to one of the grounds upon which the appeal has been filed 
because the City's action approving the proposed development did not include 
any findings on the project's consistency with the public access policies of 
the Coastal Act and the City's certified LCP. 

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the project at the de novo stage 
of the appeal with no special conditions. 
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I. MOTION FOR SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

The staff recommends that the Commission find that Appeal No. A-5-LGB-95-260 
of the City of Laguna Beach's action of approval with conditions of local 
Coastal Development Permit 94-133, raises substantial issue with regard to the 
grounds listed in Section 30603(b) of the Coastal Act. 

The MOTION is: 

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-LGB-95-260 raises 
HQ substantial issue as to conformity with the certified Local Coastal 
Program for the City of Laguna Beach with respect to the grounds on which 
an appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 30603 of the Coastal Act. 

Staff recommends a HQ vote which would result in the finding of substantial 
issue and the adoption of the following findings and declarations. 

A majority of Commissioners present is required to pass the motion. Approval 
of the motion means that the City permit is valid. 

II. APPEAL PROCEDURES: 

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs). the Coastal Act provides 
for limited appeals. to the Coastal Commission of certain lo·cal government 
actions on coastal development permits. Developments approved by cities or 
counties may be appealed if they are located within the mapped appealable 
areas, such as those located between the sea and the first public road 
paralleling the sea. Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be 
appealed if they are not a designated "principal permitted use" under the 
certified LCP. Finally, developments which constitute major public works or 
major energy facilities may be appealed, whether approved or denied by the 
city or county. (Coastal Act Section 30603(a)). 

The City of Laguna Beach Local Coastal Program was certified in July 1992. 
This project is appealable under 30603(a)(l) of the Coastal Act because it is 
located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea. The 
grounds for appeal as stated in Section 30603(b) are: 

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

Section 30625(b) requires a de novo hearing of the appealed project unless the 
Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the 
grounds for appeal <Section 30630). 

If the staff recommends 11 no substantial issue .. or the Commission decides to 
hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, proponents and 
opponents will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal 
raises a substantial issue. It takes a majority of Commissioners present to 
find that no substantial issue is raised. If the staff recommends 
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"substantial issue", and there is no motion from the Commission to find no 
substantial issue, the substantial issue question will be considered moot, and 
the Commission will proceed to a de novo hearing on the permit project. If 
the Commission conducts a de novo hearing on the permit application, the 
applicable test for the Commission to consider under Section 30604(b) of the 
Coastal Act is whether the proposed development is in conformity with the 
certified Local Coastal Program. In addition, pursuant to 30604(c) of the 
Coastal Act, every coastal development permit issued for development between 
the nearest public road and the sea must include a specific finding that the 
development is in conformity with the public access and recreation policies of 
Chapter 3. 

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at any 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. The 
Commission's administrative regulations, Sections 13110-13120, further explain 
the appeal hearing process. 

III. APPELLANT"$ CONTENTIONS 

The City's action to approve the proposed development with special conditions 
has been appealed by Susan Colaninno <See exhibits F and G). A summary of the 
appellant's contentions follows: 

1. Inadequate Public Beach Access: The beach access at this location is 
very narrow and is therefore largely ignored by the beach goers who 
instead use the driveway utilized by the adjoining garage, which creates a 
dangerous situation. 

2. Adverse Impacts to Views: The view from Coast Highway to the coast 
will be obstructed as a result of the positioning of this development. 

3. Encroachment Onto Public Hay: The project requires private use of 
Bluebird Canyon Drive, a public way. Notice of Illegal Encroachment was 
issued to a previous owner in 1971 regarding construction and maintenance 
of a retaining wall and driveway. 

IV. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTIONS 

October 19, 1995 Laguna Beach Board of Adjustment Approval 
with Conditions of local Coastal Development 
Permit 94-133. 

On October 19, 1995 the City of Laguna Beach Board of Adjustment approved 
local coastal development permit 94-133 allowing construction of a 1,925 
square foot duplex with an attached, 879 square foot, four-car garage. Notice 
of Final Local Action was received in the Commission's South Coast District 
office on November 15, 1995. Ten working days from the date of receipt of 
final notice of action from the City was December 1, 1995. The appeal was 
filed on November 20, 1995. Thus the appeal has been filed in a timely manner. 
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V. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS 

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows: 

A. Project oescr1pt1on 

The applicant has proposed and the City has approved with conditions, the 
construction of a 1,925 square foot, two story, 22 foot high duplex with an 
attached 879 square foot, four-car garage .. The lower level unit will be 
approximately 819 square feet. The upper level unit will be approximately 
1106 square feet. A structure currently exists on the subject site. Portions 
of the existing structure will be removed and portions will be retained and 
remodeled. The area of the subject permit is referred to as Lot 1. The 
City's approval was subject to the following three conditions: 1) the permit 
will expire within two years unless extended; 2) widening of the Coast Highway 
sidewal~ to a ten foot width; and 3) approval of subdivision of the site. 

The project is related to two other City approved local coastal development 
permits: 94-134 (Lot 2) and 94-135 (Lot 3). Under local coastal development 
permit 94-134 the City approved constrution of a 4,097 square foot, two story 
single family residence with an attached 732 square foot, 3-car garage. Under 
local coastal development permit 94-135 the City approved construction of a 
3,510 square foot, single-family residence with and attached, 581 square foot, 
three-car garage. All three permits are located at the 1601 South Coast 
Highway address. Currently an 8 unit apartment building exists on the subject 
site. The City is currently in the process of reviewing a subdivision of the 
site to reflect the lot lines delineated on the approved plans of each of the 
three approved structures. Of the three local coastal development permits 
approved by the City, two (94-133 and 94-134) have been appealed to the 
Coastal Commission. This staff report deals with local coastal development 
permit 94-133. The staff report for 94-134, Coastal Commission Appeal No. 
A-5-LGB-95-261, is scheduled to be heard at this same Coastal Commission 
hearing. 

Prior to certification of the City's Local Coastal Program, the Commission 
approved two coastal development permits at the subject site. Coastal 
development permit 5-90-152 (Maxwell) allowed demolition of the existing 8 
residential units and construction of a 15,329 square foot, 30 foot hight, 
three unit residential structure with a 4,706 square foot, 10-car garage. 
Grading consisting of 2,625 cubic yards was also approved. Coastal 
development permit 5-91-262 (Maxwell) allowed demolition of the existing eight 
unit apartment building and construction of 15,589 square foot, 30 foot high 
at maximum height. 20 foot high as measured from the centerline of the 
frontage road, seven unit residential structure with a subterranean 17 space 
garage. 2,226 cubic yards of cut was also approved. Neither permit was ever 
activated and both have expired. 

B. Invalid Grounds for Appeal 

Section 30603(b)(l) of the Coastal Act states: 

The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to 
an allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set 
forth in the certified local coastal program or the public access policies 
set forth in this division. 
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In the subject appeal. two of the three contentions raised by the appellant 
are supported by specific policies or standards from the City's certified 
Local Coastal Program and/or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 
The appellant has made an allegation that the project approved by the City 
does not conform to the City's certified Local Coastal Program CLCP) with 
regard to preservation of views. In addition. the appellant has made an 
allegation that the project approved by the City is not consistent with either 
the public access policies of the certified LCP or the Coastal Act. 

However. the third contention raised by the appellant. an existing 
encroachment onto a public way. is not supported by a citation of 
inconsistency with the City's certified LCP or with the public access policies 
of the Coastal Act. Moreover. this contention involves encroachment of an 
existing driveway and retaining wall into the Bluebird Canyon right-of-way 
rather than any development approved by the City on the subject site of this 
appeal. That is. the local coastal permit approved by the City addressed 
development on the applicant's property only. The City permit did not 
encompass the right-of-way or the existing driveway within the right-of-way. 
As such. the existing development adjacent to the subject site is not before 
the Commission in this appeal. 

The appellant has also indicated that in 1971 the City issued a Notice of 
Illegal Encroachment to a previous property owner for a retaining wall and 
driveway that had been constructed previously. The appellant further 
indicates that said encroachment has existed at the site for approximately 20 
years prior to the City's issuance of the Notice of Illegal Encroachment. 
Since the encroachment predates coastal permit requirements. and no 
modifications are proposed to the existing driveway and retaining wall, no 
coastal development permit is required for the pre-existing development now. 

The appellant asserts that use of a portion of the public way. Bluebird Canyon 
Drive right-of-way. for the purpose of serving private development is 
inconsistent with Section 11.50.050 of the City's Municipal Code. The 
appellant's concern is the exclusive use of a portion of the public way to 
serve the subject site. In addition. the appellant expresses concern that the 
narrowness of the drive (that portion that serves the condominium complex and 
extends from Coast Highway to the beach) makes it very difficult for service 
trucks to access the existing pump station and for fire trucks to access the 8 
condominium units closet to the beach. However, Section 11.50.050 is not part 
of the City's certified LCP and is not valid grounds for appeal. 

Finally. the appellant states that the problem of adequate access for service 
trucks to the pump station and fire trucks to the beach would be solved by 
returning the land to the City so that the access could be widened. However, 
the City retains the right-of-way. The applicant's use of the right of way 
requires a Revocable Encroachment Permit, which the applicant has obtained. 
and which the City has the power to revoke. 

In any case, because the existing encroachment is not development approved by 
the City on the subject site of this appeal. because the existing encroachment 
predates Coastal Act requirements and because Section 11.50.050 is not part of 
the City's certified LCP. this allegation is not a valid ground for appeal. 
Related access issues are discussed further in the following findings. 
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The appellant. with the exception of private encroachment onto a public way. 
has provided valid grounds for appeal. The following discussion will focus on 
whether the valid grounds cited in the appeal raise a substantial issue. 

C. Public Access 

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act 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 public safety needs and the need to protect public 
rights, rights of private property owners. and natural resource areas from 
overuse. 

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states: 

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 vegetation. 

Section 30212(a)(2) of the Coastal Act states: 

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and 
along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: 

(2) adequate access exists nearby 

The City's certified LCP Implementation Plan, Section 25.07.012(F)(l) states: 

(F) Review Criteria. To ensure compliance with the certified local 
coastal program, the following criteria shall be incorporated into the 
review of all applications for coastal development permits: 

(1) The proposed development will not encroach upon any existing physical 
accessway legally utilized by the public or any proposed public accessway 
identified in the adopted local coastal program land use plan 

The City's certified LCP Land Use Plan Land Use Element policy 3H states: 

In providing for legal access. the City shall seek to protect the health 
and safety of residents and property owners from illegal and irresponsible 
public access. 

All of the above are cited by the appellant as Coastal Act and LCP policies 
with which the project approved by the City is inconsistent. 

The subject site is adjacent to the Bluebird Canyon Drive right-of-way. The 
right-of way is approximately 40 feet wide. (See exhibit D). The northern 
(or upcoast) portion of the right-of-way is developed with an access road 
extending from Coast Highway to the beach. The upper portion of the northern 
segment is approximately 18 feet wide and provides vehicular access to the 
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Laguna Sands condominium complex to the ~orth, City service truck access to 
the pump station, and lifeguard truck access to the beach. The lower portion 
of the access that adjoins the beach is 16 feet wide. The center of the 
right-of way is developed with a five foot wide pedestrian access. The 
pedestrian access turns and joins with the lifeguard truck access about 
halfway down from Coast Highway to the beach. The southern Cor downcoast) 
portion of the right-of-way is developed as a driveway that serves the 
existing development at the subject site. The driveway is approximately 16 
feet wide. The proposed project would continue to access the site via the 
existing driveway within the Bluebird Canyon Drive right-of-way. 

The appellant has expressed concern that the existing pedestrian access way is 
not wide enough, and consequently, pedestrian members of the public use the 
wider area that also serves as vehicular access to the condominium complex. 
The result of this is that both pedestrians and automobiles use the same 
relatively steep, relatively narrow access way. This eo-use creates a 
hazardous situation, as cars can come dangerously close to, and possibly 
strike, pedestrians. The appellant contends that because the proposed project 
will not improve the existing public access situation Ci.e. the potential 
conflict between pedestr4ans and vehicles), it is inconsistent with the above 
cited public access policies of the Coastal Act and certified LCP. The 
appellant further contends that the project should be conditioned to require 
the applicant to improve the existing 5 foot wide pedestrian access way within 
the right-of-way by expanding it into the area currently used to serve 
existing development at the subject site. The appellant has asserted that 
such a condition is necessary in order for the project to be found consistent 
with the public access policies of the Coastal Act and certified LCP. 

In approving the the local coastal development permit, the City did not make 
any findings regarding public access. The minutes for the public hearings 
held for the permit also do not include any reference to the project•s impacts 
on public access. The Coastal Act and the certified LCP require that any 
coastal development permit issued for development between the sea and the 
first public road contain a specific finding that the development is in 
conformity with the public access policies of the Coastal Act. In approving 
the project, the City did not make any findings regarding public access. 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeal raises a substantial issue 
with regard to public access. 

D. Adverse Visual Impacts 

Policy 12D of the LCP Land Use Element states: 

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

Policy 12G of the LCP Land Use Element states: 

Future land use planning shall be compatible with the goal of providing 
visual access. As a consequence, all new structures and ancillary 
facilities shall be located to protect the public viewshed. Hhere this is 
not feasible, new development shall be sited to maximize views from public 
locations (i.e., roads, bluff top trails, visitor-serving facilities. 
etc.). 
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Section 25.05.040(G)(2) and (3)(d) & (e) of the LCP Implementation Plan states: 

CG> Goals and Criteria. Physical improvements and site developments 
subject to design review shall be designed and located in a manner which 
best satisfies the intent and purpose of design review and the following 
criteria: 

(2) It will not reasonably impair or inhibit the further development, use, 
enjoyment of, or further investment in the same or other property 1n the 
vicinity, including public lands and rights-of-way, in that it has met the 
following criteria: 

<a> Garish and conflicting relationships to adjacent structures and uses 
have been avoided, 

(b) Conflicts between vehicles. pedestrians and other modes of 
transportation are minimized by specifically providing for each applicable 
mode; 

(3) Adverse physical or visual effects which might otherwise result from 
unplanned or inappropriate development have been eliminated or minimized 
and the design adequately addresses: 

(d) Maximum retention of sun and light exposure. views, vistas and privacy, 

(e) Preservation of existing views and scenic vistas from unnecessary 
encroachments by structures or appurtenances 

Policy 7-A of the LCP Open Space/Conservation Element states: 

Preserve to the maximum extent feasible the quality of public views from 
the hillsides and along the city's shoreline. 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act is incorporated into the LCP's Coastal Land 
Use Plan Technical Appendix. It 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 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 ... shall be subordinate to the 
character of its setting. 

The appellant has stated that the project approved by the City will blocK the 
public view from Coast Highway to the coast. The appellant asserts that the 
project does not protect the public viewshed and that a feasible alternative 
that would protect the viewshed does exist in the project that was previously 
approved by the Coastal Commission. In addition, the appellant states. that 
for the residents of the adjacent building to the north and those of the lower 
bluebird canyon area in general, views will be impaired by the project because 
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a large portion of their entire window to the ocean is closed off. The 
appellant states that adherence to the required side yard setback will 
alleviate the view obstruction to existing residences as well as public views. 

The public view potentially effected by the project is the view from Coast 
Highway to the shore. The public view exists along the Bluebird Canyon 
right-of-way. not across the subject property. where there is an existing two 
story structure. In addition, expansive public views are available from the 
beach below the site. which can be accessed via the Bluebird Canyon Drive 
access way. No impacts to the beach level view will occur as a result of the 
proposed project. 

Both the proposed and the existing building at the site are two stories. The 
proposed project would remove the bluffward portion of the existing structure. 
and remodel the rear (Coast Highway side) portion of the structure. The plans 
approved by the City indicate that at the rear side (adjacent to Coast 
Highway) the existing structure's wall will be retained and the rear portion 
of the wall along Bluebird Canyon Drive will also be retained. This means 
that the corner of the structure which may have the potential of impacting 
views, will not be changed. A structure currently exists in this location. 
By maintaining walls in that location, the project does not eliminate existing 
public views from Coast Highway to the shore. There will be no significant 
change from the existing public views as a result of the project. 

The appellant also raises the issue of adverse impacts to private views 
created by the project. In support of this the appellant cites Section 
25.05.040(G)(2) of the LCP Implementation Plan which requires that a project's 
design not reasonably impair or inhibit the enjoyment of other property in the 
vicinity. Policy 120 of the LCP Land Use Element requires preservation of 
coastal views from existing residences while respecting the rights of property 
owners proposing new construction. A two story structure currently exists at 
the site. The proposed development will also be two stories and will maintain 
approximately the same footprint as the rear portion of the existing 
development. Because of the existing structure, no views currently exist 
across the site. Consequently, the proposed project will not impact private 
views. 

Therefore, for the reasons stated above, the Commission finds that with regard 
to adverse visual impacts the appeal raises no substantial issue. 

E. Summary 

In summary. the Commission finds that the appellant has made a valid 
contention which raises substantial issue with regard to the grounds upon 
which the appeal was filed based on Section 30603 of the Coastal Act. The 
Commission finds the appeal raises a substantial issue with regard to 
consistency with the public access policies of the City's certified LCP and 
the Coastal Act. Therefore, following are the findings and information 
necessary for the de novo hearing. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON THE DE NOVO HEARING 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

I. APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS 

The Commission hereby grants, subject to the conditions below, a permit for 
the proposed development on the grounds that the development, as conditioned, 
w111 be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California 
Coastal Act of 1976, will not prejudice the ability of the local government 
having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program 
conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. is located 
between the sea and first public road nearest the shoreline and is in 
conformance with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 
of the Coastal Act, and will not have any significant adverse impacts on the 
environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

II. STANDARD CONDITIONS: 

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

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two 
years from the date this permit is reported to the Commission. 
Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a 
reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must 
be made prior to the expiration date. 

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the 
proposal as set forth in the application for permit. subject to any 
special conditions set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans 
must be reviewed and approved by the staff and may require Commission 
approval. 

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any 
condition will be resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 

5. Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site 
and the project during its development, subject to 24-hour advance notice. 

6. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person. provided 
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and 
conditions of the permit. 

7. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall 
be perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee 
to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject property to the 
terms and conditions. 

III. SPECIAL CONDITIONS: NONE 
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IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS ON COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

A. The findings and declarations on substantial issue are herein incorporated 
by reference. 

B. Standard of Review 

The City of Laguna Beach has a certified Local Coastal Program. Section 
30604(b) of the Coastal Act states that "After certification of the local 
coastal program, a coastal development permit shall be issued if the issuing 
agency or the commission on appeal finds that the proposed development is in 
conformity with the certified local coastal program. 11 Evaluation of the 
proposed project will therefore be based on the certified Local Coastal 
Program for the City of Laguna Beach. 

Additionally, Section 30604(c) of the Coastal Act requires that every coastal 
development permit issued for any development between the nearest public road 
and the sea shall include a specific finding that the development is in 
conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 
of the Coastal Act. 

C. Public Access 

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act 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 public safety needs and the need to protect public 
rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from 
overuse. 

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states: 

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 vegetation. 

Section 30212Ca)C2) of the Coastal Act states: 

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and 
alorig the coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: 

(2) adequate access exists nearby 

The City's certified LCP Implementation Plan, Section 25.07.012(f)(l) states: 

(f) Review Criteria. To ensure compliance with the certified local 
coastal program, the following criteria shall be incorporated into the 
review of all applications for coastal development permits: 
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(1) The proposed development will not encroach upon any existing physical 
accessway legally utilized by the public or any proposed public accessway 
identified in the adopted local coastal program land use plan . 

The City's certified LCP Land Use Plan Land Use Element policy 3H states: 

In providing for legal access. the City shall seek to protect the health 
and safety of residents and property owners from illegal and irresponsible 
public access. 

All of the above are cited by the appellant as Coastal Act and LCP policies 
with which the project approved by the City is inconsistent. 

The subject site is adjacent to the Bluebird Canyon Drive right-of-way. The 
right-of way is approximately 40 feet wide. <See exhibit D). The northern 
(or upcoast> portion of the right-of-way is developed with an access road 
extending from Coast Highway to the beach. The upper portion of the northern 
segment is approximately 18 feet wide and provides vehicular access to the 
Laguna Sands condominium complex to the north. City service truck access to 
the pump station, and lifeguard truck access to the beach. The lower portion 
of the access that adjoins the beach is 16 feet wide. The center of the 
right-of way is developed with a five foot wide pedestrian access. The 
pedestrian access turns and joins with the lifeguard truck access about 
halfway down from Coast Highway to the beach. The southern (or downcoast> 
portion of the right-of-way is developed as a driveway that serves the 
existing development at the subject site. The driveway is approximately 16 
feet wide. The proposed project would continue to access the site via the 
existing driveway within the Bluebird Canyon Drive right-of-way. No changes 
to the existing driveway are proposed. 

The appellant has expressed concern that the existing pedestrian access way is 
not wide enough. and consequently. pedestrian members of the public use the 
wider area that also serves as vehicular access to the condominium complex. 
The result of this is that both pedestrians and automobiles use the same 
relatively steep, relatively narrow access way. This eo-use creates a 
hazardous situation, as cars can come dangerously close to, and possibly 
strike. pedestrians. The appellant contends that because the proposed project · 
will not improve the existing public access situation (i.e. the potential 
conflict between pedestrians and vehicles>. it is inconsistent with the above 
cited public access policies of the Coastal Act and certified LCP. The 
appellant further contends that the project should be conditioned to require 
the applicant to expand the existing 5 foot wide pedestrian access way within 
the right-of-way into the driveway area currently used to serve existing 
development at the subject site. The appellant has asserted that such a 
condition is necessary in order for the project to be found consistent with 
the public access policies of the Coastal Act and certified LCP. 

However. as stated above, the local coastal permit approved by the City 
addressed development on the applicant's property only. The City's permit did 
not encompass the driveway within the right-of-way. The driveway is existing 
development which predates Coastal Act requirements. The Commission does not 
have the ability to require the applicant to make improvements within an area 
not owned by the applicant. Nor can the Commission require the applicant to 
make improvements within an area not before the Commission. 
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Hhen access is required of an applicant to offset adverse impacts to public 
access. an applicant is required to offer to dedicate a public access way. 
Such requirements are made wheri there is a nexus, or connection. between the 
proposed development and existing public access. An offer to dedicate a 
public access easement can be required only if it can be shown that the 
development, either individually or cumulatively, directly impacts physical 
public access. When such a nexus exists, the offer of dedication is 
required. Access way improvements are generally the responsibility of the 
acceptor of the easement. 

In this case, public access does exist adjacent to the site. The City is the 
holder of the right-of-way. The applicant's right to use the right-of-way 
does not preclude use by the public. Currently the existing driveway does not 
extend to the beach, as the access way on the northern portion of the 
right-of-way does. Development of the project will not preclude future access 
improvements within the right-of-way by the City. 

Finally, the proposed development will result in a reduction in the intensity 
of use at the site, from eight units to four units. <Four units is the total 
of the development approved by the City under local coastal development 
permits 94-133, 94-134, and 94-135, all located at 1601 So. Coast Highway.) 
No change is proposed to the existing driveway that serves the site. Private 
lots generally do take access from public road rights-of-way. Use of the 
right-of-way by the applicant does not constitute special privilege. The 
access issue raised by the appellant, the potentially hazardous interaction of 
pedestrians and vehicles, is a pre-existing condition. The proposed 
development will not create the adverse situation described by the appellant. 
Consequently. there is no relationship between the proposed development and 
requiring that the public access way within the right-of-way be improved by 
the applicant. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent with 
the public access policies of the City's certified Local Coastal Program and 
the Coastal Act. 

D. California Environmental Quality Act 

Section 13096 of the Commission's administrative regulations requires 
Commission approval of a Coastal Development Permit application to be 
supported by a finding showing the application, as modified by any conditions 
of approval, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d){2)(i) of CEQA 
prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible 
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the activity may 
have on the environment. · 

The proposed project avoids any potential adverse impacts resulting from the 
project. Therefore, the Commission finds that the project will not have any 
adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

5927F 
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DEC 7 1993 

RESOLUTION CDP 95-073 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMI:":.:.i~ ,. 
SOUTH COA:T DISIR1: 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 
OF THE CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH APPROVING 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION 
No. 94-133 

Whereas, an application has been filed in accordance with 
Title 25.07 of the Laguna Beach Municipal Code, requesting a 
coastal development permit for the following described property 
located within the City of Laguna Beach: 

1601 South Coast Highway, Lot 1 
Lots 1, 2, 15, 16 & 17, Block 10, Laquna Heights 

and: 

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

Whereas, after conducting a noticed public hearing, the 
Board of Adjustment has found: 

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

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that a coastal development 
permit is hereby approved to the extent indicated: 

Permission is granted to construct a 1,925 square foot, duplex 
with an attached, 879.25 square foot, four-car garage. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the following conditions are 
necessary to assure that the approval hereby authorized is in 
compliance with the Local Coastal Program: 

A..L ~c~{J...rh.C'n 6 fllffr"\t. 

-5- l- G t(J- 90-- .. :J. u'C" 



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

2. Approval is subject to the condition that the sidewalk on 
South Coast Highway be widened to ten feet. 

3. Variance approval is conditioned upon the subdivision of 
this lot, which includes identical lot lines as those delineated on 
the approved plan. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the subject coastal development 
permit shall not become effective until after an elapsed period of 
twenty(ZQ) days from and after the date of the action authorizing 
such permit. 

PASSED on october 19. 1995, by the following vote of the Board 
of Adjustment of the City of Laguna Beach, California. 

AYES: Goldstein, Oligino, Vail, Chapman 

NOES: Sabaroff 

ABSENT: None 

ABSTAIN: None 

ATTEST: 

Chairm~n Chapman 

c.~ 
Staff Representative 

Board of Adjustment Resolution No. COP 95-073 

... -' 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

NOV 2 0 1995 
Please Review Attached Appeal lnfonmation Sheet Prior To Completing 
This Form. . . ~ALIFORNIA 

COASTAl COil\1v\15SIO~ 

SECTION I. Appe11ant(s) SOUTH tOA~T OISTRIC 

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appe11ant(s): . 
SusAN CeJ..ANINtt/0 

. Zip Area Code Phone No. 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name of local/port 
government: C1r-1 o~ LB~u.NA 8e:AcH 

2. Brief description of development being . 
appealed: c. DP Cf..j.-133. l~<~i. PAI!.c.E1.. ~As N()r Yc.,... JSEcN J);r'n:u:a . 
twrtJ LD r.s '· .:C, .3 w 1>1/c.~ ~~-~ ~/) iv t'saAl 4' ""' 4€ ,o:!t"e Ar .,..If£ ,f?.t.-4-A/N';Af6 
&t~J/lf"'(t~nuol ~N~ ~!PI'Il~ tJt:.D 4( IK£' c tr")l C~~Cr4 • INc ;t)ltD~~.SC.P e4A-N' t$ ro 
~~u .. p .2 .:>IN•4olZ' ~*""''•Y /)MJifr-'41~~$ oN' ~or-.s .3-r,S 1'91t'~ A .1>4/>.t.£x DAI J..a ,- 1. 

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel 
. · · no., cross street, etc.)·: ''"' s~,..,."' a,,..,. Jlwr.- L~~M-N'A &.te.fl tf.ttf.s-1 
' . ./..# r~ I A t.r 1t. -r/1 ?'tJ~£ c~ ~lot ~R'f';p/IJ ()~ A~~l' IAI J.tn: 

-~"~~tt.AIIt if£t~Hr..s. t!/ID$S:S-r. = ••tFtJt.e~ CiiNI#N' If, '»tf's~~~R:S jCJ"~cE'i. NP.-~~4/-.21t¥~~t-~ 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions: __________ _ 

b. Approva_l with special conditions: ___ ._V"' _______ _ 

c. Denial:_·-------------------------------

Note: For jurisdictions ~ith a t~ta1 LCP, denia1 
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development ·;s a major energy or public works project. 
Denial decisions ·by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL NO: _______ _ 

DATE FILED: ______ _ 

.J..~r Ct J ~ cJp <fr-1 · l ~ :_, 

Aefl'~~~ o-f Suj·~"~ ' -
(c. /o .. L ... ,,d, o 

DISTRICT: _______ _ 

HS: 4/88 

(A ~\.(' Lc·t e,(~ l (l ·t::L 1 ~u .... , ./k f'- VL ... ....., -L 

(7.. f f'<' c:;_.( c.' (- .i i){ r._ { {.' clr:> 9{~ /?l-1) 

A · 5 · 1- C71~ · 9 5- · d C.r 0 

·-;--
Ia 



APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Paoe 2} 

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

a. __ Planning Director/Zoning 
Administrator 

~ . ..,~ .. ~. 'I.:. 

b. __ city Council/Board of 
Supervisors 

- ~ ~ •• ·.1 •• .•. . ~ 

c. __ Planning Commission 

6 •. Date of local government's decision: -...:.1-=():;....tt...l....;ll;..c/:...Jf;..;:~::...-------

7. Local government's f11e number (if any): _,_M:...:e:;..::N;:.;IF=---------

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Person~ 

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

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 
Sr&P ~ C" Nrf..( &.s, · 

b. Names and mailing addresses 
(either verbally or in writing) 
lnc1ude other parties which you 
receive notice of this appeal. 

as available of those who testified 
at the city/county/port hearing(s). 
kno~ to be interested and should 

(1) ey ~~~'felL 
~~:=:..:..::..!.£~;.;----------4~~~~..c::::l-...l..!l.t~li...!li!:::-----+-V I ;,I, o V1 ki "'• ~~. 

~~~~~~~~~~------~-=~~~~~~~~~~~-LA~UNA~~~ f4 

( 2) ..LU~::...!:..!.....J~!:::..!i!:::~--------T!;L-~uc....L.M-~I..CI-l;.;z..a~+t-'=--....,_~()) f>e.& ENE /1 'f?./1/l. TD. 
litH /J. C.oA ':J r 1/~QC: 

~~L-~~~~~----------~~~~~~~~~~~--~-LA~u~~ ~£A,~f~ 

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. 

F 
.. ~ 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3) 

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary 
description of local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master 
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is 
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing. 
(Use additional paper as necessary.) 

ILt!"lfs£ S€& ArrA,HEP sJielrs I·~ 411/P lfGFIA: r" A~~'II'FA.L ~:,.~~ 

Cbf> 'lf-1!41 /.,q-r i<. 

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive 
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be 
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may 
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to 
support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification 

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

>signature of Appe1lant(s) or 
Authorized Agent 

Date ;;/;t/l{.r 
1 ; 

NOTE: If signed by agent, appe11ant(s) 
must also sign below. 

Section VI. Agent Authorization 

I !We hereby authorize to act as my/our 
representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this 
appeal. 

Signature of Appe11ant(s) 

Date ----------------------------



NOV 2 0 t99S 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMI~SI< -
SOUTH COAST Dl~tRK 



R4': /~o!.::f"d~';"H e~/i.SI 1-/;t:;~~..JAy' -.LA •a.AI'4 .,6:.-;r(;-f( 
IP £As t:p«..s ,. 4..4 'i't('/4 II P.Pe(i.. 

~~~~ •tl J7 &.& e.s.s --

,fe lldt:.AtJ~:G L/llcAtf).l:;e.;/1f114'Air flRt?/r 

~~~~~~a..~"~~ 
~~.tV.e,~~~~~~ 
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' 
Planning 

Mr. George Logan 
1010 North Main StreeT 
Santa Ana, Cal1fornra 92701 

:..,, -·· ...;,._ , 
I -. 

Maret\ 16·, 1971 

TliE SHOALS 
16/J l SOOTH COASi HIGHWAY 

As requested, The e"t"i"!lc:hed t n fot""1:':8t I on I s p M:)V I ded , showIng 1"'8'hll n I ng 
well in Bluebird Canyon Orlve right-of-way, as per artachad dlagnn. 

. ... 

-. 

IT t s rrry unders'hlnd t ng 'thaT ~ are To prepare a Je~r, nat'l fyl ng The .., 
properTy owner That 'the well Is In The right-of-way and may be 
req u I red to be moved aT p "'Pe l""'t'y owner's expense J n The +vture, or. • • 1 

AOA:Jr 
ATtachments 

Very truly yours, 

A I v t n 0 • All'try 
CJ1'y Planner 

..... ·.. . . 
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WHEN RECORDED, MAIL TO: 

JACK J. RIMEL 
CITY ATTORNEY 
1010 North Main Street 
Fourth Floor 
Santa Ana, California 92701 
Telephone: 547~7395 

l3o7S" 

F~=~ I ~ ........ 

C3 

P.ZC::::;:::c /',7 f:!!CU::r CF 

JACK J. R~~~-­
ttJ c.=:=!.~;~J .. : . ..:cc~=~ cF 
c;;.~ .. ;:~ c::.:~r~t. :AL:F • 

. 'i 'hjr,·l L~.C.R 18 1971 
~'! 1: r.~ .. , ... ;- c; .. ~ ... 1"\ ........ 1 j. ';'}~ • ""w • ., .. , ... i.-t •M•hJ lt'4. .• 'u(\ 1 -·· 

NOTICE OF ILLEGAL ENC·ROACHMENT 

{ioF '1) 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the owner of the below-described property 

has constructed and maintains an illegal encroachment consisting of a retaining 

wall and driveway approach in Bluebird Canyon Drive in the City of Laguna Beach. 

The unlawful encroachment is depicted on the map attached hereto as 

Exhibit "A". 

The property served by said retaining wall and driveway is described as 

.J.UJ..LUW:::.: 

"Lots 1, 2, 15, 16 & 17 of Block 10, Laguna Heights 
No. 3, Miscellaneous Maps,· Book 8, Page 1. 11 

Said property is further described as "1601 South 
Coast Highway, Laguna Beach, Californian. 

The City Council of the City of Laguna Beach has the authority to, and may 

require the removal of, said encroachment prior to any future development upon 

said property. -\,.. 
.. 

L
' 

. "" \.... .... -~ .,." ·, .~ .... .. .. , ~ 
DATED: March 17, 1971 QRGE; G. L"OctAN 

. 

Deputy Oity Attorney 
Ciry of ·Laguna Beach 
· .. j I 

t'ACIC ::t: /(llfll. 
c.,;l/ ArroAIII/ " ll4•~~olil<. l.u~~<~ - . ~ - ~ 



1~ ~ © ~ u w ~ fb' 
NOV 2 0 1995 

':AUFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMI~ ... , . . W1LLIAM t. D.hl1LBmG. DD.o. 
SOUTH COAST OIStKt .. 1859 Deermont 'Raid Glendale. California 9Wl• (818) 2406333 

!·Ionday AH 

Susan, 
Znclosed ~s the photoqopy of the Cypress Tree on 

the 17-Hile Drive in Pacific Grove~ It is·a 
landmark ·and a California Treasure .. _ In my younger 
c!ays i·Te touched and climbed the tree, but now is 

blocked off by a fence to pres~rve it. It has 

::::c.n:r :;:roblens but re!:lains. The tree in front of t'l.S 

at LagJ.na Sanc.s sb.ou.ld be in the same category and 
yreserved as is is not replaceable. 

Gooa ~~..2.e---~-



APPEAL FROM COASTAL P£RMIT 
DECISION Of LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Please Review At~eched Appeal Information Sheet Prior To 
This Form. . 

r.r,T 1 ~ fOO~ 
Completing - .. ·• 

C.A.LIFORNIA 
ce I CT~t eo ...... - · ,._,, N\N.l..:. ~·-H 

SECTION 1. Appe11ant(s) ".Ot;TH COA:T Dl.:>tRI 

Nam~. mailing address and te1epho~e number of appe11ant(s): . .:: . . 

_. iJ , •• ~ I! c 0 t. "' :J f "'N 0 

Zip Area Code Phone No • 
. 

SECTION Il. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name of local/port 
government: C i ....- y o ~ Ln. c 1' N ~ 81: AGtj 

2. Brief description of development being 
appealed: C.:'.:..,......-.-,L '\?~\.:;t..o•..,Ms'"r P.::r..-.,,j q...J -I~Lf f:,~ Pnr:'-f!L ...i1~':i. "-':.:'7" '/£T 
f-f€N pi\•,DC'D l•""'rC '-h~--;s. \e.,_ 3 \....!fJ.\(,..-1 -;LL\5~'\''"'>t·f.·,J t\~~:,~ r·.C:. ntr·I:L,...~J.; f~y 
. .,-ill!' {)L. (• t.J,.:, J '>' ( ; !'""tfwj ,.,.! , ~ ·., <' ,.. __ QN y· c .. ~,..t Gt~ (.0:. N c It, -r-~~;: 4"" 1 •• ' .. •"'.•t •• :: ~ .. ,-,_._;..,...; I~ \(" .. 

1-:..~ •-i..' .:l S•N<..L.a:' F,f,.Oti."( \}u)e'L..;.u.u.'.> ~rw -.,;-_-;:;:. .;.!'!- 3~ .l.t"'i i ,.j;,;,, "'l": i.J,;>.z, ;iCT •).::C:~t ,C, l!i-f:E'.!.. 

3. Deve1opment's location (street address, assessor•s parce1 
no., cross street, etc.): l'-ol 5 ....... , .... ~~s-r 1-1 ... ~ • L,;..c-c .. n.uJ.. .':>E,. <r1 1·?(-fi f 
l.-T'? 1. -~ l5 I(. • I] T"''~rt-it:l:!... ~~t H A (),-.,~,. t pr,: < E , .. q ... ,L.t: ':r IN th Ct r> ic C'l= 

'-"'~~,.., .. ;;,e 1 ~..<T.>· cecs:.. :..'1"'.: ~L.w.ctJII;t.J) C.o~.JYt>t.J D,.:.!.. II~:..E".>· ...... .;. •.:. f:>.:.t~ .... .: .. "'c . .::.t."''·l-~tJI-c 
4. Description of dec,sion being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions: ____________________ __ 

b. Approval with special conditions=----~~---------------

c. Denial=------------------------------------------

Note: for· jurisdictions with e i.~Jt.ai LCP, denie1 
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development is a ~jor energy or public works project. 
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL NO: _______ _ 

DATE FILED: ______ _ 

DISTRICT:------­

HS: 4/SS 

Aefl ('( ( c:f SLA :c~ '1.- '- c (' ( 0. I 1../llll 0 

( l \ ~ t' ('· ·i pc , c ... t / <( b.LJ .A'" f<..Lt .,_~, 
~ ~ "k (': f f' n ( c-f' { ( (' n ( 

(.61j.; ("jl(-13?;) 

A , t::;- J_ Ci I·.J- ( i! - ;) (( () 6 
C. Y /,I /),+ \j_ 



--··- • ........ • '-1'\riH Ut"-l::>J.UN OF LOCAL bUVt.rtnru;.n' 'rClUt: i! l 

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

a. __ Planning Director/Zoning 
Administrator 

to. _r:.:.._, !:'':lunr:i1/Boarcl of 
Supervisors 

e. __ Planning commission 

6. Date of local government•s decision: -""''~l.:..t.L.i1C:...;'I:...:$':;.._ ______ _ 

7. Local government's file number (if any): .....;..N...;;c~"'.;.;~::.--------

• 
SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons 

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

a. Name and mailing address of permit app1icant: 
Srd~c·e Cc&-r,ues; 

b. Names and mailing addresses 
(either verbally or in writing) 
Include other parties which you 
receive notice of this appeal. 

as available of those who testified 
at the city/county/port hearing(s). 
kno~ to be interested and should 

( 1 ) ~..l:...!=--.=..:;;)..!...!..J.J..:..:...u:.:t.-----.....;....;;.,....;.__:::;.:..;.;.:~~;;;.._:...;.;.~:...=..::::-----+o', .:,;;.1) Pi.,•. C y /;.;, N r e ~ 
..J...:..-........t..~.~...Q.~...,;;;;r._ ________ ~..;..:_....L.£.j:....:.:.¥.:.:..:..L.J..I.;;;;...r.~...__-+..:.'6 6:: ~~ ~<. '"(::. R. ~ 
-=~~~~~u.~~~~---~--~~~~~~~~~~--~~A·~~A g£~~~. -~ 

(4) 

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are 
1im1ted 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. 

• ..... ..,; 



lf 
I 

f 
I 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL SOVERNMtNI 1~aoe ~~ 

S~ate briefly vour reasons for this aopeal. Include a summary 
description of Local Coas~al Program, Land Use Plan. or Port Master 
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is 
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing. 
'u~~ aYYI~iuna1 paper as necessary.) 

PLclll$£' SEt!' A1"7"At:.I{£'J) .$.'/.IE'~rs I-n:> ei..uS .:a. ,.,.....,...,1/C'f'~G'N'?"'.:; 

• • 

, .. 

, ,. 

~ote: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive 
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be 
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appellant, subseQuent to filing the appeal, may 
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to 

... ~ support the appea 1 reQuest. 

I 
. i 

te;, 
! 

j 

SECTION V. Certification 

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

Signature of Appe11ant(s) or 
Authorized Agent 

Date /~ff-5" 

NOTE: If signed by agent, appe11ant(s) 
must also sign below. 

Section VI. Agent Authorization 

I/We hereby authorize to act as my/our 
representative and to bind me/us in a11 matters concerning this 
appeal . 

Signature of Appel1ant(s) 

Date --------------
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SCENIC AND VI S'uAL RESOURCES 

CALIFORNIA COASIAL ACT. 
, 

Section 30251. 'The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be 
cons1oerea and protected as a resource of public importance. Penni tted 
development shall be sited and designed to protect views along ~~e ocean 
and scenic coas:al areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land fo~, 
to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and 
where feasible to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded 
areas. New S)ivelop:nenr: in highly scenic areas ••• sha+.l be subordirra.te to . 
the character of its setting. · 

A. A:;o2.i::a:ion o: St:U:v: The orien:a:ion of :his dis::~ssicn conce:-':'..5 . . . . . . 
V.J-'"'d.S_~=-::tn...?wD....i.lC_a:eq?_ s:.;::n as n1gnways, oeacnes, parr..s anc v:.s:::a 
poin:::s and excluci~s =~nside-:a:::ion of views from privace property. 
The p::-incipal focus of che report concerns proDe-:::y situated 
aci4acent to the major t:-:anspor:ation systeD in the city, i.e., 
Laguna Canyon Road ~,d ~ci~ic Coast Highway, since it is alocg 
fhese roadways that a maj_prit:y of residents and :con-residents d"iiW 
the ccnnuni and have v1sual access to scenic corridors.l !he 
fact that Pacltic Coast Highway and Laguna Canyon a have been 
designated as Scenic Highways by the State and County, respec­
tively, underscores the importance of the scenic qualities within 
these corridors and signifies the visual appeal of these corridors 
as a resource of public importance. 

• j 

!he City of Laguna Beach adopted a Scenic Highways Elenent in 1975 
as a component: of the Genet'al Plan. Since this element addresses 
the need for programs to protect and enhance the scenic corridor, 
much like the objectives of the Local Coastal Plan, these two 
documents share a cODDOn interest and goal and therefore should 
contain mutually compatible policies. and objectives. !he recom­
rrendations and/ot' progra:ns deYeloped in coojunction with this 
report may also have dit'ect applicacion to the objectives of the 
Scenic Highways Ele:nent, lotlich states: ~'The local jurisdiction is 
;p develop and adopt: a program of corridor protection which will. 
protect: and enhance the scenic quality of the route." 

!he quality of views in Laguna Beach has historically been an 
important consideration in reviewing develop:nent proposals. The 
special quality of the city's visual environment has resulted in 
considerable attention to this subject in many ciey documents. 

Scenic corridors or public view corridors at'e defined herein as the 
visible land area from the roadway edge and more generally described as 
the view fran the t'Oad. 
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Additional discussion of scenic and visual resources appears in 
Topics 11 and 12 of the Land Use Element an:i Topics 7 and l3 of-· 
tbe Open Space/Conse't'Vation Element. 

"B. Visual t:nvi ronnent: The scenic qualities symbolic of Laguna Beach 
represent one of the c:cc:munity' s more valuable resources. Laguna 

,Canyon Road and Pacific: Coast Highway each afford a picturesque 
and diversified view profile of the cCDDUnity, featuring praninent 
natural features such as ocean bluffs and rock outcr~ppings, 
nat:Lral canyons, undeveloped hillsides and ridgelines ar.d, most . 
notably, the Pacific Ocean. These natural features serve to 
preserve the -ru=al character of the city and provide natural open 

. , space vistas throughout the connunity. !he uncluttered hillsides 
~ ~ and open space a~eas offer resident~ ~d visitor; .relief frg:n 

urbanization and physically confines and separates Laguna Beach 
fran develop:nent occ~-ring elsewhere in the county. 

:-.. !x=ava:ion anci G:- aci:.:12:: Pe-:haps :~e mos: Slg::::lcan: Cis:U":"ba:'l::e 
~o tne. .sc.em.c cor:-laor can reswl: .: .. em projec:s whic..:, z:r.ay requi:-e 
ex:ensive g:-ading, recontouring anci move:nent of ez=t.b for roadway, 
utility and house cot"'.st:-uction. !his ac:ivi ty f=equently resul:s 
in the alteration of the ro&Stural topog:-aphy, c:-eating exposed cu:: 
and fill slopes devoid of vegetation. Moreover, grading activi­
ties scmetimes change natural topographic features such as 
canyons, d~ainage s-..;ales an:l rock outaoppings, and may perma­
nently disfigure the natural appea:ance of hillside tenain and 
disnJpt natural skyline profiles. 

B. New Develooa:ent:: The consttuc::ion of houses, hocels, cc::cmerc:ial 
Oullclngs ano other s:ructures can ad•e:sely affect the scenic 
quality of highway cor=idors. Many factors associated with 
building cons::~uction can negatively ±mpact views, including size, 
height and bulk of the structure, archicectural design and special 
decorative t~eacnents, density o-r intensity of develot=ment, ar..d 

·the cype of land use, i.e., urban vs. rural. With proper design 
considerations and land use cont~ols, the visual impact of. new 
develop:nent: can be minimized and acccmplisbed in a manner cc:mpat­
ible with the natural landscape. 

C. Outdoor Adver tis insz: There po tent:ially ex is t:s a conflicting 
relationsh~p be~ween outdoor advertising and prograDS design~ to 
enhance the visual enviroomeo::. Businessmen, for exanple,.have 
the -right: t:o advertise, which facilitates cc::mnerce and trade in 
the communicy and fosters prospericy; visual bligbc, conversely, 
which may -result due r:o a proliferacioo of advertising sigr.s; can 
do~ade the cCDDunity and dep-reciate economic values. !he need 
therefore for outdoor advertisir~ and for a visually pleasing 
environment seemingly represents CCDpeting objectives. !be g~l. 
must be to achieve an acceotable ccmpranise and balance, provldJ.ng 

. OOOOrtunities fo-r advertising while maintaining the SCe.."liC qualicy 
or·c:he caununicy. 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION "" E. C E \ V t: \,..,; 
SOUTH COAST AREA , ~ 

I'm WILSON. Go.otl'l'l. 

245 w. &ROADWAY, STE. 380 9~ 

~ -•.o. aox 1.® F'E.B 16 1S j 
-·j)NG lEACH. CA 90802"""16 

.._, 

C213) 590-5071 ., "' D\NG D\V\S\0~ 

.J 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMI1 

On _...:..M=a ... y....:9:..~,~19:;.::9:..:.1 __ , the California Coastal Conrnission granted to 

WINSLOW MAXWELL 
this permit subject to the attached Standard and Special conditions, for 
development consisting of: 

Demolition of an eight unit motel/apartment and construction of a 30 foot high at 
maximum point, 20 foot high as measured from centerline of frontage road, 3 level, 
15,589 squ4re foot seven unit residential structure with a sub~rranean 17 space 
garage at the middle level on a bluff top lot. 2,226 cubic yards of cut-is­
proposed. 

more specifically described in the application file in the Commission offices. 

The development is within the coastal zone in ----~O~ra~n~a~e _____ County at 
1501 s. Coast Hiohway, Laouna Beach 

Issued on behalf of the California Coastal Commission by 

ACKNOWLEQGp.frNT 

PETER DOUGLAS 
Executive Directo/ 

sy: "YYvg \.n.._~f'.-.-' 
Title: Staff Ana1YS1} 

The undersigned permittee acknowledges receipt of this permit and agrees to abide 
by all terms and conditions thereof. 

The undersigned permittee acknowledges that Government Code Section 818.4 which 
states in pertinent part, that: •A public entity is not liab)e for injury caused 
by the issuance ••• of any permit ••• • applies to the issuance of this permit. 

IMPORTANT: THIS PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNLESS AND UNTIL A COPY OF THE PERMIT WITH 
THE SIGNED ACKNOWLEDGEMENT HAS BEEN RETURNED TO THE COMMISSION OFFICE. 14 Cal. 
Admin. Code Section 13158(a). 

Date Signature of Permittee 
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COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

STANDARD. CONDITIONS: 

Page 
Permit No • 

2 of 3 
5-91-26'21 

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

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two 
years from the date on which the Commission voted on the application. 
Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a 
reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must be 
made prior to the expiration date. 

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the 
proposal as set forth in the application for permit, subject to any s~ecial 
conditions set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans must be 
reviewed and approved by the staff and may require Commission approval. 

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition 
will be resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 

5. Insoections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and 
the project during its development, subject to 24-hour advance notice. 

6. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided 
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and 
conditions of the permit .. 

7. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be 
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to 
bind all future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms 
and conditions. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 
• 

1. Plans Conforming to Geologic Recommendation 

All recommendations contained in the Geotechnical Environmental Study prepared by 
Leighton and ·Associates in 1984 and updated April 17, 1991, regarding the proposed 
development shall be incorporated into all final design and construction plans 
including grading and drainage. All plans must be reviewed and approved by the 
consultant. Prior to transmittal of the permit the applicant shall submit, for 
review and approval by the Executive Director, foundation plans for the project 
signed by the consultant incorporating the recommendations made in the referenced 
report.· 

The final plans approved by the consultant shall be in substantial conformance 
with the plans approved by the Commission relative to construction, grading and 
drainage. Any substantial changes in the proposed development approved by the .• 
Commission which may be required by the consultant shall require an amendment to ~ 
the permit or a new coastal permit. 
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Page 3 
5-91-262 

2. Assumption of Risk: 

·.__ 

. . 
Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit. the applicant [landowner] 
shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to 
the Executive Director, which shall provide: (a) that·the applicant understands 
that the site may be subject to extraordinary hazard from landslide, soil erosion 
and fire, and'the (b) applicant hereby waives any future claims of liability 
against the Commission or its successors in interest for damage from such hazards. 
The document shall run with the land, binding a11 successors and assigns, and 
shall be rec~rded free of prior liens. 

3. Revised Plans . ' ~ ) . 
Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit to 
the Executive Director for review and approval, revised plans which show that no 
development will occur within the 25 foot setback from the edge of the blufftop. 

4. Drainaoe/Erosion Control 

Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit 
for review and approval by the Executive Director, a drainage/erosion control 
plan, prepared by a licensed engineer, which indicates that the runoff from 
impermeable surfaces is directed to the street to the extent feasible, or piped to 
the base of the bluff, and any ·remainder to energy dissipation devices and basins 
which will disperse the runoff in a non-erosive manner. 

5. landscaoing Plan 

Prior to issuance of a Coastal Development Permit. the applicant sha11 submit for 
review and approval by the Executive Director, a landscaping plan, prepared by a 
licensed landscape architect, which incorporates native and drought tolerent 
plants to the site. 

MV:tn 
0727E 



~~fo.<oe-~1 ~, ........ _, 
~ /~) 19 "?&"" 





/ 

August 8. 1995 

Hugo Soria 
410 Broadway 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

Re: 1601 South Coast Highwav 

Dear Hugo: 

This letter has been prepared in response to your request for clarification of the bluff-top setback 
for property located at 1601 South Coast Highway. 

On June 8. 1995, a memorandum from the Community Development Department was addressed 
to the Board of Adjustment/Design Review Board for the purpose of establishing the blufftop 
location for the proposed development at 1601 South Coast Highway. (See attachme."lt) 

~~ ) As stated. the staff approach was to create an even, relatively constant blufftop setback line that 
- was aligned with the natural contour of the land. The basis for the line was the occurrence of 

sever:ll "patches" of topography consisting of a 45 degree or steeper slope, which represent the 
basis for me::tSuring the :!5-foot setback. 

. ) 

Anothe:- :mnroach to the same Droblem \t.·ouid be to construe: or "swim(' ::. :5-foot :1r: from the .. . . -
most l:mdwarq slope :u or steeper than I to 1. A depiction of this me~hoci has been 
superimposed on the attached original sketch from the June 8th memorandum to the Board. It 
can be seen that this method is somewhat less restrictive than the more continuous line 
establisried by stafft•'' .. 

t" 
Although it is not unusual for staff to use an arc, especially when analyzing features represented 
by a point (such as the beginning or end of a natural drainage course), this method was rejected 
for the instant case for several reasons: 

.. 
l. The language of the code does not require a 1 to 1 or steeper slope as ,a basis for a 

2 . 

blufftop measurement. Rather. the code addresses itself to any "landfonn" that may 
qualify as a bluff. Landfonns are represented by contour lines rather than points on the 
ground, hen9e the staff decision to establish a setback generally parallel with a contour 
line (Reference: MC 25.50.004(B)(4)(a)(ii)). 

The use of an arc or a series of arcs (see attached sketch), creates a setback condition 
that is extreme! y difficult to locate, measure and visualize in the field. The reference 

!OS FOR£57 AVE. • !.AQUNA BEACH. CA 9265i "l"i:l.. !7Ul 497-::3311 FAX 17141 497·0771 
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' ~USt 8, 1995 
~ Hugo Soria 
fl.-) 

~' 

. _) 

Page Two 

points are not readily located nor are measurements easily made. This method is 
potentially error-prone and can result in costly misunderstandings and mistakes during 
inspection and constrUction. 

3. The use of an arc to define a blufftop setback condition is sometimes misleading in the 
sense that the mathematical concept of a circle bears very little, if any, relationship to 
the natural features it is designed to protect. The keyword is "landform." 

For the reasons described above, I conti!'!Ue to believe that the original setback line demarcated 
in the June 8, 1995 memorandum is an accurate representation of the blufftop condition. 

Sincerelv, 

~~ 
Kyle Butte!'VIick 
Director 
Community Development 

.) Attachments 

C ... .... Design Review Board 

•If' .. 
.. 'I. 
'1. 



l 
I 
) 

II_) 

~-····· .. l 
-~..:'. --:~:·\ 

.... 

I 

-

I 
I 

.. 

..,. ... --

__ .... -- ... 

• 



/ • 

... 
-. -·····-7 

• 
tl 
r r 

;:~~·ttl 
'\f.. 

=:~~! 
• 



EXHIBIT TO A-5-LGB-95-260 <CONTURSI> 

As of December 19, 1995, the South Coast District office has received 25 
letters regarding the subject appeal. All 25 letters support the appeal and 
~I to the proposed development. The letters object based on one or more 
of the following concerns: 

1. Inadequate/Unsafe Beach Access 

2. Obstruction of Existing Views 

3. Destruction of the Cypress Tree at the Site 

4. Impacts to the Coastal Bluff 

Ten letters are attached hereto as a sampling of the 25 letters received. 

6005F 



Dr. and Mr•- William E. Dahlberg 

1585 South Coast Highway, #47 

Laguna Beach,. Callf"ornla 92851 

October 22, 1995 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
P.O. Box 1450 
245 W. Broadway, Suite 380 
Long Beach, CA·90802-4416 
Attn: Neg Vaughn 
Dear I•is. Vaughn, 

CCT 2 4 1993 

CALIFORNIA 
::OASTAI. COM . .Ml':"-:-! 
OUTH CC'.A'"T ~~b·'J 

We are writing you re.:;a.rning an appeal currently submitted to 
the Co!ll!:J.issio:r.. invol-;ing .fi.!'OJ>erty located at 1601 South ·coast Highway, 
Laruna Beach, 92651. 

Our family feels there are several factors involving this property 
which deserve attention and consideration. 

We support tha a~peal currently submitted and we reemphasize that 
the removal of a la.ndnark cvnress tree at this location and replace it 
l'Ti th construction does and ¥Till greatly im!Jact the public view corridor 
greatly needed i!l. this region of Lacuna Beach. 

In addition the beach access is uns~fe ~nd greatly inadequate not 
only due to public traffic but due to emergency equipment and city 
maintenance equipment. Present ru1d previous owners of this property have 
had the unusual ability to utilize at least 15 feet of city property 
for their private use and to place a requirement on the present builder 
to provide proper and safer access for public use of the beach would 
not create a hardship fer the proper'ty owner. 

Than.'!{ you for yo·J.r con~ideration of this very im~orta:;1t matter and 
we are available for further co::.'lS'J.l te.t:i_on is desired. 

Verj truly yours, 

;·lilliam 
\'IED/1 



October 22, 1995 

Meg Vaughn 
South Coast Division 
California Coastal Commission 
245 W. Broadway Suite 380 
Long Beach, Calif. 90802 

CCT 2 4 1995 

CALIFORNIA 
:OASTAL COMMI~·~If · 
'JUTH CC.A.:T 11::>tP• 

Re: appeal process- 1601 S. Coast Highway- Laguna Beach 

Dear Ns. Vaug~·m,. 

We are owners of a unit in a condominium adjacent to the proposed project 

at 1601 S. Coast Highway in Laguna Beach. It is our feeling that whoever 

develops 1601 should provide adequate beach access for the general public. 

The current situation is most dangerous. There exists an inadequate pedestrian 

walk which is so cumbersome that most people walk down our driveway in front of 

an electric gate. ~~en we either enter or leave the building, we just hope 

nobody is in the way. We feel that it is an accident waiting to happen. 

We trust that the new developers will be forced to dedicate part of their 

land so that this danger is eliminated. 

Thank you for your consideration in the matter. 

Sincerely , ~ ....,. .. 17. . 
. e:""i I~ , 

T~.!);V lfi.ccard ) 
//L.Je~~.;J::.£~ 
Mary Ri~card · 



Meg Vaughn 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Division 
245 West Broadway, Suite 380 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Ms. Vaughn, 

2865 Mt. Rainier Dr. S. 

Seattle, Washington 98144 \IDD) rE tC ~ U \[ ~ , ,_ 
October 23, 1995 Lr\) l5 ~ - _ 

.,..,..-( r'T ? {, ...... . 
\J - I~#.._, 

:oASTAL COMIV\i .... l' 
OUTH CC'.~.'"1 ")!...>, ~ 

I support the appeal submitted regarding 1601 South Coast Highway in Laguna Beach. I 
own a unit in the Laguna Sands at 1585 South Coast Highway, immediately adjacent to 
proposed construction. 

The two reasons for my support of the appeal relate to beach access and public view of 
the beach. The existing beach access is dangerous. Our garage doors open to this narrow 
passageway which is also used by people walking to the beach. Secondly, public view will 
be severely curtailed if construction reduces this narrow driveway. 

I hope these issues will be taken into consideration by the Coastal Commission. 

Yours truly, 

Vivienne Strickler 



PGA TOUR GOLF COURSE PROPERTIES, INC. 
A s;;bS1d1ary o! PGA TOUR INC 
100TPC Bouleva·o 
Ponte Vedra Beacn. F,or,oa 32082 

904-285-3700 

October 23, 1995 

Meg Vaughn 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast ~ca 
245 West Broadway 
Suite 380 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Ms. Vaughn: 

Joe Walser. Jr. 
Chll!f Opertl!lng Officer 

I am supporting the appeal regarding 1601 S. Coast Highway in Laguna Beach. 

1. Make the beach access safe. The beach access at this location is not adequate since 
the beach access is so narrow the beachgoers rarely use it. Instead, they use the 
driveway. It would be possible to improve the access by widening it on the south 
side of the beach access. 

2. The proposed project impedes the public view from the scenic corridor, specifically, 
the Pacific Coast Highway. This could be rectified by placing tlie proposed building 
within the 13 foot side yard approved by the Coastal Commission previously. 

Sincerely, 

~ . /'\ 

..__' t1·U t/..VJ~- .:' ./ 
' / ' 

Joe Walser, Jr. 

@ Pm11ec on Recyc,ed Paper 
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Ms. r•1eg Vaugn 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
P.O. Sox 1450 
245 West Broadway, Suite 380 
Lon; Beach, Ca. 90902 

Dear ~-'s. Vaugn, 

r;: i!,: !· -- ·:.. 

\~ -~ 

~ C1 3 0 19S: 

1585 S. Coast Highway 
Laguna Beach, Cal if. 
October 27, 1995 

Tne historic old cypress tree that so galantly overlooks the 
Pacific Ocean at the end of Bluebird Canyon is about to be 
exterminated in the name of developmentj The cypress is one of 

the most historical landr1ark trees in the Soutrdand, and we cannot 
silently tolerate such gross destruction of what I ittle natural 
beauty remains along our coast! ine. 

The property l am concerned about is at 1601 S. Coast ~ighv.ay. 
Tne Coastal Commission should take a look at beach access at 
the above address also, it is terribly dangerous at present, and 
more cars and more developr.-.ent can only make matters worse. 

Sincerely, 

hi' .' 'j I I 
.~.l _;L( ~ULvlt-L 
Barbara Cooper 
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Juan M. Garcia 
230 Diamond st. 
Laguna Beach, CA. 
92651. 

October 31,1995. 

Ms. Meg Vaughn : GV 6 1993 
California Coastal Comission. 
South Coast Area 
245 w. Broadway, Suite 380 
Long Beach, CA. 90802-4416 

Dear Ms. Vaughn: 

~.&. L!~OI~ :~~PI 

:O.t,SV1l c:v.;•.~;::·-:-i' 

""' ITH ( '"': ~· -- ~ i: · · 0 

This. letter supports the appeal regarding 1601 South 
Coast Highway in Laguna Beach. 

Since I work at the Laguna Sands Building and also 
go to Bluebird Beach, I have the opportunity to see daily 
that the beach ramp here is almost never used. This results 
in a very unsafe condition, because, cars are leaMing and 
entering the garage while the people are walking down the 
driveway; I feel that the solution to the problem is to make 
this walkway wider, so it gets used. 

I do not understand why the owner is cutting down 
the beautiful cypress tree in the cliff instead of designing 
his house around it. It ss part of history of Laguna Beach. 

Please save the cypress and make the beach ramp safe. 
Thanks you. 

Very truly yours, 



O.H. Dadourian 
5170 EL ROBLE STREET • LONG BEACH, CA 90815 

//;.:. 
~ 

I,· iE .s ~i .. ( ~ ' '' I, November 4, 1995 '~ ·-
Ms. Meg Vaughn 
Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
South Laguna Area 
245 West Broadway, Suite 380 
Long Beach CA . 90802 

RE: 1601 South Coast Highway 
Laguna Beach 

Dear Ms. Vaughn, 

t 'r.,. .. u! 7 19~3 

I am an owner at the Laguna Sands Condominium complex at 1585 
South Coast Highway, right next to this proposed project. We 
have enjoyed the natural beauty and panoramic view of Laguna 
Beach for many many years! 

This letter is being written to you to express my concern 
over several issues that surround the proposed project at 
1601 South Coast Highway. 

First is the issue of VIEW. That precious natural state that 
is being ruined by overbuilding and callous disregard for the 
neighbors around you. This project will block a portion of 
my current natural view, as it will block the view of many 
others in the Laguna Sands complex. And not to mention that 
this project will cause the destruction of the beautiful 
Monterey Cypress tree which is a landmark for Laguna 
residents. 

Another issue is that this project will compromise the SAFETY 
of residents and neighborhood beach goers because of the 
narrowing of the walkway from South Coast Highway down to the 
beach. You see, children and adults will then use the Laguna 
Sands driveway rather than the narrowing ramp for access down 
to the beach this causing a safety hazard. 

None of this is right or good for our neighborhood! Things 
should get better not worse. The VIEW should be preserved 



not ruined, and safety of beaoh goers ~hould never be 
compromised. 

Please address these issues and these concerns. It's not 
that we don't want a project, but we want a project that will 
not ruin that natural view and compromise the safety of 
residents. 

There are many others in our complex who find it hard to make 
time to express their concerns about safety and overbuilding 
that share these same concerns. 

Thank you for your help. 

~~~~ 
D.H. (Dick)Dadourian 

~\D 
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HOUSE OF IMPORTS 

November 9, 1995 

Ms. Meg Vaughn 
Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
Post Office Box 1450 
245 West Broadway, Suite 380 
Long Beach, California 90802-4416 

Dear Ms. Vaughn: 

AUHORIZED MERCEDfS-BE""'Z DEA.lER 

~~ov 1 7 1995 

CALtFORNlA 
CO" C:T A.l CON< ~!'I', 

SOUTH COA:T :.>l::>tRt. 

The narrow pedestrian path at 1601 south Coast Highway in Laguna Beach is ignored by 
those who use the beach at this site as though it does not exist. Instead, most people 
simply walk down the driveway used by Laguna Sands. The beach access needs to be 
improved in order to alleviate this danger. 

On the bluff at this same site, there is a majestic Monterey Cypress tree that is going to be 
destroyed due to development. It is a Laguna landmark and adds to the beauty of the 
bluff and the public view from Pacific Coast Highway. 

As the owner of a unit at Laguna Sands, I would like to request that the Coastal 
Commission please look into these problems. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

"'""~ ......... -~. 
Michael B. O'Donoghue 

MBO:ma 

68€:2 MA."iCHfSTI'R BL\ t.. Dlf"'A. PA.Rt', CA. 90€.21 
DIA.!..l-800-MERCEDfS OR 1-714-5€.2-1100 
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November 15, 1995 ~ ~ ~ ~ u ~ ~ \D 

CALIFORNIA COSTAL COMMISSION 
SOUTH COAST AREA 

245 West Broadway Suite 380 
Long Beach, California 90802 

Attention: Meg Vaughn 

Dear Ms. Vaughn 

t:OV 3 0 \995 

CALifORNiA 
tee:.·')'· COASTAl COMM,,., .. I\ . 

SOUTH COA':i Ol~iRI\ 

Re: Beach Access between 1585 
s. Coast Highway and contin­
gent to 1601 S. Coast Hghwy. 

Twice, I have personally seen near casualities on this 
road in a time span of two weeks. One, when a family of five 
were walking down the access road for the condo's rather than 
use the narrow path (beach access), when sorneorne exiting the 
condo garage in a car at the same time the Beach Patrol car 
was corning up from the beach, and the group was caught in 
between Two good sets of brakes prevented an accident that 
could have been disastrous. · 

The second time, three small children carne racing down 
the road from the sidewalk, rather than use the beach path, 
and were nearly hit by a car leaving the garage. One child 
fell in front of the car skinning her leg. It could have been 
alot worse. 

If the beach access is not widened, it is an accident 
waiting to happen - perhaps a fatality. Who will be respons­
ible then?? 

Thank you for your attention to this grave concern of 
many people and mothers. 

Sincerely, 
/ 

( .: I 1 I 

, i' /: 
4 I 1 f , • -: .. ' ' ; , . 

V.~. Boothby 

VEB:d 




