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DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT PREVIOUSLY APPROVED: 
Seventh Amendment to the Master Coastal Development Permit for the Newport Coast 
Planned Community (NCPC). Approved development includes mass grading, backbone 
infrastructure for future residential and recreational development in Planning Areas (PA) 
4A, 4B, 5 {and the northeastern portion of PA 2C), 6, 12C, offer to dedicate open space 
areas PA 12E (Muddy Canyon) and 12G (Moro Sliver) and approval of a proposed 
revised Vesting Tentative Tract Map 15447. Also approve was 1.6 acres Needlegrass 
restoration to mitigate the loss of 0.4 acres of Needlegrass and wetlands and riparian 
mitigation totaling approximately 3 acres to mitigate impacts to 0.0529 acres of 
wetlands impacts and approx. seven miles of "non-wetlands waters of the U.S.". 

The approved water quality enhancement program and drainage facilities affect PA 3A, 
3B, 4A, 4B, 5, 6, 12C, 14, and portions of 1C, 2B, 2C, 10B, 11B, 13A and 13F, as more 
fully described in the Master Drainage and Water Quality Enhancement Plan, dated 
7/24/00 and those measures proposed and attested to by the applicant at the August 
10, 2000 hearing. The approved development discharges runoff into Los Trancos and 
Muddy Canyon Creeks. Existing storm drain pipes and culverts installed by Caltrans 
during construction of Pacific Coast Highway will not be utilized for either low flows or 
storm flows from the appeal area portion of the project, with the exception of the 
Caltrans storm drain pipes and culverts at Los Trancos, Muddy Creek, and the 30 inch 
RCP that drains into Los Trances Creek. No drainage from the project will be 
discharged directly to the Area of Special Biological Significance (ASBS), and/or over 
the bluffs, and onto the beach through the PCH pipes or culverts. 
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• The Commission's regulations provide for referral of permit amendment requests to the 
Commission if: 

• 

• 

1) The Executive Director determines that the proposed amendment is a material 
change, 

2) Objection is made to the Executive Director's determination of immateriality, or 

3) The proposed amendment affects conditions required for the purpose of 
protecting a coastal resource or coastal access. 

If the applicant or objector so requests, the Commission shall make an independent 
determination as to whettler the proposed amendment is material. 14 Cal. Admin. 
Code 13166. 

The subject application is being forwarded to the Commission because the Executive 
Director has determined that the proposed amendment is a material change and affects 
conditions required for the purposes of protecting coastal resources or coastal access. 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION, MOTION AND RESOLUTION 
• 

OF APPROVAL 

Staff recommends that the Commission make the following motion and adopt the 
following resolution to APPROVE the amendment application with special conditions. 

MOTION 

I move that the Commission approve COP Amendment A5-IRC-99-301-A 1 
pursuant to the staff recommendation. 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in adoption of the 
following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a 
majority of the Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION OF APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS 

The Commission hereby APPROVES the amendment to Coastal Development Permit 
AS-IRC-99-301, subject to the conditions below, for the proposed development on the 
grounds that the development would be in conformity with the certified Local Coastal 
Program and is in conformance with the public access and public recreation policies of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and would not have any significant adverse impacts on 
the environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act. 
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14. PERMANENT WAT§R QUALITY CONTROL PLAN REQUIRED FOR PROPOSED 
DEVELOPMENT IN PLAtJNING AREAS 3A. 38. 4A, 48, 5, 6, 12B AND-12C, AND 14 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant 
shall submit final Water Ovality Control Plans for Planning Areas 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 5, 6, 
12B, aflfi-12C. and 14 for the review and approval of the Executive Director. 

A. The final Water Quality Control Plan shall be designed in accordance with all 
applicable State, County and Regional regulations to ensure compliance with all 
applicable State, County and Regional water quality objectives or standards, 
including but not limited to the following: 

1) Pollutants in stormwater shall be reduced to the maximum extent practicable 
through the use of BMPs. 

2) Implementation of the project shall not create a nuisance or pollution as defined 
in the California Water Code. 

3) The project shall not cause a violation of any applicable water quality standard 
for receiving waters adopted by the RWQCB or the SWRCB, as required by the 
Clean Water Act, or the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, including but 
not limited to any applicable standards in the California Toxics Rule and the 
California Ocean Plan . 

4) The discharge of any substance in concentrations toxic to animal or plant life is 
prohibited. 

B. The Final Water Quality Control Plans shall incorporate: (1) the source and 
treatment control Best Management Practices (BMPs) and other water quality 
measures in the amount, type and physical location proposed and specified in the 
Newport Coast Planned Community, Crystal Cove Stormwater Quality Evaluation 
Report, dated_ 6/14/00, and letter amendment thereto dated January 18, 2001, and 
graphically depicted in the Master Drainage and Water Quality Enhancement 
Program (MDWQEP) for the Newport Coast Planned Community (6 sheets), dated 
7/24/00 January 18, 2001 (as modified by Special Condition 18) and (2) those 
measures with specification described below. Such measures include, but are not 
limited to the following types, which shall be implemented consistent with the above 
requirements: · 

1) Non-structural Bast Management Practices (BMPs) including but not limited to: 

a) Fertilizer and Organic Soils Management, 
b) Advanced street sweeping and litter pick-up, 
c) Homeowner education regarding Nonpoint Source pollution and proper use 

of pesticides. 

2) Routine structural BMPs: 

a) Inlet trash racks, 
b) Energy dissipaters on stormwater outfalls, 
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basins (Basins 6 and 7) basin (basin No. 6) or shall receive the benefit of 
filtration through Drainpac Drainpak filter insert devices installed in catch 
basins or water quality inlets receiving drainage from PAs 3A, 38, and 14, 
all as shown in the MDWQEP dated January 18, 2001. 

(i) Regionat Drainpacs Drainpaks shall be sized using a rating of 25% of 
hydraulic conductivity. 

d) A clarifier at ~he service station if the station is built. 

C. Concurrent with the first phase of construction as indicated on the August 9, 2000 
Phasing Plan, the applicant is required to construct and fully implement a dry­
weather diversion system designed to accommodate dry weather nuisance flows 
from Planning Areas 3A, 38, 4A, 48, 5, 6, 12C, 14 and the portions of 1C, 28, 2C, 
108, 11 8, 13A and 13F which drain into Los Trancos or Muddy Canyon during the 
period of April 15 thr(>ugh October 31st of each year for the life of the project, as 
proposed and specified in aREf the Stormwater Quality Evaluation Report, dated 
6/14/00 and letter amendment thereto dated January 18. 2001, and graphically 
depicted in the Master Drainage and Water Quality Enhancement Program 
(MDWQEP) for the Newport Coast Planned Community (6 sheets) dated January 
18, 2001 7/24/00 (as modified by Special Condition 18), and described below: 

(i) The diversion system shall be designed to intercept and divert dry weather 
nuisance flows from Planning Areas 3A, 38, 4A, 48, 5, 6, 128, 12C, 14 
and the portions of 1 C, 28, 2C, 108, 11 B, 13A and 13F which drain into 
Los Trancos or Muddy Canyon, as proposed, during the period of April 15 
through October 31st of each year for the life of the project, and convey 
these nuisance flows to the publicly owned treatment works operated by 
the Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD). 

(ii) The applicant or successor in interest will be responsible for the long-term 
operation and maintenance of the diversion system. This includes any 
necessary improvements, physical or otherwise, to the diversion system, 
and ongoing maintenance and repair, in order to ensure compliance with 
the requirements and provisions of this condition. The applicant shall 
provide evidence of a sufficient funding mechanism or allocation, to 
uphold requirements of this condition. 

D. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
applicant shall obtain, and submit to the satisfaction of the Executive Director, a 
binding agreement with the Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) and the 
Irvine Ranch Water Oistrict (IRWD), verifying the District's capacity and 
commitment to accept dry-weather nuisance flow runoff from Planning Areas 3A, 
38, 4A, 48, 5, 6, 120, 14 and the portions of 1 C, 28, 2C, 1 OB, 11 8, 13A and 13F 
which drain into Los Trancos or Muddy Canyon during the period of April 15 
through October 31st of each year for the life of the project, for treatment in the 
wastewater collection system at the Treatment Plant. Diversion, as specified above, 
shall commence concurrent with the first phase of construction as indicated on the 
August 9, 2000 Phasing Plan. 
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be inspected, cleaned and replaced when necessary in accordance with the 
specific recommendations of Section 5.2.2 of the SWQER cited above, and at a 
minimum, prior to the start of the winter storm season, no later than October 
15th each year. 

(a) Annual reports documenting inspection and maintenance activities shall be 
submitted to the Coastal Commission no later than June 30th of each year. 
The reports shall include date, time and location of all inspections, and any 
textual or graphic documentation necessary to support maintenance activity 
undertaken or lack thereof where unnecessary. 

C. The applicant shall s'-'bmit final plans for conducting post-development monitoring 
as proposed by the applicant pursuant to an agreement with the RWQCB. The plan 
shall be based on th~ scope recommended in Section 5.2.3 of the SWQER cited 
above, specifically: 

1. A flow-weighted composite sampling approach shall be utilized to sample runoff 
water quality in Muddy Canyon downstream of Basin #6 the extended detention 
peA€1 and Basin?. from three storms per year. In the event that storm or site 
conditions prevent the safe collection of flow-weighted samples downstream of 
Basin 2. then composited grab samples may be taken downstream of Basin 2 
for three storms Qer year. 

2. The post-development monitoring as specified above, and required by this ffi 
tms special condition, shall be conducted for a minimum period of 2 years, 
following completion of development. If water quality is found to be acceptable 
by the Executive Pi rector in consultation with the RWQCB staff based on a 
comparison with in-stream aquatic life water quality standards, and any other 
applicable receiving water quality standards as determined by the SWRCB or 
RWQCB, monitoring shall be terminated at the end of the 2 year period. If a 
particular pollutant is found in concentrations considered unacceptable by the 
RWQCB due to applicable water quality standards including, but not limited to, 
any applicable standards in the California Taxies Rule and the California Ocean 
Plan, the applicant shall conduct an assessment of the potential sources of the 
pollutant and potential remedies. If it is determined based on this assessment 
that applicable water quality standards have not been met as a result of 
inadequate or failed BMPs, corrective actions or remedies shall be required. 

3. If potential remedies or corrective action constitute development, as defined by 
Section 301 06 of the Coastal Act, an amendment to this permit shall be 
required, unless the Executive Director determines no such amendment is 
required. 

4. Results of this monitoring effort shall be submitted to the Coastal Commission 
upon availability. 

D. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final 
plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the 
Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a 
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water Is 20 feet deep at Mean Lower Low Water. Exclusive to the Los Trances 
'.¥atershed, an additional monitoring location recognized and identified herein as 
a fifth station shaN be established as follows: 5) on the seaward side of Pacific 
Coast Highway, ~t the mouth of the \Natershed, directly downstream of the auto 
bridge in the Cryetal Cove Historic District, at a point •Nhich will allow sampling 
of discharge from the 48" RCP and the 30" CMP above the surf zone. 

3) !f Should monitor~g results indicate that incidents are occurring in which 
applicable water quality standards are not being met and/or that recurring 
reoccurring incidents are threatening to establish a condition in which applicable 
water quality standards are not being met, the applicant shall investigate the 
cause or source of the incidents and/or condition and provide information to the 
Executive Director demonstrating any incidents and/or resulting condition in 
which applicable water quality standards have not been met is not the result of 
applicant's failure to comply with the terms and conditions of this Permit. !f 
Should the Executive Director determine, otherwise, based on the information 
generated from the applicant's investigation and all other information available 
to the Executive Director, corrective actions or remedies shall be required. If 
remedies or corrective actions constitute development under Coastal Act 
Section 301 06 of the Coastal Act, an amendment to this Permit shall be 
required, unless lhe Executive Director determines no such amendment is 
required . 

C. The Water Quality and Marine Ecological Monitoring Plan for the Crystal Cove 
Development Project shall utilize the following parameters: 

1. SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS FOR PATHOGEN INDICATOR BACTERIA: 
Sampling for total and fecal coliforms and enterococci at all stations during 
storm and dry-weather runoff. Analysis of additional Orange County data for 
same study locations and adjacent sites. 

2. SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS FOR PHYSICAL CONSTITUENTS OF RUNOFF: 
Total suspended solids (TSS), Total dissolved solids (TDS), Freshwater 
hardness, Salinity, Standard observations of water clarity, color, degree of 
turbidity, and debris. 

3. SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS FOR TRACE (HEAVY) METALS: 
Full sampling at all stations for the 7 trace metals cadmium, chromium, copper, 
lead, nickel, silver, and zinc in both their total and dissolved forms. 

4. SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS FOR PESTICIDES: 
Full sampling at all stations for 26 organophosphorus pesticide compounds, 
including chlorpyrifos, diazinon, malathion, and parathion. 

5. SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS FOR NUTRIENT CHEMICALS: 
Full sampling at all stations for Nitrate+ nitrite, Total Kjeldahl nitrogen, Total 
phosphorus, Dissolved phosphorus. 
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E. The monitoring plan $hall be approved based on consistency with the specifications 
herein. The monitoring plan conditionally required and approved by this coastal 
development permit ~all be conducted for a period of 5 years. The date of 
December 15, 1999 &hall be considered the commencement date for monitoring for 
the proposed development, for purposes of calculating the duration required for 
conducting monitoring in accordance with the plan specified above, and approved 
under this coastal development permit. 

F. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final 
plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the 
Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a 
Commission-approv§d amendment to this coastal development permit unless the 
Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

18. REVISED MASTER pRAINAGE AND WATER QUALITY ENHANCEMENT 
PROGRAM 

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
applicant shall submit a revised version of the proposed Master Drainage and 
Water Quality Enhancement Program (MDWQEP) for the Newport Coast Planned 
Community(6 sheets) Volume1 and II, dated January 18,2001.7/24/00. The plan 
shall be revised based on the following and shall demonstrate conformance with 
the following requirements, both narratively and through graphic illustration: 

1 . All inconsistencies between the proposed Master Drainage and Water Quality 
Enhancement Prcgram (MDWQEP) for the Newport Coast Planned Community 
(6 sheets) Volumes1 and II, dated January 18, 2001 7/24/00 and the program 
described and evt:lluated in the Newport Coast Planned Community, Crystal 
Cove Stormwater Quality Evaluation Report dated 6/14/00 and letter 
amendment thergto dated January 18, 2001 shall be resolved in a manner 
which is in substqntial conformance with the water quality program described 
and evaluated in the Stormwater Quality Evaluation Report dated 6/14/00 
6/14/00 , and lett{?r amendment thereto dated January 18, 2001 including 
those measures which are proposed and described in the report, but which 
were not modeled. 

2.:. The final Master Drainage and Water Quality Enhancement Program plans shall 
be consistent with all final conditions of approval contained herein, pertaining to 
proposed and required water quality management measures. 

3. The final Master Drainage and Water Quality Enhancement Program plans 
shall clearly illustrate where all runoff from the project is being discharged and 
what level of treatment, if any, it is receiving prior to drainage. 
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19(8), the applicant shall proceed with actions outlined in 19(C)(4)(1 ). Site visits 
shall be recorded in a logbook and include the information noted in 19(C)(2). 

4) Upon receipt of a flow detection signal, the applicant is responsible for notifying 
the Executive Director of the incident, and conducting an investigation of the 
cause and/or source of the incident. Pursuant to the investigation, corrective 
actions shall be taken to: 1) remedy any incident that is attributable to the fault, 
malfunction or other inadequacy of the diversion system and associated 
plumbing required by Special Condition 15(C), and which is not attributable to a 
rainfall event; and 2) prevent future discharge of flow which is required for 
diversion pursuant to Special Condition 15(C), to the beaoh and/or to Los 
Trancos Creek a11d/or Muddy Creek during the dry season (April 15th through 
October 31st). If potential remedies or corrective action constitute development, 
as defined by Section 30106 of the Coastal Act, an amendment to this permit 
shall be required, unless the Executive Director determines no such 
amendment is required. 

5) In the event flow detection response activity is triggered pursuant to 19(C)(3) or 
(4), the applicant or successor in interest shall submit a summary report to the 
Executive Director within 30 days of the dry-weather season (October 31st). The 
summary report shall include the following information: 
a) Date and time of any flow detection incidents; 
b) Location of incident; 
c) Duration of incident; 
d) Estimates of flow rates; and 
e) Detailed description of flow detection response activity, e.g. investigation 

discoveries, corrective action taken. 

6) The applicant or successor in interest will remain responsible for: a) maintaining 
the flow meter detection devices and associated system in a functional 
condition for the life of the project; and (b) monitoring/recording information and 
flow detection response activity as specified above for the life of the project. 
Information logs shall be made available to the public upon request. 

D. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
applicant, Irvine Community Development Company, shall execute and record a 
deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, 
incorporating all of the above terms of this condition. The deed restriction shall 
include a legal description of the applicant's entire parcel. The deed restriction shall 
run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of 
prior liens that the E>eecutive Director determines may affect the enforceability of 
the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a 
Commission-approved amendment to this coastal development permit. 

IV. Findings and Declarations 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 
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Although the applicant modified the project with the addition of the water quality 
enhancement program and the wetlands/riparian mitigation program, the detention 
basin in Muddy Canyon creek, within a designated Category "B" ESHA was still being 
proposed. The detention basin was inconsistent with the ESHA policies of the certified 
LCP which dictates that all development be setback 50 feet from "blueline streams" that 
are designated ESHA Ca1egory "A" and "B", unless specifically excepted. The Muddy 
Canyon detention basin would have resulted in the loss of 0.12 acres of riparian 
wetlands. The detention basin location was further inconsistent with the Backbone 
Drainage Plan of the LCP which locates all detention basins out of the major streams 
and locates them either vvithin the development areas or on tributary drainages. The 
applicant had also not demonstrated that the proposed detention basin was sited in the 
least environmentally damaging location and that there were no other feasible locations 
outside of the major drainage course, through possible redesign of the subdivision. 
Therefore, the project as previously proposed, even with the water quality and 
wetlands/riparian mitigation, was inconsistent with the ESHA policies of the LCP. 

The project 's drainage and runoff management plan as previously designed also 
significantly increased the rate of stormwater runoff over pre-development conditions. 
The peak rate of increase was kept at 8.5% over the existing peak runoff rate only by 
placing the proposed det~ntion basin within Muddy Canyon creek, inconsistent with the 
LCP. The significant increase in the peak runoff rate and the detention basin in the 
creek had the potential of adversely impacting the natural erosion/beach sand 
replenishment process, inconsistent with the LCP Runoff Policies. 

The project as previously proposed also reduced the amount of sediment that is 
normally discharged to th~ ocean through Los Trances and Muddy Canyons and the 
culverts along the frontal slopes of Pacific Coast Highway by as much as a 97% 
reduction along one segment of the beach. The applicant asserted that this loss of 
sediment is not significant in terms of beach nourishment but provided inadequate 
evidence, very late in the staff project review period, supporting the assertion that the 
proposed project was consistent with the Erosion and Beach Nourishment Policies of 
the LCP, despite the loss of sediment. 

Finally, the project as proposed had potential destabilizing impacts to Muddy Canyon 
and its creek downstream of the proposed Muddy Canyon detention basin including 
within Crystal Cove State park. There were also unanswered questions as to whether 
the change in the movement of sediment through the canyons had a destabilizing effect 
on the streams. 

At the January 2000 meeting the applicant expressed a desire to redesign the project to 
eliminate the detention basin within Muddy Canyon creek and requested a 
postponement of the hearing. In the six months following the postponement the 
applicant further modified the project and provided numerous technical studies to 
support their contention that the project as modified to eliminate the Muddy Canyon 
detention basin and replace it with four additional detention basins within the proposed 
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water quality Special Conditions 14 through 19 due to the proposed runoff management 
plan changes and newly discovered information concerning difficulty in complying with 
Special Condition 16. 

B. PREVIOUSL V APPROVED PROJECT AND PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

1. Approved Project 

The project is located in the unincorporated southern coastal Orange County area in the 
Newport Coast (formerly Irvine Coast) segment of the LCP planning area. Specifically, 
the project site is located North of PCH, West of Crystal Cove State Park and East of the 
City of Newport Beach (Exhibit 1 ).. The project site is characterized by undeveloped 
natural hillside slopes and canyons. Although no development exists on the property, it 
was previously farmed and grazed by cattle in the past. The western project boundary is 
Los Trancos Canyon. The western side of Los Trancos Canyon is built out with 
residential, golf course and tourist commercial hotel development and the Los Trancos 
Beach Public Parking Lot adjacent to PCH (PA 2B, 2C, 10B, 13B, and 17, respectively). 
To the east of the project boundary is Crystal Cove State Park (PA 17) and beyond the 
state park is approximately 2,000 acres of wilderness open space area that has been/will 
be dedicated to the County of Orange as the Irvine Coast Wilderness Regional Park 
(Exhibit 2) . 

On August 10, 2000 the Commission approved coastal development permit AS-IRC-99-
301. The project involves approximately 980 acres of undeveloped moderate to steeply 
sloping hillsides, canyons, and ridges (referred to as Planning Areas (PA) 4A, 4B, 5 {and 
the northeastern portion of PA 2C) and includes a large lot subdivision and approval of 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map 15447, for future residential development (up to 635 homes) 
and private recreation development (32 acres), 298.5 acres of dedicated open space 
lands (PA 12E and 12G) and the construction of backbone infrastructure (drainage 
facilities, utilities, roads, etc. Also approved were minor boundary adjustments between 
the planning areas and technical revisions to the previously proposed VTTM 15447 to 
reflect the changes in grading that was necessitated by the redesigned detention basin 
plans. 

Mass grading, including remedial work, totaling 48,191 ,680 cubic yards (cy) was 
approved. Grading in Crystal Cove State Park within The Irvine Company's retained 
easement was also approved. The approved project also results in impacts to 0.4 acres 
of Needlegrass due to the required widening of the existing 3,800 ft. long fire access 
road in one location and due to approved residential development in PA 4A and PA 5 
(Exhibit 4). The project will mitigate the loss of Purple Needlegrass through the creation 
of a 1.6 acre Southern Coastal Needlegrass grassland (4:1 ratio) adjacent to an existing 
healthier stand of Needlegrass located away from the existing fire access road. 

The approved project also involves the fill of 0.05 acres of seasonal wetlands in PA 4A in 
conjunction with residential development and mitigation of the fill of the wetlands by 
constructing three seasonal wetlands totaling 0.40 acres at the top of a knoll in the 
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runoff control plan to eliminate all storm flows and non-storm runoff discharge from any portion 
of the Newport Coast Plapned Community (the original Appeal Areas and Non-Appeal Areas) to 
the existing 30-inch storm drain pipe, the 3 foot by 4 foot box culvert and the 24-inch storm 
drain pipe (Exhibit 5). These changes are being proposed in order to comply with Cease and 
Desist Order No. 00-87 of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

Specifically, the applicant proposes to reroute the approved storm drain system located in the 
original Non-Appeal Areas (PA) 3A and 14 to redirect all flows to Los Trancos Canyon and 
Muddy Canyon creeks instead of discharging to the existing 30-inch storm drain, the 3 foot by 4 
foot box culvert and the 24-inch storm drain. Also proposed is the enlargement of Detention 
Basin 6 located in the PA 14 from 29 acre-feet to 49 acre-feet capacity and the addition of a 
new detention basin (#7) also in PA 14 in order to slow down and filter the rerouted flows 
before they are discharged into Muddy Creek. These changes are graphically depicted on 
Exhibit 6, "Proposed engineering solution to eliminate storm flow discharge to all minor culverts 
under PCH and detain and filter the water quality flows". Full scale engineering plans were also 
submitted supporting the changes graphically depicted on Exhibit 6. 

As depicted on Exhibit 6, the applicant will be rerouting partial flows from PA 4A that previously 
discharged to the 30-inch storm drain to Detention Basin 4. "First flush" flows from a portion of 
PA 4A that flow to Basin 4 in the approved plan will be redirected to the new water quality 
Detention Basin 7 to be detained for 40 hours for water quality filtering purposes. A portion of 
the storm flows (5.5 cfs} from Basin 4 will also be redirected to Basin 7 for flow attenuation 
purposes. Storm flows from PA 4A that were previously flowing through Basins 5 and then 
discharging into the 30-inch pipe through Line "A" will now be redirected to the existing 48-inch 
pipe that discharges into Los Trancos Creek. The portion of Line " A" that lies below the 
connection to the 48-inch Los Trancos storm drain pipe will be abandoned in place and plugged 
so that no Appeal Area or Non-Appeal Area flows from the Newport Coast project site will 
discharge through the 30·inch pipe. The applicant's engineering consultant, Hunsaker and 
Associates, further explains how project flows will be separated and redirected from the 
existing 30-inch, 3' by 4' and 24-inch culverts (Exhibit 7): 

"When the reconstruction is complete, there will be a physical separation between the 
existing culverts and the proposed storm drain that will intercept existing flows and direct 
them to Muddy Canyon or Los Trancos Canyon. The ends of the existing culverts will be 
bulk-headed. There will be a physical separation between the new storm drain and the 
existing culverts of 2-1 0 feet. There will be no flows from the proposed storm drain lines to 
the existing culverts in Pacific Coast Highway ." 

The new Detention Basin 7 is actually a series of two basins that are connected to Detention 
Basin 6 that was approved under the original project. Basin 7 is located in commercial planning 
area PA 14 in the location of previously approved vegetated swales. Basin 7, like Basin 6, is a 
water quality drawdown basin that will detain and filter first flush nuisance flows. The water 
quality benefits of Basins 6 and 7 are further discussed in the following section of this report . 

Added water quality benefits to the proposed master drainage and runoff management plan 
modifications are that the first flush flows from Drainage Area L -1 located tributary to Los 
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Therefore the amendment application also includes new hydrologic analysis to assure 
that the post development peak runoff rate does not exceed the existing peak storm 
runoff rate by more than 10%. The new information is in the form of several addenda to 
the original April2000 Hydrologic Analysis by Tettemer and Associates (Exhibit 8). The 
applicant also submitted addenda to the coastal processes analysis prepared by Scott 
A. Jenkins and Joseph Wasyl, dated 12/20/00 and 1/7/01 (Exhibit 9). Finally, a 
sediment yield analysis of the revised project was prepared by Howard H. Chang dated 
1/7/01 {Exhibit 1 0). The third party independent reviewer of the originally approved 
project, Ron Noble of Noble Consultants, Inc. also reviewed the report addenda as well 
as the revised master drainage and grading plans and additional hydraulic calculations 
for the new detention basins (Exhibit 11 ). 

C. LCP CONSISTENCY 

1. MARINE RESOURCES PROTECTION 

Water Quality and related Resource Protection LCP Policies 

The LCP Resource Conservation and Management Policy E designates the off-shore 
coastal waters as ESHA Category "C" due to its diverse marine life and kelp beds and 
recognizes its designation as a Marine Life Refuge by the Department of Fish and 
Game (DFG) and an Area of Special Biological Significance (ASBS) by the Water 
Resources Control Board. LCP. ESHA Policy E. states: 

E. CATt;GORY "C" ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITAT 
ARE{\ POLICIES 

The protection of water quality in marine resource areas is subject to the 
authority of the State Water Resources Control Board". Protection of water 
quality is provided by the LCP Runoff Policies and will be reviewed by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board in conjunction with subsequent coastal 
development permits and related environmental impact reports (EIRs). 

A water quality monitoring program shall be submitted to the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board prior to initial implementing approvals for the golf course, 
for the purpose of monitoring runoff entering the ocean as well as the riparian 
corridors. Copies of the results of the monitoring program shall be forwarded to 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the County of Orange on a regular 
basis for their review to determine whether corrective action is required pursuant 
to the authority of said agencies. 

Use and application of chemicals on the golf course and other landscape areas 
shall be limited to those approved by State, County, and Federal agencies. The 
landowner shall be responsible for notifying tenants and/or prospective initial 
purchasers of this requirement. 
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• The State Board informed the RWQCB, that the direct discharge prohibition pertaining 
to ASBS, was not applicable to the proposed project, because the drainage plans 
(described above) for the proposed project did not constitute any direct discharge to the 
ASBS. Based in part on this guidance, the RWQCB found the project met the criteria 
for a Waiver of WOR pursuant to 401 Permit Certification requirements. In addition the 
RWQCB clarified for the Commission, the water board regulations to which the project 
would be subject, which included the Construction General permit and the Municipal 
Stormwater permit, mentioned above. 

• 

• 

Therefore, based on th~ applicant's proposed project and drainage plans, and the 
RWQCB's determination on the 401 Water Quality Certification and associated direct 
discharge issue, at the time of the Commission's action on August 1 0, 2000, condition 
compliance (which involved project compliance with applicable State and Regional 
Water Board regulations) would not have necessarily mandated a significant change to 
the final drainage plans. 

However, in September of 2000, the RWQCB staff re-reviewed the project approved 
under COP A5-IRC-99-301, in light of concerns about whether the project would comply 
with the State Ocean Plan prohibition of direct discharges of waste to the Irvine Coast 
ASBS. Based on this review the RWQCB found that existing drainage facilities utilized 
by the Irvine Company, and planned (proposed) drainage facilities would result in the 
discharge of stormwater and non-storm flows directly to the ASBS via several discharge 
points. Therefore the S~nta Ana RWQCB prepared COO # 00-87. The RWQCB's 
action in November of 2000, approving the COO in consideration of relevant water 
board regulations, thus affects the validity of previous Board action, particularly the 
WOR 401 Waiver. 

Specifically, in order for the Waiver to remain in effect, The Irvine Company must 
comply with the COO. In order to comply with the COO, significant revisions to the 
previously approved master drainage plans are necessary. TIC's master drainage plans 
for the proposed development have to be revised, to eliminate all planned direct 
discharges to the ASBS, which according to the RWQCB included waste (nonpoint 
source runoff) proposed to discharge through the 30 inch RCP, per post-development 
drainage plans approved by the Commission on August 1 0, 2000, and existing direct 
discharges of waste associated with drainage plans approved by the County COP PA 
97-0152 (Exhibit 12). 

In order to comply with the COO, the Irvine Company is proposing to eliminate planned 
and existing discharge through all of these points (the 30 inch RCP, 3 X 4 foot box 
culvert, and a 24 inch RCP) in the post-development condition, by rerouting flows to 
alternate discharge points located in Los Trancos and Muddy Canyon, and to utilize 
facilities approved under COP A5-IRC-99-301 to accommodate flow from development 
approved by the Commission in August of 2000, as well as from development approved 
by the County . 
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In order to ensure the rerouting of additional flow to Los Trancos and Muddy Canyon 
would not result in post·development peak discharge from points upstream of PCH 
exceeding pre-development levels by more than 10%, consistent with LCP 
requirements, detention basin 6 which provides a dual function of water quality 
treatment and peak flow attenuation, had to be expanded, and an additional basin (# 7) 
has been added. Thorough analysis and discussion of proposed hydrology and related 
channel transport and sediment yield issues associated with the amended drainage 
plans are provided below. 

With regard to the effect of the amended plans on water quality, the applicant's 
engineering and water quality consultants, Dick Hunsaker and Eric Strecker 
respectively, have provided information documenting the capacity of the new and 
expanded basins. The basins will handle stormwater runoff for water quality treatment · 
purposes as proposed in the amended plan, by providing a 40-hour drawdown time for 
the capture goal volume identified as the "first flush" (quantified as the first% of an inch 
of runoff). (Exhibits 14 and 15). 

The adjustment in drainage facilities and drainage routing plans proposed, will increase 
the amount of project area from which the "first flush" of stormwater runoff will receive 
the benefit of extended detention. The percentage of tributary area directed to extended 
detention basins designed to provide water quality treatment (Basin # 6 or 6 and 7) has 
increased roughly from 64.8% in the plans approved in August 2000, to 95.0% per the 
amended project plans. 

Basins 6 and 7 will provide dual functions; peak flood flow attenuation, and water quality 
treatment through settling and biofiltration. Basin 7 will operate in conjunction with Basin 
6, and provides an additiona14.6 acre feet of capacity. The detention volume of Basin 6 
itself has been slightly reduced from 12.6 to 12 acre feet, in order to provide peak flood 
attenuation for runoff from the larger tributary area. Therefore, the combined storage 
capacity of these two basins provides an increased 4 acre-feet over the storage 
capacity of Basin 6 alone as approved in the original project. 

While the revised water quality management system was not re-evaluated with 
the modeling approach utilized previously by the applicant's consultants (Mangarella, 
Strecker and Gentzler), in a letter addressed to Roberta Marshall dated 1/18/01 [revised 
version of 1/12/01], Eric Strecker explained that re-modeling the system did not appear 
necessary because: 

1) the resulting system is expected to result in enhanced water quality over the system 
analyzed at that time; and 

2) the previous report fo'-lnd that the water quality would be acceptable. 

Further, it is believed t~1at "the enhancements to the system are very positive and will 
result in improved water quality of stormwater and dry-weather flows over what was 
originally analyzed in our report" (Exhibit 15). 
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to correctly reference the report dated 6/14/00, and letter amendment thereto dated 
1/18/01 [the 1/18/01 letter is a revised version of an original 1/12/01 letter]. 

In Special Condition 17B (2) the language shall be amended to correctly reference the 
four (4) subsections which identify monitoring station locations as specified within the 
Condition, as opposed to three (3). 

The more substantive changes to aspects of SCs 14 & 16 and to 17 and 19 are 
described and discussed below. 

Special Condition 14 
Specific to SC 14, the proposed change is associated with the detention basin(s). At the 
Commission hearing on August 1 0, 2000, the Commission incorporated a requirement 
on detention basin design into the COP, based on a recommendation from Dr. 
Stenstrom, consultant to the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) (for 
background refer to lAC staff report with revised findings). The requirement in 
substance was that deterttion basins be designed to prevent resuspension of sediment 
and solids (which had previously settled) from occurring during large storm events. The 
Irvine Company asserts that this requirement is appropriate as applied only to detention 
basin(s) which were designed to provide water quality treatment function which involves 
the settling of sediment and solids; specifically Basin # 6, and not 1 ,2,and 3 as the 
condition requires. In addition however, based on the revised plans as proposed per 
this amendment, the new Basin (#7) will be providing a water quality treatment function, 
and therefore this requirement is applicable to this basin in addition to 6, but not to 
Basins 1 ,2 or 3. 

The Commission finds that the application of this design requirement to all of the 
detention basins proposed at the August hearing was done based on a literal 
interpretation of Dr. Stentstrom's recommendations (adopted by State Parks) contained 
in a letter from DPR to Sara Wan dated August 4. 2000(Exhibit 46 of the Revised 
Findings staff report for the August 2000 action on the coastal permit)). 

The Commission finds that critical to maintaining the efficacy of an extended detention 
basin, in settling and containing material, is the provision for a design which prevents 
resuspension and flush out of settled material during large storm events. Further, the 
Commission finds that the project as proposed per the amendment includes 2 detention 
basins which are designed to provide a water quality treatment function primarily 
through settling and containing material, secondarily through biofiltration. The other 
detention basins were (in August) and continue to be proposed to provide peak flood 
attenuation; they are flow through basins not drawdown basins, and as such should not 
retain significant amounts of sediment or other particulate matter which might then be 
susceptible to resuspension during large storm events. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that upon critical consideration of the recommendation 
on which the requirement was based, the requirement remains applicable to Basin 6, 
and is applicable to Basin 7 per the project as amended, but not to other Basins (1, 2 or 
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Special Condition 17 addresses the Water Quality and Marine Ecological Monitoring 
Program for the Crystal Cove Development Project. TIC is requesting the Commission 
amend SC 17 to eliminate the reference to, and requirement associated with, a 
sampling location identified as a point II on the seaward side of Pacific Coast Highway, 
at the mouth of the watershed [Los Trancos], directly downstream of the auto bridge in 
the Crystal Cove Historic District, at a point which will allow sampling of discharge from 
the 48" RCP and the 30 II RCP above the surf zone". 

TIC requests this change because, as a result of the amended plan, there will be no 
discharge from the project area exiting the 30-inch RCP seaward of PCH, in the post­
development condition. In addition the applicant proposes to add language to the 
description of the location of a sampling station which is to be located near the mouth of 
the watershed, but abov~ (east) of PCH, in order to require that this station be situated 
such that the sample will include discharge from the 48 inch RCP. Based on the revised 
drainage plans, the Commission finds that with the proposed language added to ensure 
sampling of project discharge from the 48 inch RCP above the surf zone, this and the 
other sampling stations will be located appropriately, so as to ensure the collection of 
useful and necessary data for fulfilling the intent of the Monitoring Program, in a manner 
consistent with applicable LCP and Coastal Act Policies. 

Special Condition 19 
The Irvine Company is requesting the Commission amend Special Condition 19, based 
on the revised drainage plans proposed. Special Condition 19 addresses the flow-meter 
detection devices. At the August 10, 2000 hearing, the Commission found that due to 
the importance of the diversion system in eliminating existing sources and preventing 
new sources of dry-weather nuisance runoff from development flowing to the beach 
directly or through Los Trances or Muddy Canyon Creeks, it was necessary to have in 
place a monitoring system for detecting dry-weather flows in the event the diversion 
system failed or other system inadequacies occurred. 

Concerns prompting this condition stemmed in part from public testimony regarding the 
occurrence of large volumes of nuisance flow discharging though Los Trancos Creek 
and through a 3 X 4 box culvert which discharges directly to the beach just south of Los 
Trancos Creek. In order 'o address these issues, Special Condition 19 requires flow -
meter detection devices to be installed at points where they will be capable of detecting 
and estimating dry-weat~er runoff (runoff which is required to be diverted) in the event 
such runoff is being discharged directly to the beach, or to Los Trancos or Muddy 
Canyon Creeks, and then on to the beach. 

The Irvine Company is requesting the Commission amend SC 19 to limit the flow-meter 
detection devices to the wet wells located near the mouth of Los Trancos and Muddy 
Canyon Creeks. The applicant makes this request based on the modifications proposed 
to the storm drain system, which will in effect re-direct both low flows and storm flows to 
the Creeks. In the dry weather season, the wet wells are the mechanical means for 
conveying nuisance flow to the Orange County Sanitation District. Therefore should the 
pumps fail, having flow meter detection devices situated in a location capable of 
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Peak flood discharge rates of storm water flows in the major 
streams shall not exceed the peak rate of storm water runoff 
from the area in its natural or undeveloped state, unless it 
can be demonstrated that an increase in the discharge of no 
more than 1 0% of the natural peak rate will not significantly 
affect the natural erosion/beach replenishment process. 

The proposed project is within an area identified as the Crystal Cove Littoral Sub-Cell. 
The east jetty of Newport Harbor and Abalone Point, near Laguna Beach bound the 
longshore extent of this sub-cell. The inland boundary follows the upland watershed 
divide and both Los Trancos Canyon and Muddy Canyon are sediment sources for this 
littoral sub-cell. 

There have been many modifications to this sub-cell both to the supplies of sediment to 
the sub-cell and to the transport through the sub-cell. The biggest impact was the 
construction of the Newport Harbor jetty system that began in 1918. By 1936, the 
jetties were built out to water depths of about -50' Mean Sea Level. These jetties block 
most sediment from being transported from the Balboa Peninsula to any of the beaches 
south of the jetties (Jenki11s and Wasyl, 2000, pg. 52). 

The Crystal Cove Sub-Cell now consists of a number of pocket beaches that are 
stabilized by shore normal rock outcrops that have formed a natural groin system. The 
beaches that form between these outcrops are thin veneers of sand over wave cut 
platforms. Since completion of the Newport Harbor jetties, these pocket beaches have 
become relatively stable, with the sand losses balanced by the influx of new material 
from the terraces, streams and dredge disposal. (Noble, 2000, pg. 2) 

c. Peak flood dis~harge rates 

The project as approved by the Commission in August 2000 will substantially alter the 
drainage, erosion and sediment deposition of the project site as approved, 86 acres that 
were naturally in the Los Trancos watershed would be graded to drain to Muddy Canyon. 
Under the proposed project amendment, the project site will be graded to drain slightly 
differently in some locations in order to keep the peak discharge rates to no more than 
1 0% over the existing peak runoff rate. Development in both watersheds will not change 
as a result of the project amendment and will include 224.2 acres of impervious surfaces 
(130.8 for Los Trancos and 93.4 acres for Muddy Canyon); 180.4 acres of common 
irrigated area (116 acres for Los Trances and 64.4 acres for Muddy Canyon); 92 acres of 
residential irrigated areas (56.2 acres for Los Trancos and 35.8 acres for Muddy 
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For Los Trancos, peak 1 00-year flows were modeled to be 1 ,637 cubic feet per second 
(cfs) for pre-project conditions under the approved project and it was proposed to be 
reduced to 1 ,563 cfs for post project conditions. Under the amended project for Los 
Trancos Canyon, the post-development peak runoff will be slightly increased over the 
approved peak runoff rate for all but the 5-year storm event. However, when comparing 
the amended project peak runoff rates for Los Trancos to the existing peak rates, as 
required by the LCP, the modeled results indicate no change for the 1 00-year storm 
event (Tettemer 2000). The amended project post-development peak runoff rate for 
the 5-, 10- and 25-year storm event all decrease from the existing peak runoff condition. 
Only the amended project post-development peak runoff rate for the 2-year storm event 
will increase over the exi$ting rate and will do so by 7.4%. The 1 00-year peak flows will 
remain at 1 , 637 cfs for both the existing and amended post project condition for Los 
Trancos Canyon. 

Similarly, the post development peak runoff rates of the 25-, 10-, 5- and 2-year storm 
events were modeled for the proposed amended project for both Los Trancos and 
Muddy canyons. The hydrologic analysis indicates that the post development peak 
runoff rate for the 2-year storm event for Los Trancos will increase by 7.4% after 
development. The 25-year storm event will show an increase of 2.2% after 
development while the 1 0-year and 5-year peak runoff rate will decrease by 0.4 and 
11.2%, respectively, over the existing peak runoff rate. For Muddy Canyon, the 2-year 
storm event is modeled to show a small increase (1.4%) in the peak runoff rate after 
development while the peak runoff rates of the 25-, 10- and 5-year storm events will 
decrease below the existing peak rate with the greatest decrease (18.1 %) occurring 
during the 1 0-year storm event (Tettemer and Associates, December 2000). 

While LCP Runoff Policy K.1. requires that the post-development peak runoff rate not 
exceed the existing peak rate by more than 1 0% the policy also requires that any 
increase in the peak storm runoff rate not significantly affect the natural erosion/beach 
replenishment process. With implementation of the beach sand replenishment program 
outlined in Special Condition 6 and discussed further below, the above stated increases 
in peak flood discharge ot storm water flows will not significantly affect the natural 
erosion/beach sand replenishment process. Therefore, the Commission finds the 
project as conditioned consistent with Policy K1 of the certified LCP. 

Post-project peak flow durations in the amended project will continue to be far longer 
than pre-project peak flow durations to accommodate the increased runoff volume. At 
some locations in both watersheds, the peak flows for smaller events (5-year, 1 0-year 
and 25-year events) are projected to be larger for post-project conditions than for pre­
project conditions. These increases will occur within the limits defined in Policy K1 of 
the certified LCP. 

d. Channel stability 

LCP Policy 01 states, in part, that: 
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of sediment in the wash load. Accordingly, increased erosion is not expected as a result 
of the reduction of fine sediments that will occur as a result of development. 

The Commission also found that under the approved project there also will be modest 
reductions in the sediment yield in the coarser size fractions-sand and gravel. Most of 
this material is carried in the bed load of a stream; that is, it is rolled along or bounced 
along the bed of the strearn. A stream has a certain capacity to carry materials as bed 
load. Thus, the amount of bed load is driven not only by sediment supply, but also by 

. the shear stress of the water (a function of velocity) and by the percentage of its 
capacity that is occupied. Thus, if a stream is carrying its maximum bed load capacity 
for a given flow velocity, ttlen a reduction in sediment supply may be compensated for 
by increased erosion of the stream's bed. There are two reasons why, in the case of 
Los Trancos and Muddy canyons, such increased erosion is not likely to occur to any 
significant amount. First, it appears that the coarse sediment supply is currently not high 
enough to ensure that the streams presently are carrying their bed load capacity. Thus, 
the bed load may, like the wash load, be limited by the supply of sediment in pre­
development conditions. In fact, the relatively low sand and gravel yields estimated for 
Muddy Canyon (Chang, 2000) suggests that the stream is not near its bed load 
capacity in its current state. Second, there is evidence that much of the bed of Muddy 
Canyon is armored (Tettemer, 2000; David Pryor, personal communication)-that is, 
the bed consists either of bedrock or of boulders so large that they cannot be moved by 
all but the largest floods. Armored streambeds are not subject to scour. Los Trancos 
canyon appears to be less well-armored, and may be subject to somewhat more 
scouring. The approved development will have far less impact on Los Trancos canyon 
than on Muddy Canyon, however, and significant increases in scour are not anticipated. 

Finally, although post-development peak discharge rates will, in most cases, be kept at 
pre-development levels or even reduced also under the proposed amended project, the 
duration of flood events will be greatly increased as a result of the detention of some of 
the runoff and the greater volume of runoff resulting from the development. Longer 
flood events could lead to greater scouring, even if peak discharges are not appreciably 
increased. Because of the armoring of Muddy Canyon mentioned above, however, 
increased scouring was found by the Commission not likely to be significant in the 
approved project. The sa'Tle finding can be made for the amended project. For Muddy 
Canyon, the changes in the runoff management system will raise the water surface and 
therefore slow down the flow on the upstream side of PCH during high flow events. 
Under the amended project, for discharges greater than the 5-year flood the backwater 
will be slightly higher thai) that under the approved plan. For 2-year flood discharges, 
the flood backwater flows will be lower under the amended plan than the approved plan 
(Exhibit 1 0). With this chC\flge in the backwater condition there is a small reduction of 
sediment transport and a slight increase in sediment deposition in the area just 
upstream of the Muddy Canyon 6 ft. by 8 ft. arch culvert (Chang 2001 ). 

However these small changes will not affect the amount of sediment delivered to the 
beach under the amendect project due to the fact that Muddy Canyon creek is in an 
approximate state of equilibrium. Any sediment that is built up above the equilibrium 
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• Certified LCP Sediment Policy J4 requires that sediment movement in the natural 
channels shall not be significantly changed in order to "maintain the present level of 
beach sand replenishment." This policy is a recognition of the fact that LCP approved 
development will cause some changes to the conditions of the natural channels or 
Blueline streams. Accordingly, the proposed project must be reviewed to ensure that it 
"maintains the present level of beach sand replenishment." 

• 

• 

The Commission found in the August 2000 approval of the original project that changes 
in peak discharge events will change the sediment transport characteristics of both Los 
Trancos Creek and Muddy Canyon. In predicting the total sediment yield from 
watersheds and fine-grained material (wash load) and coarser material (bedload) were 
treated differently. Yield of the fine-grained material (such as silts and clays} correlates 
well with supply and can t>e estimated from the characteristics of the drainage area. 
Yield of the coarser material (sand, gravel, and cobble} is limited by either the 
availability of sediment or the flows that have enough energy to carry sediment. Once 
on the beach, the fine material tends to remain in suspension and will be quickly carried 
from the beach. The coarser material will remain on the beach and contribute to the 
littoral sediment supply. Due to the different transport mechanisms and fates of these 
materials, they are regularly modeled differently. 

The changes to the watersheds under the approved project were found to reduce the 
available supplies of fine .. grained sediment. The computed annual average yield of fine 
material are 694 tons for pre-project conditions and 164 tons for the approved post­
project conditions (Chang, 2000, pg. 5). No error analysis or sensitivity analysis was 
provided with this study; however, an overall summary report provided by the applicant 
noted that "the accuracy cf individual estimates are on the order of± 50% (Inman, 
Jenkins and Masters, 20QOA, pg. 23.) This reduction in fine sediment yield of 530 tons 
per year under the approved project will reduce the volume of fines in the nearshore 
area. Since fine material can be a detriment to water quality and visibility, a reduction in 
fines can benefit overall nearshore water quality. For the proposed amended project, 
the delivery of fine-grained sediment is not affect by the proposed drainage 
modifications that will occur in the lower reaches of the canyons just above the PCH 
culverts (Chang, 2001 }. 

For coarse sediment yields, both Los Trancos and Muddy Canyon, in general, have 
more sediment available than there is stream flow available to erode or carry the 
material and are called capacity limited (as opposed to supply limited). Therefore 
changes to flow characteristics will change the sediment transport and the amount of 
inland material that will reach the beach. For the approved project, a 1 00-year flood 
series was created and used to predict pre-project and post-project average annual 
sediment transport rates. The flood series was made up of various peak storm events 
that can be expected to occur during a 1 00-year period. The approved development 
will result in a 23.8 ton/yr. reduction in sand-sized coarse sediment from the two 
watersheds combined {Chang, 2000, pg. 7), a 12.1 ton/yr. reduction of fine sand and a 
172.1 ton/yr. reduction in coarse sand, gravel, cobble and boulders. The overall 
reduction in all coarse sediment will be 208 tons/year under the approved project 
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calculated previously by ttle consultant in the approved project) (Jenkins and Wasyl, 
2001, pg.5). The applicant's consultant concludes that the incremental shoreline 
changes under the propo$ed amended project relative to impacts already reviewed in 
the August 2000 approved project are smaller than the modeling error limits and are 
therefore not significant. 

Along with the proposed amended plans to the runoff management plan the addendum 
to the original April 2000 hydrologic analysis prepared by T ettemer and Associates 
(revised December 2000. and a second addendum to the December 2000 revisions 
dated January 8, 2001 ), the addendum to the original May 2000 sediment yield analysis 
prepared by Howard H. Chang (dated January 7, 2001) and the addendum to the 
original May 2000 coastal processes analysis prepared by Scott A. Jenkins and Joseph 
A. Wasyl ( Jan.7, 2001) were all reviewed the original independent third party reviewer, 
Ron Noble of Noble Con$ultants, Inc. After the receipt of additional information 
concerning the information contained in the addenda to the previous studies and the 
project plans, the third party reviewer agrees with the findings and conclusions of the 
above reports (Exhibit 11 ). 

The projected changes in sand-sized beach material are small, but quantifiable 
reductions in beach sanq. These reductions may result in impacts that are small in 
comparison to current changes in the littoral system; however they constitute new 
changes that can be directly attributable to the proposed project. The reduction in fine 
sediment can be viewed as a positive water quality impact from the proposed project, 
but this does not offset the anticipated impacts to sand supply. 

The project as amended will also result in an annual reduction in coarse beach 
material, other than the material that compares in size with the average composition of 
sand now found on the beach. The amended project will reduce the total coarse 
sediment yield by 208 tons per year, or 160 cubic yards per year (122.3 cubic meters 
per year). According to the original coastal processes analysis, these coarser fractions 
are in the streambeds anci were later found in gravel and cobble beds underlying the 
present beach sand deposits in the neighborhood of the bluff toe. These coarser 
sediments remain close to the toe of the bluff, and affect the slope of the backbeach. 
These coarser sediments were not included in the littoral sediment budget or the 
analysis of how the proposed project will alter the sand replenishment from the 
watersheds. Nevertheless, the reduction of these coarser sediments to the coast will 
alter the overall beach profile and beach condition. In particular, this reduction of 
coarse sediment volume will deflate the dry beach profile. 

The Commission found that the approved project-related changes will result in an 
estimated reduction in totpl coarse sediment of 208 tons per year, or 160 cubic yards 
per year (122.3 cubic meters per year) ± 50%. (Inman, Jenkins and Masters, 2000A, 
pg. 23) The estimated error for this volume of material, ± 50% would provide a range 
from 80 cubic yards per year to 240 cubic yards per year. The provided estimate of 160 
cubic yards per year is the median value within this range. This 160 cubic yards per 
year is a small amount of material when compared to the overall volumes of sand 
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material has been studied for the Crystal Cove Sub-Cell and is reasonably well 
understood. Replenishm~nt by sand-sized material is an appropriate mitigation for the 
project-related losses of (lll the coarse material. 

In the August 2000 approval of the project the Commission required that a beach 
replenishment program be established to place approximately 160 cubic yards per year 
of beach size sand onto beaches in the Crystal Cove Sub-Cell. The applicant has not 
proposed any changes to the beach sand replenishment requirement (special condition 
6). Although the amended project will result in a slight increase in the annual yield of 
sediment over that of the approved project, the project will still result in the loss of 
beach grade sand. Additionally, the coastal processes analysis also concludes that the 
changes in sediment supply are smaller than the modeling error limits and are therefore 
not significant. Therefore the Commission finds that the beach sand replenishment 
requirement is still neces$ary for the amended project in order to find the project 
consistent with the applicable LCP policies and the public access provisions of the 
Coastal Act. The details c:>f the beach sand replenishment program are contained in the 
Revised Findings staff report dated 2/22/01which is Item 9a on March 12, 2001 
Commission hearing agenda . 

3. GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 

Policy L 1 of the certified Local Coastal Program requires that the applicant submit soils 
engineering and geologic studies that assess potential soil-related constraints and 
hazards such as slope instability, settlement, liquefaction, or related secondary seismic 
impacts. Portions of the project are also located in a high fire hazard area (Transcript, 
p.16, line 5) Policy L 1 also requires that approved development incorporate the 
mitigation measures recommended in the reports generated by these studies. This 
section describes staff's findings related to geologic hazard issues. Geologic issues 
involving grading, erosion and sedimentation are discussed in separate sections of this 
report. 

The proposed project lies on a moderately steep hillside adjacent to the coast. The 
proposed development is on a ridge oriented approximately north-south, perpendicular 
to the coast, lying between two north-south-trending canyon systems-Los Trancos 
Canyon to the west and Muddy Canyon to the east. The overall slope of the hillside is 
moderate (5-10%), but sioe slopes in the two canyons and its tributaries may be steep 
to very steep (up to 1:1, or 100%). The geologic conditions are conducive to slope 
instability, in that many slopes expose bedding planes or other planes of weakness that 
dip outwards from the slope. Further, the southern half of the area is underlain by the 
Monterey Formation, a geologic unit known to be susceptible to landsliding. In fact, the 
area itself is known to be subject to landsliding, and the applicant's geotechnical 
consultants have mapped numerous active and inactive landslides. Detention basins 



" 

• 

• 

• 

A~S~I RC~99~301 ~A 1 
Irvine Community Development Company 

Page 45 

APPENDIX A 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS 

1. Irvine Coast (Newport Coast) Certified Local Coastal Program. 
2. Local Coastal Development Permit Record No. PA 97~0152). 
3. Master Drainage and Water Quality Enhancement Program, NCPC, 

revised December 10, 1999 
4. Southern Coastal Needlegrass Grassland Restoration Plan, Crystal 

Cove/Newport Coast Phases IV-3 and IV-4, revised December 14, 
1999. 

5. Wetland/Riparian ~itigation Plan, Crystal Cove/Newport Coast Phases 
IV~3 and IV~4, revised May 16, 2000. 

6. Substantial Issue staff report and Commission findings, AS-IRC-99-
301 (Irvine Comml.lllity Development Company), 9/2/99 

7. California Department of Fish and Game, 1603 Agreement No. 5-212~ 
99, Irvine Community Development Company, as amended July 17, 
2000. 

8. California Water Resources Control Board, Waiver of Waste Discharge 
Requirements and Water Quality Certification for the proposed Crystal 
Cove/Newport Coast Phases IV-3 & IV-4 Project, (ACOE Reference No. 
980071600~YJC), September30, 1999. 

9. Third Party Independent review of Hydrologic, Sediment Yield and 
Coastal Processes Results and Conclusions for Newport Coast Phases 
IV-3 and IV-4 Appeal, Ronald M. Noble, Noble Consultants, Inc. and 
Professor Robert L. Wiegel, June 28, 2000. 

10. Newport Coast Phases IV-3 and IV-4 Appeal, Technical Reports, 
Community Development Company, August 2000. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

Revised Findings staff report, A5-IRC-99-301 (Irvine Community 
Development Company), 2/22/01. 

Addendum to the "Newport Coast Planned Community, Revised Runoff 
Management Plan, Hydrologic Analysis Report, dated April 2000, 
December 6, 2000, January 8, 2001. 

Third Party Independent Review Newport Coast Planned Community, 
Ronald M. Noble, Noble Consultants, Inc., 2/21/01 . 

APPENDIX B 
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• from Planning Areas 2C, 5 or 6 shall be discharged into Muddy Creek below the 
existing agricultural pond berm located in Upper Muddy Canyon. 

• 

• 

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final 
plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the 
Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a 
Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive 
Director determines that oo amendment is required. 

3. LOS TRANCOS TUNNEL MAINTENANCE 

A. The applicants shall rr)aintain the Los Trancos Tunnel free of silt and mud and in a 
dry, passable state from April151h to October 31 51 of each year, for the life of the 
development. 

B. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
·applicant, Irvine Community Development Company, shall execute and record a deed 
restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, incorporating all 
of the above terms of this condition. The deed restriction shall include a legal 
description of the applicant's entire parcel(s). The deed restriction shall run with the 
land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that 
the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This 
deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Commission amendment to 
this coastal development permit. 

4. ASSUMPTION OF RJSK 

A. By acceptance of this permit, the applicant acknowledges and agrees (i) that the site may be 
subject to hazards from fire, landslides and soil erosion; (ii) to assume the risks to the applicant 
and the property that is the subject of this permit of injury and damage from such hazards in 
connection with this permitted development; (iii) to unconditionally waive any claim of damage 
or liability against the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for injury or damage 
from such hazards; and (iv) to indemnify and hold harmless the Commission, its officers, 
agents, and employees with respect to the Commission's approval of the project against any 
and all liability, claims, demands, damages, costs (including costs and fees incurred in defense 
of such claims), expenses, and amounts paid in settlement arising from any injury or damage 
due to such hazards. 

B. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
applicant, Irvine Community Development Company, shall execute and record a deed 
restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director incorporating all 
of the above terms of this condition. The deed restriction shall include a legal 
description of the applicant's entire parceL The deed restriction shall run with the land, 
binding all successors anq assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the 
Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed 
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Quality Control Plan and/or the applicable RWQCB's Basin Plan, including 
but not limit~d to, any applicable standards in the California Toxics Rule 
and the California Ocean Plan. 
Should it be determined by the discharger, SWRCB, RWQCB, or CCC 
that stormwater discharges and/or authorized non-stormwater discharges 
are causing or contributing to an exceedance of an applicable water 
quality standard, the applicant shall implement corrective measures 
consistent with 5A(2)c (iii) and (iv) below. 
Where corr~ctive measures would not constitute development under 
Section 30106 of the Coastal Act, the applicant shall cease grading and/or 
construction and implement corrective measures immediately following 
discovery that water quality standards were exceeded, followed by 
notification to the RWQCB and the CCC by telephone as soon as possible 
but no later than 48 hours after the discharge has been discovered. This 
notification shall be followed by a report within 14-calender days to the 
appropriate RWQCB and the CCC, unless otherwise directed by the 
RWQCB or the CCC, describing (1) the nature and cause of the water 
quality standard exceedance; (2) the BMPs currently being implemented; 
(3) any additional BMPs which will be implemented to prevent or reduce 
pollutants that are causing or contributing to the exceedance of water 
quality standards; and (4) any maintenance or repair of BMPs. This report 
shall include an implementation schedule for corrective actions and shall 
describe the actions taken to reduce the pollutants causing or contributing 
to the exceedance. The applicant shall revise its SWPPP and monitoring 
program immediately, after the telephone report to the CCC, to 
incorporate the additional BMPs that have been and will be implemented, 
the implemEantation schedule, and any additional monitoring needed. 
Grading and/or construction shall recommence upon the corrective 
actions being completed to the satisfaction of the Executive Director. 
Where corrective measures would constitute development under Section 
30106 of the Coastal Act, the proposed corrective measures shall require 
an amendment to the coastal development permit, unless the Executive 
Director determines no such amendment is required. 

B. Other Erosion Control Measures 

1) The following temporary erosion control measures shall be used during 
construction activity: a combination of temporary measures (e.g., gee-fabric 
blankets, spray tackifiers, silt fences, fiber rolls, straw mulch, hay bales, gravel 
bags, earth berms or other mechanical or vegetative techniques), as appropriate, 
during each phase of site preparation, grading and project construction. Native 
and/or appropriate non-native plant material selected for vegetation shall be 
consistent with LCP subsection 1-3-L-6. Temporary structural BMPs, including 
debris basins, desilting basins, and/or silt traps shall be incorporated into the 
erosion control plan. Said plan shall specify that the above noted temporary 
structural BMPs shall be installed prior to the onset of the wet season (October 15 
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vegetation of species consistent with native and/or appropriate non-native plant 
material selected for vegetation shall be consistent with LCP subsection 1-3-L-6 and 
surrounding native vegetation, subject to Executive Director approval. 

8) A third-party contrt\ctor designated by the applicant shall continually evaluate the 
implementation of SWPPP measures for compliance with this coastal development 
permit. Monthly reports shall be submitted to the Executive Director for review. In 
addition any periodic reports produced by government officials conducting 
inspection of the site for SWPPP compliance shall be submitted to the Executive 
Director, at the time such reports are provided to the applicant or the RWQCB. The 
requirement for submittal of such reports shall terminate with completion of 
construction activity and termination of applicant coverage under the General 
Construction NPDES permit as determined by the SWRCB or RWQCB. 

9) Concurrent with the first phase of construction, as indicated on the August 9, 
2000 Phasing Plan, the applicant shall construct and implement a dry weather 
diversion system consistent with the terms of special condition 15c. 

C. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved 
grading and erosion and sediment runoff control plans and the SWPPP. No 
changes to these plan(s) shall occur without a Coastal Commission approved 
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director 
determines that no amendment is required. 

IRVINE BEACH St\ND REPLENISHMENT FUND 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicants 
shall provide evidence, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director of 
consent to participate in a fair share program for beach sand replenishment in the 
Crystal Cove littoral subcell as described below. The applicant shall also provide 
evidence that $163,800 has been deposited in an interest bearing account designated 
by the Executive Director in-lieu of providing sand to replace the sand and beach area 
that will be lost due to the impact of the proposed project. The California Coastal 
Commission or other entity designated by the Executive Director shall be named as 
trustee of this account, with all interest earned payable to the account for the purposes 
stated below. ln no event shall the fair share portion of the applicant's responsibility fall 
below $163,800. 

The purpose of the account shall be to aid in the restoration of beaches within the 
Crystal Cove littoral sub cell (between the east jetty of Newport Harbor and Abalone 
Point) through the establishment of a beach sand replenishment program. The funds 
shall solely be used to establish longterm monitoring of beach sand quantities, to 
prepare a program for beach sand replenishment, and to implement projects which 
provide sand to the beaches within the Crystal Cove littoral sub cell (between the east 
jetty of Newport Harbor and Abalone Point), not to fund operations, maintenance, or 



A-5-I RC-99-301-A 1 
Irvine Community Development Company 

Page 53 

• 7) If anisotropic conditions are assumed for any geologic unit, strike and dip of 
weakness planes shall be provided, and geotechnical parameters for each 
orientation shall be supported by reference to pertinent direct sheer tests, triaxial 
shear test, or literature. 

8) When planes of weakness are oriented normal to the slope, or dip into the slope, 
or when the strength of materials is considered homogenous, rotational failure 
surfaces shall be sought by Spencer's method through a critical failure search 
routine to analyze the factor of safety along postulated critical failure surfaces. 

9) If anisotropic conditions are assumed for units containing critical failure surfaces 
determined above. and when planes of weakness dip in the same direction as 
the slope, factors of safety for translational failure surfaces also shall be 
calculated. Geotechnical parameters for such weak surfaces shall be supported 
through direct sheer tests, triaxial shear test, or literature references. 

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final 
plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the 
Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a 
Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive 
Director determines that no amendment is required. 

• 8. REVISED GRADING PLANS 

• 

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANC&: OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant 
shall submit revised grading plans to the Executive Director for review and approval. 
The scale of the plans shall be at one inch equals forty feet for the fire access road 
and PA 12C. All other plans shall be at the scale of one inch equals one hundred 
feet. The revised grading plans shall show the following: 

1) provide a schedule showing when each stage and element of the project will be 
completed, including estimated starting and completion dates, hours of 
operation, days of week operation, and the total area of soil surface to be 
disturbed during each stage of grading; 

2) Show the location of all on-site stockpiling which shall be approved by the 
County of Orange. Top soil for later use in revegetation shall be stockpiled on­
site in previously designated and approved areas. Other earthen material shall 
be disposed at locations approved by the County of Orange provided that a 
coastal development permit has been finally issued for locations in the coastal 
zone to receive thts quantity of earthen material; 

3) Removal of natural vegetation will be limited to graded areas, access/haul 
roads, and areas required for fuel modification. Construction material shall be 
limited to the approved area to be disturbed except for approved haul roads; 
and 
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existing Purple Needlegrass vegetation shall be flagged and fenced prior to grading 
activities and shall be protected from impacts during road construction. 

If any Purple Needlegrass is destroyed or significantly impacted other than that 
indicated on Exhibit 2 of this report and Exhibit 2 of the Southern Coastal 
Needlegrass Grassland Restoration Plan, by LSA Associates, Inc., dated December 
14, 1999, the applicant shall mitigate the loss of the additional Purple Needlegrass 
at a ratio of 4:1 in the same location as the proposed mitigation site. If the mitigation 
site is too small to accommodate the required additional restoration, the biological 
consultant shall identify another suitable site within the project vicinity, subject to the 
review and written approval of the Executive Director. 

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final 
plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the 
Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a 
Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive 
Director determines that no amendment is required. 

11. CONFORMANCE WITH FINAL GEOLOGIC RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. All final design and construction plans, including foundations, grading and drainage 
plans, shall be consistent with all recommendations contained in the June 6, 2000 
report by NMG Geotechnical, the August 6, 1999 and August 30, 1999 reports by 
Gottman, McCormick and Urban, and the Leighton and Associates letter of 16 June, 
2000 and subsequent supplemental reports. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE 
COASTAL DEVELOPMeNT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for the Executive 
Director's review and approval, evidence that an appropriate licensed professional has 
reviewed and approved all final design and construction plans and certified that each of 
those final plans is consistent with all of the recommendations specified in the above­
referenced geologic evaluation approved by the California Coastal Commission for the 
project site. 

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final 
plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the 
Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a 
Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive 
Director determines that no amendment is required. 

12. BRIDGE PLANS 

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant 
shall submit revised plans, subject to the review and written approval of the Executive 
Director, for the proposed Muddy Canyon bridge located in PA 17. Plans shall be to 
scale and include a site plan on a topographic base map (or grading plan), plan views, 
elevations and cross-sections. All bridge supports and abutments must be shown in 
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ITEM: 4 

California Regional Water Quali')' Comrol Board 
Santa Ana Re&ion 

November 16. 2000 

SUBJECT: Cease IDd Delict Order No. 00..87, R.equiri.D& The Irvine Company, the 
Calif'omia Department ofTraasponadoa.. the California Depart:meDt of Parks md 
Recre&tion, and the Laguna 8eacb Uni..fted Sc:.bMl DiMrin aC tltr wMi the Ocean 
Plan Prohibition ofDischaraca of Waste to rho ItviDa Coat Ala of Special Bioloaical 
Significance {AS8S) (CI)'Ital Cove). 

t;XJ:CUIJVE SU!\IMABX 

Jn 1974, the State Water Resourc~ Control Board designated lhc ocean watcr5 between 
Cameo Shores Drive and Abalone Point, in tbc unincorporated area of Newport Coast, 
Orange County, as the lrvine Coa.st ASBS (SB Raolution No. 74+32). Tbc 1997 Ocean 
Plan, Chapter V, states, "Wastes shall not be discharged to areas designated as bein1 of 
special biological &ipiftca.nce." Funher, the Ocoan Planlnrroc:Suction states, "This plart 
ii applicable, in iu entirety, to point source disc~araes to the ocean. Nonpoint sowl:es of 
waste discharges to the ocean arc subject to ... Chapter V - Discharge Prohibitions." 
Thus, the explicit language of lhe Ocean Plan applies the ASBS dischara;e prohibition in 
Chapter V to both point and nonpoinr source discharga. 

Therefore, b.ucd on l.he Ocean Plan prohibition. staff have prepared this ceue and desist 
order to prohibit new dilcbarp of WII&CI, includiq atonn water ad DOD·Itonll Wiler 
runoff &om developed araa, tD the ponion of the lrviDe Cout ASBS that lia betweeD 
U>s Trancoa Creek and Muddy Canyon Caek and require thai exlstins disclwJ• of 
wutes to this area be eliminated over the next 2 years. 

DISCU$SION 

The Ocean Pia wu ori&inally adopted by abe State: Watl:r R.c:sourcea Control Board iD 
197211Wl wu IIDCIDded iD 1978, 1983, 1911. 1990.1Dd 1997. The patp01e oldie Ocean 
P1aA il to protect the bea.o6cial UICI oftbe State' a OGaiD .,.._by ideatif.viaa wtter 
quality objective~; IIUina 1mcral waae diiCbaqc nrqu.iremems: ll'ld liltiDs ctilcblrp 
prohibitions. lbe Ocean Plan abo estlblilhed tbe coraccpt of Alas or Special Bloloaical 
Sipdflcancc (ASBS). The definition of a ASBS i1 seated in lhe Admiaiitradve 
Procedures u ..... those IRU containiDI biolo&icaJ communitin of such cx1rlontinary 

P10Z 

valuo that no risk or cbanae in their environment u the result orman·a activitia can be -
entertained." Finally, the 1997 Ocean Plan, within Chapter v. "Ditcharge Prohibitions" 
Slates lhat .. w .. aba11 not be di!k:Mrpd to .... daipated "beina ofll*ial 
bioloaiealsipiftcace." ... 
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.· Cease and Desist Order No. 00·87 
Crystal Cove- Staff Report Paae 3 of3 

Drainage from the El Morro Elementary School that currently enten a stonn 
water cacc:hbuin inlet on Pacific Coast Highway and diacharges to the bluffs 
above Crystal Cove and subsequently to the bea(h below: and. 

An unknown number of di~eharge points from facilities at CryStal Cove State 
Park that dnin 10 Crystal Cove. includins parking lots. public sbowen and 
maintenance facilities. u well u runoff and septic tank/IUbaurface disposal 
system dischlqa from bunsalows in the 'historic diltrict" of Crystal Cove State 
Park. 

Order So. 00-87 provides a achedule for elimination orexistina waste dischar&c& and 
_prohibits all new discharges to the Irvine Coast ASBS. This order implements lbe waste 
discharge prohibition contained in Chapter V of the Ocean Plan. 

RECOr.BIE:"DATION 

Staff~cornmends that the Regional Board iidopt Order No. 00-87 as presented . 

-
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Irvine C'oaJt ASBS 
COO No. 00-87 

-:!- November J6. 2000 
DRAFI' 

6. The Water Qualhy Control Plan (or c:kean Waras of California (Ot'ean Platl). Sure Board 
Resolution No. 97·:!6. lut amended In 1997. establishes beneficial uses and wafer quality 
objec:tives for waters of the Pacif1c Ocean aJans the CaJifomia Coast. Chlpcer S m the Ocean 
Plan idendfle1 diKharJC prohibillons and ICIJCI .. Wuce shall not be di~ehlqed toartaS 
desianaled as bc:ina or special bloloeical slpifict!Xe ... 

7. The Rcaional Board tiDds that me aforemenrkloed disc harp - waste ditcharacs lO tile Irvine 
Coast ASBS. and as such an: strictly prohibited by the Ocaa Plan. This order, therefore. 
~qui.ru the diac::twacrs to ce.se violatlnJ the G;ean Plu. 

8. The ReaionaJ Boerd hal notified the diselwprs 111d brlcrested apncie1 IDd pc:rsc:m~ of its 
Intent Lo Issue t!'tis order and h.u Pft)videct tr..ld widr cr. appartunity for a pub& hlariDJ aod to 
submit their written views and ree~Ddtltions. 

9. The ReJional Board, in 1 public htaring. heard and ~Ot\siden!d all rommenti pciUiCliDilO this 
mauer. 

10. This order is an action for Lhe protedioa of the environmcat and is categorically e~tempt from 
the California En'-ironmental Quality Act. puriu.a.nt to Se&::tion 153~ l. Chapter 3, Title l-' of !.he 
C:1lifomia Code of ReJulatious. 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED. pursua.Dr to Sectiou 13301. of Dlvtsioo 1 ot the Califorala Waaer Code, 

P1e? 

th:u the~ Ir\·ine Company. the California Department of Transportation. \he California Depanrnent o( 
Parks :1J1d Recreauon, and the Laauna Bw;h School District shall cease and de$ist from violatina the 
waste discharge prohibition specified in the Oeean Plan u foUow.s: 

a) 

b) 

c) 

Direct discharges of wasce to the Irvine Coast AS8S from areu wbert COO$ItUCtlon has 
n<X been iaitieted as of November l6, 1000 m prohibited; 

Direct disch.arpa of waste to the Irvine Coasr ASBS mat re1ult from ateas where 
consUUction beau after November 16. J996 sbtll ceue by November 16. 2001~ aud. 

Direct cllscharp:5 ol wUIC to lbc lrviac Caul ASBS frodl areas (lacludiai ro-tways) ""* conlt.I'UC:U<lll bepn on or before November 16. 1996. u.an c:aiC by November 
16. 2002. Aft'c1ed dischargers shall submit piau by May 16. 2001 far ellmiaatinc 
tbetc di&chugca ol waste. Tbe plw chall iClc:lude de&ailed ptOpOIIIs tad rime 
schedules f<X dlmiDadDJ the di.:bltp and shall be impleaoted u approved by tbe 
Executive Otncer. 

If, in the opinion of the Eucutive Officer, uy of tbe di~~:bqcn Ulledln this on.ll:r fail to comply witb 
this otdu, lht E.uc;utive otflccr Ia dncted to fiJc a eomplaiDt uaeuiDJidminiiU'Ilivc civil liability or 
to request thlliM Affltrrcy GeaeraJ....- judicial cafCKC~~~DDt.ctica .,.u.t 1b1a dllw:llll'llf. 
mchadinJIII iojuneliOD aacl c:ivil ldODCW')' pc:IIIIU.. if appropriate. paDUIDt 10 SecliGa 13331 01' 13350 
or the Caliroml.a Water Code. 

L Gerard J. ThibcauiL EKecudve OffiCer. do haeby certify thai dlc fOI'eiOinf II a full, II"Ue. com:c:r copy 
of an order adopted by the California Re,ional Wuer Qualily Caaaol Board, Santa Au Rqion. ao. 
November 16, 2000. · 

GERARD J. 11UBEAULT 
Eucutive Oftlcer 

-
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December 18, 2000 

A-s---z~c.; ~1-4! 

'~ 
CULBERTSON. ADAMS & AsSOCiATES 

PLANNING CONSULTANTS - ...... ~: - :_ 

DEC 1 8 2000 

- c .t·~- :' f ~ (~-~ .: .. ~ •· .• :! ,l, 

, __ _ 
-,, 

Ms. Teresa Henry 
District Manager 

..... oASTAL COMA~'SS;o 
JVI, 1 i\' 

California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, Suite I 000 
Long Beach, CA 90805-4302 

SUBJECT: Application for Amendment to Coastal Development Permit A5-IRC-99-
30 1; Newport Coast Planned Community 

Dear Ms. Henry: 

As we have discussed over several conference calls, our office makes this application for 
amendment on behalf of The Irvine Company to the recently granted Coastal 
Development Permit A5-IRC-99-301 to incorporate changes to the project required to 
comply with recent actions of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Santa Ana Region. 

As you know, some time after the California Coastal Commission ("CCC") action to 
approve this permit, the Regional Water Quality Control Board adopted a Cease and 
Desist Order ( .. CDO") to eliminate any storm flows through three existing storm drain 
facilities outside the Appeal Area (CDP A5-IRC-99-301 ), specifically the 30" pipe, 24" 
pipe and a 3' x 4' box culvert. To comply with that order, TIC has revised the storm 
drain system to eliminate all flows from any part of the Newport Coast Planned 
Community through these facilities. Since a portion of the approved Appeal Area 
drainage plan utilizes the 30" pipe addressed by the CDO, this change modifies the 
drainage plan for the CDP (No portion of the approved Appeal Area drainage plan drains 
through the 24" pipe or the 3' x 4' box culvert, either at the time the appeal was heard on 
August 10, 2000 or now.). Exhibit A to this letter details this proposal in depth. 

The rerouting of these specific storm drains located outside of the Appeal Area (in the 
area commonly known as "Beach Town") will result in modified discharges to both Los 
Trancos and Muddy Creek. Exhibit A identifies the specific changes to the storm drain 
plan which will accommodate the desired objective of allowing no storm flows to pass 
through the 30" pipe, 24" pipe, or 3' by 4' box culvert. Additional information is 
provided with this amendment request to document conformity of the modified 
discharges with the Runoff, Erosion, and Sediment Policies of the Local Coastal 
Program. 

-
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, 
At ... 

Project. Sampling locations were identified for this program with the prior drainage plan 
in mind and we propose to eliminate certain sampling locations because flow from The 
Irvine Company project under this condition wiJJ no longer be directed to the areas 
identified for sampling. 

Condition 19 is also proposed for modification. Condition 19 addresses flow meter 
detection devices, and was not a condition previously presented in staff reports, nor was 
the wording specifically discussed at the Coastal Commission hearing of August 10, 
2000. Exhibit D presents wording proposed by The Irvine Company for this condition. 
Specifically, The Irvine Company proposes to limit flow meter detection devices to the 
two wet wells in Los Trancos and Muddy Creeks. The expressed concern of the 
Commissioner proposing this condition at the August lOth hearing was to detect nuisance 
flow coming through the 30" pipe or the 3' by 4' box culvert from the development. 
With the modification of the storm drain system, both low flows and storm flows will be 
re-directed to Los Trancos and Muddy Canyons, eliminating the need to install these 
devices. Accordingly, The Irvine Company requests that the condition be revised to 
eliminate the requirement for flow detection devices in the 30" pipe and 3' x 4' box 
culvert. The wet wells are the mechanical means by which the nuisance flow is conveyed 
to the necessary facilities for transport to the Orange County Sanitation District plant. 

Conc1usion 

We ask that this amendment be considered as soon as possible by the California Coastal 
Commission. An expedited review ensures the earliest possible installation of the water 
quality and drainage diversion measures. We stand ready to answer questions concerning 
this amendment application. As previously discussed, we will be providing technical 
support the week of December 18th in order to document the hydrologic, channel 
stability, and beach nourishment consequences of this action, in conformity with the 
policies of the Certified Local Coastal Program. 

Please do not hesitate to call me if you have questions concerning this matter. 

Sincerely, 

'n..Au.~LL-~~ 
M. Andriette Culbertson 
President 

MAC/Jld 
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AMENDMENT REQUEST FORM 
p lt~ 
::-i. 1:·· 

:-~; ~ ,.~ ,., ~ .~ :~ 
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._: I, 

'-
' 

Permit Number AS-IRC-99-301-4/ 

Applicant's Name 

LJ . DE L 1 ::: 200G 
1 . 

CA. u:.. ._,: ;< r·,; ',. 
2. COASTP..L COM!v\i::;::JtON 

The Iryine Company 

(area code and phone no.) 

Name, mailing address and telephone number of applicant's representative, if any. 
Please include all representatives who will communicate on behalf of the applicant 
or the applicant's business partners, for compensation, with the Commission or 
staff. (It is the applicant's responsibility to update this list, as appropriate, 
including after the application is accepted for filing. Failure to provide this 
information prior to communication with the Commission or staff may result in 
denial of the permit or criminal penalties . 

Describe Proposed Amendment 
Please see attached letter 

Applicant's I Agent Signature Date 
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Ms. Teresa Henry 
January 19, 2001 

.Page 2 

Please note that the recent opportunity of routing first flush volumes from Area L-1 in P A 
4A is within the Appeal Area, and therefore the statement in my letter of December 18, 
2000 is no longer accurate. The feasibility of this improvement was recently discovered 
in connection with the generation of improvement plans, and all statistics and data 
presented in the revised Master Drainage and Water Quality Program have been revised 
to reflect this advantage. Please note that Attachment C is a letter from Eric Strecker in 
support of the change to Condition 16.C.l, as requested. 

Public Hearing Notice Material 

We had explained in previous communications that two lists were generated for your 
consideration, and this accounts for the different names. The first aim was to provide a 
list associated with the Appeal Area boundary. Then, we wished to provide a list of those 
owners and occupants within 1 00 feet of the area wherein the drainage changes were 
taking place. Since the original Appeal Area list was generated, approximately 12 homes 
in the Beach Town have been occupied. However, there is ·no equalized assessment roll 
from which to take the names. Therefore, we have used addresses and the words 
"Resident" to describe these addressees. 

As to some names being on one list and not on another, this is also the result of separate 
lists for the Appeal Area and the non-Appeal area. We endeavored to construct the list in 
such a way that you could choose whom to notify, since it was not possible to receive 
clarification from your office before the list was due. 

The interested parties envelopes were generated from the list you gave me on January 12, 
2001. I did not believe that you wanted the list itself back when I gave you the envelopes. 
Your list was not on a C-1 form, and therefore I assumed you did not need it on a C- I 
form now. 

Attachment D includes the above addressees, a list of persons who sent letters attached to 
the staff report, the addresses on the list you provided, and the name and address of the 
one person who gave their address at the hearing. Envelopes are included as Attachment 
E. 

The horizontal list you refer to is just your proof of ownership from our Assessor's office. 
Many of the names on that list are farther than 100 feet from the property. However, the -
list was color-coded to reflect those names which are on the C-1 list as required by your 
regulations . 

cx.s, 
t1 
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Ms. Teresa Henry 
January 19, 2001 

·page 4 

reiterated to the Board that they found our proposed engmeenng solution to be in 
compliance with the Ocean Plan. 

We believe that the submittals to which you refer have already been made and approval 
indicated. 

• Fire Prevention Task Force Report 

We were under the impression that you wanted the Task Force Report that was in effect 
when the LCP Second Amendment was certified. Enclosed, as Attachment H, . is the 
1988 version of this report. We are not sure that is what was intended when the 
amendment to the LCP was processed, but now you have both. 

Please be advised that the Orange County Fire Authority looks at this report as a "living" 
document, and addends or modifies it from time to time in order to incorporate the most 
up to date technologies. 

• Additional Information 

You have asked th~lt we memorialize e-mail questions and answers in a letter. This letter 
will arrive at your office under separate cover today. 

Conclusion 

We believe that the above and its attachments respond fully to your letter of January 18, 
2001. Please let us know if you have further questions or information needs. 

Sincerely, 

'nt.~~ 
M. Andriette Culbertson 
President 

cc: Roberta Marshall, The Irvine Company 

List of Attachments 

A 
B 
c 
D 

Master Drainage and Water Quality Report ~Revised 
Condition Changes . 
Letter from Eric Strecker dated 1 I 18/01 
Public Notification List 

-
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Proposed Condition Amendments 

Conditions From NOI Dated 12/15/00 Revised Conditions 

14. PERMANENT WATER QUALITY CONTROL PLAN 14. PERMANENT WATER QUALITY CONTROL PLAN 
REQUIRED FOR PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IN REQUIRED FOR PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IN 
PLANNING AREAS 4A, 4B, 5, 6 AND 12C PLANNING AREAS JA, JB, 4A, 4B, 5, 6, l2B .uul-12C, AND 14 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, 
the applicant shall submit final Water Quality Control Plans for Planning the applicant shall submit final Water Quality Control Plans for Planning 
Areas 4A, 4B, 5, 6, and 12C for the review and approval of the Executive Areas JA, 3B, 4A, 4B, 5, 6, 12B, ~12C, and 14 for the review and 
Director. approval of the Executive Director. 

A. The final Water Quality Control Plan shall be designed in accordance A. The final Water Quality Control Plan shall be designed in accordance 
with all applicable State, County and Regional regulations to ensure with all applicable State, County and Regional regulations to ensure 
compliance with all applicable State, County and Regional water compliance with all applicable State, County and Regional water 
quality objectives or standards, including but not limited to the quality objectives or standards, including but not limited to the 
following: following: 

I) Pollutants in stormwater shall be reduced to the maximum extent 1) Pollutants in stonnwater shall be reduced to the maximum extent 
practicable through the use of BMPs. practicable through the use of BMPs. 

2) Implementation of the project shall not create a nuisance or 2) Implementation of the project shall not create a nuisance or 
pollution as defined in the California Water Code. pollution as defined in the California Water Code. 

3) The project shall not cause a violation of any applicable water 3) The project shall not cause a violation of any applicable water 
quality standard for receiving waters adopted by the R WQCB or quality standard for receiving waters adopted by the RWQCB or 
the SWRCB, as required by the Clean Water Act, or the Porter- the SWRCB, as required by the Clean Water Act, or the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act, including but not limited to Cologne Water Quality Control Act, including but not limited to 
any applicable standards in the California Toxics Rule and the any applicable standards in the California Toxics Rule and the 
California Ocean Plan. California Ocean Plan. 

4) The discharge of any substance in concentrations toxic to animal 4) The discharge of any substance in concentrations toxic to animal 
or plant life is prohibited. or plant life is prohibited. 

~ 
B. The Final Water Quality Control Plans shall incorporate: (I) the B. The Final Water Quality Control Plans shall incorporate: (I) the 

source and treatment control Best Management Practices (BMPs) and source and treatment control Best Management Practices (BMPs) and 
other water quality measures in the amount, type and physical location other water quality measures in the amount, type and physical location -

~~ 
proposed and specified in the Newport Coast Planned Community, proposed and specified in the Newport Coast Planned Community, 
Crystal Cove Stormwater Quality Evaluation Report, dated 6/14/00, Crystal Cove Stormwater Quality Evaluation Report, dated 6/14/00, 
and graphically depictej in the Master Drainage and Water Quality and letter amendment thereto dated January 12,2001, and graphically 

3/1/01 
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Conditions From NOI Dated 12/15/00 Revised Conditions . 

15. ADDITIONAL WATER QUALITY MITIGATION MEASURES 15. ADDITIONAL WATER QUALITY MITIGATION MEASURES 
PROPOSED FOR PLANNING AREAS 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, S, 6, 12C, PROPOSED FOR PLANNING AREAS 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, S, 6, 12C, 
14 AND PORTIONS OF lC, 2B, 2C, lOB, HB, 13A AND t3F 14 AND PORTIONS OF tC, 2B, 2C, lOB, HB, 13A AND 13F 

A. CONSISTENT WITH THE TERMS OF THE PROPOSED A. CONSISTENT WITH THE TERMS OF THE PROPOSED 
PROJECT AND PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL PROJECT AND PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant is required to submit DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant is required to submit 
final water quality control plans for the review and approval of the final water quality control plans for the review and approval ofthe 
Executive Director, demonstrating compliance with all of the Executive Director, demonstrating compliance with all of the 
requirements specified below: requirements specified below: 

B. The applicant is required to implement: (I) the water quality measures B. The applicant is required to implement: (I) the water quality measures 
proposed for Planning Areas 2C, 3A, 3B and 14, in the amount, type proposed for Planning Areas 2C, 3A, 3B and 14, in the amount, type 
and location proposed and specified and the Newport Coast Planned and location proposed and specified in .aAiil the Newport Coast 
Community Stormwater Quality Evaluation Report, dated 6/14/00, Planned Community Stormwater Quality Evaluation Report, dated 
and graphically depicted in the Master Drainage and Water Quality 6/14/00, and letter amendment thereto dated January 12, 2001, and 
Enhancement Program (MDWQEP) for the Newport Coast Planned graphically depicted in the Master Drainage and Water Quality 
Community (6 sheets) dated 7/24/00 (as modified by Special Enhancement Program (MDWQEP) for the Newport Coast Planned 
Condition 18), and described here and (2) those measures with Community (6 sheets) dated January 18, 2001 7tl4.<00 (as modified by 
specifications described below: Special Condition 18), and described here and (2) those measures with 

I) Non-structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) including but 
specifications described below: 

not limited to: I) Non-structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) including but 

a) Fertilizer and Organic Soils Management, 
not limited to: 

b) Advanced street sweeping and litter pick-up, a) Fertilizer and Organic Soils Management, 
c) Homeowner education regarding Nonpoint Source pollution b) Advanced street sweeping and litter pick-up, 

and proper use of pesticides. c) Homeowner education regarding Nonpoint Source pollution 

2) Routine structural BMPs: 
and proper use of pesticides. 

a) Vegetated swales 
2) Routine structural BMPs: 

b) Extended detention ponds, a) Vegetated swales 
c) Storm water flow from PAs 3A, JB, and 14 shall either be b) Extended detention ponds, 

routed to the proposed extended detention basin (basin No. c) Storm water flow from PA 3A, PA 3B, PA 4A, PA 4B, and 
6) or shall receive the benefit of filtration through Drainpak PA 14 P.4.s 1.4., l B, aAd 14 shall either be routed to the 
filter insert devices installed in catch basins or water quality proposed extended detention basins (Basins 6 and 7) .9asiA 
inlets receiving drainage from PAs JA, 3B, and 14, (9asiA ~9, 6} or shall receive the benefit of filtration through 

' I Drainpac QFaiApak filter insert devices installed in catch 

........ 
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Conditions From NOI Dated 12/15/00 Revised Conditions 

requirements of this condition. requirements of this condition. . 

D. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT D. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the applicant shall obtain, and submit to the satisfaction of PERMIT, the applicant shall obtain, and submit to the satisfaction of 
the Executive Director, a binding agreement with the Orange County the Executive Director, a binding agreement with the Orange County 
Sanitation District (OCSD) and the Irvine Ranch Water District Sanitation District (OCSD) and the Irvine Ranch Water District 
(IRWD), verifying the District's capacity and commitment to accept (IRWD), verifying the District's capacity and commitment to accept 
dry-weather nuisance flow runoff from Planning Areas 3A, 3B, 4A, dry-weather nuisance flow runoff from Planning Areas 3A, 3B, 4A, 
4B, 5, 6, 12C, 14 and the portions of I C, 2B, 2C, t OB, II B, t 3A and 4B, 5, 6, 12C, t 4 and the portions of 1 C, 2B, 2C, 1 OB, t 1 B, 13A and 
13F which drain into Los Trancos or Muddy Canyon during the 13F which drain into Los Trancos or Muddy Canyon during the 
period of April 1 5 through October 31 51 of each year for the Jife of the period of April t 5 through October 3 t 51 of each year for the life of the 
project, for treatment in the wastewater collection system at the project, for treatment in the wastewater collection system at the 
Treatment Plant. Diversion, as specified above, shall commence Treatment Plant. Diversion, as specified above, shall commence 
concurrent with the first phase of construction as indicated on the concurrent with the first phase of construction as indicated on the 
August 9, 2000 Phasing Plan. August 9, 2000 Phasing Plan. 

E. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT E. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the applicant shall execute and record a deed restriction, in PERMIT, the applicant shall execute and record a deed restriction, in 
a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director incorporating a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director incorporating 
all of the above terms of Special Condition 15C. The deed restriction all of the above terms of Special Condition IS C. The deed restriction 
shall include a legal description of Planning Areas 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 5, shall include a legal description of Planning Areas 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 5, 
6, 12C, 14, and the portions of lC, 28, 2C, lOB, liB, 13A, and 13F 6, 12C, 14, and the portions of 1 C, 2B, 2C, I OB, 11 B, 13A, and 13 F 
which drain into Los Trancos or Muddy Canyon. The deed restriction which drain into Los Trancos or Muddy Canyon. The deed restriction 
shall run with the land binding all successors and assigns, and shall be shall run with the land binding all successors and assigns, and shall be 
recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines 
may affect the enforceability of the restriction. The deed restriction may affect the enforceability of the restriction. The deed restriction 
shall not be removed or changed without a Commission-approved shall not be removed or changed without a Commission-approved 
amendment to this coastal development permit. amendment to this coastal development permit. 

F. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the F. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the 
approved final plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final approved final plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final 
plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the 

--:\) 

~ 

approved final plans shall occur without a commission amendment to approved final plans shall occur without a Commission approved 
this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive 
determines that no amendment is required. 

--

Director determines that no amendment is required. 

I 
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Conditions From NOI Dated 12/15/00 

(a) Annual reports documenting inspection and maintenance 
activities shall be submitted to the Coastal Commission no 
later than June 301

h of each year. The reports shall include 
date, time and location of all inspections, and any textual or 
graphic documentation necessary to support maintenance 
activity undertaken or lack thereof where unnecessary. 

c. The applicant shall submit final plans for conducting post- c. 
development monitoring as proposed by the applicant pursuant to an 
agreement with the R WQCB. The plan shall be based on the scope 
recommended in Section 5.2.3 of the SWQER cited above, 
specifically: 

I. A flow-weighted composite sampling approach shall be utilized to 
sample runoff water quality in Muddy Canyon downstream of the 
extended detention pond and the wetland located at the 
agricultural reservoir, from 3 storms per year. 

2. The post-development monitoring as specified above, and 
required by this in this special condition, shall be conducted for a 
minimum period of 2 years, following completion of 
development. If water quality is found to be acceptable by the 
Executive Director in consultation with the RWQCB staff based 

· on a comparison with in-stream aquatic life water quality 
standards, and any other applicable receiving water quality 
standards as determined by the SWRCB or RWQCB, monitoring 
shall be terminated at the end of the 2 year period. If a particular 
pollutant is found in concentrations considered unacceptable by 
the R WQCB due to applicable water quality standards including, 
but not limited to any applicable standards in the California 
Toxics Rule and the California Ocean Plan, the applicant shall 
conduct an assessment of the potential sources of the pollutant 
and potential remedies. If it is determined based on this 
assessment that applicable water quality standards have not been 
met as a result of inadequate or failed BMPs, corrective actions or 
remedies shall be required. 

3. If potential remedif; or corrective action con~titute de~~lopJ'!lent, ~ 
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Revised Conditions . 

a) Annual reports documenting inspection and maintenance 
activities shall be submitted to the Coastal Commission no 
later than June 30th of each year. The reports shall include 
date, time and location of all inspections, and any textual or 
graphic-documentation necessary to support maintenance 
activity undertaken or lack thereof where unnecessary. 

The applicant shall submit final plans for conducting post· 
development monitoring as proposed by the applicant pursuant to an 
agreement with the RWQCB. The plan shall be based on the scope 
recommended in Section 5.2.3 of the SWQER cited above, 
specifically: 

.!2 A flow-weighted composite sampling approach shall be utilized 
to sample runoff water quality in Muddy Canyon downstream of 
Basin #6 tl:le eKiteA~e~ ~eteAti9A p9A~ and Basin 2, from three 
storms per year. In the event that storm or site conditions J:!revent 
the safe collection of flow-weighted sameles downstream of 
Basin 2, then COffi(!OSited grab sameles rna~ be taken downstream 
of Basin 2 for three storms per year. 

~ The post-development monitoring as specified above, and 
required by this~ special condition, shall be conducted for a 
minimum period of2 years, following completion of 
development. If water quality is found to be acceptable by the 
Executive Director in consultation with the RWQCB staff based 
on a comparison with in-stream aquatic life water quality 
standards, and any other applicable receiving water quality 
standards as determined by the SWRCB or RWQCB, monitoring 
shall be terminated at the end of the 2 year period. If a particular 
pollutant is found in concentrations considered unacceptable by 
the R WQCB due to applicable water quality standards including, 
but not limited to, any applicable standards in the California 
Toxics Rule and the California Ocean Plan, the applicant shall 
conduct an assessment ofthe potential sources of the pollutant 
and potential remedies. If it is determined based on this 
assessment that applicable water quality standards have not been 
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Conditions From NOI Dated 12/15/00 Revised Conditions 

effects of storm water and non-storm water runoff from the proposed effects of storm water and non-storm water runoff from the proposed 
development on receiving waters and ecological resources associated development on receiving waters and ecological resources associated 
with the inland streams in Muddy Canyon and Los Trancos Canyon, with the inland streams in Muddy Canyon and Los Trancos Canyon, 
and ocean waters in Crystal Cove. and ocean waters in Crystal Cove. 

8. The Water Quality and Marine Ecological Monitoring Plan for the B. The Water Quality and Marine Ecological Monitoring Plan for the 
Crystal Cove Development Project shall include the following Crystal Cove Development Projec! shall include the following 
components: components: 

I) A Quality Assurance/Quality Control Plan that includes reporting I) A Quality Assurance/Quality Control Plan that includes reporting 
I im its for the constituents shown in the following section C I -7 limits for the constituents shown in the following section C 1-7 
that are below the Water Quality Objectives (WQOs) that have that are below the Water Quality Objectives (WQOs) that have 
been identified by the RWQC8, where detection of such lim its is been identified by the RWQC8, where detection of such limits is 
reasonably attainable through standard practice and methods. If reasonably attainable through standard practice and methods. If 
no WQOs are available then the reporting limits should be below no WQOs are available, then the reporting limits should be below 
acute and chronic toxicity levels for the test species indicated in acute and chronic toxicity levels for the test species indicated in 
Section CS-9 below where reasonably feasible. Section CS-9 below where reasonably feasible. 

2) An accurate and legible map of the proposed sampling locations 2) An accurate and legible map of the proposed sampling locations 
as follows: identify four monitoring stations each in Muddy as follows: identify four monitoring stations each in Muddy 
Canyon, Los Trancos Canyon and Emerald Canyon based on Canyon, Los Trancos Canyon and Emerald Canyon based on 
criteria established in subsections 17.8.(2)(1-4) below and; an criteria established in subsections 17.8.(2)(1-3) 17,1!1.(:2)( I 4) 
additional monitoring station shall be established at the mouth of belOW. aAQi aA aaaiii9Aal FR9Aii9FiA8 Siaii9A sl:!aiJ biliiS&ablisi:IIIJQ 
Los Trancos Canyon, as more fully described in subsection a& &l:!i FR9W&A 9f: 1..9s +FaAiil9s CaA~19A, as IR91"4 full¥ QliiSiilFiblila iR 
17.8.(2)(5) below, resulting in a total of 5 monitoring stations swb!ii81il&i9A I :;J,Q,~:2*S~ 98l9m1 r4sul&iA8 iA a t9&al 9~4 S 
required for the Los Trancos watershed exclusively. The ~9Ait9FiA8 stati9AS 1"4'fWiF8Q f9F ti:!IIJ h9S 'tFaAlil9S wat8FSA8Q I 

following four sampling stations are intended to represent four lil~lillwsiv8ly, The following four sampling stations are intended to 
locations within each respective watershed: 1) upstream from represent four locations within each respective watershed: 
significant development or future development, 2) near the mouth 1) upstream from significant development or future development, 
of the watershed, but above Pacific Coast Highway, 3) in the surf 2) near the mouth of the watershed, but above Pacific Coast 
zone adjacent to the mouth of the watershed, and 4) beyond the Highway {in Los Trancos Can~on, at a eoint which will allow 
surf zone where the water is 20 feet deep at Mean Lower Low same ling of discharge from the 48" ~i~e ), 3) in the surf zone 
Water. Exclusive to the Los Trancos watershed, an additional adjacent to the mouth of the watershed, and 4) beyond the surf 
monitoring location recognized and identified herein as a fifth zone where the water is 20 feet deep at Mean Lower Low Water. 
station shall be established as follows: 5) on the seaward side of li!;~;lwsiu8 t9 il:!i h9S "UaAiil9S l,t,IMiiiFSA8Q1 aA adaiti9Aal FR9Ait9FiAg ""' .. Pacific Coast Highway, at the mouth of the watershed, directly l91ilati9R F4tlil98Aii!i11JQ aAd ideAtifi8d l:!ir4iA as a fiftl:! stati9A sllall be 

~ downstream of the auto bridge in the Crystal Cove Historic establisl:!ea as f.9119•Nsi S~ 9R tAIIJ slil~uaFa side 9f: Pa;ifi; C9ast 
District, at a point 'Yhich will allow sampling of discharge from Uisl:!~ua~,, at ti:!IIJ ~9w&l:! 9~tlle ~.,,a&iFSI:!Iila, lilir41il&l~' a9u~stFea~ 9f . 
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Conditions From NOI Dated 12/15/00 

Freshwater hardness, Salinity, Standard observations of water 
clarity, color, degree of turbidity, and debris. 

SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS FOR TRACE (HEAVY) 
METALS: 
Full sampling at all stations for the 7 trace metals cadmium, 
chromium, copper, lead, nickel, silver, and zinc in both their total 
and dissolved forms. 

SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS FOR PESTICIDES: 
Full sampling at all stations for 26 organophosphorus pesticide 
compounds, including chlorpyrifos, diazinon, malathion, and 
parathion. 

SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS FOR NUTRIENT 
CHEMICALS: 
Full sampling at all stations for Nitrate+ nitrite, Total Kjeldahl 
nitrogen, Total phosphorus, Dissolved phosphorus. 

SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS FOR PETROCHEMICALS: 
Total recoverable oil and grease at all stations. 

SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS FOR DRY-WEATHER 
RUNOFF: 
Sampling once per month in each watershed exhibiting such 
runoff. All of the above described microbiological, physical and 
chemical constituents analyzed. 

TOXICITY BIOASSA YS FOR STORM RUNOFF: 
Acute ( 48- 96 hr) toxicity testing using initial runoff water to 
assess its effects on a freshwater daphniid crustacean indicator 
species and a marine mysid crustacean indicator species. Testing 
conducted with water sampled during three representative storm 
events. 

TOXICITY BIOASSAYS FOR DRY-WEATHER RUNOFF:. 

II 

• 
Revised Conditions 

Freshwater hardness, Salinity, Standard observations of water 
clarity, color, degree of turbidity, and debris. 

3. SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS FOR TRACE (HEAVY) 
METALS: 
Full sampling at all stations for the 7 trace metals cadmium, 
chromium, copper, lead, nickel, silver, and zinc in both their total 
and dissolved forms. 

4. SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS FOR PESTICIDES: 
Full sampling at all stations for 26 organophosphorus pesticide 
compounds, including chlorpyrifos, diazinon, malathion, and 
parathion. 

5. SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS FOR NUTRIENT 
CHEMICALS: 
Full sampling at all stations for Nitrate+ nitrite, Total Kjeldahl 
nitrogen, Total phosphorus, Dissolved phosphorus. 

6. SAMPUNG AND ANALYSIS FOR PETROCHEMICALS: 
Total recoverable oil and grease at all stations. 

7. SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS FOR DRY-WEATHER 
RUNOFF: 
Sampling once per month in each watershed exhibiting such 
runoff. All of the above described microbiological, physical and 
chemical constituents analyzed. 

8. TOXICITY BIOASSA YS FOR STORM RUNOFF: 
Acute ( 48 - 96 hr) toxicity testing using initial runoff water to 
assess its effects on a freshwater daphniid crustacean indicator 
species and a marine mysid crustacean indicator species. Testing 
conducted with water sampled during three representative storm 
events. 

9. TOXICITY BIOASSA YS FOR DRY-WEATHER RUNOFF: 
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Conditions From NOI Dated 12/15/00 Revised Conditions 

D. Quarterly reports containing data, and analytical assessment of data in D. Quarterly reports containing data, and analytical assessment of data in 
comparison to any applicable water quality objectives and other comparison to any applicable water quality objectives and other 
criterion as specified herein, shall be submitted to the Coastal criterion as specified herein, shall be submitted to the Coastal 
Commission, upon completion of each report. Commission, upon completion of each report. 

E. The monitoring plan shall be approved based on consistency with the E. The monitoring plan shall be approved based on consistency with the 
specifications herein. The monitoring plan conditionally required and specifications herein. The monitoring plan conditionally required and 
approved by this coastal development permit shall be conducted for a approved by this coastal development permit shall be conducted for a 
period of 5 years. The date of December 15, 1999 shall be considered period of5 years. The date ofDecember 15, 1999 shall be considered 
the commencement date for monitoring for the proposed development, the commencement date for monitoring for the proposed development, 
for purposes of calculating the duration required for conducting for purposes of calculating the duration required for conducting 
monitoring in accordance with the plan specified above, and approved monitoring in accordance with the plan specified above, and approved 
under this coastal development permit. under this coastal development permit. 

F. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the F. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the 
approved final plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final approved final plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final 
plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the 
approved final plans shall occur without a Commission amendment to approved final plans shall occur without a Commission-approved 
this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive 
determines that no amendment is required. Director determines that no amendment is required. 

18. REVISED MASTER DRAINAGE AND WATER QUALITY 18. REVISED MASTER DRAINAGE AND WATER QUALITY 
ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM 

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the applicant shall submit a revised version of the proposed PERMIT, the applicant shall submit a revised version of the proposed 
Master Drainage and Water Quality Enhancement Program Master Drainage and Water Quality Enhancement Program 
(MDWQEP) for the Newport Coast Planned Community (6 sheets) (MDWQEP) for the Newport Coast Planned Community (6 sheets) 
Volume I and II, dated 7/24/00. The plan shall be revised based on the Volume I and II, dated January 18, 200 I. 7/.l4/00, The plan shall be 
following and shall demonstrate conformance with the following revised based on the following and shall demonstrate conformance 
requirements, both narratively and through graphic illustration: with the following requirements, both narratively and through graphic 

I. All inconsistencies between the proposed Master Drainage and 
illustration: 

Water Quality Enhancement Program (MDWQEP) for the .!2 All inconsistencies between the proposed Master Drainage and 
Newport Coast Planned Community (6 sheets) Volume I and II, Water Quality Enhancement Program (MDWQEP) for the 
dated 7/24/00and the program described and evaluated in the Newport Coast Planned Community (6 sheets) Volumes I and II, 
Newport Coast Planned Community, Crystal Cove Stormwater dated January 18, 200 I 7/:24/00 and the program described and 
Quality Evaluation j.eport dated 6/14/00 shall be resolved in a evaluated in the Newport Coast Planned Community, Crystal 

3/1/01 13 
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Conditions From NOI Dated 12/15/00 Revised Conditions 

of the pump wells, situated at a point capable of detecting and d9JJ~As&~=ea~J~ 9~&~8 pYIIIp m8lls, si&ua&&d a& a p9iA& ~apabl8 9~di&8~&1Ag 
metering dry-weather flow discharging onto the beach and in Los aAd 11!8&81=iA8 d~' ~11811&~81= '19,.¥ dis'"Aa~=SiA8 9A&9 &A8 bea•~ IIAd iA b9S 
Trancos and Muddy Creek as a result of the failure or otherwise l=l=aA~9s aAd MYdd~' G~=eek as a ~=esuU 9~&~e failu~=e 91= 9&~~~~·~ise 
inadequate operation ofthe low-flow diversion system. Upon iAa9e'jua&e 9piFa,i9A 9t:&Re I9~J..C ~gu' Qi:..,eF&i9A s~''''"'' Upon 
installation, these devices shall be capable of detecting discharge of 
flow during the dry-weather season (April l51

h through October 31 51
) 

installation, these devices shall be capable of detecting discharge of 
flow during the dry-weather season (April 15th through October 31 51

) 

onto the beach and into the Creeks (Muddy and Los Trancos), at a rate 9R&9 t~8 be~~ aAd into the creeks (Muddy and Los Trancos), at a rate 
of no less than 15 gallons per minute (gpm) and shall provide of no less than 15 gallons per minute (gpm) and shall provide 
estimates of flow rates that exceed 15 gpm. The devices must be estimates of flow rates that exceed 15 gpm. The devices must be 
installed and functional prior to the first dry-season (April 151

h through installed and functional prior to the first dry-season (April 15 through 
October 31 51

) in which the dry-weather diversion system required by October 31st) in which the dry-weather diversion system required by 
Special Condition 15 is in operation. Special Condition 15 is in operation. 

c. Monitoring & Reporting Requirements c. Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 

1. The flow meters shall be engineered to transmit a flow detection .!2 The flow meters shall be engineered to transmit a flow detection 
signal to the applicant/or successor in interest when flow above signal to the applicant/or successor in interest when flow above 
15 gpm is detected. 15 gpm is detected. 

2. The applicant or successor in interest must have in place a system ~ The applicant or successor in interest must have in place a system 
for monitoring or receiving transmission on a daily basis. The for monitoring or receiving transmission on a daily basis. The 
applicant or successor in interest shall be responsible for applicant or successor in interest shall be responsible for 
recording any incidents of flow detection above 15 gpm in a log recording any incidents of flow detection above 15 gpm in a log 
book with the date, time, location, estimate of flow rate in gallons book with the date, time, location, estimate of flow rate in gallons 
per minute and duration of incident. per minute and duration of incident. 

3. The applicant or successor in interest is responsible for ~ The applicant or successor in interest is responsible for 
conducting a site visit during the dry weather season (April 15th conducting a site visit during the dry weather season (April l51

h-

October 31st), for the purposes of investigating flow (if any) October 31 51
), for the purposes of investigating flow (if any) 

which may be discharging on to the beach directly, or by way of which may be discharging to 9A &9 t~e be~~ di~=e~tl~'• 91= a~' wa¥ 
the Creeks, at a rate less than 15 gpm. If flow is visually or ~the Creeks, at a rate less than 15 gpm. If flow is visually or 
otherwise observed, an investigation shall be undertaken to otherwise observed, an investigation shall be undertaken to 
identify the source of the flow. If the investigation reveals the identify the source ofthe flow. If the investigation reveals the 
source of the flow to be nuisance runoff not attributable to a source of the flow to be nuisance runoff not attributable to a 
rainfall event from any of the Planning Areas cited in 19(8), the rainfall event from any of the Planning Areas cited in 19(8), the 

~ 

~ 

applicant shall proceed wit~ actions outlined in 19(CX4)( I). Site applicant shall proceed with actions outlined in 19(CX4)(1). Site 
visits shall be recorded in a logbook and include the information visits shall be recorded in a logbook and include the information 
noted in 19(C)(2). noted in 19(C)(2). 

311/01 15 
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Conditions From NOI Dated 12115/00 

D. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT D. 
PERMIT, the applicant, Irvine Community Development Company, 
shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content 
acceptable to the Executive Director, incorporating all of the above 
terms of this condition. The deed restriction shall include a legal 
description of the applicant's entire parcel. The deed restriction shall 
run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be 
recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines 
may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction 
shall not be removed or changed without a Commission amendment to 
this coastal development permit. 

~. 

I 
3/1/01 17 

• 
Revised Conditions 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the applicant, Irvine Community Development Company, 
shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content 
acceptable to the Executive Director, incorporating all of the above 
terms of this condition. The deed restriction shall include a legal 
description of the applicant's entire parcel. The deed restriction shall 
run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be 
recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines 
may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction 
shall not be removed or changed without a Commission-approved 
amendment to this coastal development permit. 
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Ms. Teresa Henry 
December 18, 2000 
Page 2 

Construction of Basin 7 and additional water quality features. 

The rerouting of storm flows necessitated by the CDO caused the need to evaluate, in 
certain circumstances, flood control facilities serving the project. In this case, Basin 6, 
originally approved by the Commission on August 10, 2000, has been enlarged in 
capacity from 29 acre-feet to 49 acre-feet. A new basin, Basin 7, has replaced the 
vegetated swales along Coast Highway bordering Planning Area 14. The combination of 
these two basins has as one of its objectives the control of peak runoff rates in the post­
development condition within the parameters set by Policy K.1 of the certified LCP. 

However, the presence of Basin 7, and the enlargement of Basin 6, offered additional 
opportunities to augment water quality measures. While the water quality measures are 
not a part of this amendment application, The Irvine Company intends to incorporate the 
water quality advantages of these facilities in the revised Master Drainage and Water 
Quality Enhancement Program contemplated in Condition 18 of the Notice of Intent to 
Issue Permit for Coastal Development Permit No. AS-IRC-99-301. The principal water 
quality advantage of the new and enlarged basins and the rerouting is to allow first 
flush/40-hour detention treatment for approximately 95% of the developed portions of 
Planning Areas 4A, 4B, 12B, 3A, 3B & 14. In other words, the majority of the non­
Appeal Area will also be a part of the first flush detention treatment initially proposed 
only for the Appeal Area. 

Condition Changes 

In connection with this amendment request, The Irvine Company is requesting changes in 
certain special conditions of approval attached to the granted COP. Condition changes 
requested are either (1) necessitated by the revised plan (this applies to Exhibits C and D 
hereto) or (2) based on new information on the difficulty of access and maintenance of 
flow-weighted equipment (such as the changes reflected in Exhibit B). 

Exhibit B reflects the original changes we requested in Condition 16, and Exhibit F 
reflects the new changes brought about by our discussions. In studying the means by 
which we conduct the testing during storms of the outflow of the existing agricultural 
reservoir, it has been determined that it may be too dangerous for personnel to hike down 
to the agricultural reservior outflow point in storms. In addition, flow-weighted 
equipment must be maintained both before and immediately after a storm measurement, 
and the precipitous nature of the access to the agricultural reservoir will impede the 
ability to do this. As you recall, this agricultural reservior has no access road, and the 
construction of such a road would result in significant effects to sensitive coastal 
resources. Therefore, we propose sampling downstream of Basin #2 and not the 
agricultural reservoir. We are aware that in making this change we will be unable to 
benefit from the effect ofthe wetland upstream ofthe agricultural berm. We also propose 
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Ms. Teresa Henry 
December 18, 2000 
Page4 

quality and drainage diversion measures. We stand ready to answer questions concerning 
this amendment application. As previously discussed, we will be providing technical 
support the week of December 18th in order to document the hydrologic, channel 
stability, and beach nourishment consequences of this action, in conformity with the 
policies of the Certified Local Coastal Program. 

Please do not hesitate to call me if you have questions concerning this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Roberta Rand Marshall 
Vice President, Land Development 
Irvine Community Development Company 

MAC/lld 

Enclosures: 

Exhibit A: 

Exhibit B: 

Exhibit C: 

Exhibit D: 

Exhibit E: 

Exhibit F: 

Proposed engineering solution to eliminate storm flow discharge to all 
minor culverts under PCH and detain and filter the water quality flows. 
Previously submitted 

Proposed amendment to Condition 16. Previously submitted 

Proposed amendment to Condition 17. Previously submitted 

Proposed amendment to Condition 19. Previously submitted 

Hydrology Addendum. Previously submitted 

Revised Comparison Table of Conditions 
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Tettemer & Associates 
consultong engoneers 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region January 8, 2001 

JAN 9 2001 
Ms. Roberta Marshall 
The Irvine Company 
550 Newport Center Drive 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SUBJECT: Additions to the Addendum to the "Newport Coast Planned 
Community, Revised Run-off Management Plan, Hydrologic 
Analysis Report," dated April 2000. Refer to Coastal 
Development Permit No. AS-IRC-99-301 

Dear Ms. Marshall: 

This letter presents additional infonnation and clarifying statements that should be 
considered a part of the subject addendum transmitted to you by letter dated 
December 6, 2000. The items and clarifications are described individually below . 

Statement Concerning Validity of Comparing Pre- and Post-Development 
Discharges into Los Trancos and Muddy Creeks at Side Drainage Outlets 

In the opinion of the Run-off Management Plan authors, the comparison of pre- and 
post-developed peak discharges at the outlet of the 48-inch RCP into Los Trancos 
Creek and at the outlet from the energy dissipater into Muddy Creek offers no 
meaningful infonnation in assessing streambed stability (degradation or 
aggradation). The reason for this opinion is that the two outlet locations are very 
close to the culvert headwalls (approximately 1 0-feet in Los Trancos Creek and 
approximately 50-feet in Muddy Creek measured from their respective intersection 
points with the main creeks) and as such, are totally within the ponding areas which 
will develop behind the culverts for most flood events. These points are also within 
the areas of the two main creeks that have been stabilized with either concrete or rip 
rap materials. Consequently, riverine streamflow characteristics cannot occur for 
most floods at their peak rates because of the ponding, and for the smaller flood 
events for which significant ponding will not occur, the streambed stability between 
the discharge points and the culvert headwalls has been assured by the stabilization 
measures already implemented. The authors believe the most meaningful locations 
at which comparisons should be made to assess streambed stability in the main 
creeks are downstream of the two culverts, and upstream of the influence of ponding 
or backwater behind the culverts, (i.e., Point E and the other upstream nodal points in 
Muddy Creek, and at Point 17), and the other upstream nodal points in Los Trancos 
Creek. 

A Division of 
The Keith CDI71(18nies 

2955 Redhill Avenue 
Costa Mesa 
California 92626·5923 

T: 714.434.9080 
F:714.434.6120 
www.keilhco.com 
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• Pre-developed and post-developed, stage-storage-discharge characteristics for the 
existing detention basin L3. This data supplements that included in the Amended 
Appendix J. 

• Los Trances Watershed AES computations for the 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year 
Expected Value storm return periods. These computations replace those included 
in the Amended Appendix K. 

Should you have any questions concerning this addendum to the RMP, please feel 
free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Alan A. Swanson 
Senior Vice President 

Attachments 

IJ :Ill 0036\doc:\Revised Addendum of l&nu&!)' 8, 200 I to Roberll.cloc 
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FROM: Alan A. Swanson 

SUBJECT: Addendum to the "Newport Coast Planned Community, 
Revised Run-off Management Plan, Hydrologic Analysis Report," 
dated April 2000 

Enclosed are three copies of the subject addendum, one copy for your files, and one 
copy each for Roberta Marshall and Andi Culbertson of Culbertson, Adam & 
Associates. Three additional copies of the addendum are being mailed directly to Dr. 
Doug Inman, Dr. Scott Jenkins, and Dr. Howard Chang . 

Please be advised that the attached addendum supercedes the partial addendum 
forwarded to you under my cover memorandum of November 15, 2000. 

AAS/jtd 

T II 101361dox\ASI I IMMO doc 

A DIVIsion of 
The Ke,m Companies 

2955 Redhill Avenue 
Costa Mesa 
California 92626-5923 

T: 714.434.9080 
F:714 434.6120 
www.ketthco.com 
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criteria is required by the County for design of flood control facilities. The flood 
discharges used to size the facilities in the RMP were computedusing the High 
Confidence criteria for only the 100-year flood event. To prepare the sedimentation 
analyses, Expected Value Exceedance Criteria hydrographs were computed for pre- and 
post-developed conditions and provided to Dr. Chang for sediment routing purposes. 
These hydrographs were subsequently used to compare pre- and post-developed 
discharges downstream of Los Trancos and Muddy Canyons for the 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-
year peak flows to determine if the LCP storm discharge policy had been met. 

To facilitate the review of the RMP revisions, please refer to the attached revised Figure 
2 and Exhibit B for the location of drainage facility modifications. 

1. Identification of Additional PCH Culverts That Will Not Receive Project Runoff 

The three additional PCH culverts that will not receive project runoff are as follows: 

• 30-inch Reinforced Concrete Pipe (RCP) located south of the Los Trancos 9-
foot x 10-foot arch culvert within Drainage Area A. 

• 5-foot x 4-foot Arch Culvert, which reduces to a 3-foot x 4-foot Reinforced 
Concrete Box (RCB), located within Drainage Area B(2)r and south of the 30 
inch culvert mentioned above. This facility is referred to as the 3-foot x 4-foot 
RCB for the remainder of this addendum. 

• 24-inch RCP located within Drainage Area C and south of the 3-foot x 4-foot 
RCB mentioned above. 

With the deletion of flow through these three culverts, all project storm discharge 
will flow through the Los Trancos Canyon and Muddy Canyon PCH culverts. 

Storm runoff from the PCH pavement that is tributary to these culverts will not be 
effected by the Crystal Cove project. Small amount of runoff from the PCH 
pavement drains to Los Trancos and Muddy Canyons upstream of the PCH culverts. 
This runoff is not project related and will not change as a result of project 
development. Consequently, this runoff has not been incorporated in the pre- and 
post-developed peak discharges in the two drainage courses upstream of PCH. 

2. Description of Drainage Area Revisions 

Drainage Area A 

The revisions to Drainage Area A include the following: 

r· 7 
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Drainage Area Dr and Er 

Drainage Areas Dr and Er have been revised to include Basin 7, which has been 
added with one portion of the basin in each drainage area. The basin will act as a 
water quality basin that wiJJ store 6 acre-feet, with 4.6 acre-feet allocated to store 
first-flush storm runoff. The remaining volume in the basin, approximately 1.4 
acre-feet, will provide additional storm peak reduction prior to discharging into 
Basin 6. Storm flows will discharge into Basin 7 only when the hydraulic capacity 
of the existing underground diversion pipeline is exceeded. Since the volume 
within Basin 7 allocated to flood peak reduction is quite small, the peak attenuation 
benefits will be minimal. No other revisions have been made to the two drainage 
areas. 

No changes to pages 25 and 26 of the RMP are necessary. 

Drainage Area M5r 

Drainage Area M5r has been revised to reflect the increased size of Basin 6. The 
storage capacity of the basin was increased and the configuration of the outlets and 
spillway have been changed in order to reduce the peak 2-year flow to an amount 
that does not exceed the pre-developed peak 2-year flow by more than 10 percent. 

Attached are pages 27 and 28 that have been revised to reflect revisions to 
Basin 6. 

Muddy Canyon 

The Muddy Canyon watershed had not been changed as a result of this addendum. 
The ponding conditions upstream of the PCH culvert have been changed slightly as 
a result of the diversion of flows from the 3-foot x 4-foot RCB and the 24- inch 
RCP PCH culverts to the north. Revisions to Basin 6 and the resulting outflows 
from the basin have created the change in the ponding condition upstream of the 
culvert. 

Attached are pages 29 and 30 that have been revised to reflect the changes at Nodal 
Point F downstream of the PCH culvert . 

U \II00:161<l<>e\AS I 09L TR Rtvised O.,c 4 2000 on.; 
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flood events by more than 10 percent. The studies also show similar results for both 
watersheds downstream of PCH." 

Revisions to "Introduction", pageS 

Add bullets as follows to listing on page 5: 

• "Drainage Area A has been increased in size slightly to reflect area tributary to the 
30-inch RCP culvert. Flow to this culvert will be diverted to Los Trancos Canyon 
through the existing 48-inch RCP and a new parallel conduit, if needed. 

• Approximately 5.5 cfs from the outflow from Basin 4 will be diverted to Basin 6 to 
assure that the 2-year peak discharge in Los Trancos Creek downstream of PCH will 
not exceed the pre-developed peak rate by more than 10 percent. 

• Drainage Area B has been slightly decreased in size to reflect the slight increase in 
the size of the adjacent Drainage Area A. 

• Basin 7 has been included within Drainage Areas Dr and Er adjacent to PCH to 
provide storage for the first-flush storm runoff and flood peak attenuation for flows 
diverted from Drainage Areas A, B(l)r, and B(2)r and C, which may exceed the 
capacity of the existing diversion pipeline. Basin 7 will serve the dual purpose of 
providing water quality benefits and additional, but limited, flood peak reduction 
benefits." 

Revise paragraph 3, page 5, as follows: 

"The primary objective of the RMP is to conform to the LCP. In accordance with the 
LCP, the result of the RMP is to assure that the post-developed peak discharges for the 
2-, 5-, 10-, 25-, and 100-year storms will not exceed the pre-developed peak discharges 
downstream of PCH by more than 10 percent. It is also an objective of the revised plan 
that the post-developed peak discharges for the various storm frequencies along the 
entire reaches of both Los Trancos and Muddy Canyons will not exceed the pre­
developed rates by more than 10 percent." 

Revisions to "Discussion of Hydrologic Analysis" page 10 

Paragraph 1b, Page 12. Add a fourth bullet as follows: 

• "The flow tributary to the 30-inch RCP has been diverted northerly to Los Trancos 
Canyon upstream of the PCH culvert. This diversion wil1 eliminate any project 
storm runoff from reaching the lower reaches of Los Trancos Creek to the ocean 
through this culvert." 

p. II 
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Mf:Dan Hedigan 
December 6, 2000 
Page 8 

In the post-developed condition, Watershed Er is 23.5 acres. All runoff from Watershed 
Er wiJJ be directed to Basin 7 and on to Basin 6 in Watershed M5r by way of the 
existing diversion pipeline." 

Paragraph 9b, page 18. Revise the last three sentences of this paragraph as follows: 

Prior to entering Basin 6, the flow from M5r will combine with the diverted flows from 
watersheds A, B(l)r, B(2)r, C, Dr, and Er and discharge into Basin 6. The reduced 
outflow from the basin will discharge into the diversion pipeline and/or through the 
basin spillway into Muddy Creek just upstream of the Muddy Canyon PCH culvert. 
Refer to Figure 6b to review the details of Basin 6." 

Revisions to "Summary of Hydrologic and Flood Routing Study Results", page 20 

Paragraphs 2, 3, and 4 on Page 20 should be replaced with the following: 

"For the purpose of preparing the Sedimentation Engineering study (prepared by Dr. 
Howard Chang), "expected value" hydrographs for the 2-, 5-, 10-, 25-, and 100-year 
return period storms have been computed using the Orange County Public Facilities and 
Resources Department methodology. The hydrographs were computed for the pre- and 
post-developed watershed conditions for all drainage areas within the project area. The 
expected value hydro graphs produce runoff rates that represent the expected or average 
rates of runoff for a particular return period of interest. Statistically, 50 percent of the 
storm runoff rates that occur would exceed the predicted expected value rate, and 50 
percent would be less that the predicted expected value rate. The computed runoff 
rates, represented by the expected value hydrographs, will be lower than the "high 
confidence" runoff rates since the high confidence rates will statistically be exceeded 
only 15 percent of the time rather than 50 percent of the time. As stated previously, the 
Runoff Management Plan for the Newport Coast Planned Community is based on the 
high confidence runoff rates, which is a requirement of the County of Orange for 
development submittals. 

The computed expected value hydrographs have been provided to Dr. Chang for his use 
in preparing the sedimentation engineering study for Los Trancos and Muddy Canyons. 
The pre- and post-developed hydrographs for the 2-, 5-, 10-, and 25-year storms have 
also been used to determine the change in peak flow rates downstream of the Los 
Trancos and Muddy Canyon PCH culverts for these frequency storms. These pre- and 
post-development peak discharges have been compared for the purpose of assuring 
compliance with the LCP discharge Policy No. 1. Since the expected value exceedance 
criteria is not used for facility design, the detailed results have not been summarized in 

U \ll00:\61doc1AS109LTR R.,, .. d Dec 4 2ll01hlO< 
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Mr:Dan Hedigan 
December 6, 2000 
Page 10 

Revisions to Figures and Exhibits 

The following figures and exhibits have been revised or added and are attached for 
replacement in the RMP. 

Figure 2 
Figure 5 
Figure 6A 
Figure 6B 
Exhibit B 

Revisions to Appendices 

The following items incorporated within designated appendices have been revised. The 
specific items are attached for replacement in the RMP . 

Appendix A: 
Appendix B: 
Appendix C: 
Appendix D: 
Appendix I: 
Appendix J: 
Appendix K: 

Exhibit B (Revised) 
Los Trancos Canyon AES calculations 
Drainage Area A AES calculations 
Drainage Area B(2)r AES calculations 
Muddy Canyon AES calculations 
Physical Data for Detention Basins 
Expected Value Pre- and Post-Developed AES Calculations 

Should you have any questions concerning this addendum to the RMP, please feel free 
to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Alan A. Swanson 
Senior Vice President 

AAS/jk 

Enclosure 
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the existing and post-developed conditions, and also the natural condition. The natural condition 
no longer exists for those portions of the project currently under construction, but an analysis of 
the natural or pre-construction condition has been performed to address LCP concerns. The 
runoff parameters developed to compute the discharges have been updated to reflect the most 
current information (land uses and routing of stolUl runoff) within proposed development areas. 
The existing condition runoff parameters for the natural areas have also been recomputed to 
assure that comparison of the pre- and post-developed discharges will be consistent and can be 
reliably compared. · 

The purpose of this report is to present the methodology used in computing the runoff rates and 
to document the results of the hydrologic computations. 

Sununary of Study Results 

A comparison of the pre- and post-developed discharges for the 100-year design storm is shown 
on Figure 2. Detailed information on the comparison of flow volumes and durations for the 
points of interest can be reviewed by turning to Section m B of this report. 

The results of hydrologic studies indicate that, with the use of the six detention basins, the post­
developed peak discharge/ rates within the Los Trancos and Muddy Canyons are less than the 
pre-developed rates. The studies also show that the discharge rates downstream ofPCH at the 
individual culvert discharge locations are less that the pre-developed rates. 

Downstream of the detention basins the flow volumes and durations have generally increased 
from the pre-developed conditions. This result is predictable. It has occurred because of the 
effect of increases in impervious area due to development, because of the adjustment in the areas 
of the existing watersheds, and because of detention basins which have been constructed and are 
proposed to reduce post-developed discharges to less than the pre-developed rates. 

1100:16 ASI62RPT 2 I 17 
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3. Watershed A 

Area and Discharge Data 

Pre-developed Post-developed* 

Watershed Area 87 acres 129 acres 

Peak Discharges at Specific 
Locations 

• U/S of Splitter JS at PCH 176 cfs 186 cfs 

• At Outlet of 30" RCP in 92cfs Nil 
Crystal Cove State Park 

• At Outlet of 48" RCP in 84 cfs 229 cfs 
Los Trancos Cyn U/S of 
PCH culvert 

Stonn Flow Volumes at Specific 
Locations 

• U/S of Splitter JS at PCH 24.4 ac-ft 29 ac-ft 

• At Outlet of 30" RCP in 25.2 ac-ft Nil 
Crystal Cove State Park 

• At Outlet of 48" RCP in 2.7 ac-ft 34 ac-ft 
Los Trancos Cyn U/S of 
PCH culvert 

Stonn Flow Durations at Specific 
Locations 

• U/S of Splitter JS at PCH 21 hrs 24 hrs 

• At Outlet of 30" RCP in 24 hrs Nil 
Crystal Cove State Park 

• At Outlet of 48" RCP in 16.8 hrs 30 hrs 
Los Trancos Cyn U/S of 
PCH culvert I 

* The increased flow volumes and durations result primarily from the 
increase in watershed area. Please refer to Section III.A.3.b of this report . 
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5. Watershed C 

Area and Discharge Data 

Pre-developed Post-developed* 

Watershed Area 10.3 acres 4.9 acres 

Peak Discharge Data at Specific 
Locations 

• At the 24" RCP U/S of 25 cfs 21 cfs 
PCH 

Storm Flow Volumes at Specific 
Locations 

• At the 24" RCP U/S of 3 ac-ft 0.9 ac-ft 
PCH 

Storm Flow Durations at Specific 
Locations 

• At the 24" RCP U/S of 20+ hrs 18+ hrs 
PCH 

* The reduction in peak flow rate, volume and duratiOn ts pnmanly due to 
the reduction in watershed area. Please refer to Section m.A.S.b of this 
report. 

I 
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7. Watershed E 

Area and Discharge Data 

Pre-developed Post-developed* 

Watershed Area 19 acres 24 acres 

Peak Discharges at Specific 
Locations 

• At Combined 21" and 44 cfs Nil 
24" RCPs U/S of PCH 

Storm Flow Volumes at Specific 
Locations 

• At Combined 21" and 4 ac-ft Nil 
24" RCPs U/S ofPCH 

Storm Flow Durations at Specific 
Locations 

• At Combined 21" and 20+ hrs Nil 
24" RCPs U/S ofPCH 

*Please see the explanatory note for Watershed D, and refer to Section 
m.A.7.b of this report . 
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• Stonn Flow Volumes at Specific 
Locations 

• Prior to Confluence of 10 ac-ft 
M5(1) with Muddy 
Creek at PCH Culvert 

• Prior to Confluence of 17 ac-ft 
M5(2) with Muddy 
Creek 

• DIS of Basin 6 Prior to 152 ac-ft 
Confluence of MSr and 
Muddy Creek and PCH 
Culvert [Flow volume 
includes the effect of 
diverting B(l)r, Dr and 
Er] 

Stonn Flow Durations at Specific 
Locations 

• Prior to Confluence of 21+ hrs 
MS(l) with Muddy 
Creek at PCH Culvert • 

• Prior to Confluence of 20+ hrs 
M5(2) with Muddy 
Creek 

• DIS of Basin 6 Prior to 2Thr 
Confluence of MSr and 
Muddy Creek at PCH 
Culvert [Flow duration 
includes the effect of 
diverting B(l)r, Dr and 
Er] 

• 
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Storm Flow Volume Data at 
Specific Locations 

• Pt. A (Same as above) 22 ac-ft 59 ac-ft 

• Pt. B (Same as above) 54 ac-ft 81 ac-ft 

• Pt. C (Same as above) 262 ac-ft 246 ac-ft 

• Pt. D (Same as above) 290 ac-ft 294 ac-ft 

• Pt. E (Same as above) 399 ac-ft 357 ac-ft 

• Pt. F (Same as above) 399 ac-ft 508 ac-ft 

Storm Flow Durations at Specific 
Locations 

• Pt. A (Same as above) 19+ hrs 40 hrs 

• Pt. B (Same as above) 24 hrs 40 hrs 

• Pt. C (Same as above) 27 hrs 40 hrs 

• Pt. D (Same as above) 27 hrs 40hrs 

• Pt. E (Same as above) 28 hrs 40hrs 

• Pt. F (Same as above) 28 hrs 73 hrs 
* Does not include the area of Drainage Area M5r. 
** The changes in the peak discharges and flow volumes at the various 
points along Muddy Creek reflect the effects of development in Phase IV-
4, reduction of the area of Drainage Area M2, the development of the 
Recreation Center, the elimination of the side drainage from Drainage 
Areas M5(1) and M5(2), the diversion of flows from Drainage Areas 
B(l)r, Dr, Er and the introduction of the M5r peak reduced flow into 
Muddy Creek just upstream of the PCH culvert. Please refer to Section 
ID.A.IO.b of this report . 
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. This is an addendum to the 31 May 2000 draft of the report Jenkins and 

• Wasyl (2000) that was peer reviewed and subnitted to the California Coastal 

Commission by The Irvine Company at the August 2000 hearing in Huntington 

Beach. This addendum has been prompted by minor changes to the Runoff 

Management Plan (RMP) of the Newport Coast Planned Connnunity (Crystal Cove 

Development) that have occurred following the granting of pernits at the August 

2000 hearing. These changes to the RMPare detailed in subnissions by Tettemer 

and Associates dated January2001, and the resulting effects on coarse sedirrent 

yield from Muddy Canyon and Los Trancos Creeks are evaluated in a studyby 

Howard H. Chang Consultants dated 7 January200 1. Small changes in the yield of 

coarse sediirents have been found as a result of the January2001 revision of the 

RMP. This addendum considers how those changes effect the beach stability 

analysis in Jenkins and Was)i, 2000. 

• The revised estirmtes of coarse sedirrent yield due to RMP revisions will 

• 

alter the volurre estimates of coarse sedirrent delivery to the beach reported in 

Tables 1 and 2 of Jenkins and Was;l (2000). These tables will now report average 

annual volurre fluxes in m3 /yr to Crystal Cove Beach as follows: 



• 

• 

• 

3 

Inspection of the values in the revised Tables I and 2 indicate that the 

average annual post-project inpact on the yield of beach grade sand (0.18-0.80 

mm) in the presence ofRMPrevisions will be reduced by 0.1 m3/yr. This is a 

reduction in the incretrentalloss of 14 m3/yr already accommodated by the permit 

conditions adopted at the August 2000 hearing. With the revised RMRm 

additional incretrental loss of0.2 rd!yr of beach sand occurs in the )ield of Muddy 

Canyon Creek, but the post-project sand )ield of Los Trancos Creek is increased by 

0.3 m3/yr to offset this loss. The RMPrevisions will increase the )ield of 

beach grade sand and all grades of beach substrate (0.62 nun- 32.0 mm) from 

watershed sources by0.8% relative to the plan approved at the August 2000 

hearing. 

The average annual changes due to RMPrevisions in Tables 1 and 2 exert a 

proportionate effect on the littoral sedimnt budget during dry and wet climate 

periods. This leads to changes in the watershed inputs coq»uted in Tables 5 and 6 

of Jenkins and Was}1 (2000). RMP revisions will alter the sedirrent budget inputs 

from watershed sources during the dry period ( 1945-77) and the wet period ( 1978-

98) to read as shown in Tables 5 and 6 below respectively 

f·1 



• . Inspection of Tables 5 and 6 indicate that RMPrevisions will increase the 

post project yield of beach grade sand by2 m3 during the trost recent 33-)T dry 

period (1945-77), and by 3 m3 during the 21-)T wet period ( 1978-98). These 

values give annualized project inpacts that are slightly improved from those 

already considered in the August 2000 ruling. The post project jeld of beach 

substrate for all size fractions is increased by61 m3 /yr during a dry period and by 

143 m3 /yr during a wet period. 

The beach evolution rmdeling in Jenkins and Was)l (2000) was repeated for 

wet and dry climate periods using the revised sedimmt budget inputs appearing in 

Tables 5 and 6 above. This effort produced a revised version of.fi'gure 30 from 

Jenkins and Was)1 (2000), shown below. Inspection of the revised figure 30 

reveals the 20 year cumulative effect of the RMPrevisions will reduce the landward 

recession of the trean high tide line (MHT) by 2 mm during a wet period, (where 

• the total cum.Ilative post-project beach retreat is reduced from24 em to 23.8 em). 

• 

During a dry period (revised Figure 31 below) the 20 )Car cumulative effect of 

RMP revisions will reduce beach retreat by 1 mm, ( 12.9 em of post project beach 

retreat vs the 13 em that was calculated previouslyin Jenkins and Was)1, 2000, 

before the RMP revisions). These increrrental shoreline changes relative to the 

project impacts already considered in the August 2000 ruling are smller than the 

modeling error limits and are therefore not significant. 

References: 

Chang, H., 2000, Effects of !Toposed Drainage Changes on 8ediment Delivery in 

Muddy Canyon and Los Trancos Can)On, submitted to The Irvine Colll'anf, 

12 December 2000, 11 pp. 

Jenkins, S. A. and J. Wasyl, 2000, Analysis ofNearshore Transport and Sloreline 
I 

Change in the Presence of the Crystal Cove Developtrent Project, submitted 

to Irvine Corrnnunity Development Company, 550 Newport Center Drive, 

Newport Beach, CA 92658-6370, 99 pp. + 8 tbls. + 37 figs.+ appen A-G. 
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Howard H. Chang Consultants 
Hydraulic, Hydrologic and Sedimentation Engineering 

P.O. Box 9492 
600 I A venida Alteras 

Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067-4492 
(858)756-9050, FAX: (858)756-9460 

E-mail: changh@mail.sdsu.edu Web Page: cbang.sdsu.edu 

.;AN 8 ZOOi 

Effects of Proposed Drainage Changes on Sediment Delivery 

in Muddy Canyon and Los Trancos Canyon 

Prepared by Howard H. Chang, Ph.D., P.E. 

January 7, 2001 

I prepared the report "Sediment Yield Study for Muddy Canyon and Los Canyons 

Canyon" dated May 2000 for the proposed development project by the Irvine Community 

Development Company above Crystal Cove. The proposed runoff management plan has been 

approved by the California Coastal Commission. A modification of the approved drainage plan 

has recently been made. This modification affects flood discharges on the immediate upstream 

side and downstream side of Pacific Coast Highway Culverts. The changes are summarized by 

Tettemer and Associates as shown in Tables 1 and 2. There are no changes in canyon flood 

pattern further upstream from the culverts. Peak flood discharges at the Pacific Coast Highway 

culvert for Muddy Canyon will be slightly reduced for minor floods such as the 2-yr flood but 

they will be slightly increased for greater floods. Peak flood discharges at the culvert for Los 

Trancos Canyon will be slightly increased for all events. 

Table 1. Summary of discharges by Tettemer and Associates (2000) for Muddy Canyon 

Frequency Discharge in cfs Discharge in cfs for 

for Pre-Developed Approved Runoff 

Watershed Management Plan 

100-yr 960 958 

25-yr 705 570 

1 

Discharge in cfs for %Increase 

Modified Runoff Modified vs. 

Management Plan Pre-developed 

1021 6.4% 

679 -3.7% 

CXflt./3/T 10 
f·l 
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culvert inlet are shown in Fig. 1. For discharges greater than the 5-yr flood, the flood stage will 

be slightly higher under the modified plan than under the approved plan. For 2-yr flood 

discharges, the flood stage will be lower under the modified plan than under the approved plan. 

In connection with this change in backwater is a small reduction of sediment transport 

and a slight increase in sediment deposition in the area just upstream of the culvert. Such 

changes are very small because of the small changes in discharge; they will not affect the amount 

of sediment delivery through this reach as explained below. 

Channel morphology in the upstream vicinity of the culvert shows that the stream channel 

is in an approximate state of equilibrium. Sediment deposition occurs during high flow due to 

backwater effects of the culvert. The backwater disappears during low flows; therefore, the 

deposited sediment is removed during low flows. The bed elevation of the culvert is the base 

level for the upstream channel. Any built up in sediment above the equilibrium bed level is 

removed gradually. This short reach just above the culvert is a reach of sediment transfer, but 

not a reach of sediment storage in the long term. For this reason, the proposed changes in 

drainage will not affect the sediment delivery to the downstream side of Pacific Coast Highway. 

The short reach of Muddy Canyon on the downstream side of Pacific Coast Highway. 

This short channel reach has a very flat slope. The increased flood discharge will enhance its 

sediment transport capacity to result in less sediment storage in the reach and more sediment to 

be placed on the beach. Such changes are very small. Since the channel cuts across the beach, 

there is no concern for stream bed degradation along this reach because of its flat slope. 

Los Trancos Canyon - The change in flow pattern along Los Trancos Canyon occurs in 

the immediate upstream vicinity of the Pacific Coast Highway culvert. Since there are no other 

changes along Los Trancos Canyon upstream of this point, sediment delivery in the canyon will 

remain unchanged except for a short stream reach near the culvert. 

The drainage modification will result in discharge changes near Pacific Coast Highway. 

• Such changes as listed in Table 2 are generally small. However any change in discharge may 

3 
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events, do not cause scour damages to the channel. In evaluating channel stability, the criterion 

used by nearly all governmental agencies is the 1 00-yr storm. The peak 1 00-yr storm discharge 

under pre-development conditions for the reach is 1,637 cfs and it is also 1,637 cfs under the 

modified runoff management plan. There is no change in peak discharge due to the proposed 

development. The development project with the modified runoff management plan should have 

no significant effects on the stability of this stream reach. 

Yields of Fine Sediment - In the original study, the total yield of fines from the 

development sites was computed to be 694 tons/per year under the pre-development conditions; 

it was 164 tons/year under the post-development conditions. There is a net reduction of fines of 

530 tons/year from the development sites. In other words, the proposed development will result 

in a major reduction of soil loss from the development sites. The yield of the fines is controlled 

by the conditions of the watershed. The fines are delivered to the beach as washload which does 

not settle in the canyons in appreciable quantities. The delivery of fine sediment is independent 

of the modified drainage in the development because it is not affected by the drainage in the 

canyon above the culverts. In other words, the change in drainage will not affect the yield of fine 

sediment at the beach. 

Modeled Results on Sediment Delivery to the Beach - Modeled values of mean annual 

delivery of coarse sediment for Muddy Canyon for the proposed plan and those for the modified 

plan are summarized in Tables 3 and 4, respectively. It must be understood that the delivery of 

sediment may vary significantly from year to year. The mean annual delivery represents the 

long-term average. When results from these two tables are compared, it can be seen that sediment 

deliveries for different sediment size fractions for the modified plan are closely similar to the 

corresponding values for the approved plan. Table 5 shows a comparison of mean annual 

deliveries of coarse sediment at outlet of Muddy Canyon between the approved plan and the 

modified plan 

Table 3. Simulated mean annual deliveries of coarse sediment at outlet of Muddy Canyon 

for Approved Plan 

5 
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Modified Plan 21.1 41.3 38.9 73.5 216 391 

Change +1.0 -0.4 +1.2 +5.8 -15 -7 

Modeled values of mean annual delivery of coarse sediment for Los Trancos Canyon for 

the proposed plan and those for the modified plan are summarized in Tables 6 and 7, 

respectively. When results from these two tables are compared, it can be seen that sediment 

deliveries for different sediment size fractions for the modified plan are similar to the 

corresponding values for the approved plan. Table 8 shows a comparison of mean annual 

deliveries of coarse sediment at outlet of Los Trancos Canyon between the approved plan and the 

modified plan. 

• Table 6. Simulated mean annual deliveries of coarse sediment at outlet of Los Trances Canyon 

for Approved Plan 

Yield for the size ranges, tons/year 

0.062- 0.18 0.18- 0.80 0.80-4.0 4.0- 10.0 10-32 Total 

mm mm mm mm mm 

Pre-project 46.7 82.2 89.4 109 203 530.3 

Post-project 43.5 76.4 82.7 98.4 186 487 

Change -3.2 -5.8 -6.7 -10.6 -17 -43.3 

• 
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approved plan, the reduction in beach sand supply from Muddy Canyon is 18.2 tons/year; it is 5.8 

tons/year from Los Trances Canyon. The total reduction in beach sand supply by both streams is 

24 tons/year. Impacts of this change in beach sand supply have been analyzed by Jenkins (2000) 

and Inman and Masters (2000). Under the modified plan, the reduction in beach sand supply 

from Muddy Canyon is 18.6 tons/year; it is 5.2 tons/year from Los Trances Canyon. The total 

reduction in beach sand supply from both streams is 23.8 tons/year. Impacts of this change in 

beach sand supply will be analyzed by Jenkins and Inman. 

Table 9. Results on beach sand supply for Approved Plan 

Delivery, tons/yr. 
Stream name 

Pre-project Post-project Change 

Muddy Canyon 59.9 41.7 -18.2 

Los Trances Canyon 82.2 76.4 -5.8 

Total 142.1 118.1 I -24.0 I 
Table 10. Results on beach sand supply for Modified Plan 

Delivery, tons/yr. 
Stream name 

Pre-project Post-project Change 

Muddy Canyon 59.9 41.3 -18.6 

Los Trances Canyon 82.2 77.0 -5.2 

Total 142.1 118.3 -23.8 

Summary - The modeled results show the trend of variation for sediment delivery to the 

beach due to the modified runoff management plan. The small changes in backwater at the 

culverts under Pacific Highway are associated with small changes in sediment delivery. The 

comparison of modeled results should be interpreted as trends as they are within the confidence 

limits of modeling. In summary, I have concluded that the proposed drainage modification will 

result only in minor changes in beach sand supply by Muddy Canyon and Los Trances Canyon . 

9 
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Los Trancos Canyon 
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Fig. 2. Flood stage versus discharge curves for Los Trancos Canyon at culvert inlet 
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NO!HE f;ONSJ,I.fA~'IS 
Ms. T IITr.<U. ·-•· 
'l'hil'd i'al'ty lrrtl~>#ntknt Hf'\·i~· 
J•ap 2••/'2 

• Sheet H - Crystal Cove Stnrm Drain Plans, Tract I 5446, prepared by I Jun!Ulker Ill. 
A!ssuciat~.--s. ('fhis plan t-su bc(;n revised lO corn~ct the note that mil\ttkcnly identified that 
a portion of the storm drain pipe that parallels PCH will be abzmdoncd) 

• "'Proposed Enginecrins Solution to F.liminatc Storm Flow Oiow:hargc to all Minor 
Culverts tJndcr I'Cit & Detain & l"ilter the Water Quality !-'lows Submittal to the 
California Coastal Commission;· dated January 22, 200 I, prqtared hy JluJL'I8ker & 
Associates. This plan has been modified h) clarity that a portion of PA 4A. commonly 
kn<1wn as L-1, will lJCnd WaAJ..T Quality Flows to Basin 6 and Storm Flows to Los 
Trancos Canyon. 

• Revised sheet "6" (of24) for lJasin 6. "Preliminary Grading Plan. Tn11:1 15446, Cryslal 
Cove,·· prepared by Hunsaker&. As~oeiaU$. dated J••mary 30, 2001 

fn auldilion to my review of the above listed documents. l met with l.cslic Ewing and Mark 
Johns~on, bolh with the C'ulifomia C011s1al Commission, on January 18, 2001 in the 
Commission's San rrancilllcn office. As a result of that meeting. Leslie Ewing li\:nl out an email 
dated January 18, 2001 referred to a."': ~omments on latest TIC submittals'· wbK:h requeea1ed 
some addifirmal informarion of The Irvine Compcuty, and wh~h is. included within the above 
reviewed document.-.. 

My conelu!iion after review and discu .. t;sions concerning the above documcrus and propm~ed 
Revised RMP is that these rcvi~i(lns will not alter my oriJiRII conclusi~ documented in the 
rc:pon: "Third Par1y lndqx:ndi.'tll R~vi'-!w of Hydrologic, Sediment Yield & Cnastal 11rocesses 
Rc:sulb & Conclu!iiuns for Newpurt Coasa IJflaKS JV-3 and IV-4 Appeal" prepared for CaJifomia 
C~l Commissiun, Sooth Coast Area Office. 2()() Occanpte, Suite I 000, I .nng Reach. CA 
90802-4302. prepared by Ronald M. Noble, Noble Consultants, Inc. & Professor Robert L. 
Wiegel, dated June 28, 2000, since the revis.cd analysi~t for the ki:Vi~M=d RM11 is within the 
modeling analysis error toleta.nec ol' The Irvine: Company's originar analysis documented in my 
original review. 

PICII!:M: .:aU me if you have any questions cunca-ning this letter. 

Sincerely, 

RMN/ahf 
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Mr. Peter Douglas . 2 . October 25, 2000 

the Cease and Desist Order is adopted by the Board, but we believe that I CDC's 
commitment, as stated in their October 17th and 191h letters, when implemented, will 
result in compliance with the Cease and Desist Order. Therefore, our September 30, 
1999, 401 waiver of waste discharge requirements remains appropriate, and we have 
no objection to the issuance of a 404 permit on the project. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at 909· 782-3284, Joanne Schneider or 
Hope Smythe of my staff at 909-782·3287 and 909-782-4493. respectively. 

Sincerely, 

jj~~ 
Gerard J. Thibeault 
Executive Officer 

GJT/bjl 

Attachments 

c. w/attachments: Regional Board 
Roberta Marshall. Irvine Community Development Company 
Ted Cobb, Office of Chief Counsel, SWRCB 
Tim Stevens, Division of Water Quality, SWRCB 
Catherine Kuhlman, U.S. EPA Region IX 
Teresa Henry. California Coastal Commission, Long Beach 
Jack Gregg, California Coastal Commission, Long Beach 
Ann Thomas, Best, Best and Krieger 
Garry Brown, Orange County CoastKeeper 
Kimberly Lewand, Attorneys for Clean Water 
Susan Jordan, League for Coastal Protection 

California Environmental Protection Agency 
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Protection 

January 19, 2001 

Ms. Roberta Marshall 
Irvine Community Development Company 
550 Newport Center Drive 
Newport Beach, CA 9265 8 

RECEI'r 
South Coo~i ·~ 

JAN 2 4 l001 

Cf:o .. ~:-·· 
COASTAL (..~._.- ~ ·- J ~ • ~- • • 

COMPLIANCE WITH CEASE AND DESIST ORDER (CDO) NO. 00-87 

Dear Ms. Marshall: 

This is in response to your January 18, 2001 submittal in response to the above referenced COO. 
The Irvine Company is proposing to eliminate the following existing discharges: 

J. All discharges from the thirty-inch diameter, reinforced concrete pipe that discharges runoff 
from the Crystal Cove development to Los Trancos Creek just above the mean high tide line; 

2. All discharges from a three-foot by four~ foot box culvert that discharges runoff from the 
Irvine Company's Crystal Cove deve1opment to the beach at Crystal Cove just south of Los 
Trancos;and 

3. All discharges from a twenty-four inch diameter, reinforced concrete pipe that discharges 
runoff from The Irvine Company's Crystal Cove development to the bluffs above Crystal 
Cove and subsequently to the bench below. 

We have reviewed the plans identified as "Submittal to the California Coastal Commission", 
dated January 17, 2001. Based on the information provided in that plan, it appears that the plan. 
if implemented, would result in compliance with the requirements of CDO No. 00-87. as 
applicable to The Inrine Company. 

If you have any questions, please call me at (909) 782·3284. 

S~ely, ~ 

~~~ 
Executive Officer 

CC: Attached mailing list EIJ,,J,I- '" 
M·:t*-Cff·J•' 

California E11viro11mental Protection Agency ,., ~ 


