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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Remodel and addition of 1,200 square feet to an existing 
single family residence resulting in a 2,642 square foot, two story, 22 feet high from 
existing grade (13 from centerline of frontage road), single family residence with an 
attached 369 square foot two car garage. Also proposed is 114 cubic yards of cut to 
accommodate expansion of the existing lower level. 

Lot Area: 
Building Coverage: 
Pavement Coverage: 
Landscape Coverage: 
Parking Spaces: 
Zoning: 
Ht above final grade: 

11,193 square feet 
2,642 square feet 
1 ,955 square feet 
687 square feet 
4 
Three Arch Bay 
22 feet 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: City of Laguna Beach Approval in Concept 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: City of Laguna Beach Local Coastal Program 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff is recommending approval of the proposed project subject to six special conditions 
which are necessary to assure that the project conforms with Section 30253 of the Coastal 
Act regarding geology and hazard, with Section 30251 regarding landform alteration and 
visual quality, and with Section 30231 regarding protection of water quality. Special 
Condition No.1 requires a revised landscape plan which requires the use of native and 
drought tolerant plantings, and prohibits permanent irrigation and invasive plants; Special 
Condition No. 2 requires a revised drainage plan that requires site drainage to be directed 
to the street; Special Condition No. 3 requires conformance with the geotechnical 
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recommendations; Special Condition No. 4 prohibits future shoreline/bluff protection 
devices; Special Condition No. 5 requires that the applicant assume the risk of developing 
on an oceanfront, blufftop site; Special Condition No.6 requires the applicant to record a 
deed restriction against the property, referencing all of the special conditions contained in 
this staff report. 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development 
Permit No. 5-02-192 pursuant to the staff recommendation. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 

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

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PERMIT: 

The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed development 
and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development as conditioned will be in 
conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and will not prejudice the ability of the 
local government having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming 
to the provisions of Chapter 3. Approval of the permit complies with the California Environmental 
Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been 
incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on the 
environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment. 

II. STANDARD CONDITIONS: 

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

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

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

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided 

.. 

.. 
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assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of 
the permit. 

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

Ill. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. Revised Landscape Plan 

A. All new landscaping shall be primarily native (to coastal Orange County), drought 
tolerant vegetation. Invasive plants are prohibited. 

B. No permanent in-ground irrigation systems shall be installed on site. Temporary 
above ground irrigation is allowed to establish plantings. 

C. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a 
revised landscape plan reflecting the requirements of sections A and B above. 

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

2. Revised Drainage Plan 

A. All site drainage shall be collected and directed/pumped to the street. 

B. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a 
revised drainage plan reflecting the requirements of sections A and B above. 

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

3. Conformance of Design and Construction Plans to Geotechnical Information 

A. All final design and construction plans, including grading, foundations, site plans, 
elevation plans, and drainage plans, shall be consistent with all recommendations 
contained in the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation for Foundation Design, 
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prepared by Geofirm, dated May 14, 2003. 
r 

B. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
applicant shall submit, for the Executive Director's review and approval, evidence 
that the geotechnical consultant 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. 

C. 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 . 

• 

4. No Future Shoreline/Bluff Protective Device 

By acceptance of this permit, the applicant agrees, on behalf of him/herself and all other 
successors and assigns, that no shoreline/bluff protective device( s) shall ever be 
constructed to protect the development at the subject site approved pursuant to Coastal 
Development Permit No. 5-02-192 including future improvements, in the event that the 
property is threatened with damage or destruction from bluff and slope instability, erosion, 
landslides or other natural hazards in the future. By acceptance of this permit, the 
applicant hereby waives, on behalf of him/herself and all successors and assigns, any 
rights to construct such devices that may exist under Public Resources Code Section 
30235. 

By acceptance of this permit, the applicant further agrees, on behalf of him/herself and all 
successors and assigns, that the landowner shall remove the development authorized by 
this permit if any government agency has ordered that the structure is not to be occupied 
due to any of the hazards identified above. In the event that any portion of the 
development is destroyed, the permittee shall remove all recoverable debris associated 
with the development from the beach and ocean and lawfully dispose of the material in an 
approved disposal site. Such removal shall require a coastal development permit. 

5. Assumption of Risk, Waiver of Liability and Indemnity 

By acceptance of this permit, the applicant acknowledges and agrees (i) that the site may 
be subject to hazards due to bluff and slope instability, erosion, landslides or other natural 
hazards associated with development on an oceanfront, bluff top, site; (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, 

• 



• 

5-02-192 Freedman 
Page 5 

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. 

6. Deed Restriction 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall 
submit to the Executive Director for review and approval documentation demonstrating that 
the landowner has executed and recorded against the parcel(s) governed by this permit a 
deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director: (1) indicating 
that, pursuant to this permit, the California Coastal Commission has authorized 
development on the subject property, subject to terms and conditions that restrict the use 
and enjoyment of that property; and (2) imposing the Special Conditions of this permit as 
covenants, conditions and restrictions on the use and enjoyment of the Property. The 
deed restriction shall include a legal description of the entire parcel or parcels governed by 
this permit. The deed restriction shall also indicate that, in the event of an extinguishment 
or termination of the deed restriction for any reason, the terms and conditions of this permit 
shall continue to restrict the use and enjoyment of the subject property so long as either 
this permit or the development it authorizes, or any part, modification, or amendment 
thereof, remains in existence on or with respect to the subject property. 

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS: 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. Project Description and Location 

The applicants propose to remodel and add 1 ,200 square feet to an existing single family 
residence resulting in a 2,642 square foot, two story, 22 feet high from existing grade (13 
from centerline of frontage road), single family residence with an attached 369 square foot 
two car garage. Also proposed is 114 cubic yards of cut to accommodate expansion of the 
existing lower level. The subject site is an oceanfront, bluff top lot. 

The subject site is located within the locked gate community of Three Arch Bay in the City 
of Laguna Beach. Laguna Beach has a certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) except for 
the four areas of deferred certification: Irvine Cove, Blue Lagoon, Hobo Canyon, and Three 
Arch Bay. Certification of the Three Arch Bay area was deferred due to access issues 
arising from the locked gate nature of the community. The proposed development needs a 
coastal development permit from the Coastal Commission because it is located in the 
Three Arch Bay area of deferred certification. 

Because the site is located within a locked gate community, no public access exists in the 
immediate vicinity. The nearest public access exists at 1000 Steps County Beach 
approximately one half mile upcoast of the site. 
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Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states: 

New development shall: 

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire 
hazard. 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or 
surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices 
that would substantially alter natura/landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states that: 

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

The subject site is an oceanfront bluff top lot. Topographically, the parcel consists of a 
terraced pad at elevations 107 to 119 above sea level. The pad is located above an 85 
foot high, southwesterly facing bluff face. The property descends to the sandy beach 
located at the toe of the bluff. 

A Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation for Foundation Design was prepared by Geofirm 
on May 1~. 2003. The Geotechnical Investigation included review of pertinent geologic 
literature and maps, and review of previous work by others on the site and by Geofirm in 
the site vicinity; surface reconnaissance of the property and nearby areas and 
interpretation of predevelopment aerial photographs; excavation and logging of two 
exploratory borings to determine the character and distribution of subsurface materials; 
laboratory testing of samples obtained during subsurface exploration; preparation of one 
topographic-geologic cross section relating site conditions to proposed development and 
depicting certain geotechnical recommendations; geotechnical analysis of site conditions 
pertinent to foundation design; review of and response to the Coastal Commission staff's 
request for additional information (dated 1 0/23/02); and preparation of the report and 
illustrations. 
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Section 30253 of the Coastal Act requires that risks and geologic instability be minimized. 
Setting development back from the edge of the bluff can substantially decrease risk 
because the further from the bluff edge development is located, the less likely it is that that 
development may become jeopardized. Likewise, setbacks decrease the likelihood of 
geologic instability. The added weight of development, watering or irrigating plants, and 
human activity closer to the bluff edge can all increase the rate of erosion and bluff retreat. 
Thus, by reducing these factors, bluff stability can be increased. In addition, Section 
30251 of the Coastal Act requires that scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas be 
protected. Setting development further back from the edge of the coastal bluff decreases 
the project's visibility from the beach below and as seen from the water. For these 
reasons, the Commission typically imposes some type of bluff edge set back. 

In the project vicinity, the Commission typically imposes a minimum setback of 25 feet 
from the edge of the bluff for primary structures (e.g. the enclosed living area of residential 
structures). The minimum 25 foot setback from the bluff edge is deemed acceptable within 
the Three Arch Bay community based on the relatively stable, underlying San Onofre 
formation bedrock. The intent of the setback is to substantially reduce the likelihood of 
proposed development becoming threatened given the inherent uncertainty in predicting 
geologic processes in the future, and to allow for potential changes in bluff erosion rates as 
a result of rising sea level. 

Because development setbacks are normally measured from the bluff edge, a great deal of 
effort often is focused on defining that "bluff edge." The bluff edge is the line of 
intersection between the steeply sloping bluff face and the flat or more gently sloping bluff 
top. Defining this line can be complicated, however, by the presence of irregularities in the 
bluff edge, a rounded stepped bluff edge, a sloping bluff top, or previous grading or 
development near the bluff edge. The position of the bluff edge may be changed by a 
variety of processes, natural and anthropogenic. Most obvious is the landward retreat of 
the bluff edge through coastal erosion. Anthropogenic modification of the bluff edge may 
occur by grading or construction of structures. A landward shift of the bluff edge 
commonly occurs through cutting into and removing natural materials during grading 
operations or the construction of protective devices. Conversely, placing artificial fill on or 
near the bluff edge generally does not alter the position of the natural bluff edge; the 
natural bluff edge still exists, buried beneath fill, and the natural bluff edge is used for 
purposes of establishing the development setback. 

In the case of the subject site, grading and development has occurred in the past along the 
bluff edge. Fill was placed near the bluff edge, presumably during grading of the lot in the 
1940s. In determining the bluff edge location, all site alterations were considered, 
including the placement of fill at the time the pad was created. 

The applicant's geologic consultant has evaluated the site and determined the location of 
the bluff edge. The bluff edge determination is based on the definition contained in 
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Section 13577 of the California Code of Regulations which states, in part: " ... the edge 
shall be defined as that point nearest the cliff beyond which the downward gradient of the 
land surface increases more or less continuously until it reaches the general gradient of 
the cliff." Regarding the bluff edge location and development setbacks, the Geotechnical 
Investigation states: 

"The present condition of the upper slope is such that "cut and fill" terracing 
development for the Three Arch Bay community modified the natural contour to 
create streets and level building pads. Within this lot, approximately 6 feet of 
artificial fill is present along the seaward top of slope, as depicted on Plate 2. With 
this modification the landward limit of the "Natural Bluff Edge" may be represented 
by the marine terrace deposit-artificial fill contact at the bluff face. The consistency 
of this artificial is poor with regard to surficial stability and support, and is 
recommended for removal and/or recompaction where needed for structural 
support. Without removal, deepened foundations to 5+ feet will be required to 
achieve embedment in competent terrace deposits. 

Geologically, the bluff or sea cliff portion of the slope was formed from wave-cut 
processes eroding resistant rock. In this case the lower surface of the San Onofre 
Breccia is mantled with an apron of slopewash and slough from an adjacent 
reentrant. The slopewash deposit is within the storm-tidal zone and may be partially 
or entirely eroded to resistant rock face within the 75-year life of the structure, and is 
given no consideration in our analyses. Adjacent areas expose bedrock to the 
beach. Given that adequate stability and structural integrity can be developed for 
improvements founded within the structural setback plane presented on Plate 2, the 
seaward limit of the "Natural Bluff Edge" may be represented by the fill-marine 
terrace deposit contact at the buried surface. From the geologic-engineering 
perspective and for development purposes, we recommend the building setback be 
established by a line 25 feet landward of the fill-marine terrace deposit contact. 
Based on the analyses presented in Appendix 0, adequate safety factors are 
present at this setback distance. 

This report provides and recommends the "Structural Setback Plane" be used to 
support foundation elements in materials that will remain unaltered by erosion and 
instability, as depicted on Plate 2. The setback plane is devised based upon a 2:1 
(horizontal:vertica/) ratio projection within the terrace deposits and originating from a 
conservatively presumed five feet of retreat in the bedrock sea cliff. It is important to 
note that the structural setback plane does not represent the ultimate slope profile 
that may result from erosion, but is a conservatively devised maximum limit below 
which earth materials will retain their inherent strength for foundation support." 

Commission staff has reviewed the applicant's bluff edge determination and concurs. 
Plate 2 referenced above is attached as exhibit C. The proposed development, including 
foundation elements, is consistent with the 25 foot setback from the bluff edge. 

• 

• 
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In addition to the 25 foot setback from the bluff edge, the Commission often imposes a 
setback determined by a stringline. A stringline is the line formed by connecting the 
nearest adjacent corners of the adjacent residences. A stringline most often is imposed to 
maximize protection of public coastal views. A stringline setback also provides equity 
among neighboring development's setbacks. The proposed enclosed living area is 
consistent with the stringline setback as well as the 25 foot setback. 

As conditioned the Commission finds that the proposed development is consistent with 
requirements of Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act which require that coastal 
views be protected and that hazards be minimized. 

Geotechnical Recommendations 

Regarding the feasibility of the proposed project the Preliminary Geotechnical 
Investigation, prepared by Geofirm, dated 5/14/03 states: 

"Proposed development of the property is considered feasible and safe from a 
geotechnical viewpoint providing the recommendations herein are integrated into 
design and construction. The proposed development should not adversely affect 
adjacent properties, providing proper consideration and care is exercised during 
excavation and construction." 

Specifically regarding bluff slope stability the geologic consultant concludes, in the 
Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, prepared by Geofirm, dated 5/14/03: 

And: 

"The prognosis for the site is that it is grossly stable, but that erosion of the fill 
materials on the upper slope and slopewash/slough mantling the lower slope may 
continue, episodically promoted by heavy rainfall, saturated conditions, and wave 
erosion along the base. Significant lateral retreat of the bedrock seacliff of over 5 
feet is considered unlikely over the next 75+1- years, given the evidence for 
resistance to erosion over the past 56 years. Proposed improvements should not 
be affected by slow progressive retreat and erosion, providing appropriate 
foundation design as recommended herein. Shoreline bluff protection of the seacliff 
is therefore not anticipated during the 75-year life span of the proposed 
improvements." 

"The buried bedrock slope supporting the parcel is backed by resistant, cemented 
strata and is considered grossly stable based on geologic observation, analyses, 
and slope history. The lower half of the seacliff is mantled with slopewash and/or 
slough that is surficially unstable and subject to erosion. Normal erosion and retreat 
will not affect site improvements with appropriate foundation design. The sloping 
marine terrace deposits may experience surficial instability, but such will not affect 
proposed improvements located behind the recommended 2:1 structural setback 
plane." 
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The geologic consultant has found that the subject site is suitable for the proposed 
development provided the recommendations contained in the Preliminary Geotechnical 
Investigation prepared by the consultant are implemented in design and construction of the 
project. 

The recommendations contained in the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation address 
site preparation and grading, structural design of foundations, footing reinforcements, slab
on-grade construction, structural slabs, structural design of retaining walls, shoring, 
seismic structural design, concrete, utility trench backfill, finished grade and surface 
drainage, foundation plan review, observation and testing, job site safety, and pre-grade 
meeting. In order to assure that risks are minimized, the geologic consultant's 
recommendation should be incorporated into the design of the project. As a condition of 
approval the applicant shall submit plans, including grading and foundation plans, 
indicating that the recommendations contained in the Preliminary Geotechnical 
Investigation for Foundation Design prepared by Geofirm, dated 5/14/03 have been 
incorporated into the design of the proposed project. 

Future Protective Device 

The subject site is a bluff top ocean front lot. In general, bluff top lots are inherently 
hazardous. It is the nature of bluffs, and especially ocean bluffs, to erode. Bluff failure can 
be episodic, and bluffs that seem stable now may not be so in the future. Even when a 
thorough professional geotechnical analysis of a site has concluded that a proposed 
development is expected to be safe from bluff retreat hazards for the life of the project, it 
has been the experience of the Commission that in some instances, unexpected bluff 
retreat episodes that threaten development during the life of a structure sometimes do 
occur (e.g. coastal development permit files 5-99-332 A1 (Frahm); P-80-7431 (Kinard); 5-
93-254-G (Arnold); 5-88-177(Arnold)). In the Commission's experience, geologists cannot 
predict with absolute certainty if or when bluff failure on a particular site may take place, 
and cannot predict if or when a residence or property may be come endangered. 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act requires that new development shall not require 
construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along 
bluffs and cliffs. The proposed development could not be approved as being consistent 
with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act if projected bluff retreat would affect the proposed 
development and necessitate construction of a protection device. 

The Coastal Act limits construction of these protective devices because they have a variety 
of negative impacts on coastal resources including adverse affects on sand supply, public 
access, coastal views, natural landforms, and overall shoreline beach dynamics on and off 
site, ultimately resulting in the loss of beach. Under Coastal Act Section 30235, a 
shoreline protective structure must be approved if: ( 1) there is an existing principal 
structure in imminent danger from erosion; (2) shoreline altering construction is required to 
protect the existing threatened structure; and (3) the required protection is designed to 
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eliminate or mitigate the adverse impacts on shoreline sand supply. 

The Commission has generally interpreted Section 30235 to require the Commission to 
approve shoreline protection for residential development only for existing principal 
structures. The construction of a shoreline protective device to protect a new residential 
development would not be required by Section 30235 of the Coastal Act. In addition, the 
construction of a shoreline protective device to protect new residential development would 
conflict with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act which states that permitted development 
shall minimize the alteration of natural land forms, including coastal bluffs which would be 
subject to increased erosion from such a device. 

No shoreline protection device is proposed. The geologic consultant for the subject 
development does not anticipate the need for a future shoreline or bluff protection device, 
and states: 

''The prognosis for the site is that it is grossly stable, but that erosion of the fill 
materials on the upper slope and slopewash/sough mantling the lower slope may 
continue, episodically promoted by heavy rainfall, saturated conditions, and wave 
erosion along the base. Significant lateral retreat of the bedrock sea cliff of over 5 
feet is considered unlikely over the next 75+1- years, given the evidence for 
resistance to erosion over the past 56 years. Proposed improvements should not 
be affected by slow progressive retreat and erosion, providing appropriate 
foundation design as recommended herein. Shoreline bluff protection of the 
seacliff is therefore not anticipated during the 75-year life span of the 
proposed improvements (emphasis added)." 

The proposed development includes remodel and additions to the existing residence, 
which constitutes new development for the purposes of Sections 30235 and 30253. 
Because the proposed project is new development, it can only be found consistent with 
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act if a shoreline/bluff protective device is not expected to be 
needed in the future. The applicant's geotechnical consultant has indicated that the site is 
stable, that the project should be safe for the life of the project, and that no shoreline 
protection devices will be needed. If not for the information provided by the applicant that 
the site is safe for development, the Commission could not conclude that the proposed 
development will not in any way "require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs." However, as stated above, the 
record of coastal development permit applications and Commission actions has also 
shown that geologic conditions change over time and that predictions based upon the 
geologic sciences are inexact. Even though there is evidence that geologic conditions 
change, the Commission must rely upon, and hold the applicant to their information which 
states that the site is safe for development without the need for protective devices. 
Therefore, the Commission imposes a special condition which prohibits the applicant and 
their successors in interest from constructing shoreline/bluff protective devices to protect 
the proposed development and requiring that the applicant waive, on behalf of itself and all 
successors and assigns, any right to construct protective devices for the proposed project 
that may exist under 30235. 
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Although adherence to the geotechnical consultant's recommendations will minimize the 
risk of damage from erosion, the risk is not eliminated entirely. The site is an oceanfront, 
bluff top lot, which is inherently hazardous. Given that the applicant has chosen to 
implement the project despite potential risks from bluff erosion and landslide, the applicant 
must assume the risks. Therefore, the Commission imposes a special condition requiring 
the applicant to assume the risk of the development. In this way, the applicant is notified 
that the Commission is not liable for damage as a result of approving the permit for 
development. The condition also requires the applicant to indemnify the Commission in 
the event that third parties bring an action against the Commission as a result of the failure 
of the development to withstand the hazards. In addition, the condition ensures that future 
owners of the property will be informed of the risks and the Commission's immunity from 
liability. As conditioned, the Commission finds the proposed project is consistent with 
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

Drainage and Landscaping 

One factor that can minimize the hazards inherent to blufftop development is proper 
collection of site drainage. The proposed project's plans indicate that all drainage will be 
collected in area drains, and then be directed toward the bluff, and piped down the face of 
the bluff to an energy dissipator. Piping drainage down the bluff face will not minimize 
hazards. The bluff face drainpipe could break or crack, which could cause immediate 
damage or could lead to damage over time. Because of the drainpipe's location and 
relative inaccessibility, such a break or leak may not be discovered until significant 
damage has occurred. This too would contribute to bluff instability. In order to avoid 
increases to bluff instability and to minimize hazards as required by Section 30253 of the 
Coastal Act, the applicant shall submit a drainage plan that indicates that all site drainage 
be collected and piped to the street where the water may be conveyed to the ocean via the 
existing storm drain. Only as conditioned, does the Commission find the proposed 
development consistent with Section 30253 which requires that hazards be minimized. 

Another factor that can minimize the hazards inherent to bluff development is limiting the 
amount of water introduced to the bluff top area. In order to maximize bluff stability the 
amount of water introduced to the site should be minimized. Water on site can be reduced 
by limiting permanent irrigation systems. The proposed landscaping plan includes 
permanent, in-ground irrigation. Irrigation anywhere on the site would be detrimental to 
bluff stability. Consequently, irrigation must be limited to temporary irrigation only as 
needed to establish plants. Therefore, the Commission imposes a special condition which 
prohibits permanent irrigation on the site. Temporary irrigation may be allowed to establish 
plantings. Only as conditioned can the Commission find the proposed development 
consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act which requires that hazards be 
minimized. 
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In addition, to further decrease the potential for bluff instability, deep-rooted, low water use, 
plants, native to coastal Orange County, should be selected for general landscaping 
purposes in order to minimize irrigation requirements and saturation of underlying soils. 
Low water use, drought tolerant, native plants require less water than other types of 
vegetation, thereby minimizing the amount of water introduced into the bluff top. Drought 
resistant plantings and minimal irrigation encourage root penetration which increases bluff 
stability. The applicant has submitted a landscape plan that includes plants that are not 
deep rooted, low water use plants and that are not primarily natives to coastal Orange 
County. In addition, some of the proposed plants are invasive such as bamboo and ivy. 
Therefore, as a condition of approval, a revised landscape plan must be submitted. 

As a condition of approval, the applicant shall submit a revised landscape plan that 
indicates no permanent irrigation on the site, and the use of only plants that are low water 
use, drought tolerant, non-invasive plants, primarily native to coastal Orange County. The 
landscaping plan as conditioned will reduce the amount of water introduced into the bluff 
top area and so would not contribute to instability of the bluff. Thus, only as conditioned, is 
the landscape plan consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

Conclusion 

The Commission finds that only as conditioned as described above, can the proposed 
development be found consistent with Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act which 
require that landform alteration be minimized, scenic coastal views be protected, and 
geologic stability be assured. 

C. Water Quality 

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states: 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine 
organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where 
feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste 
water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground 
water supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging 
waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect 
riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

The proposed residential development has impervious surfaces, such as roofs where 
pollutants such as particulate matter may settle, as well as driveways where pollutants 
such as oil and grease from vehicles may drip. In addition, landscaped areas may contain 
fertilizers and pesticides. During storm events, the pollutants which have collected upon 
the roof and upon other impervious surfaces created by the proposed project may be 
discharged from the site into the storm water system and eventually into coastal waters 
which can become polluted from those discharges. Water pollution decreases the 
biological productivity of coastal waters. 
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Typically, adverse water quality impacts to coastal waters can be avoided or minimized by 
directing storm water discharges from roof areas and other impervious surfaces to 
landscaped areas where pollutants may settle out of the storm water. In addition, reducing 
the quantity of impervious surfaces and increasing pervious water infiltration areas can 
improve water quality. 

However, these common techniques of addressing water quality problems, by design, 
result in increased infiltration of water into the ground. As noted in the hazard section of 
these findings, the infiltration of water into the bluff is a primary potential source of bluff 
instability at the project site. Therefore, increasing the quantity of pervious areas, directing 
runoff to those pervious areas, and encouraging water infiltration for water quality 
purposes could have adverse impacts upon bluff stability. 

There are measures, however, that would contribute to increased water quality that could 
feasibly be applied even to bluff top lots such as the subject site without increasing 
instability. In general, the primary contributors to storm drain pollution stemming from 
single family residential development are irrigation, fertilizers, swimming pool discharges, 
and pet waste. These can be eliminated or significantly reduced even on bluff top lots. 
For example, permanent, in-ground irrigation tends to result in over-watering, causing 
drainage to run off site. Irrigation runoff carries with it particulates such as soil, debris, and . 
fertilizers. Limiting irrigation to that necessary to establish and maintain plantings, reduces 
the chance of excess runoff due to over-irrigation. Permanent, in-ground irrigation, in 
general, is set by timer and not by soil moisture condition. Thus, the site is irrigated on a 
regular basis regardless of the need, resulting in over..;saturation and run off. The run off, 
carrying soil, fertilizer, etc, is then directed either to the storm drain system (which then 
enters the ocean) or directly over the bluff to the rocky beach and ocean below. This can 
be avoided by limiting irrigation on bluff top lots. 

Another way to improve water quality on bluff top lots without jeopardizing stability is the 
use of native/drought tolerant plantings. Low water use, drought tolerant, native plants 
require less water than other types of vegetation, thereby minimizing the amount of water 
introduced into the bluff top. As these plantings use less water than ornamental plants, 
incidents of over-watering, causing saturation and excess runoff, is substantially reduced. 
As previously stated, reducing site runoff reduces the extent of pollutants carried into the 
storm drain system and into the ocean. 

Due to the potential for increased hazards in bluff top areas which could be caused by 
encouraging water infiltration for water quality purposes, maximizing on site retention of 
drainage is not required. However, the measures described above including no permanent 
irrigation and the use of native/drought tolerant plants, can help to increase water quality in 
the area. Special Condition 2 requires primarily native and drought tolerant vegetation and 
prohibits permanent irrigation. Therefore, the Commission finds that, as conditioned, the 
proposed project is consistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act regarding protection 
and enhancement of water quality. 

• 

• 



5-02-192 Freedman 
Page 15 

D. Public Access & Recreation 

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

The proposed project is located within an existing locked gate community located between 
the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea. Public access through this community 
does not currently exist. The proposed development, remodel and additions to a single 
family residence on an existing residential lot, will not affect the existing public access 
conditions. It is the locked gate community, not this home, that impedes public access. 
The proposed development, as conditioned, will not result in any significant adverse 
impacts to existing public access or recreation in the area. Therefore the Commission 
finds that the project is consistent with the public access and recreation policies of the 
Coastal Act. 

E. Local Coastal Program 

Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act provides for the issuance of coastal development 
permits directly by the Commission in regions where the local government having 
jurisdiction does not have a certified local coastal program. The permit may only be issued 
if the Commission finds that the proposed development will not prejudice the ability of the 
local government to prepare a Local Coastal Program which conforms with the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act. 

The City of Laguna Beach Local Coastal Program was certified with suggested 
modifications, except for the areas of deferred certification, in July 1992. In February 1993 
the Commission concurred with the Executive Director's determination that the suggested 
modification had been properly accepted and the City assumed permit issuing authority at 
that time. 

The subject site is located within the Three Arch Bay area of deferred certification. 
Certification in this area was deferred due to issues of public access arising from the 
locked gate nature of the community. However, as discussed above, the proposed 
development will not further decrease or impact public access within the existing locked 
gate community. Therefore the Commission finds that approval of this project, as 
conditioned, will not prevent the City of Laguna Beach from preparing a total Local Coastal 
Program for the areas of deferred certification that conforms with and is adequate to carry 
out the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 
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F. California Environmental Quality Act 

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

The proposed project as conditioned has been found consistent with the hazard, visual, 
landform alteration, and public access policies of the Coastal Act. As conditioned, there 
are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the 
environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project can be found 
consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA. 

5-02-192 Freedman TAB RC 11.03 mv 
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Brent B. Danninger 
2l\far \Tista Lane, Laguna Beach CA 92651-6779 

(949) 499-8182 Danninger@StanfordAlum.ni.org Fax: (949) 499-8183 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region 

Thursday, July 17, 2003 

JUL 2 2 t003 
Meg Vaughn 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate 

C/),l.IFOr"?~ •:""' 
COASTAL COIV\lVIISSION 

Long Beach CA 90802 

Re: Project 5-02-192 at 4 Mar Vista Lane, Laguna Beach 

Dear Ms. Vaughn: 

Thank you for taking the time to speak with me today. As promised, I have summarized my 
concerns and provided the documentation I mentioned. I do ask that you forward my 
comments on the bluff edge determination to your geologist when s/he addresses this issue. I 
have enclosed multiple copies for your convenience. 

1. New structure within bluff line setback The obvious bluff edge is at the 108' 
elevation line as you have previously pointed out. The house was built in 1951 and the 
pad was both cut and filled at that time. Evidence of the cut is apparent from the 5+' 
retaining wall (at the seaward end, photo attached) on the east side of the property. 
Geofirm argues that the fill in the pad should not be considered when determining the 
"natural bluff edge." However. Geofirm fails to consider that the pad was also cut. 

The relevant portion of Mark Johnsson's paper ''Establishing Development Setbacks 
from Coastal Bluffs", page 4, states: 

A landward shift of the bluff edge commonly occurs through cutting into and 
removing natural materials during grading operations or the construction of 
seawalls. Conversely, placing artificial fill on or near the bluff edge generally does 
not alter the position of the natural bluff edge; the natural bluff edge still exists, 
buried beneath fill, and the natural bluff edge is used for purposes of defining 
development setbacks. 

Drawing from memory, the East Elevation looks something like this: 

C DY¥1 ~YLC ~ vt 
Le_+k~---s 
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As Johnsson anticipates, the cut moved the bluff edge inland from edge C to edge D. 
Adding the fill doesn't alter the fact that the "downward gradient of the surface 
increases more or less continuously until it reaches the general gradient of the cliff" 
(CCR 13577(h)) beginning at edge D. If the criteria is the "natural bluff edge" prior to 
either cut or fill, then that should be edge C. 

It is likely that there was more cut on the east side of the lot, and more fill on the west 
side. In other words, a cross slope previously existed. Geofirm did only one test drill in 
center of the lot. It is likely the natural bluff edge ran diagonally across property, with 
the eastern edge about 5' inland of the seaward comer of the existing house. However, 
without cut and fill depths at several locations on both eastern and western sides of the 
property, one cannot reasonably determine where the natural bluff edge was. 

For expediency, I suggest using edge A, the 108' ele,ration, as the bluff edge. This is the 
apparent bluff edge in place for SO+ years, at the inception of the Coastal Commission, 
and was the condition when all the local homeowners purchased their homes. In short, 
it has been blessed by time. .Also, I would point out that edge i\ is more favorable to 
the applicant than any bluff edge ,vhich considers the cut. 

I object to the Geofirm bluff edge (B) because it ignores both the cross slope on the lot 
and the cutting of the pad. 

The Coastal Commission is charged with protecting the structural and aesthetic integrity 
of the natural bluff. Regardless of the where the structural issues are satisfied, the 
aesthetic integrity of the bluff is best preserved by using edge A, the 108' elevation. 
Please note that the proposed 2nd floor seaward expansion of this house will be visible 
from the beach, South La Senda Drive, and dozens of neighborhood homes. 

2. Staging/Construction/ Access Mar Vista Lane in front of the Applicant is a private 
lane over which the Applicant has ingress and egress rights only. The attached easement 
shows the Applicant 0ot 65) and my 0ot 64) easement rights and my deed to the 
property. I purchased this lot from the homeowner at 36 S. La Senda 0ot 49, across the 
lane from Applicant), who also has an access easement. Thus, three properties have 
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access pri\·ileges oYer this narrow lane. For this reason, the lane is not available for 
construction staging or parking. (During construction of my home, the Applicant 
insisted no construction vehicles park in the lane, and I complied.) 

This project entails a large amount of excavation in a very small space. The Hillstrom 
Construction letter of 11/14/02 suggests it can all be done in the Applicant's front yard 
and driveway, but is silent about the lane. The Applicant may already be in agreement 
on this issue: It's just not clear. 

It is within the Coastal Commission's purview to determine whether a project can be 
built within the constraints of the site. I request that Coastal clarify this issue. In 
addition to whateYer assurances you may require, I would be satisfied if the architect 
simply stated in writing that no construction vehicles will park in the lane and that all 
construction loading/unloading will occur on the Applicant's own property. 

3. Demolition Plan I did not see a demolition plan in the file. 

4. Bamboo Hedge on Bluff The present (new) set of landscaping plans calls for 
Heavenly Bamboo (Nandina Domestita) to be planted on the bluff. The attached Western 
Garden Book description describes it as an invasive bamboo spreading by rhizomes that 
requires regular water. It is also 6' tall in a view sensitive location. The previously 
submitted landscape plans prepared by Mr. McGraw showed Newport Dwarf Estallonia 
at these locations. This McGraw plan was the one approved by Laguna's Design 
Review. Such a drought tolerant, view sensitive plant should be selected for these 
locations. 

5. Shoreline protective device It appears to me that everyone is in agreement that there 
is no need for shoreline protective devices. There should therefore be no problem for 
Coastal to require a deed restriction against such devices, as was required for my home, 
21, 23, 27 & 29 Bay Drive and other oceanfront lots in the vicinity. 

We oppose any seaward addition of decks and liYing space for three reasons: 1) The bluff is 
fragile and should not be .loaded with any more weight, 2) Such construction compromises 
public and private views, and 3) Such construction would be within the 25' setback as defined 
by CCR 13577(h). 

Let me be clear that we do not oppose the project in general. This is a 1,200 sf addition. We 
ask only that the applicant move the 140 sf second floor seaward expansion to an inland 
location and eliminate 45 sf of new decking that intrudes into the seaward setback. This is a 
very modest change to preserve the aesthetic integrity of the bluff. 

I urge you to recommend to the Commission that the project be approved conditioned upon 
addressing the above issues and the elimination of the proposed seaward structures. 

Thank you for your time. 
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GRANT DEED Assessor's r:a:-ce: t-:c 
SC6-2CI4-55 

THE t..:.'\DERSIG.'<ED GRA.'\'TOR(S) OECLARE(S) 
DOCL\1E'\'TARY TRANSFER TAX IS $110. 00 

j_ CJ cn1ncorporated area [X]' City of Laguna Beach 

IXl ~ompcted on the full value of the' interest or property conveyed. or IS 

r-1 .::-omp.;~cd on the fu!! value less the value of l1ens or encumbrances rema1n1ng ~l l1mc of sale, and 

FUR .-\ \ ;-\,Lrl~.~ ~LE"' CO~SI D E~T!Oi':, rec;:ipl of wh~ch is hereby ac;_knowledgc~, ", "'~~ 
=::;:;_::....::·:...::':' __ .-.4'"'-21::.:\, lRUS .. EE 'Jr .. HE BRAD~~Y D. ~.U..RSEN LIV ... NG TRtJS .. ..Jr\ .. r:."""' f'/ . .KJ<.C:-: 

'"I:: 
'<::) hereb1 G RA~T(S) to 
., :a·:,_, ':'ass::-.. a s::.ng::.e mar. and Brent B. Dann1r.ger, a s1ngle man as JOl:-.t :::enants 

the folluw1ng descnbed real property in the City of Laguna Beach 
Countv of ORANGE , State of California: 

~E~A~ DESCRIPTION ATTACHED HERETO ~~ MADE A PART HEREOF BY REFERE~JCE 

: ~ a1c tor·s#a.d Co',)r.ty ana s~a·.e 

3:-a::i:e\· ::' · aY"se:-: 

;Jersona:iy ,,.,o,.,r :c me 10r proved to me en tile basrs of satrstactory 
e .. cence, :c ce :ne person (s) wnose name (s) 1sjare subscrrbed to the 
n1:n,n ;nstr~ment ana acknowleaged to me tr.at hejshejtlley executed the 

sa-re ,n h,s 'her/:ne!f a·Jtr,orrzed capacity(res). and that by his/her/their 

s,gnatwre ,s, c:~n tne rnstrument the person(s). or the ent1ty upon behalf of 

,,1.cn tne person'.S) ac:ea executed the rnstrument 

,"hlNESS~'22?4,:?('j I d()- (J'j 
S :ra:Jre o! 1\otary 7 Cate My Comm.ss1on Expires FOR r--o:,;Rv SEA. J" s·,;,p 

'1!-. _ ~ ;.,.... s~ A~:C\'E'\ ~s TO PArlTY ShOi.'N ON FOcLOV/Ir\G LINE iF NO PARTY SO SHO'NN MA~'- AS D REC~:CD 

',a.Te Street AddrPSS 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION EXHIBIT 

~:-_:-:- ~~:;--:-:~~; :::::- :...:::--:- · 5 OF ;'!-iREE ARCHES PALISADES NO. 1, IN THE CITY OF :...;,::;·__;:.:;. ;;~.:-.::-: 
::=- ~:; .. .:.:::o:: S':'A':"E OF CALIFORNIA, AS SHOWN ON A MAP RECORDED r:--; BOC;t c ;:.;,~:::o 
:::? ;:;.:::::::::;,::: 2F' SL'R 1/EYS IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SA:: :::~.;..:::.::: 

:.:.:_:;:-:::o.:;:_; :...·::NG !'JORTHWESTERLY OF A LINE DESCRIBED AS FOLLO'r-IS 

::::::::::,;::::::: .::..: --:-:-::: ;-::::;:;--:- E:ASTERLY CORNER OF LOT 65 OF SA!D THREE ARCHES ?A:...:s.:..::ES 

-· -.·-- :;:::;:;-;.::.AS':'::;;.:...·:· ;..LO:\G THE l-JORTHEASTERLY EXTENSION OF THE EASTERLY :...:~:: ::;::- s:..:::: 
• ~ .......... ~.,.... • lo. • 

. ~ .-. ~ ~ - . . . -. ' ':'HE: ~ORTHEAS'!'ERLY LINE OF SAID LOT "8". 
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J~J'robalan-.Vandina 

............. ················· .............. ········· .. ········ .... ······ ...... ······· ·········· 
llriUt· 1' dean-looku1g foliage throughout the 1ear. Branches an· denseh 
clad 1111h luoth·edged. gloss1. dark green leaves. paler beneath. 2-'1 'h in 
lo11~ .1hout '1 111 11 1de Spnng tlolll'rs 1nconsp1cuous; fall fruits are pur
pJI,f: llllilet.s tu.tted 1111h \Ia.\. attLictlll' to lmds. l seful screen o1·1nformal 
hl'Lb· (>-l'i It tall l.an be ust·d :ts clipped hedge .\ridm tolerant 

.\1. pens1ilanica (\1. caroliniensis). B\YBEflH) Oeuduous or semi· 
l'll'I'~I'L'L'II shruh Zones~-- \at11e 10 eastern lnlled State~. Dense. com
p.tct ~ro11th 10 'I It I.Ltles to -1 111. tong. narrc)\\1sh. glosS\ gr~en. dotted 
\lith 1·e,111 glands. fragrant Flo11ers 1nconsp1cuous Fruit tim. roundish. 
Cl!lned llith 11!11te lla\-lhe hmhern w:L\ used for candle~. Tolnates 
pu<n. ':lllth "1!1 Resistant to o:L~ root fungus \t·elb sonw 11atn. 

\1YROIHL\.\. Set· PRl.\l S (erasifera p. -H2 

\1\r~ina(eat:. Tl11' pl.uit Ltm1h l'Oih!Sh of L'lngrt'l'll shrubs and trees 
1111h ll'>l.dh, lnl"IISJllllL<His liulll'l''· :ltlrat·tlll' l<lilagl' :tnd hahn. :u1d 
">lllL'IIIIIL'' ,fl(ll\ I I I'll II.' fkprt'Sl'IIUIJI L'' ,II'(· l/1 1'.111/l' a11J .il't/1.1/i/ 

-- -------· ---·--- -------------- ----------·- -- ------------~---

.\tYRSL\E africana 
AFF\i(A'< BOXWOOD 
---- -----·-- -----~--------------

,o'\ 1>-'rs,r 1aceat-
---~- ------------------ ~-

-. ---·- -------------------------- ··------- ----

1 ~ '""' 111 i-:.; II ,JI.~fith llopp1 11he11 \Ollll.~. 
U !Jut ,[IJfL'II' 111111 dL'Ihl'. I'Olllllil'lJ lliiSh l':isdl 
J..q>l :LI .i-t It 1\Jth JIIIIL'illllg dijijllll~ :-.tt·nh \('!'· 

lil'.tl. d:trJ.. 1·ed. rJo,eh wl \lith ll'l'l tbrJ.. grt'l'll. 
"'""'· ruu11d1sh. !·Ill il':Jil's le\relfvnt rut f(>liagel lnSLglnhcant tlclller' 
~m"g l'l'Sisi:LIH. rl'latlll'il Pl'st tree. although 'uscepublt to red spider 

nliiL'' .tnd. orctSLonalil. hrmvn scale. Good for low hedges. clipping mto 
turmal ,h,tpt·s Jo-.1 background,. foundations. narr011 beds. cont:uner' 

-- --~-·-- -- -·--- --·-----
\hr~tceae. Tht·tlllllll'nsl' nnrtlt Lu:IJII fliii'l'L's .tnd shruh.s 1' bn~l'i1 trop
lcd .u1d 'uhlrop1c:d l.eall'' <ll'l'l'll'r~rL'l'll :u1d often ai.UIIUtll' l'lm1n' :trt· 
'''lh[ll\.!1<•11' !ILlllh' iu l.il'~l· tult, "I 'Llllll'll' ui!L'II 'hOI\\ hlilt' lila\ he 
tb111 •let;ul/i "r dn :tnd t·:qNda1· rluwiJjJ/11.1/ Bottlehn1'h !Ciillisle· 
"'""I .111t1 .~11.11:1 !/\;duil!/1 arl' tllo othn Ltmd1ar nampfvs 
- ----- . -----~~~- ~------~~~---~-

\1\RTI.E. ~t·e \n RTl S. \ 1\C\. pp .. H16. 'i I') 

,\1YRTtS 

I IILiudnl IJ,·r,· :1n· 'L'Icr.!l ul ihc lll<l'i u'dul. 
h;t,lt. l'ILT~rtTII ,flruh, lor Caldonua :tnd \n· 

/lliU ~:trdt'lh 
1/)r///1(1!/1/lf/llf//1 

\1. communi~. f'Hll \l)fnu: l<oundcd tunn to 'i-hlt lngh :tnd -t-'i 
II 11 lLiv old pl.u1h t.lll n·:tdiii'LTII~L· propol'tllllls-1) It ull. 20 It across 
(,j""' lll'dl! ~l'lTII. p<lllitcd. 2·111 ft-:tll'' pft-a\,llltfl ;LJ'OIIUtll 1\fJ~Jl flrU\hl'll 
11' hrul,t·d \\ llltl' '''LThLL'Iitl'll. ',·Ill ·II 1de llo11~rs 11 1th lll:tll\ st:LIIIL'Ils 111 

'llillllil'l lulloll(·d h1 hlu1,fJ hLicJ... !·Ill heJTIL''· \111 soil. hut good 
dr.lllti~L·J, L'"L'IIII:tl-tip chlonNs ~>ccur' il'dr:l!IU~l'IS JllHll·. (iuod fonn:d 
• •r lll;iil'ill.lllil'LI~l· <11' 'l l'l'l'll t:.LII.Li'll ilL' lLI!Ill'lliu J'l'lnJ :ltlr:tctlll' hr:Uitlil'' 

:\1\(1 

.\1. c. ·Boctica'. !lean. sl!tf. gnarled hranche~ rbe 'l-(J ft. from 
l.ea~t·~ large.leathen. 1en dark green. upward pointing. 1en fragrant 
ular 111 desert 

.\1. c. 'Bu\itolia'. BO\I.E\F .\1YRTI.E Small dlqHicalleales 

.\1. c. ·compacta'. ll\\ARF \1YRTI.E Sic)\\ -~rcnnng. small. 
plant de1heh sl't 111th smalllt·~lll'S \tn popular for lcm tdgu1gs and 
dat1on plantings hcdlent tor LN· as a lcm. compact. formal hedge. 

M. c. 'Compacta Variegata·. \.\HIH;\TE!) D\\ARF .\1YRTLE. Similar 
·compacta'. hut !tall's are edged in 11hite 

.'tl. c. ''tlicrophylla·. ll11arf lliiTtiL- 1111h t1111. closeil selleares. 
\1. c. ·rariegata'. \AHIEG·\TED \1YRTI.f \\hne-edged leares 
.'tl. luma. See luma ap1ctilata 
.\1. ugni. Sn· l gn1 mol111ae 

\.-\KED L-\D\. Sec .-\.\1.-\RHI.IS betladonna 

\A. ~01\A domestica 
HEAVENLY BAMBOO. SACRED BAMBOO 

Berberidaceae 

EVERGREEN OR SEMIOECIOUOUS SHRUB 

~ ZONES 5-24 

:() :() • SUI\ OR SHAOE. COLORS BETTER II\ SU~ 
_:, Q t BEST V\ITH REGLJLAH WATER. TAKES ARIOITY 

L uses le:tll'' at Ill' I hilll'd tu ground :11 'i I hut 
LL,ualh rL-col ,.r, LL,t \m11lui,, dulilnliC<I 

hdong, tu the harhern lanllil hut 1s J'l'llliiiLSL'l·n! 
oJ h:uiiJHHI Ill lh f1ghtfl hr:LIIChL·d. Calll·li~t· 'll'llls 
and dl'iicate. linL··tl'\tUrl'd fc,JJagL· 

Sl011 to 111oderate gruwth tu.h-1': ft. (lou can keep to .1 fi. by 
oldest CUll's to ground! I. earl's 1ntncateil d1rided into many I 
pointed. oral leaflets. creating lac~ pattern. \tw foliage pinkish and 
red 11hen it L'\pands. wrns t<1 soft. l1ght green 1'1ck' up purple and 
tints in fall: often turns lien cnn~son 111 11 llltt-r. t'SJ}t·ualh m some sun 
ll'ith son1e frost Fltllll'i'' Jlink1sh 11l11tl' or LTl':tllll 11hite Ill loose, 
(> -12·111 clust,·l·s :It branch L·ncb. I all' spnng or summer Shim· red 
tollu11 If pLuJt, .tl'l' ~rutq>L·d '111glc pLuJt, 'l'ldum lrult hea11h 

\l'l·ds 'Oilll' 'h:llk 111 lclll desert :u1cl liut 1allt1 regllJnS. Besl in 
'oil. hut I'Ooh can t:ll'll L0111pt·tl' 111th trn· routs 111 dn shade. Apply 
sulfate or chl'lates lo COJTl'l'l chloroSis 111 alkaline >Oib. Res1slanllO 
root fungus \lost u.,elul for l1ght. :un llTtlcd efftch :L'i well as 
rt·stl'llkd area' liood lcH· hedgl' or 'l'i'l'L'Il. ;t, tub plant. for bonsai. 
IIIJIIC \lith III~Jit fi~IJtiil~ \,ll'll'tll'' IIICilldl' thL·IoiJ0111ng 

\lha· ( .\tm·a· 1 \\li11c hl'ITIL''· l1glit lt·lltlll tol1agl' turns golden in 
Co111pau:t· f.u11er ~nlllmg than 'J'l'CIL'' 1-1- 'i ft. 1. 111th narrower, 

llllllll'l'ou' il'afltts. lu., ILTI lall fouJ.. 
ll;~rhotll'lhl;u·f lo11 :;ro11111~ '1':-211 lrech spreadmg. 

~rou11d rlil;onJc' 'l'ild up 'tl'llh 'L'Il'l';ti 1nchc' from parent 
Ui·.tngc·rl'd t" lmnl/\ 1\·d 11 llltcr Llilor l.oud :.:roullll Lllll'l' 

\lo1ns l<l'll \t:lntl.ird·,I/L' pl:u11 11 11il hn,:tLI it·allt·t:. Brilliant red 
L'>ilor 111 Zune')--

\.uu ( \:ui:L Cumpaua. \:Lil:t l'urpurl'a 1 \t kast t\10 plants 
grclll 11 undn thesl' n:tllll',. the1 arc often 1111\L'd 111 nurseries. so 
plant.' cardulil to get tile kmd 1uu 11ant. Both gnlll .thout I fi tall. One 
toar,l' fol1agl' (JHII'JliLSh grL·en 111 sUIIIIlltr. reddiSh purple in wuller) 
hruad. sollltllhal cupped ltatlets. \l'n sl011 ttl ,pread. It IS best as 
t~lllll'l' plant or as SLngil' plant :uuong ruch, or 111 promJnent corner 
lh dumdikc grcll\ th 111a1 he empha:.~;l'd The othn ha:- hnely cut 
111th IWT0\1 leaflet>. It" green 111 SllillllllT hrdll i'l·d 1n \\'inter. ll 
L11rh fast. 111ak111g good s;n:dl·cc~de ~ru11nd co;L·r 

lmpqua \\ arnor' Tallest and f:t.,tL''t gru11 111g ulil:tllll'd forms. i 
lu tluppiiiL'" in Its tallest 'tl'lll>. Lu·ge il':ttlet.'. guod 11 tnter color. 

\\oods IJ11arl Huumlnl form to .i-t I! t:tll. dt'lhL·h lu!Jaged. 
• H',IIIC:l' J<, 'L.:irkt Ill 1\ IIIIL'I' 



Brent B. Danninger 
2 ~Iar Yista Lane, Laguna Beach C\ 92651-6779 

(949) 499-8182 Danninger@Stanford. \lumni.org Fax: (949) 499-8183 

Wednesday, July 02,2003 

Meg Vaughn <:~~CEIVEO 
'""''~utn Coast R . 

egron California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate 
Long Beach CA 90802 

JUL 9 2003 

Re: Project 5-02-192 at 4 Mar Vista Lane, Laguna Beach 
CO,. sffL1FORNtA 

~ , L COMMtSS/Of\1 

Dear Ms. Vaughn: 

Thank you for taking the time to speak with me last week. Since I last wrote, there has been a 
new bluff slide approximately 60' from the subject property, caused by the March rains. This is 
subsequent to the slide in 1998 which was only 30' from the subject property. I have attached 
photos of both slides. 

We oppose any seaward addition of decks and living space for three reasons: 1) As is obvious 
from the photos, the bluff is fragile and should not be loaded with any more weight, 2) Such 
construction compromises public and private views, and 3) Such construction would be within 
the 25' setback as defined by CCR 13577(h). 

Let me be clear that we do not oppose the project in general. This is a 1,200 sf addition. We 
ask only that the applicant move the 140 sf second floor seaward expansion to an inland 
location and eliminate 45 sf of new decking that intrudes into the seaward setback. This is a 
very modest change to presetTe the integrity of the bluff. 

I urge you to recommend to the Commission that the project be appro\·ed conditioned upon 
the elimination of the proposed seaward structures. 

Thank you for your time. 







Brent B. Danninger 
2 Mar Vista Lane, Three Arch Bay, Laguna Beach CA 92651-6779 R £ C E 

Fax& Voice: (949) 499-8183 , Dar1ninger@StanfordA1umni.org JVE,D 
Thursday,C@tncilic~9PR.~'r!f~n 

Meg Vaughn 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate 
Long Beach CA 90802 

Re: Freedman Project, 5-02-192 at 4 Mar Vista Lane, Laguna Beach 

Dear Ms. Vaughn: 

ocr 7 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Thank you for setting the file out for me today so I could review it before leaving town. I 
would note three quick points: 

1) The applicant still hasn't addressed the bluff line issue raised by CCR 13577(h). The 
plain language of CCR 13577(h) places the bluff edge at the 108' elevation line, 
making the second floor expansion within the 25' setback.. Mr. McGraw promises 
additional information on this topic, but I don't see what he could say that would 
change this conclusion. I urge you to protect the appearance of the bluff by insisting 
upon this 25' setback. 

2) The new trellis and its structural support are beyond the clarified stringline, as is part 
of the proposed new deck. These new structures should be scaled back. 

3) Mr. McGraw is quite mistaken that "no one knows" how the pad was cut on the 
bluff. It's hard to imagine how stacked concrete walls could be part of a "natural" 
process. Perhaps his clients have not fully informed him. As you will recall, I sent 
you a photo date stamped April, 1999 of the pad under construction. 

• If the pad is to be abandoned, why does the landscape plan show new steps 
"to the retreat" being installed? 

• Mr. ~IcGraw says that Borella suggests planting more iceplant over the pad. 
In fact, Borella (page 8) says the iceplant is detrimental and should be replaced 
with a deep rooted plant. 

• ~lr. McGraw says that Borella states the pad should not be disturbed. In fact, 
Borella says the pad should be "eliminated or abandoned." (page 8). So long 
as the unsightly broken concrete walls remain supporting the pad, the pad can 
easily be resurrected regardless of the landscaping. These walls should be 
removed and the bluff returned to its prior grade. 

Thank you for your time. 



Brent B. Danninger 
2 Mar \·ista Lane, Laguna Beach CA 92651-6779 

(949) 499-8182 Danninger@StanfordAlumni.org Fax: (949) 499-8183 

Meg Vaughn 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate 
Long Beach CA 90802 

Re: Project 5-02-192 at 4 Mar Vista Lane, Laguna Beach 

Dear Ms. Vaughn: 

Sunday,July 14, 2002 

RECEIVE~;) 
South Coast Reg,on 

JUL 1 S 2002 

cAL\FORN\A 
COASTAL coMM\55\0N 

Thank you for taking the time to speak with me last week. I did get a chance to review the file 
and have two photos of the bluff I'd like to share with you. 

The first photo was taken in February 1998, after the El Nino rains and shows a moderate bluff 
slide at the western line of my property, about 45 feet from the subject site. I believe this slide 
was caused by improper drainage design and maintenance on the lot next to me, which 
discharged onto my lot. The photo was taken before my house was built. It demonstrates the 
need for attention to drainage and overbuilding on these fragile bluffs. 

The second photo was taken this week and shows the bluff in front of the Freedman home. As 
you can see, the bluff has almost a 45 degrees slope right up to the brick patio. This is clearly 
the bluff edge, at about the 108-foot elevation line, as defined in CCR 13577(h). The proposed 
2nd floor living room expansion ("sunroom'') and deck extension would place new structure 
within 25' of the bluff edge. 

The proposed lower floor new bedrooms also appear to intrude into the 25-foot setback. 
Unlike the 2nd floor, this area is already beneath the existing building structure and would 
produce no new visible intrusion into the setback. I believe the Coastal Commission could 
reasonably make an exception for the proposed downstairs bedrooms. 

This is a 1,200 sf addition. Removing the 140 sf living room expansion and 4 5 sf of additional 
decking that intrude into the setback would be a modest reduction in the project's size to 
preserve the visual integrity of the bluff. Alternatively, there is plenty of basic site coverage left 
and the applicant could move this space to the inland part of the lot. I urge you to recommend 
to the Commission that the project be approved conditioned upon the elimination of the new 
seaward structures. 

Thank you for your time. 

PS In case it's useful, Coastal Geotechnical (949) 494-4484 has an extensive library of old 
photos of Three Arch Bay bluffs showing bluff retreat rates. 







Brent B. Danninger 
2 Mar Vista Lane, Laguna Beach CA 92651-6779 

(949) 499-8182 Danninger@StanforcL\lumni:org Fax: (949) 499-8183 

Meg Vaughn 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate 
Long Beach CA 90802 

Re: Project 5-02-192 at 4 Mar Vista Lane, Laguna Beach 

Dear Ms. Vaughn: 

This is a controversial project and that there are a number of people opposed to it. 
The approval of the project by Laguna's Design Review was appealed to the City 
Council, albeit unsuccessfully. Some of the issues raised at Design Review were 
deemed Coastal Commission issues and not addressed. My specific concerns about 
this project are: 

1. Illegal Pad In April, 1999, the applicant created an unpermitted pad (called 
a "retreat" on the landscape plans) by making a cut in the bluff face. This pad 
has two associated broken concrete rubble retaining walls. The issue was 
raised in Laguna, but they punted, saying it was a Coastal Commission matter. 
Attached is a survey from 1995 showing no such pad, a photo of the pad 
under construction, and a letter from Gallo Corporation documenting the pad. 

Since we first raised this issue almost two years ago, the applicant has removed 
his patio furniture and allowed his iceplant to overgrow much of the pad. 
This could easily be removed, exposing the ugly broken concrete walls. The 
pad is visible from the beach, from the pathway down to the beach, and from 
neighboring properties. I suggest that the pad be removed and the bluff 
restored to its original state as a condition of approval. 

2. Drainage The applicant is installing a drainage system far superior to what 
presently exists and is to be commended for this. The proposed outlet is 5' 
from the northwestern property line. The adjacent property (mine) outlets 
\·ery near this point. There was some talk about moving this outlet 10' further 
from the property line. In order to prevent creating a marshy area, it might be 
wise to move the outlet even further into the center of the property, thus 
avoiding concentrating drainage in one spot. 

3. Stringline The existing house and deck already exceeds the stringline, a 
Coastal Commission concept. The applicant proposes to extend the deck 
further beyond the stringline and add an arbor beyond stringline. Both of 
these features will affect neighbor views and privacy, and increase the bulk of 
the house when seen from the beach. 



4. Public hearing Because of the sensitive issues involved, I request that this 
matter be placed on a regularly schequled Coastal Commission agenda. 

5. Bluff protection devices In 1998, when my project at 2 Mar Vista Lane and 
the Bay Drive homes (23, 25, 27 & 29 Bay Drive, 6 lots south of the applicant) 
were approved, all were required to submit a deed restriction prohibiting the 
installation of seawalls and bluff protective devices. No one wants to look at 
the butt end of a seawall. I request that the Coastal Commission treat all the 
properties on the beach equally and require a similar deed restriction on this 
project. 

Thank you for your time. 

Very truly yours, 

Brent B. Danninger 
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Oct 09 01 08:04a Gallo Corporation 

GALLO CORPORATION 
GENERAl CONTRACTORS 

September 28, 2001 

Mr. Brent Danninger 
2 Mar Vista Lane 
Laguna Beach, California 92651 

Dear Mr. Dann.inger: 

94949?5609 

In April 1999, while supervising the construction of your home, I was approached by 
your neighbor, Mr. Freedman, who asked for a day laborer to clean up his side yard, 
which he claimed bad been neglected because of construction. While I did not see any 
connection between the construction on your property and the weeds in his side yard, I 
generally try to be a good neighbor during construction and comply with reasonable 

requests. 

A few days later, I provided a day laborer and set him to work on the side yard. 
assigned the other crews their tasks and left the job site. That afternoon, I returned to 
discover that Mr. Freedman bad reassigned the laborer to cut a pad in Mr. Freedman's 
oceanfront bluff and I immediately pulled the laborer off the job. At this point, the pad 
had only been started. Over the next several days, other workers completed the digging 
and laid broken concrete walls to support the pad. 

At no time did !, or anyone at Gallo Corporation. consent to this unauthorized 

construction. 

[ hope that this clarifies the matter for you. If [ may be of further assistance, please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

ALLO CORPORATION 

Project Manager 

p. 1 

382 Ocean Avenue • Laguna Beach, Calltornla 92651 • (949) 497-5607 • (949) 497-5609 Fax 

1 



July 30, 2003 

Meg Vaughn 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate Blvd. 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Brad and LiZJJ Larsen 
36 S. La Senda 

Laguna Beach, CA 92651 
9494999843 

Re: Project 5-02-192 at 4 Mar Vista Lane, Laguna Beach 

Dear Ms. Vaughn, 

Our property is located directly across on the inland side of the proposed project. We do not oppose any 
reasonable construction projects that are within existing standards. There are only two concerns we 
would like to address: 

I. Access and construction staging. 
We share an easement with the subject property whereby we each have certain ingress and egress 
rights. Access is presently minimal, and we do not want our access blocked at any time. A large
scale project such as proposed, would very easily do that. 

2. The seaward expansion of the house because it conflicts with the basic purpose of the coastal 
setback. According to Mark Johnson's coastal setback paper, p. 3 

"The most commonly assumed design lives for new development range from 50 to 100 years; the 
most common value is 75 years. The reasoning behind establishing a setback based on the design 
life is that by the time the bluff retreats sufficiently to threaten the structure, the structure is 
obsolete and is ready to be demolished for reasons other than encroaching erosion. Replacement 
development can then be appropriately sited at a new setback ... the only alternative to an armored 
coast. .. is to continually site, and reposition, development in harmony with coastal erosion as it 
inevitably moves the shoreline inland". 

The applicant's existing home is 50 years old. It is at the end of its design life. The Applicant is 
proposing to dig a 4-6 foot deep new foundation under the existing seaward wall, along its entire length. 
This is necessitated by the 2nd story addition and new deck extension. Such a new foundation within the 
coastal setback would be at odds with the intent of the coastal setback as described by Mr. Johnson above. 

Ultimately, our property could be adversely affected in the future by this type of construction. As long 
time owners of property in Three Arch Bay, we have already paid large sums of money to stabilize 
adjacent Bay Drive due to bluff stability problems. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter, 

~~ 
Brad and Liza Larsen 



BR;\[) AN f) LIZ;\ LARSEN 
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July 17, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Ms. Meg Vaughn 
200 Oceangate Blvd. 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

RE: Project 5-02-192 at 4 Mar Vista Lane, Laguna Beach 92651 

Dear Ms. Vaughn, 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region 

JUL 2 2 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

We are writing you today to express our opinion regarding the proposed remodel at the address noted above. Our 
home is directly across from the subject property making it one of the three homes that will be directly impacted by 
the proposed expansion. Our concerns regarding this project are that it may not be behind the string line, and that it 
is far too close to the bluff. 

Several years ago we shared the same opinion with the Freedman's, owners of the subject property, in opposing 
numerous aspects of construction of a home next to them at 2 Mar Vista Lane. Together, we were successful in 
presenting constructive criticism to both Laguna Beach as well as Coastal Commission to keep all parts of2 Mar 
Vista behind string line. It seems that the Freedman's are now asking that the same criteria previously fought for be 
overlooked in regards to their project 

As you can see from the attached photo taken before the neighboring property was built, the Freedman home is 
already quite close to the bluff. Any further expansion of this home (deck, trellis, and second floor living room) 
could well be placing too much structure too close to the bluff. As you examine the photos, you may also note the 
apparent slippage of soils. 

We are also including a letter written by the Freedman's to the Coastal Commission opposing the house next door to 
them and which is also across from us. Please note that the Freedman's' state "Since it appears that the bluff line 
may not be as stable as it should be, the placement of the proposed project could reasonably be expected to create a 
hazardous condition to both the proposed project and our home." Any expansion done in a seaward direction would 
certainly create the very conditions they themselves had previously opposed. 

We would prefer that no additional construction in the area of the bluff be permitted. Certainly, if it was not 
acceptable for the project at 2 Mar Vista, it could not be acceptable next door at 4 Mar Vista. Three Arch Bay has 
experienced quite a number of major problems with the bluff areas continuing to this day due to what we believe has 
been overly aggressive construction practices. We would hope that all properties along our irreplaceable coastline 
would be treated with the highest level of scrutiny. and in the most fair-minded manner. All we ultimately want is a 
meticulous attention to detail to save our community and ourselves from serious problems and major expenses in the 
future. 

Thank you very much for reviewing my concerns. Should you care to discuss the matter further. please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 

x~~ 
Liza and Bradley Larsen 

36 S. La Senda Drive, Laguna Beach, CA 92651 949 499-9843 
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Mr. Steve Rynas, Orange County Area Supervisor 
State of California 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
P.O. Box 1450 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Permit No.: 
Applicants: 
Project Location: 

Project Description: 

Honorable Commissioners: 

5-98-165 
Brent Danninger; Jay Tassin 
2 Mar Vista Lane, South Laguna 
(Orange County} (APN 056-180-37) 
Construction of oversized residence 

Please be advised that we are the owners of the property 
located at 4 Mar Vista Lane, Laguna Beach, California. 

With respect to the above-referenced project, we 
respectfully advise you of our contention that the proposed 
residence is oversized for the lot and, if permitted to be built, 
will be detrimental to the surrounding homes. In contradiction 
with the California Coastal Commission's policies, the proposed 
project will not blend with the topography of the area or be 
visually compatible with the character of the existing homes or 
the natural landscaping on the coastline. 

More importantly, we would call your attention to the fact 
that the proposed project may seriously jeopardize the geologic 
stability of our property. Since the severe rains last winter, 
we have noticed erosion on and around our property and the bluff. 
In fact, the property at 2 Mar Vista Lane suffered landslides and 
slope failure during the winter storms. It is our understanding 
that the Applicants intend to construct their project up to and 
past the bluff line, with no set back. You should be aware that 
because of the landslides, the bluff line is not in same place it 
was when the Applicants' plans were prepared. Since it appears 



State of California 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
August 5, 1998 
Page 2 

that the bluff line may not be as stable as it should be, the
1 

placement of the proposed project (at or past the supposed bluff 1' 

line) could reasonably be expected to create a hazardous " 
condition to both the proposed project and our home. ' 

The residents of Malibu and other coastal communities 
unfortunately have recent, personal knowledge of what happens 
when you build too close to an unstable bluff which becomes 
saturated during winter rains. If the proposed project is 
permitted to be built, we fear that the added stress on the bluff 
may be the literal down fall of our home and our community. 

It should also be noted that the construction of the 
proposed home would impact on our privacy rights in that it would 
restrict our light and air space. 

For the foregoing reasons we implore you to deny the 
Applicants' request for a permit. 

Respectfully submitted, 

uc: 
C: \l ~\n.na.-"\4KUVI IT\C'CC. t.Ql 
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Ms. Meg Vaughn 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

RE: Project 5-02-192 at 4 Mar Vista Lane, Laguna Beach 

Dear Ms. Vaughn: 

Joe and Marjorie Davis 
21 South La Senda 

Laguna Beach, CA 92851 
July 24, 2003 

As neighbors who live close to the property at 4 Mar Vista Lane, we are concerned about 
plans for the proposed remodel because of the instability ofthe bluff. It seems to us that 
the additions would extend too far seaward, and we believe that the bluff should be 
protected as much as possible. 

Thank you for the work you and the other members of the Commission are doing to help 
preserve our coastline. 

/ 

· ' Sincerely yo~t ~/ 
"~;(y// /·. ////~ //Jz_ 

?a~ 7ll/)tt/h4 
Marjorie M. and Joseph E. Davis 



Ms. Meg Vaughn 
California Coastal Committee 
200 Oceangate 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Re: Project 5-02-192, 4 Mar Vista Lane, Laguna Beach 

Dear Ms. Vaughn: 

Joe and Marjorie Davis 
21 South La Senda 

Laguna Beach, CA 92651 
June 23, 2002 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region 

JUN 2 S 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

As concerned neighbors, we are writing to request that the plans for the alteration of this 
property be reviewed as part of the regularly scheduled agenda of the Coastal 
Commission. 

Our own home is not on the bluff itself but we are not that far away, and naturally we are 
concerned with the stability of the bluffs in front of us. For one thing, we understand that 
there is an illegal pad on the Freedman property- caused by making an unauthorized cut 
into the face of the bluff in 1999- which we believe should be investigated and the issue 
addressed. Also, we think the view from the sand looking up on the beach side should be 
protected by a deed restriction placed on the property prohibiting the installation of 
seawalls and bluff protective devices. 

We are not in favor of the extension of the deck and the addition of an arbor. as called for 
in the plan, because we understand that the existing house and deck already protrude 
beyond the stringline. It is hard to understand why an exception should be made in this 
case. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. We appreciate the efforts of the Coastal 
Commission to protect our environment. 
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Shirley E. Deeley 
6 Mar Vista Lane 
Laguna Beach, Ca. 92621 

JUL 2 4 2003 

July 18, 03 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

Re: Freedman project 5-02-192 
4 Mar Vista Lane, Laguna Beach, Ca. 

California Coastal Commission 
Long Beach, Ca. 90802 

Attention: Meg Vaughn 

we. fiave had the properCy at 6. Mar v'1s'n Lane..- ..d' ,..,.,.....-~ 
in the family for 45 years. 

In all that time we have left the cliff 
untouched by any type of structure. We 
have always respected the vulnerability of 
the cliff. 

In '92 a very large portion of the south 
cliff fell impacting 6 houses. This year, 
just 3 lots away, a great portion of the 
cliff became beach. 

We are concerned about the further expansion 
of the above project toward the cliff. We 
have always felt comfortable with our set 
back. 

Thank you for your concern in this matter. 

Sincerely, 



. : 

.. ·"·'· 

.Tune 22. 02 

Mea Vauahn 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceanaat.e 
T.ona Reach. Ca. 90AO?. 

Pp: ~-0?.-1q? 4 Mar Vist.a 

From 6 Mar Vista Lane 

RECEIVE 
South c D 

oast Region 

JUN 2 5 2002 

We have owned the 6 Mar Vista Lane property for 
over 40 years. We have always respected the 
cliff and have not done any changes to it over 
the years. 

The above neighbors have built an illegal pad 
on the cliff which they know is not correct. 
In their plans to add on to their house toward 
the ocean (this will be the 2nd time) they have 
ignored the string line. 

Three Arch Bay has had their share of cliff 
slippage over the years. In '92 a huge portion 
of the cliff to the south end carne down and 
added to the beach. Several homes were badly 
damaged. 

I think it is only fair to us who have paid 
attention to gain a modicum of security by 
not allowing the cliff to be weakened~ 

Thank you very much for your attention to this. 

Sincerely, 

~jj"l 2'~.' spJ-'-~"-1 
Shi~ley Edwards Deeicy 
P 0 Box 378 
Oxford, Md. 21654 
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RECEIVED 
South Coast R . egron 

JUL 3 2002 

Ms. Meg Vaughn 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate 
long Beach, CA 90802 

RE: Project 5-02-192, 4 Mar Vista lane, Three Arch Bay, laguna Beach 

Dear Ms. Vaughn: 

COAsftiL~gRNIA 
July 1, 2002 MMtSSION 

Pleases add my plea to those who request the Coastal Commission to act to preserve the views 
and character of our cliffs and bay. 

I believe that the rules and guidelines requiring residential constructs to maintain the existing 
stringline boundary, and all other means of preventing bluff encroachment should be adhered to 
equally, without granting arbitrary variances or allowing encroachments by mistake or oversight. 

Precedence should not established that makes it forever easier to build a wall of houses and 
cement on the bluff face diminishing everyone's enjoyment of the natural beauty of the bay. 

We all know wonderful homes have been built on the bluffs within the established parameters 
and envelopes preserving the bluff for many generations. This can and should continue. 

A public hearing at a regularly scheduled Coastal Commission meeting would be helpful to 
resolve issues and convince the owners of 4 Mar Vista that everyone adhering to community 
standards ultimately benefits all families. 

Yours very truly, 


