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APPLICANTS:

Philip A. Butterfield and Lynne M. Butterfield, as Co-Trustees of the
Butterfield Living Trust, established April 30, 1996

AGENT:

Ronald A. Zumbrun

PROJECT LOCATION:

3401 Ocean Blvd., City of Newport Beach, County of Orange

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Removal of a “sand pit” cut-out at the toe of the bluff, consisting of
three (3) 32” high, 15’ long retaining walls and restoration of the
toe of the bluff, and after-the-fact approval of gate, lattice panels
and landing on the existing bluff face stairway on a beachfront lot
developed with an existing residence adjacent to Corona del Mar
State Beach.
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends that the Commission approve the proposed development subject to regular
and special conditions. The major issue of this staff report is development on a bluff face, bluff
toe and sandy beach.
Development at the subject site was last considered by the Commission in December 2001
under Coastal Development Permit application 5-01-199. The proposal at that time requested
after-the-fact approval of the decorative gate, lattice panels, expanded landing and the "sand
pit" area described above. The Commission approved the decorative gate and some of the
lattice panels, but conditioned the approval on submission of plans showing removal of the side
landing and its lattice paneling and removal of the sand pit. The applicants filed a lawsuit
challenging the Commission's action. Subsequently, the parties entered into a settlement
agreement to resolve the matter. The current application was submitted as a condition of the
settlement agreement.
The current proposal is substantially the same as the previous proposal, except that the current
application requests removal of the "sand pit" described above. The proposal relative to the
decorate gate, various lattice panels, and expanded landing remain unchanged from the prior
application.
Staff recommends that the Commission APPROVE the proposed development with three (3)
special conditions requiring 1) a future development restriction, 2) compliance with a
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requirement that the development proposed for removal be removed within 30 days of issuance
of the coastal development permit; and 3) recordation of a generic deed restriction.
LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Approval in Concept from the City of Newport Beach and
correspondence from Building Department dated May 8, 2001.
SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: City of Newport Beach certified Land Use Plan; Coastal
Development Permit File No.s 5-93-030 (Butterfield), 5-93-024 (Parker), and 5-89-1086
(Parker); Geotechnical Evaluation of Removal of Existing Modular Block Wall on Stability
of Existing Natural Bluff, 3401 Ocean Boulevard, Corona del Mar, California dated
January 8, 2007 by Petra Geotechnical, Inc.; Geotechnical Investigation for Proposed
Addition and Remodel to Existing Residence…dated September 3, 1992 by Petra
Geotechnical, Inc.; Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Residence…Revision 1, dated
February 3, 1993 by Petra Geotechnical, Inc.; Geotechnical Report of Rough
Grading…dated September 2, 1993 by Petra Geotechnical, Inc.; and Final Soils
Report…dated November 28, 1994 by Petra Geotechnical, Inc.
EXHIBITS:
1. Vicinity Map
2. AP Map
3. Project Plans
4. Settlement Agreement
5. Photograph
I.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

MOTION:

I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development
Permit No. 5-07-042 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.
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II.

Standard Conditions:

1.

Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and construction 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 construction has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the
date on which the Commission voted on the application, or in the case of administrative
permits, the date on which the permit is reported to the Commission. Construction 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 of the Commission.

4.

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

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.

III.

Special Conditions:

1.

Future Development Restriction

This permit is only for the development described in the permit. Because the development is
located within 50 feet of a coastal bluff, the exemptions otherwise provided in Public Resources
Code section 30610(b) regarding improvements to existing structures shall not apply to the
development sought by Permit Application No. 5-07-042. Any future improvements to the
development, including but not limited to repair and maintenance identified as requiring a permit
in Public Resources Code section 30610(d) and section 13252(a)-(b) of Title 14 of the California
Code of Regulations (i.e., repair or maintenance activities involving the placement or removal of
solid materials or the presence of mechanized equipment or construction materials) shall
require an amendment to the permit or an additional permit from the Commission or the
applicable certified local government.
2.

Removal of Development

Within thirty (30) days of issuance of the coastal development permit, or within such additional
time as the Executive Director may grant for good cause, the applicants shall complete removal
of the development identified for removal in Permit Application No. 5-07-042 and Permit No. 507-042. The applicants shall provide documentation for the Executive Director's review and
approval demonstrating that the development has been removed.
3.

Generic Deed Restriction

Within twenty (20) days of the Commission's issuance of the Notice of Intent to Issue Coastal
Development Permit, or within such additional time as the Commission's Executive Director or
his designee may grant for good cause, the applicants shall execute and record a deed
restriction in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director reflecting the above
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restrictions on development of the property. The deed restriction shall be in substantially the
form of Exhibit 4, pages 15-18 attached to the staff report dated January 17, 2008.
IV.

Findings and Declarations:

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows:
A.

Project Description, Location and Background

1.

Project Location

The proposed project is located between the first public road and the sea at 3401 Ocean
Boulevard in Corona Del Mar, City of Newport Beach, County of Orange (Exhibits 1 & 2). The
subject site is an ocean front lot adjacent to Corona del Mar State Beach. The subject property
cascades down a coastal bluff face. At the top of the coastal bluff is Ocean Boulevard and at
the toe of the bluff is the sandy beach. The site is currently developed with a three-story singlefamily residence, attached two-car garage and decks located at the top of the bluff. The bluff
face below the residence remains relatively undisturbed and vegetated, with the exception of an
existing wooden stairway located along the southwestern property line. Except for the
development proposed to be removed under this application, the existing development at the
subject site is consistent with the pattern of development along this segment of Ocean
Boulevard, with structural development sited at the top of the bluff and lesser disturbance of the
bluff face (i.e. stairways only).
The subject lot is approximately 7,800 square feet in size and is designated RL (Residential Low Density) under the City's certified Coastal Land Use Plan.
2.

Project Description

The applicant is requesting approval to remove a “sand pit” cut-out, consisting of three (3) 32”
high, 15’ long retaining walls at the toe of the bluff. This "sand pit" area had been enclosed on
the seaward side by a nautical rope attached to four (4) wooden pier posts installed in the sand.
Those wooden pier posts and nautical rope have since been removed and are no longer
present. As characterized by the applicant, the retaining walls located along the toe of the bluff
are “decorative, interlocking, stacking blocks” that serve aesthetic purposes only. The walls are
not designed to function as a bluff retention device. Also, as noted by the City of Newport
Beach Building Department in a letter to the applicant dated May 8, 2001, the wall is “short
enough that a building permit is not required.” The applicant is proposing to remove those walls
and backfill the toe of the bluff with soil to restore the area to pre-existing contours.
The project also involves an after-the-fact request for approval of the following: 1) at the lower
landing of the existing bluff face stairway (identified as "Gate A" on the applicant's plans attached
as Exhibit 3 to this staff report) installation of a decorative gate (approximately 5'-3" high by 3'-3
1/2" wide) with adjacent lattice panel (5'-3" high by 3' wide) on each side of the gate to span the
width of the stairway and landing; expansion of the lower landing area through installation of a
side landing on the right-hand (downcoast) side of the stairway that extends over a storm drain
easement located on the adjacent property (resulting in a landing that is approximately 6' 9-1/2"
wide by 4' wide); and installation of additional lattice panels that enclose all sides of the
expanded landing; 2) at the upper landing (identified as "Gate1 B" on the applicant's plans
1

The term 'gate' used in this instance by the applicant on their plans is a misnomer. There is no existing
or proposed 'gate' at this location along the stairway. Only lattice panels along each side of the stairway
are proposed at location "B".
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attached as Exhibit 3 to this staff report) install 3' 6" long by 4' 3" tall lattice panels on each side
of the stairway landing; and 3) on the uppermost portion of the stairway, install a 5' 2-1/2" tall by
10' 2" long lattice panel along the righthand (downcoast) side of the stairway (identified as "Detail
C" on the applicant's plans attached as Exhibit 3 to this staff report).
3.

Prior Commission Action at Subject Site

On March 18, 1993, the Commission approved CDP No. 5-93-030 (Butterfield) for the
demolition of an existing single-family residence and construction of a 3231 square foot, 34 foot
high at maximum point from finished grade, three-story single family residence with an attached
two-car garage. Grading of 150 cubic yards of cut and 50 cubic yards of fill was also approved.
This development was undertaken in 1993/1994.
Based on analysis of historical aerial photographs of the site, staff has determined that a
stairway existed on the bluff slope along the eastern property line of the subject site prior to the
Coastal Zone Conservation Act of 1972.
On December 11, 2001, the Commission approved Coastal Development Permit No. 5-01-199,
requested by Philip A. and Lynne M. Butterfield for a decorative gate and lattice work panels on
the main portion of the bluff face stairway, but conditioned its approval on submission of plans
showing removal of the side landing and its lattice paneling and removal of the “sand pit” cut-out
at the toe of the bluff, consisting of three (3) 32” high, 15’ long retaining walls enclosed by a
rope attached to four wooden posts in the sand.
The Butterfields filed an action in the Orange County Superior Court, Case No. 02CC01408,
challenging the Commission's decision. The Commission and the Butterfields subsequently
entered into a settlement agreement (attached as Exhibit 4) resulting in the submission of the
current application (No. 5-07-042).
4.

Related Commission Action in Project Vicinity

See Appendix A (Beginning on Page 12)

B.

Scenic Resources

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act pertains to scenic and visual resources. It states:
The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration
of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas…
The proposed project is located along a bluff face immediately adjacent to Corona del Mar State
Beach. The site is highly visible from the sandy beach. The pattern of development along this
segment of Ocean Boulevard is such that structures are sited at the top of the bluff, while the
bluff face remains largely undisturbed and vegetated, except for various stairways that descend
the bluff face. Although several lots have stairways traversing the bluff face and some have
unpermitted development on the bluff face and at the base of the bluff (currently under
investigation by the Commission’s Enforcement staff), the overall appearance of the bluff in this
area is natural and undeveloped. Development at this site must be sited and designed to be
visually compatible with the undisturbed character of the surrounding area. It is also necessary
to ensure that new development be sited and designed to protect views to and along the beach
area and minimize the alteration of existing landforms.

5-07-042 (Butterfield)
Staff Report Regular Calendar
Page 6 of 15

Over the last few years there have been several development proposals the Commission has
acted on along this segment of Ocean Boulevard which are detailed in Appendix A.(beginning
on page 12). In general, the Commission has required that additions to homes and new homes,
along with patio areas, be sited upon the upper bluff face so as to preserve the lower bluff face,
bluff toe and beach and limit the line of development in order to minimize encroachment upon
the beach area. In a few instances, the Commission has allowed improvements to existing
stairways and pathways that descend the bluff face to the beach (e.g. approval of applications
5-01-112 (Ensign), 5-02-203 (Tabak). However, the Commission has not approved other
development upon the lower bluff face, bluff toe or upon the beach (e.g. denial of applications 501-080 (Palermo), 5-04-339 (Palermo), 5-04-482 (McNamee), 5-01-191 (Tabak),
The applicant is requesting after-the-fact approval to carry out a minor expansion of and
aesthetic improvements to the existing stairway landings and stairway, including gate
replacement and lattice panel installation. The lattice design is shown in Exhibit 3. These
enhancements/additions to the existing stairway don't result in disturbance to the bluff face, bluff
toe or beach. The proposed stairway enhancements/additions are in keeping with other
stairway/pathway improvements the Commission has authorized recently as described in the
paragraph above. The Commission finds the minor expansion of the lower stairway landing,
gate replacement, and lattice enclosures, and lattice paneling along the upper landing and
uppermost segment of the stairway to be consistent with the scenic and visual resources
policies of the Coastal Act, as they will not obstruct views to or along the shoreline and are in
keeping with the pattern of development in the area.
The applicant is also requesting to remove a “sand pit” cut-out at the toe of the slope and
backfill the toe of the slope to restore it to pre-existing conditions. The proposed removal of the
“sand pit” cut-out will improve public views of the vegetated bluff from the adjacent public beach.
Removal of that development is in keeping with the pattern of Commission approvals described
above where the Commission has sought to limit development located on the lower bluff face,
bluff toe and beach. The Commission finds that the proposed removal of the sand pit cut-out
minimizes alteration of natural landforms, is visually compatible with the character of
surrounding development and will improve the scenic and visual qualities of the subject area.
As such, the proposed project is consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.
To protect the scenic and visual qualities of the coastal bluff at the location, the Commission
imposes Special Condition 1. Special Condition No. 1 is a future development restriction which
states that because the development is located within 50 feet of a coastal bluff, the exemptions
otherwise provided in Public Resources Code section 30610(b) regarding improvements to
existing structures shall not apply to the development approved by Permit No. 5-07-042. Any
future improvements to the development, including but not limited to repair and maintenance
identified as requiring a permit in Public Resources Code section 30610(d) and section
13252(a)-(b) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (i.e., repair or maintenance
activities involving the placement or removal of solid materials or the presence of mechanized
equipment or construction materials) shall require an amendment to the permit or an additional
permit from the Commission or the applicable certified local government. This condition
ensures that development on the coastal bluff which may affect the stability or appearance of
the bluff or may contribute to an adverse cumulative effect on community character, requires a
coastal development permit.
Therefore, the Commission finds that, as conditioned, the development is consistent with the
visual resource protection policies of Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.
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C.

PUBLIC ACCESS

Sections 30211 and 30212 (a) of the Coastal Act contain policies regarding public access to the
shoreline. Section 30240 addresses appropriate development adjacent to a recreation area.
Section 30211 states:
Development shall not interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea where
acquired through use or legislative authorization, including; but not limited to, the use of
dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation.
Section 30212 (a) states, in pertinent part:
Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast shall
be provided in new development projects except where (1) it is inconsistent with public
safety, military security needs, or the protection of fragile coastal resources, (2)
adequate access exists nearby, or (3) agriculture would be adversely affected.
Section 30240 (b) of the Coastal Act states:
Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which
would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the
continuance of those habitat and recreation areas.
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 project site is located on the seaward side of Ocean Boulevard, which is the first public
road immediately inland of Corona del Mar State Beach. The nearest vertical public access is
available at Orchid Avenue to the southeast and via the Corona del Mar State Beach parking lot
to the northwest. The nearest lateral access is available directly seaward of the toe of the slope
at Corona del Mar State Beach. Corona Del Mar State Beach is a public beach, which serves
as a very popular visitor destination point for recreational uses. Further southeast of the project
site is a bluff park known as Inspiration Point. There is also a public access way from
Inspiration Point to the beach below.
As described previously, the applicant is proposing to remove a “sand pit” cut-out at the base of
the bluff on private property directly adjacent to Corona del Mar State Beach. The sand-pit
consists of three low block walls along the toe of the slope that prior to their removal were
enclosed by a nautical rope supported by wooden pier pilings in the sand. The presence of the
sand pit area discourages public use of the sandy beach directly adjacent to the enclosed area
by giving the appearance of a private beach. Beach-goers are less likely to utilize a segment of
the beach that is adjacent to an area that is physically restricted by private property owners. In
addition, adjoining property owners may wish to construct similar private enclosures at the toe of
the slope, thereby contributing to a cumulative adverse impact.
Removal of the sand pit cut-out will restore public accessibility to the beach, consistent with the
public access policies of the Coastal Act. As proposed, the project is consistent with the public
access and recreation provisions of the Coastal Act, specifically Sections 30211, 30212 and
30240.

D.

HAZARDS

5-07-042 (Butterfield)
Staff Report Regular Calendar
Page 8 of 15

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states, in pertinent part:
New development shall:
(l)

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 natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.
Development on a bluff is inherently risky due to the potential for bluff erosion and collapse.
Bluff development poses potential adverse impacts to the geologic stability of bluffs and the
stability of residential structures. In general, bluff instability is caused by environmental factors
and impacts caused by humans. Environmental factors include seismicity, wave attack, drying
and wetting of soils, wind erosion, salt spray erosion, rodent burrowing, percolation of rain
water, poorly structured bedding, and soils conducive to erosion. Factors attributed to humans
that may be relevant to this site include irrigation, over-watering, building too close to the bluff
edge, improper site drainage, use of impermeable surfaces that increase runoff, use of waterdependent vegetation, and breaks in water or sewage lines.
The proposed project involves development in two general areas: 1) upon the existing stairway
that descends the bluff face from the residence to the beach; and 2) removal of the sand pit cut
out at the toe of the bluff and restoration of the area to pre-existing contours.
Several geologic reports have been submitted by the applicant which provide information about
geological conditions at the site (see Substantive File Documents). A report from 1993
(Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Residence…Revision 1, dated February 3, 1993 by Petra
Geotechnical, Inc.) describes the site as having an approximately 50-foot high slope that
descends from a flat pad developed with a residence down to the sandy beach. The slope
inclines at gradients ranging from 0.5:1 to 2:1 with an overall gradient of 1.5:1. That same
report indicates that the geologic conditions at the site are "…favorable with respect to the
overall gross stability of the site and descending slope." The 1993 report also states "…that the
base of the slope is protected from wave erosion by the presence of a buffering beach and by
talus deposits at the base of the slope."
The work upon the existing stairway involves the minor expansion of a walkway landing and the
attachment of other wood structures (e.g. gate, lattice panels) to the existing stairway. That
development will not involve any disturbance to the soils on the bluff face.
The applicant submitted a geologic letter report (Geotechnical Evaluation of Removal of Existing
Modular Block Wall on Stability of Existing Natural Bluff, 3401 Ocean Boulevard, Corona del
Mar, California dated January 8, 2007 by Petra Geotechnical, Inc.) which describes the
applicant's proposal with respect to the removal of the "sand pit" cut out at the toe of the slope
and provides certain recommendations. The letter report states that the block wall system will
be removed by hand. Upon removal of the stacked blocks the report indicates that a 3-foot high
vertical cut will be exposed along the toe of the natural bluff. The letter report recommends
restoring the bluff to its natural condition by placing soil against the vertical cut at a 1.5:1 slope
ratio to match adjacent topography and then allow the existing vegetation to grow over and
cover the restored slope. The report concludes that "provided that the stacked block walls are
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removed and the resultant vertical eliminated as described above, the natural bluff is expected
to be both grossly and surficially stable and is expected to remain so provided that it is properly
landscaped and maintained with time."
Therefore, as proposed, the Commission finds the development consistent with Section 30253
of the Coastal Act.
E.

GENERIC DEED RESTRICTION

To ensure that any prospective future owners of the property are made aware of the applicability
of the conditions of this permit, the Commission imposes an additional condition requiring that
the property owner record a deed restriction against the property, referencing all of the above
Special Conditions of this permit and imposing them as covenants, conditions and restrictions
on the use and enjoyment of the Property. Thus, as conditioned, this permit ensures that any
prospective future owner will receive actual notice of the restrictions and/or obligations imposed
on the use and enjoyment of the land in connection with the authorized development.
F.

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM

Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act provides that the Commission shall issue a coastal
development permit only if the project will not prejudice the ability of the local government
having jurisdiction to prepare a Local Coastal Program which conforms with the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act.
The City of Newport Beach Land Use Plan (LUP) was certified on May 19, 1982. At the October
2005 Coastal Commission Hearing, the certified LUP was updated. Since the City only has an
LUP, the policies of the LUP are used only as guidance. The Newport Beach LUP includes the
following policies that relate to development at the subject site:
Scenic and Visual Resources, Policy 4.4.1-1 states,
Protect and, where feasible, enhance the scenic and visual qualities of the coastal zone,
including public views to and along the ocean, bay, and harbor and to coastal bluffs and
other scenic coastal areas.
Scenic and Visual Resources, Policy 4.4.1-3 states,
Design and site new development to minimize alterations to significant natural
landforms, including bluffs, cliffs and canyons.
Natural Landform Protection, Policy 4.4.3-8 states,
Prohibit development on bluff faces, except private development on coastal bluff faces
along Ocean Boulevard, Carnation Avenue and Pacific Drive in Corona del Mar
determined to be consistent with the predominant line of existing development or public
improvements providing public access, protecting coastal resources, or providing for
public safety. Permit such improvements only when no feasible alternative exists and
when designed and constructed to minimize alteration of the bluff face, to not contribute
to further erosion of the bluff face, and to be visually compatible with the surrounding
area to the maximum extent feasible.
Natural Landform Protection, Policy 4.4.3-9 states,
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Where principal structures exist on coastal bluff faces along Ocean Boulevard,
Carnation Avenue and Pacific Coast Drive in Corona Del Mar, require all new
development to be sited in accordance with the predominant line of existing
development in order to protect public coastal views. Establish a predominant line of
development for both principal structures and accessory improvements. The setback
shall be increased where necessary to ensure safety and stability of the development.
Natural Landform Protection, Policy 4.4.3-15 states,
Design and site new development to minimize the removal of native vegetation, preserve
rock outcroppings, and protect coastal resources.
Natural Landform Protection, Policy 4.4.3-17 states,
Identify and remove all unauthorized structures, including protective devices, fences,
and stairways, which encroach into coastal bluffs.
Public Access and Recreation, Policy 3.1.2-1 states,
Protect, and where feasible, expand and enhance public access to and along coastal
bluffs.
The proposed development, as conditioned, is consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and
with the certified Land Use Plan for the area. Approval of the project, as conditioned, will not
prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in
conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3.
G.

UNPERMITTED DEVELOPMENT

Development has occurred on site without benefit of the required coastal development permit,
including construction of a “sand pit” cut-out at the toe of the bluff, consisting of three (3) 32”
high, 15’ long retaining walls enclosed by a rope attached to four wooden posts in the sand, and
replacement of a decorative gate and lattice panels on the existing bluff face stairway. All work
occurred either on a beach or within 50 feet of the edge of a coastal bluff. Consequently, the
work that was undertaken constitutes development that requires a coastal development permit
application.
The applicant has removed the wooden posts and rope and is proposing to remove the 3 fifteen
foot long retaining walls that outline the "sand pit" and backfill the portion of the toe of the bluff
removed to install the retaining walls to restore the area to pre-existing conditions. To ensure
that the unpermitted development is removed in a timely manner consistent with the applicant's
proposal, Special Condition 2 requires that the applicants remove the development that is
proposed to be removed within 30 days of issuance of the coastal development permit. In
addition, Special Condition 3 requires the applicants to execute and record a deed restriction
reflecting the restrictions on development imposed by the Commission within twenty (20) days
of the Commission's issuance of the Notice of Intent to Issue Coastal Development Permit. The
Executive Director may grant additional time for both deadlines identified in the preceding
sentences above for good cause.
Consideration of the permit application by the Commission has been based solely on the
consistency of the proposed development with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The
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certified Newport Beach Land Use Plan was used as guidance by the Commission in reaching
its decision. Approval of this permit does not constitute a waiver of any legal action with regard
to the alleged unpermitted development, nor does it constitute admission as to the legality of
any development undertaken on the subject site without a coastal development permit.
H.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)

Section 13096 of the Commission's administrative 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 portion of the proposed project including the replacement of a decorative gate and lattice
panels on the previously approved bluff face stairway, has been conditioned as follows to
assure that the project will not have a significant adverse impact on coastal resources: 1)
submittal of revised project plans showing removal of the toe of slope cut-out and new lattice
paneling on the unpermitted portion of the lower stairway landing, 2) recordation of a future
improvements deed restriction and 3) timely compliance with conditions of approval. The
portion of the proposed project including the replacement of a decorative gate and lattice panels
on the existing bluff face stairway, as conditioned, is consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of
the Coastal Act. There are no other feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which
would substantially lessen any significant adverse effects the activity may have on the
environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent with
CEQA and the policies of the Coastal Act.
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Appendix “A”
3317 Ocean Boulevard: CDP No. 5-01-080-(Palermo)
At the January 2002 Commission Hearing, the Commission denied Coastal Development Permit
application No. 5-01-080-(Palermo) for the construction of a 864 square foot pool house, pool,
spa and exercise room on the beach and the lower portion of the bluff face. In addition, two (2)
retaining walls were proposed. One was to be a 6-foot high wall located along the western
perimeter of the swimming pool at the beach level and one was to be a 12-foot high wall at the
rear of the pool house on the lower bluff face. These walls varied from approximately 6 to 12
feet in height. The primary issues raised by the proposed project were the appropriateness of
approving the project given landform alteration, the importance of preserving scenic resources,
the seaward encroachment of the development, the community character, and impacts to public
access. In denying the proposed development, the Commission found that the project, as
submitted, was primarily inconsistent with the Sections 30240, 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal
Act and the City of Newport Beach Land Use Plan (LUP) regarding coastal bluff sites.
3317 Ocean Boulevard: CDP No. 5-04-339-(Palermo)
At the June 2005 Commission Hearing, the Commission denied Coastal Development Permit
Application No. 5-04-339-(Palermo) for the removal of an existing beach bathroom and
construction of a new 623 square foot pool house, pool, spa and patio area on the beach and
lower bluff face. In addition, there would have been construction of new retaining walls,
landscape planters, an outdoor barbeque area and modification of the existing stairway.
Footings, retaining walls, slab on grade and a caisson foundation system were proposed to
support the proposed project. The proposed project was similar to a previously denied project
for the project site (CDP No. 5-01-080). The primary issues raised by proposed project were
the appropriateness of approving the project given the importance of preserving scenic
resources, minimizing landform alteration and avoiding development in hazard prone locations.
In denying the proposed development, the Commission found that the project, as submitted,
was primarily inconsistent with the Sections 30240, 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act and the
City of Newport Beach Land Use Plan (LUP) regarding coastal bluff sites.
3317 Ocean Boulevard: CDP No. 5-05-328-[Palermo]
On May 10, 2006, the California Coastal Commission granted to Salvatore Palermo Coastal
Development Permit 5-05-328, subject to the standard and special conditions, for development
consisting of: Construction of a new two-story, 746 square foot pool house plus pool on the bluff
face. The pool house consisted of an exterior stair linking the two floors, the upper level
consisted of a recreation room and exercise room, and the lower level consisted of a sun deck
and a pool. Grading consisted of 888 cubic yards of cut and export to a location outside of the
coastal zone. Deepened footings or a caisson foundation system were proposed to support the
proposed project. A connection to an existing unpermitted stairway to the beach and
modification of an existing unpermitted beach bathroom were not approved.
3329 Ocean Boulevard: CDP No. 5-04-482-[McNamee]
At the July 2005 Commission Hearing, the Commission denied Coastal Development Permit
Application No. 5-04-482-[McNamee] for the after-the-fact approval of existing storage lockers;
built-in barbeque and cabinets; counter with sink and cabinets; shower at stair base; thatched
shade palapa with four posts; two concrete tables and benches−all located on a sandy beach
and, on the bluff face, a shed with refrigerator storage and toilet and floral garden
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improvements. The primary issues before the Commission were whether the development
preserved scenic resources, minimized landform alteration and avoided development in hazard
prone locations. The applicant was seeking after-the-fact approval of development on the
sandy beach and lower bluff face/bluff toe. Along this segment of Ocean Boulevard, there is no
history of Commission approval of development on the sandy beach (associated with a singlefamily residence). The toe of the bluff and sandy beach area are immediately inland of Corona
Del Mar State Beach, which is a public beach. Thus, the development is highly visible from the
public beach and other public vantage points, such as Inspiration Point. In addition, the
proposed project is not needed for full use and enjoyment of the property as they have a
substantial improvement in the form of a single-family dwelling on site. In denying the proposed
development, the Commission found that the project, as submitted, was primarily inconsistent
with the Sections 30240, 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act and the City of Newport Beach
Land Use Plan (LUP) regarding coastal bluff sites.
3335 Ocean Boulevard: CDP No. 5-04-214-[Battram]
In October 2005, the Commission opened a public hearing on Coastal Development Permit
Application No. 5-04-214-[Battram]; however, the applicant withdrew the application before the
Commission took their action. The application was for the after-the-fact approval for a stairway
down the bluff face, retaining walls located on the bluff face and sandy beach and grading. The
applicant also proposed the following: adding landscaping along the stairway; painting the upper
portion of the stairway a color that helps blend into the background; removing the existing
iceplant at the bottom of the lot; and the granting of a non-exclusive easement for public use
and enjoyment of the sandy portion of the lot adjacent to the public beach. Staff recommended
denial of the proposal. Since the October 2005 hearing, the Battram’s sold the property to a
new owner who has stated to staff that they intend to take over and process an after-the-fact
permit application.
3401 Ocean Boulevard: CDP NO. 5-01-199-[Butterfield]
At the December 2001 Commission Hearing, the Commission approved in part and denied in
part Coastal Development Permit Application No. 5-01-199-[Butterfield] for the after-the-fact
approval of a new “sand pit” cut-out at the toe of the bluff, consisting of three (3) 32” high, 15’
long retaining walls enclosed by a rope attached to four wooden posts in the sand, and
replacement of a decorative gate and lattice panels on the existing pre-Coastal Act bluff face
stairway. The Commission denied the toe of slope cut-out and approved the portion of the
lattice work and gate located on a previously approved landing area. The Commission found
that the gate replacement and lattice enclosures on the previously permitted landing areas were
consistent with the scenic and visual resources policies of the Coastal Act, as they would not
obstruct views to or along the shoreline and would be in keeping with the pattern of
development in the area and therefore would be consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal
Act. However, the Commission found that the proposed sand pit cut-out would not minimize
alteration of natural landforms, was not visually compatible with the character of surrounding
development and would affect the scenic and visual qualities of the subject area. As such, the
portion of the proposed project involving the establishment of a sand pit cut-out area was
inconsistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.
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3415 Ocean Boulevard: CDP No. 5-01-112-[Ensign]
At the February 2002 Commission Hearing, the Commission approved Coastal Development
Permit No. 5-02-112-[Ensign] for the after-the-fact authorization of a new switchback bluff face
stairway with keystone-type earth retention blocks, landscaping and in-ground irrigation. The
primary issues before the Commission were the appropriateness of approving the project given
landform alteration, the importance of preserving scenic resources, community character and
impacts to public access. As submitted, the proposed project raised issues with Sections
30240, 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act and the City of Newport Beach Land Use Plan
(LUP) regarding development on coastal bluffs. The Commission found that the proposed
stairway that may have followed a pre-Coastal Act pathway, as conditioned, did not present an
adverse visual impact because it followed the natural topography of the bluff, was effectively
screened with vegetation and was consistent with the character of the surrounding area.
3415 Ocean Boulevard: CDP NO. 5-05-095-[Circle]
At the October 2005 Commission Hearing, the Commission approved Coastal Development
Permit Application No. 5-05-095-[Circle] for the demolition of an existing approximately 2,100
square foot, two (2) story single family residence with an attached garage and construction of a
new 4,488 square foot two (2) story single-family residence with a basement and an attached
388 square foot four (4) car garage. Associated construction consisted of: a 141 square foot
basement deck, a 392 square foot 1st floor deck and a 383 square foot 2nd floor deck. The
foundation for the residence consisted of a caisson and deepened conventional footings
system. The primary concerns before the Commission on this matter were to assure that the
project conformed to the predominant line of development such that scenic resources were
preserved, landform alteration was minimized and development in hazard prone locations was
avoided. The Commission found that the proposed development, as conditioned, conformed to
the predominant line of development and would not affect public views and would be consistent
with the hazard policies of the Coastal Act. The project’s proposed livable area aligned
approximately with the 56-foot elevation contour line, while the basement level deck did not
extend seaward from approximately 46-foot contour to the east and the approximately 50-foot
contour to the west, thus the project was landward of the Tabak and Halfacre projects.
3425 Ocean Boulevard: CDP No. 5-03-100-[Halfacre]
At the January 2005 Commission Hearing, the Commission approved Coastal Development
Permit Application No. 5-03-100-[Halfacre] for the conversion and addition to an existing
basement to living area, construction of a new basement-level deck, construction of a new
sundeck on the bluff face that does not extend any further than the 33-foot contour line, a new
stairway connection to an approved stairway leading down to the toe of the bluff located on the
downcoast adjacent property (i.e. Tabak), removal and replacement of existing side yard and
rear yard fences, and after-the-fact approval of two 2nd floor decks on the seaward side of the
existing single-family residence. The primary issues before the Commission were the
appropriateness of approving the project given the importance of preserving scenic resources,
minimizing landform alteration and avoiding development in hazard prone locations. The
Commission found that the proposed development, as conditioned, was consistent with the
pattern of development in the immediate vicinity and the project would not have a cumulative
adverse impact on visual coastal resources and would be consistent with the hazard policies of
the Coastal Act. The proposed new habitable space adhered to the 48-foot bluff elevation
contour limit established for CDP No. 5-02-203-[Tabak]. As conditioned, the proposed project
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also adhered to the 33-foot contour set by CDP No. 5-02-203-[Tabak] for accessory
improvements. No other accessory improvements were allowed below the 33-foot elevation
contour upon the lower bluff face or on the sandy beach.
3431 Ocean Boulevard:CDP No. 5-01-191-[Tabak]
At the January 2002 Commission Hearing, the Commission denied Coastal Development Permit
Application No. 5-01-191-[Tabak] for the demolition of an existing three (3) story single-family
residence and construction of a new single-family residence. The proposed structure would
have covered virtually the entire upper and lower bluff face areas. The primary issues of the
proposed project were the appropriateness of approving the project given landform alteration,
the importance of preserving scenic resources, the seaward encroachment of the development,
the community character, and impacts to public access. In denying the proposed development,
the Commission found that the project, as submitted, was primarily inconsistent with Sections
30240, 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act and the City of Newport Beach Land Use Plan
(LUP) regarding coastal bluff sites.
3431 Ocean Boulevard: CDP No. 5-02-203-[Tabak]
At the January 2003 Commission Hearing, the Commission approved Coastal Development
Permit Application No. 5-02-203-[Tabak] for the demolition of an existing three (3) story singlefamily residence and construction of a new single-family residence and also demolition and
replacement of existing wooden staircase to the beach. The proposed project had been
reduced compared with a prior proposal (CDP No. 5-01-191). The Commission found that the
proposed development was consistent with the pattern of development in the immediate vicinity
and the project would not have a cumulative adverse impact on visual coastal resources. Under
this proposal, living space additions were located landward of the 48-foot bluff elevation
contour, and accessory improvements were limited to the 33-foot elevation contour. However,
no other additions were allowed below the 33-foot elevation contour upon the lower bluff face.
3431 Ocean Boulevard: CDP No. 5-02-203-A1-[Tabak]
At the March 2005 Commission Hearing, the Commission approved an Immaterial Amendment
to Coastal Development Permit Application No. 5-02-203-A1-[Tabak] that proposed redesign of
the previously approved project including revision of an approximate 22-foot long portion of the
previously approved stairway located at the base of the bluff and also the grading consisting of
3,400 cubic yards of cut and export to an area outside of the coastal zone. No habitable area
would extend past the approved line of development for enclosed area (48-foot contour) and the
pool would not extend past the approved line of development for accessory structures (33-foot
contour).
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