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ADDENDUM 
 

March 7, 2014 
 

TO:  Coastal Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM:  South Coast District Staff 
 
SUBJECT: ADDENDUM TO ITEM W13a, COASTAL COMMISSION PERMIT 

APPLICATION 5-LGB-12-091 FOR THE COMMISSION MEETING OF MARCH 
12, 2014. 

 
 

Late Submittals 
 
Since the staff report was published, the appellants and the applicant have each 
submitted two additional items.  
 
On March 4, the applicant submitted a termite report, dated July 13, 2011, which states 
that the residence has extensive termite damage.  
 
On March 7, the appellants submitted a letter, dated February 20, disputing several 
points in the staff report and re-stating their position that the residence is a historic 
resource and should be rehabilitated.  
 
On March 3, the appellants submitted a 49-slide presentation and on March 4 the 
applicants submitted a 45-slide presentation, both of which are only available in the 
online version of this addendum.    
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Addendum Item 1:  
 
 
Termite report 
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Print - Close Window

SubjectFwd: 31381 South Coast HWY_NEED asap termite insp. plz
From: Jeff Fischbeck (Jeff@tresorproperties.com)
To: seanbrendan@yahoo.com; jhnmeehan@gmail.com;
Date: Wed, 13 Jul 2011 12:05:57

See below

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Alex Del Toro <alex@877termite.com>
Date: July 13, 2011 2:32:17 PM EOT
To: Jeff Fischbeck <Jeff@tresorproperties.com>, Travis Buck
<tbuck@surterreproperties.com>
Cc: Kristi Stroller <kristi@877termite.com>
Subject: Re: 31381 South Coast HWYJVEED asap termite insp. plz

Mr Fischbeck,

I was able to do an inspection out at the property located at 31381 South Coast Hwy,
Laguna Beach, Ca. The property has significant termite damage, as far as I can estimate it
appears as if this property has been left untreated for over 40 years. The framing members
are no longer serving the purpose of which they were designed. It is impractical to consider
re-building the property and a new structure would have to be built from the ground up. I
have attached some photos for your review. The photos clearly show that nothing in the
present structure can be salvaged and the existing structure serves no purpose.

If I can be of further assistance please let me know,
Alex del Toro
O: 949-940-1010
F: 949-940-1029
C: 949-500-4370
Free 1-877-TERMITE
www.877termite.com
alex(S)877termite.com

From: Jeff Fischbeck <Jeff@tresorproperties.com>
Date: Tue, 12 Jul 201108:33:07 -0400
To: Travis Buck <tbuck@surterreproperties.com>
Cc: Alex Del Toro <alex@877termite.com>
Subject: Re: 31381 South Coast HWY_NEED asap termite insp. plz

Alex, good morning. Call me when u can regarding this inspection, thanks!

Jeff

http://us.mg3 .mail.yahoo.com/dc/launch?.gx=l &.rand=3t5s63 sssOssO 7/20/2011









 

Addendum Item 2:  
 
 
Appellants letter dated 
2/20/14 



                                              
P. O. Box 1309     	
  	
  	
  	
  P. O. Box 9668 
Laguna Beach, CA 92652        South Laguna, CA 92652	
  

Villagelaguna.org         southlaguna.org 
 
February 20, 2014 
 
California Coastal Commission 
Mr. Zach Rehm 
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
 
RE: 31831 Coast Highway  
A-5-LGB-12-091 
 
Commissioners and Mr. Rehm: 
 
The staff  report on our appeal of the demolition permit for the historical structure known as 
Stonehenge and the Guy Skidmore house raises new questions and its conclusions are based on 
incorrect answers to those questions. 
 
1.  Was the historical integrity of the house compromised as a historic resource prior to the 
illegal demolition in 2009 and 2010? Was it compromised as early as the 1970s? 
 
Our evidence is that the answer to this is no, as follows: 
 
 a.   The property was listed in the Historic Resources Inventory prepared in 1981.  This  
      was not a “drive-by scan of the house by City representatives.”   
 
  The Inventory was conducted for the State Historic Preservation Office under a grant   
       and contract between Heritage Orange County, a 501 (c) (4) nonprofit and the State   
  of California. The survey was reviewed and approved by the State Historic   
  Preservation Office.  The State Office of Historic Preservation still has the full report  
  on file, as verified by staff member Joseph McDole.  “The rules and standards of the  
  National Historic Preservation Act and Secretary of Interior Standards guided the  
  work of the survey,” as stated by Hal Thomas who was executive officer of Heritage  
  Orange County when the survey was prepared.   
  
  In addition to the field survey, historical research was done and thus the association  
  of the house with Guy Skidmore was revealed. Local knowledge also played a role.  
  For example, Karen Wilson Turnbull researcher for the South Laguna Inventory 
  mentioned to us recently that her father Howard Wilson knew Guy Skidmore. 
 



 b.   The City of Laguna Beach was not involved in this study because South Laguna was  
       unincorporated and under the jurisdiction of the County of Orange in 1981.  On  
       December 31, 1987 South Laguna was annexed to the City of Laguna Beach.  In 1989 
       South Laguna’s LCP and Specific Plan were incorporated into City planning            
       documents through Council resolution 89.104.  At that time the South Laguna list of  
       heritage structures from the Historic Resources Inventory was added to the City’s list.  
       However, the structures were not rated at all—there were no “E” “K” or “C”       
       evaluations on the South Laguna list.   
 
 c. The South Laguna properties were rated after 1989 when the City hired a consultant  
  to evaluate them.  This was a more recent opportunity for a historical professional to  
  evaluate the Stonehenge Guy Skidmore house.  In that rating process Stonehenge was 
  given a “K” (Key) rating.  This demonstrates that the house still had integrity to  
  deserve this rating subsequent to all of the changes the applicant cites prior to 1990. 
 
2.  What is the significance of the extensive graphics on house changes presented by the 
applicant? 
 
They are irrelevant. 
 
 a.  The applicant’s colorful, but unattributed graphics that purport to show a series of  
  changes before 1977 are presumably based on an study of the materials, since there is  
  no  documentation for this period.  No matter how many changes may have occurred,  
  the house was still evaluated as being historically significant deserving a “K” rating  
  after the period the applicant says the changes occurred. 
 
 a.   These graphics distract from the issue at hand, the extensive damage caused in 2009  
  and 2010 by unpermitted demolition. 
 
3.  Should this house be rehabilitated? 
 
Yes. 
 
 a. Your staff shares the applicant’s opinion that “extensive alterations over the life of  
  the structure . . . and a lack of evidence that either of the Skidmore brothers lived at  
  the residence for a significant period of time” have robbed the residence of any  
  historical significance. We’ve presented evidence that this was Guy Skidmore’s  
  house, and we question the significance of the “extensive alterations” that the   
  applicant seeks to demonstrate. 
 
 b.  It is inaccurate to say, as your staff does,  that “it does not resemble the residence that  
  was constructed in the mid to late 1920s.” The steep pitched roof and opposing  
  dormers and chimney that appear in the 1920s photographs and that are characteristic  
  of the Period Revival style in Laguna are still there.  The form and shape, the framing 
  and foundations of the house also correspond.  The additions to the oceanfront end of  
  the house obscure its original shape from that perspective, but this is not just a house  
  that “sits on approximately the same portion of the property as the one Guy   
  Skidmore may or may not have lived in”; it’s the very house.  
 



 
 
 c.   The City ordinance governing eligibility of houses for listing on its historic register  
  does not prioritize the criteria for listing or insist on any combination of them, so the  
  staff’s assertion that “the relationship to the Skidmore brothers is not sufficient to  
  classify the current residence as historic” is incorrect. In any case, the historic   
  significance of the house itself has not been irreparably compromised and can be  
  salvaged and rehabilitated. 
 
 
 
       

                                
 
Bill Rihn, president     Ginger Osborne, president 
South Laguna Civic Association   Village Laguna 
  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 

Addendum Item 3:  
 
 
Appellants presentation 
submitted 3/3/14 



STONEHENGE
GUY SKIDMORE HOUSE



CHRONOLOGY

Stonehenge built by Guy Skidmore 1925



1928 Guy and Marion Skidmore lived
  at Coast Blvd. address

  No house numbers at that time, each house was named--ie. Stonehenge.



CHRONOLOGY

Stonehenge built by Guy Skidmore 1925

Skidmore loses property due to depression,
Second owners are Mr. and Mrs. William Crockett Watkins



CHRONOLOGY

Stonehenge built by Guy Skidmore about 1926

Skidmore loses property due to depression,
Second owners are Mr. and Mrs. William Crockett Watkins

Donald Castro becomes owner in 1978



2007 appraisal
photos



Appraisal photos 2007



CHRONOLOGY

Castro loses house

First Newport Properties
cited for unpermitted
construction--interior
demolition, June, 2009
photos from City files

First Newport Properties
applies for remodel,
July, 2009



CHRONOLOGY

Galvin Preservation Associates (GPA) prepares historical memo, 
September, 2009

2009 photo 
from historical 
Report

  



“One method to a avoid causing a substantial adverse change on
the resource…would be to design alterations to the building in a
manner that is consistent with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards
for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for
Rehabilitation.”

GPA report



CHRONOLOGY

October 2009 Heritage Committee approves remodel/
   rehabilitation plans



CHRONOLOGY

March, 2010 Building permit ready for issuance.
Permits are not pulled. 



Stonehenge house exterior surfaces are removed without permits.
Code enforcement action, November 2010 



June 15, 2011, Real Property Report 

Buyer is advised that the subject property remains in active
Code Enforcement for illegal construction activity (Major 
Demolition to the interior and exterior of single family 
dwelling.)  Buyer is advised and accepts responsibility
to legitimize this construction…



June 20, 2011 

Mr. Meehan, prospective buyer, asks for
complete demolition at meeting with the Heritage 
Committee.  They advise Mr. Meehan that they cannot 
recommend demolition. 



August, 2011 

Mr. Meehan buys the property anyway, and asks
the Heritage Committee again for demolition.

Heritage Committee reiterates its objection to
demolition and recommends using the plans for
restoration that have already been approved.

June 20, 2011 

Mr. Meehan, prospective buyer, asks for
complete demolition at meeting with the Heritage 
Committee.  They advise Mr. Meehan that they cannot 
recommend demolition. 



December, 2011
Design Review Board approves demolition, 3/2 vote.

January, 2012
Appeal of Design Review decision to City Council, no
action taken.

February, 2012
Project returns to Design Review for
Coastal Development Permit



Rehabilitation is feasible and appropriate
Example: Leonard Scheu studio, Agate and Glenneyre 

Before



During Construction 



Completed restoration 



Completed plans are approved to rehabilitate 



Character defining features remain 

Cross gable shape, fireplace, 
foundation and framing.



Character defining features remain 

Octagonal sunroom 



Character defining features remain 

Stone work



Historic Preservation Ordinance Criteria

“Identification with persons who significantly
Contributed to the culture and development of the city.”

Those persons are Joe and Guy Skidmore the first owners
and William Crockett Watkins, the second owner.



Nate Brooks, step-father of Joe and Guy Skidmore



Coast Royal, 1920s



Coast Royal, 1920s Coast Royal, 2009





JOE SKIDMORE HOUSE

CAMEL POINT



STONEHENGE
GUY SKIDMORE HOUSE



South Coast News
  6-6-30

  1931



1934



STONEHENGE
GUY SKIDMORE HOUSE



FINDINGS--Coastal Development Permit

Required finding:

Demolition is in conformity with the General Plan and LCP

But
Demolition violates key provisions of those plans



FINDINGS--Coastal Development Permit

Demolition violates key provisions of the LCP

“Preserve and enhance buildings and structures 
of historic significance…” 

Historic Resources Element
 



FINDINGS--Coastal Development Permit

Demolition violates key provisions of the LCP

“Preserve and enhance buildings and structures 
of historic significance…” 

Historic Resources Element
“Encourage the preservation of historically significant
residential structures…” 

Land Use Element
 



FINDINGS--Coastal Development Permit

Significance of the house has been documented:

•  Historic Inventory

•  Heritage Committee recommendations

•  House connected with persons important to the 
   culture and development of the city.--Skidmores
   and Watkins 



FINDINGS--Coastal Development Permit

Conformity with the Historic Preservation Ordinance,
Required finding that the demolition is:

•  Consistent with the Historic Resources Element
 

•  There is no reasonable alternative



FINDINGS--Coastal Development Permit

•  Consistent with the Historic Resources Element
 
Demolition does not preserve historic resources

•  There is no reasonable alternative

Rehabilitation is a reasonable Alternative.

These findings cannot be made 



FINDINGS--Coastal Development Permit

•  Consistent with the Historic Resources Element
 
Demolition does not preserve historic resources

•  There is no reasonable alternative

Rehabilitation is a reasonable Alternative.

These findings cannot be made 



FINDINGS--Coastal Development Permit

Required finding:

No adverse impacts on environment (CEQA)

But

EIR to meet CEQA requirements is triggered if the record 
contains a “fair argument” that the building involved is historic.



FINDINGS--Coastal Development Permit

The required findings cannot be made

1. Lack of conformity with General Plan and Local Coastal
     Program.
2. Lack of conformity with Local Coastal Program.

3. “Fair argument” for application of CEQA has been
made.



Deny--Coastal Development Permit

Recommend Rehabilitation of historic resource



Rewarding illegal behavior sets a precedent

Before, 2009

After illegal demolition



STONEHENGE
GUY SKIDMORE HOUSE



 

Addendum Item 4:  
 
 
Applicant presentation 
submitted 3/4/14 



1 

North View 

31381 COAST HIGHWAY 
LAGUNA BEACH, CALIFORNIA 92651     

 

The History and Chronology of Change to the Property Located at 

South View 

East View West View 



2 LOCATION 
The subject property is located in Laguna Beach. Specifically, in South Laguna within an area 
originally designated as a subdivision called Coast Royal. South Laguna began annexation into 
the City of Laguna Beach in 1987. Following the annexation, most County of Orange records 
were lost and not provided to the City of Laguna Beach. The blue arrow indicates the location of 
the property at 31381 Coast Highway. 
 

AERIAL PHOTO OF PROPRRY FROM JEN – google maps 
Photo Source: Google Maps 



3 PUBLIC COASTAL ACCESS POINTS 

Photo Source: Google Maps 



4 HISTORICAL DESIGNATION 

Two different historical preservation experts have analyzed 31381 Coast Hwy. for historical 
significance. Both experts concur that the property no longer retains any historical significance. 
The reports conclusions are quoted on the following pages.  

The property analysis and reports were prepared by: 

 

•  Galvin Preservation Associates (GPA) 

•  Ostashay & Associates - City Peer Review 
 

The power point presentation has the complete reports for your review. 

 

 

Galvin-Preservation-Historic-Resource-Report.pdf
Galvin-Preservation-Historic-Resource-Report.pdf
Galvin-Preservation-Historic-Resource-Report.pdf
Galvin-Preservation-Historic-Resource-Report.pdf


5 
Historical Report Conclusion Prepared by GPA   
Andrea Galvin -  Principal Architectural Historian 

The property at 31381 S. Coast Highway is not currently designated a landmark at the national, state, 

or local levels. It was included in the 1981 Historic Resources Inventory and received a K rating. The 

property has been substantially altered since 1981. When the property was photographed in 2009, the 

interior had been gutted and most of the windows had been removed. When the property was 

photographed for this report, the exterior cladding had been removed. As such, it was re-evaluated for 

eligibility as a historic resource at the national, state, and local levels and found ineligible due to a lack 

physical and architectural integrity. The California Register Status Code that corresponds to that 

Galvin Preservation Associates 31381 S. Coast Highway - Historic Resource Report 15 

evaluation is 6Z. Therefore, the subject property is not a historic resource subject to CEQA. The 

removal of the buildings would have no impact on historic resources and no mitigation measures 

would be required. 



6 Historical Report Conclusion Prepared by Ostashay & Associates  
Jan Ostashay -  Principal Architectural Historian 
City Hired Peer Reviewer 



7 Preservation, Restoration, Rehabilitation and Reconstruction 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 

 

• A report analyzing Preservation, Restoration, Rehabilitation and Reconstruction was also 
prepared by Galvin Preservation and Associates.  This detailed report explains why neither 
Preservation, Restoration, Rehabilitation or Reconstruction are appropriate for this structure, 
given the complete lack of historical integrity of the structures.  The conclusions of this report 
are  also included on the following page. The power point presentation has a complete report 
for your review. 

 



8 
 The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 

The four treatment approaches are Preservation, Rehabilitation, Restoration and Reconstruction 

  

Preservation 

• This approach would not be appropriate for the subject property because the majority of the historic fabric is no longer present. Physical 

features must be present to preserve and maintain. This is not the case with the subject building. 

 Rehabilitation 

• There are no local, state, or federal laws that require a property owner to rehabilitate or restore a historic property. In the case of the subject 

property, substantial evidence was presented that the property lacked historic significance and integrity to qualify as a historical resource. 

Therefore it is inappropriate for a lead agency to require a property owner to retain, rehabilitate, or restore a property that is not determined 

to be historically significant. 

 Restoration 

• This approach is not appropriate for the subject building because the building is not individually listed on the National Register and is not 

designed by a significant architect. The original form has been significantly altered over time; much of the original fabric has been 

completely removed and not enough physical or photographic documentation exists on the property to conduct an accurate restoration of 

the property. 

 Reconstruction 

• As with the Preservation approach, Reconstruction would not be appropriate for the subject building because it is privately owned and not 

a candidate for public interpretation, and there is not sufficient physical and photographic documentation to conduct an accurate 

reconstruction. Due to the substantial loss of original historic fabric and the lack of photographic documentation of certain areas of the 

residence, much of the reconstruction would be conjectural, which is not in keeping with the reconstruction standards. 

  

 



9 

Blue arrow indicates an extremely close view of 31381 Coast Highway looking south. 

Circa 1929 

9 



10 

This is a building sketch directly imposed upon the previous photo to add clarity and definition to 
the structure.  

Circa 1929 



11 

Close up view of 31381 Coast Highway looking north. Note: cupola and garage are  
non-existent.  
 

Circa 1929 

11 



12 

This is a building sketch directly imposed upon the previous photo to add clarity and definition of 
structure. 
 

Circa 1929 

12 



13 

Photo source: UCSB - 6/13/1948  

• 31381 Coast Highway with no 
apparent changes to the roofline.  

 

• Green indicates garage and cupola 
constructed prior to 1948. This is the 
first evidence of their existence. It is 
unclear the exact year built. 

 

• Blue indicates original 1929 
structures, which include staircase, 
cabana and home.  

 

13 1930-1948 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 

KEY 



14 14 1948-1959 

• Western (ocean side) addition of 420 square feet of living 
space. The addition spans the entire width of the house. 
The roofline was significantly altered by removing the 
west facing gable.   
 

• The original roof shingles were removed to 
accommodate the new space as well as the doorway 
under the gable.  
 

• The original siding (half timbering) had to be removed for 
the additions on the west side of the structure.  
 

• The windows on the south and west side were removed 
for the additions.  
 

• Addition of a new 100 square foot interior foyer and 175 
square foot exterior covered porch at the new entry way. 
These additions altered the original roof line as well.  
 

• Original south facing windows and siding removed to 
build the addition of a new entry. Original roof shingles 
were replaced.   
 

• To move the original front entry way which was on the 
east side of the structure, the front door and windows 
were removed and replaced with new large horizontal 
windows and new siding and framing. 

• Southern gable removed from ocean façade. 

 

 

 
Photo source  UCSB 3/5/1959 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 

KEY 
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Photo Source: GPA Consulting, taken 2001 

 
 
 
 
 
 

1948-1959 

The following photos will show in detail: 
 

• Removal of southwest gable. 
 

• Addition of west end of house. 

 

• Addition of front foyer entry and porch. 

 

• Removal of front door and windows.    

 

• Dating of sheet rock and reconstruction 
materials to this period. 

 



16 1948-1959 

• Photo indicates that a new room with 
a flat roof was constructed over the 
original 1929 patio. This significant 
alteration destroyed the southwest 
gable as shown in previous photos.   

 

• Photo indicates 1920s plaster 
overlaid with 1959 plaster.  

 

 



17 17 1960-1973 

Photo source 1/6/1973 UCSB 



18 18 1960-1973 

• The large window are likely part of the 
1970s interior remodel.  

 

• The entire exterior was re-stuccoed.  

 

Photo source GPA 2009 



19 1960-1973 

• Once again note pieces of sheet rock 
from the 1920s, 1950s and 1970s. 
Blue grey mortar is from the 1970s 
which is visible throughout the 
property.  
 
When additions were made the 
smaller original windows were 
covered and new reframing allowed 
for larger aluminum windows. This 
was done throughout the property. 
Aluminum windows and sliders were 
available and prolific in the 60s and 
70s.  

• Windows 
 

• Sliders 



20 
ALTERATIONS & MAJOR REMODELS  
1974-1984 

• Second story additions included a bedroom, bathroom, library, storage space and two new 
roof dormers for a total of 840 square feet.  
 

• Also included new construction of a large second story deck totaling 326 square feet.  
 

• Roof material, third layer of siding, additional windows/doors plumbing and electrical also 
had to be replaced to accommodate the new construction.  
 

• New roofline construction and destruction of the west facing gable was done to 
accommodate the second story additions.  
 

• New construction of  two dormers on each side of house reconfiguring original roof.      
 

• All supporting beams were reconfigured and replaced with new load-bearing support beams. 
 

• Interior staircase added to access second story.   
 

• The majority of this construction did not meet code and was approved by Ann Christoph 
via her seat on the South Laguna Specific Plan Advisory Committee (5/5/1982).  
 
 



21 

Exterior photo indicates: 

 

• New second story and large deck. 

 

• Removal of last original gable. 

 

• New siding throughout. 

 

• New skylights on all sides of roofline. 
New shingles added to accommodate 
roofline changes and skylights.  

 

• New windows, doors and railings 
throughout.   

 

1974-1984 

Photo source California Coastal Records Act Project 



22 1974-1984 

• Note the comparison to the original 
structure in 1929 as compared to the 
structure in the 1980s photo.  

 

• The structure has lost all original 
structural integrity and bears no 
resemblance to the original structure. 

 

• Original gables, half timbering, interior 
walls and utilities, windows/doors, roof 
shingles, flooring, roof line of 
structure, patios, ALL removed and 
replaced numerous times in some 
cases.  

       

 

Photo source California Coastal Records Act Project 



23 1974-1984 

• Two new dormers added to the north 
and south facing sides of the 
structure. All new roof shingles and 
dormers siding were newly installed 
as part of the South Laguna Specific 
Plan Advisory Committee approved 
1980s remodel.  



24 1974-1984 

• Close up of ocean front north/west 
gable completely destroyed. This was 
part of the 1982 South Laguna 
Specific Plan Advisory Committee 
approved remodel. This represented 
the destruction of a significant 
historical feature. 



25 1974-1984 

• Second story addition approved by 
South Laguna Specific Plan Advisory 
Committee included multiple code 
violations, i.e. construction that 
included a ceiling height of 7 feet at 
center point. Code requires a ceiling 
height minimum of 8 feet. In addition, 
the ceiling height incrementally 
decreases approximately one foot for 
every foot on both sides of upstairs 
addition.  

7 ft 



26 

• May 19, 2000: Illegal construction of 
new 20’ x 40’ deck and bathrooms 
below the deck. These features have 
since been removed. Approximate 
area indicated by the red shaded box. 

 

• Stairway was moved from center of 
deck to southwest corner of deck. 

 

• Replacement of vertical wood slat 
railing with glass railing. 

 

 
By 2009, the interior had been gutted and most of the windows had been removed. When the 
property was photographed for the 2009 GPA historical evaluation report, the exterior cladding 
had been removed. As such, it was re-evaluated for eligibility as a historic resource at the 
national, state, and local levels and found ineligible due to a lack of physical and architectural 
integrity.  

1984-2009 

1984-2009 KEY 



27 

• 7/6/77: County of Orange Rolodex 
Card to convert existing attic to 
bedrooms and bath. Also include 
library approximately 560 sq.ft. Permit 
expired shortly after Stop Work Order 
issued.  

7/6/1977 



28 28 
• 5/5/1982: Letter from South Laguna 

Specific Plan Advisory Committee 
approves the project as submitted.  

 

• Approved by appellant, Ann  
Christoph 5/5/1982. 
 

• This letter indicates that the majority  
of the alterations to the exterior of  
the building had been completed 
 prior to 1982. Reference previous 
chronologies of remodels. 

 

• Note: South Laguna Specific Plan 
Advisory Committee does not mention 
historic nature of property or Guy 
Skidmore ownership, his residency or  
any reference to “Stonehenge.” 

5/5/1982 



29 29 5/16/2006 

• 5/16/2006: City Finals a Demolition 
Permit.  

 

• Note: Work Never Completed 

 



30 
VISUAL CHRONOLOGY OF 
RESIDENCE IN PLAN VIEW 

• Structure appears to have original 
roofline. “T” shaped cross gable with 
double gable on ocean facing façade. 
No apparent changes to roofline. 

 

• Cupola and garage appear for first 
time.  

 

1930-1948 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 



31 1948-1959 

• First roof alterations are evident.  

 

• Removal of southwest gable. 

 

• Addition of full-width room enclosure 

 

• Addition of roof extension on 
southeast corner of residence. 

VISUAL CHRONOLOGY OF 
RESIDENCE IN PLAN VIEW 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 



32 

• Addition of full width deck. 

1960-1973 

VISUAL CHRONOLOGY OF 
RESIDENCE IN PLAN VIEW 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 



33 1974-1984 

• Addition of second story adding 
bedroom, storage, library and bath.  

 

• Addition of dormers, windows on 
north and south roof.  

 

• Destruction of west facing gable to 
create a door onto roof-top deck 
and patio. 

 

• Addition of skylights. 
 

 

 

VISUAL CHRONOLOGY OF 
RESIDENCE IN PLAN VIEW 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 



34 1984-2009 

• Re-construction of new, larger full 
width deck off rear. Stairway re-
located to southwest corner of deck.  

 

• Vertical wood-slat railings replaced 
with glass railings.  

 

 

 

VISUAL CHRONOLOGY OF 
RESIDENCE IN PLAN VIEW 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 



35 

v 

Looking South 

35 Circa 1929 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 

Looking North 
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v 

Looking South 

36 1948-1959 

Looking North 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 



37 

v 

37 1960-1973 

Looking South 

Looking North 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 



38 38 1974-1984 

Looking South 

Looking North 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 



39 39 

Looking South 

Looking North 

1984-2009 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 



40 Circa 1929 ORIGINAL STRUCTURE  

Looking North 



41 2009 

Looking North 

Note: Blue shaded area is the only original structure remaining.  
 

ORIGINAL STRUCTURE 
MODIFIED AFTER ORIGINAL 
CONSTRUCTION KEY 



42 Circa 1929 

ORIGINAL STRUCTURE 

Looking South 



43 43 2009 

Looking South 

ORIGINAL STRUCTURE 
MODIFIED AFTER ORIGINAL 
CONSTRUCTION KEY 



44 CONCLUSION 

The documented factual and physical evidence in this report concludes the following: 
 

• Provided title reports, U.S. Census Bureau information and bankruptcy documents, confirm  
there is no evidence Guy Skidmore built or ever lived at 31381 Coast Highway. 

  
• After multiple physical inspections, two separate historical reports conclude the property  

has no historical value or integrity. Both reports conclude that less then 5% of the original 
structure exists today, and that due to multiple major remodels throughout the years (especially 
between 1948-1959 and 1974 -1984), the property cannot qualify to be on any local, state or 
federal register. 

 
• Historical preservation experts provided a detailed report detailing why neither Preservation, 

Restoration, Rehabilitation or Reconstruction are appropriate under CEQA. In addition, Galvin 
Preservation Associates, Inc. explains why their 2009 report does not apply to this property 
under this level of analysis. 



45 CONCLUSION  CONTINUED 

• The City of Laguna Beach has had two separate and distinct Design Review Boards and two 
City Councils hear this case and all have come to the same conclusion:  The property is not 
a historic resource.  
 

• The Appellant would like the property owner to rehabilitate the building.  However, this 
approach is not required by the law, it is also poor preservation practice to recreate 
something that had never existed historically, which is not in keeping with the Rehabilitation 
Standards. Too much of the property has been lost over time to make it a reasonable 
candidate for rehabilitation.  

 
• A lead agency shall presume that a property included in a local register of historical 

resources or survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources 
Code is a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA unless a preponderance of evidence 
demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant. [Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 
15064.5(a)(2)]. THE APPLICANT AND THE CITY HAVE PRODUCED A 
PREPONDERANCE OF EVIDENCE THAT THE PROPERTY IS NOT HISTORICALLY 
SIGNFICANT. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Demolition of 2,654 square foot single family residence 

and detached 400 square foot two car garage located on 
14,350 square foot blufftop lot adjacent to public beach 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions 
 
 
 
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 
At its hearing on February 6, 2013 the Commission found that the appeal of the locally issued 
Coastal Development Permit raised a "substantial issue" with respect to that permit’s consistency 
with the historic preservation and public access policies of the City of Laguna Beach certified 
Local Coastal Program (LCP) and the public access provisions of the Coastal Act. The 
Commission is now required to hold a de novo hearing on the merits of the project. 
 
The site is between the first public road and the sea, an area where development approved by the 
City of Laguna Beach pursuant to its certified LCP is appealable to the Coastal Commission. The 
parcel has a land use designation of Village Low Density (residential). In the 1920s the lot was 
created as part of the Coast Royal subdivision, the first in South Laguna, founded by Joe and 
Guy Skidmore.    
 
The appellants contend that the residence is a historic structure where Guy Skidmore once lived 
and that demolishing it would be inconsistent with LCP policies regarding historic preservation. 
The residence appears on the City’s inventory of historic resources, but is not on any state or 
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federal historic resources list. The appellants also contend that in not requiring the removal of a 
nonconforming casita and private beach access stairway located on public land and public beach 
as part of the project, the City failed to properly consider the public access policies of the LCP 
and the Coastal Act.  
 
Since the hearing where the Commission found substantial issue, the applicant has submitted 
new evidence to support the argument that the residence is not historically significant. The 
applicant contends that there is no evidence that either of the Skidmore brothers ever lived at the 
residence and that historic architectural characteristics of the residence have been damaged over 
time. Many of the physical alterations and damage to the architectural character of the residence 
occurred prior to the effective date of the Coastal Initiative (i.e. Proposition 20 (2/1/1973)) and 
the Coastal Act (1/1/1977), as well as prior to the adoption of an LCP for the area. When the 
residence was added to the City’s historic inventory in 1981, it bore little resemblance to the 
original residence. Thus, the applicant argues that the placement of this structure on the City’s 
historic resources inventory was improper to begin with and that it doesn’t actually qualify for 
the designation today. Two historic preservation consultants support the finding that the 
residence does not qualify for any National, State, or local registrar of historic resources. The 
applicant has also submitted photographs which show the nonconforming casita and beach 
access stairway in the same location at an undetermined time around the period of the property’s 
construction. The appellants have challenged all of the applicant’s arguments.  
 
Also in the time since the initial Commission hearing, the applicant has been issued a second 
Coastal Development Permit at the same property from the City of Laguna Beach for the 
construction of a 5,320 square foot single family residence and attached three car garage; 
swimming pool; extensive grading and landscaping; and to maintain the nonconforming casita 
and beach access stairway. That permit has been appealed by Commissioners Dayna Bochco and 
Brian Brennan, and by Mark Nelson and Bill Rihn. A Commission hearing for that appeal has 
not been scheduled.  
 
Due to extensive alterations over the life of the structure (including significant alterations prior to 
1973) and a lack of evidence that either of the Skidmore brothers lived at the residence for a 
significant period of time, staff agrees with the City determination that the residence is not 
historically significant and is not required to be preserved.  With regard to the non-conforming 
casita and beach access stairway, staff notes that the scope of the development approved by the 
City in the subject Coastal Development Permit is limited to the demolition of the existing 
residence and detached garage. The policies of the LCP are ambiguous as to whether all non-
conforming structures on a property that is being redeveloped must be brought into conformity 
during the demolition phase or during the new construction phase. The preponderance of 
information available at this time leads staff to conclude that such consideration may be given 
when new development is being proposed. As part of the subject permit, no alterations are being 
proposed to either the casita or the beach access stairway. Furthermore, the applicant is not 
requesting in this permit to redevelop the site, and is not requesting the retention of these 
nonconforming structures. The proposed demolition of the residence and garage would not result 
in impacts to public access, and the demolition of the residence and garage would not rely on the 
presence of the nonconforming casita and beach access stairway.  
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Staff recommends that the Commission, after a public hearing, approve the Coastal 
Development Permit with conditions for reasons that the proposed development is consistent 
with the City of Laguna Beach certified LCP policies addressing historic preservation and public 
access, as well as the public access provisions of Coastal Act Sections 30210, 30211, 30212(a) 
and 30221. The motion to carry out the staff recommendation is on Page 4 of this report. 
 
 

 

 

EXHIBITS: 

 

1. Vicinity Map and Site Photograph 
2. Demolition Plan 
3. City of Laguna Beach Notice of Final Local Action 
4. Appeal by Village Laguna and South Laguna Civic Association 
5. Historical Site Analysis Presentation by Applicant 
6. Response by Village Laguna and South Laguna Civic Association 
7. Response by Applicant 
8. Response (2) by Village Laguna and South Laguna Civic Association 

 
 
SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

 
1. Historic Resource Reports by Galvin Preservation Associates and Ostashay and Associates 
2. City of Laguna Beach Certified Local Coastal Program 
3. City Permit Record for local Coastal Development Permit 12-222 
4. Coastal Commission Substantial Issue Hearing Staff Report 
 
 
APPEAL HISTORY: 

 
Local Coastal Development Permit 12-222 was approved by the City of Laguna Beach on March 
6, 2012. An appeal of local Coastal Development Permit 12-222 was received from Village 
Laguna and South Laguna Civic Association on March 23, 2012 (see Exhibit 4) within the 
allotted 10 working day appeal period. 
 
At its hearing on February 6, 2013 the Commission found that the appeal of the locally issued 
CDP raised a substantial issue with respect to that permit’s consistency with the historic 
preservation and public access policies of the City of Laguna Beach certified Local Coastal 
Program and the public access provisions of the Coastal Act. The Commission is now required to 
hold a de novo hearing on the merits of the project, using the certified LCP as the standard of 
review. In addition, for projects located between the first public road and the sea, findings must 
be made that any approved project is consistent with the public access provisions of the Coastal 
Act.  
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION ON THE DE NOVO HEARING 
 
Motion: 

 

I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit #A-5-LGB-12-091 
pursuant to the staff recommendation. 

 
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: 

 
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 the City of Laguna Beach certified 
Local Coastal Program and the public access provisions of the Coastal Act.  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 

 
This permit is granted subject to the following 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 on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be 
pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application 
for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 
 

3. 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 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. 
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III. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

 
This permit is granted subject to the following special conditions: 
 

1. Local Approval. Except as modified by the terms and conditions of this coastal 
development permit, all conditions imposed on the development by the City of Laguna 
Beach in connection with its action on Local Coastal Development Permit 12-222 as 
approved on March 6, 2012, are incorporated into this permit. It is the intent of this 
special condition that all conditions originally imposed by the City in its CDP remain 
enforceable by the City to the extent they would have been had the Coastal Commission 
not found the appeal to raise a substantial issue. 
 

2. Construction Staging Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicants shall submit, for the written review and 
approval of the Executive Director, two copies of a construction staging plan along with a 
narrative describing the plan. The plan shall specify where construction equipment is 
proposed to be stored during demolition in order to maintain slope stability, control 
erosion, and maintain public access along Coast Highway. The plan shall also identify a 
disposal site outside of the Coastal Zone for waste materials and recyclable materials. 
 

3. Interim Landscaping Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicants shall submit, for the written review and 
approval of the Executive Director, two copies of an interim landscape plan for the 
subject site that shall demonstrate the following:  

 
i. The subject site shall be planted and maintained with interim landscaping for 

slope stability and erosion control. To minimize the need for irrigation, 
landscaping shall consist of native or non-native drought tolerant non-invasive 
plant species;  

ii. All planting shall be completed within 30 days after completion of construction; 
iii. All required plantings will be maintained in good growing condition until such 

time that a new final landscaping plan is approved in conjunction with a plan to 
redevelop the site, and whenever necessary, will be replaced with new plant 
materials to ensure continued compliance with the interim landscape plan; 

iv. As resolved by the City of Laguna Beach Design Review Board and City Council, 
there shall be no alteration of the natural landform or grading of the site in 
conjunction with the current project; 

v. Following demolition of the residence and garage, the property shall be cleared of 
construction equipment, debris, and manmade objects which may obscure the 
natural landscape and diminish water quality. All surface areas of the property 
which are not covered by structures or pathways, including the areas which are 
currently covered by the structures proposed to be demolished, shall be covered 
by organic matter; and 

vi. The landscaping plan shall demonstrate that all proposed vegetation, at maximum 
growth (width/height), will not diminish public views of the ocean from Coast 
Highway. The plan shall provide information regarding the maximum height and 
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width of all proposed vegetation. Landscaping shall be maintained such that 
diminished public views are avoided. Any replacement vegetation which is 
planted in the future shall be consistent with the terms of this Coastal 
Development Permit, and shall ensure the protection of public views. Once 
planted, if the Executive Director determines that any landscaping is diminishing 
public views, the applicant shall replace such landscaping with different plant 
species that meet the requirements of this special condition, as directed by the 
Executive Director. 
  

4. Interim Erosion Control & Construction Best Management Practices Plan. PRIOR 
TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall 
submit to the Executive Director an interim erosion control and construction best 
management practices plan, prepared by licensed civil engineer or qualified water quality 
professional. The consulting civil engineer/water quality professional shall certify in 
writing that the Interim Erosion Control and Construction Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) plan is in conformance with the following requirements: 

 
A. Interim Erosion Control 

 
i. The plan shall delineate the areas to be disturbed by demolition activities and 

shall include any temporary access roads, staging areas and stockpile areas. The 
natural areas on the site shall be clearly delineated on the plan and on-site with 
fencing or survey flags;  

ii. Include a narrative report describing all temporary run-off and erosion control 
measures to be used during construction; 

iii. The plan shall identify and delineate on a site plan the locations of all temporary 
erosion control measures; 

iv. The plan shall specify that should grading take place during the rainy season 
(November 1 – March 31) the applicant shall install or construct temporary 
sediment basins (including debris basins, desilting basins or silt traps); temporary 
drains and swales; sand bag barriers; silt fencing; stabilize any stockpiled fill with 
geofabric covers or other appropriate cover; install geotextiles or mats on all cut 
or fill slopes; and close and stabilize open trenches as soon as possible; and 

v. The erosion measures shall be required on the project site prior to or concurrent 
with the initial demolition operations and maintained throughout the development 
process to minimize erosion and sediment from runoff waters during construction. 
All sediment should be retained on-site unless removed to an appropriate 
approved dumping location either outside the coastal zone or to a site within the 
coastal zone permitted to receive fill. 

 

B. Construction Best Management Practices 
 

i. No demolition materials, debris, or waste shall be placed or stored where it may 
enter sensitive habitat, receiving waters or a storm drain, or be subject to wave, 
wind, rain, or tidal erosion and dispersion; 



A-5-LGB-12-091 (Meehan; Appeal De Novo) 
 

7 
 

ii. No demolition equipment, materials, or activity shall be placed in or occur in 
any location that would result in impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas, streams, wetlands or their buffers; 

iii. Any and all debris resulting from demolition activities shall be removed from 
the project site within 24 hours of completion of the project; 

iv. Demolition and sediment shall be removed from work areas each day that 
demolition or construction occurs to prevent the accumulation of sediment and 
other debris that may be discharged into coastal waters; 

v. All trash and debris shall be disposed in the proper trash and recycling 
receptacles at the end of every work day; 

vi. The applicant shall provide adequate disposal facilities for solid waste, 
including excess concrete, produced during demolition; and 

vii. Debris shall be disposed of at a legal disposal site or recycled at a recycling 
facility. If the disposal site is located in the coastal zone, a coastal development 
permit or an amendment to this permit shall be required before disposal can 
take place unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment or new 
permit is legally required. 

 
5. Future Development. This coastal development permit is only for the development 

described in Coastal Development Permit No. A-5-LGB-12-091 (i.e., the demolition of 
the existing residence and associated site work). Pursuant to Title 14 California Code of 
Regulations Section 13250(b) (6), the exemptions otherwise provided in Public 
Resources Code Section 30610(a) shall not apply to the development governed by 
Coastal Development Permit No. A-5-LGB-12-091. Accordingly, any future 
improvements to the property authorized by this permit, including but not limited to 
repair and maintenance identified as requiring a permit in Public Resources Section 
30610(d) and Title 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 13252(a)-(b), shall require 
an amendment to Permit No. A-5-LGB-12-091 from the Commission or shall require an 
additional Coastal Development Permit from the Commission or from the City of Laguna 
Beach, unless the Executive Director determines that no Coastal Development Permit or 
amendment is required. 

 

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

 
The Commission hereby finds and declares: 
 

A. Project Description 

 
Existing Development on Site:  

 
The subject site is a 14,350 square foot blufftop lot located at 31381 Coast Highway, between the 
sea and the first public road, and has a designated land use of Village Low Density (residential). 
The site is located south of the Montage Resort Hotel and Aliso Beach Park in the ‘South 
Laguna’ area of the City of Laguna Beach. Public access to the beach seaward of the site is 
available from Aliso Beach Park, located approximately 1,200 feet to the north of the site, or by 
a pedestrian access at Camel Point Drive, approximately 460 feet to the north.   
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Existing development on the site includes a 2,654 square foot residence, a 400 square foot 
detached garage, a shade structure, a 200 square foot casita located seaward of the residence on 
the bluff edge, and a private beach access stairway located on the bluff face on public land and 
public beach.   
 
 
Proposed Development on Site: 
 
The development approved by the City would result in the complete demolition of the existing 
single family residence and detached garage on the site. The application for development, and 
thus the approved development, does not include the demolition of or repair of the existing shade 
structure, casita, or private beach access stairway. These structures would remain on the site 
since they were not within the scope of the proposed development. The subject locally issued 
Coastal Development Permit 12-222 and this de novo application do not include the construction 
of any new structures or fences, or the installation of any new landscaping. 
 
 
History of Actions on Site: 

 
Mid to Late 1920s – Residence is constructed on the site. 
 
1930 – Mary Watkins buys “the old Guy Skidmore house” and has it remodeled and landscaped. 
 
1930-1948 – The two car garage is constructed at the street side of the site. 
 
1948-1959 – The following alterations are made: 420 square foot addition along western side of 
residence; 100 square foot addition and 175 square foot covered porch at front of residence; 
alteration of roofline; and window replacements. 
 
1960-1973 – Additional alterations are made as follows: new oceanfront porch and stairway; 
new brick and plaster siding; and new and enlarged aluminum windows. 
 
1974-1984 – Additional alterations are made as follows: new aluminum windows; new wood 
beams; addition of two roof dormer windows and alteration of roofline; and new 326 square foot 
second story deck. 
 
1977 – The attic is converted to a second story living area comprised of bedroom, bathroom, 
library, and storage space for a total of 840 square feet. 
 
1981 – Despite the numerous alterations, the City lists the site in the historic inventory with a 
“K” (Key) rating, meaning that the building "strongly maintains [its] original integrity and 
demonstrates a particular architectural style or time period." 
 
1992 – Permit filed for replacement of roof shingles. 
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1993 – Permit filed for remodel of kitchen and roofing. 
 
1998 – Several code violations are reported. 
 
2006 – Permit filed for exploratory demolition of drywall, roofing, and hardwood floors. 
 
June 2009 – Stop work order and letter of violation issued by City for illegal demolition of 
interior of residence. 
 
October 2009 – Heritage Committee approves plans for partial rehabilitation of existing 
residence. City prepares to issue building permit but property owner changes plans.  
 
November 2010 – Stop work order and citation issued by City for illegal demolition of exterior 
of residence.   
 
June 2011 – John Meehan (applicant) purchases the property. 
 
August 15, 2011 – Heritage Committee considers the proposal for demolition of the residence 
and recommends retention of the existing residence.   
 
December 15, 2011 – Design Review Board approves demolition of the residence and detached 
garage. The Design Review Board’s approval is appealed by City Council Member Toni Iseman. 
The appeal is scheduled for hearing at the City Council, but is continued because the approval by 
the Design Review Board did not include consideration of a Coastal Development Permit.   
 
February 9, 2012 – Design Review Board approves local Coastal Development Permit 12-222 
for the demolition of the residence and garage.   
 
March 6, 2012 – City Council sustains the appeal raised by City Council Member Toni Iseman 
and upholds the decision of the Design Review Board to approve demolition of the residence and 
garage. 
 
March 23, 2012 – Village Laguna and South Laguna Civic Association appeal local Coastal 
Development Permit 12-222 to the Coastal Commission.  
 
February 6, 2013 – Commission finds that the appeal of the local Coastal Development Permit 
raises substantial issue. 
 
 

B. Historic Preservation 

 
Chapter 25.45 of the City’s certified Implementation Plan is the section regarding historic 
preservation. Section 25.45.002 of the City’s certified Implementation Plan states, in part:  
 

The purpose of this chapter is to promote the public health, safety, and general welfare 
by providing for the identification, protection, enhancement, perpetuation and use of 
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improvements, buildings and their settings… within the city that reflect special elements 
of the city’s architectural, artistic, cultural, engineering, aesthetic, historical, political, 
social, and other heritage to achieve the following objectives:  

A) Safeguard the heritage of the city by providing for the protection of historic 
resources representing significant elements of its history;  
B) Enhance the visual character of the city by encouraging the preservation of those 
buildings which make a significant contribution to the older neighborhoods of the city 
particularly to the designated historic register structures reflecting unique and 
established architectural traditions;  
C) Foster public appreciation of and civic pride in the beauty of the city and the 
accomplishments of its past;  
D) Strengthen the economy of the city by protecting and enhancing the city’s 
attractions to residents, tourists and visitors… 

 
Section 25.45.010 of the City’s certified Implementation Plan states, in part:  
  

Procedures for demolition. The following procedures shall be applied to all historic 
structures listed on the historic register and those structures listed on the historic 
inventory.  

A. Demolition permits are subject to compliance with the provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act and Title 14 of this code. 
B. Applicants for demolition of historic buildings which appear on the city’s historic 
inventory or register or as required in this chapter shall make application for a 
demolition permit with the department of community development.   
C. Upon receipt of the application to demolish, the department of community 
development shall, within thirty days, solicit input from the heritage committee prior 
to scheduling the request for public hearing before the design review board.  Public 
noticing shall be as specified in Section 25.05.065(C) of this title.   
D. Design Review Board Action. After the appropriate environmental review, 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the design review 
board shall receive a recommendation from the heritage committee and shall address 
and mitigate the cumulative impacts of allowing the demolition of structures that 
contribute to the overall neighborhood character or streetscape, but which may be 
individually insignificant. After conducting the public hearing, the design review 
board shall take the following action:  

Approve permit, subject to a waiting period of up to ninety calendar days to 
consider relocation and/or documentation…. 

E. Findings.  Prior to issuance of a demolition permit, the design review board shall 
make one of the following findings:  

1. The action proposed is consistent with the purposes of the ordinance and the 
historic resources element of the general plan; or 
2. There are no reasonable alternatives to demolition. 

 
The Land Use Element contains additional policies related to historic preservation which were 
added as part of LCP amendment LGB-MAJ-1-10, which was not yet effective at the time of the 
March, 2012 City action. However, at this de novo hearing the Commission may consider the 
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consistency of the approved development with the current certified LCP, which now includes the 
following: 
 
Policy 1.1.13 of the City’s certified Land Use Element states:  

 
Encourage preservation of historic structures and adaptive reuse of buildings. 

 
Goal 2 of the City’s certified Land Use Element states:   

 
Preserve, enhance and respect the unique character and identity of Laguna’s residential 
neighborhoods. 

 
Policy 2.2 of City’s certified Land Use Element states: 

 
Encourage the preservation of historically significant residential structures and protect 
the character-defining components of Laguna Beach's traditional neighborhoods. 

 
The main issue raised by the appellants is that the development approved by the City would 
result in the demolition of a historic residence, which is inconsistent with the historic 
preservation policies of the City’s LCP and would set a negative precedent by rewarding illegal 
demolition. This is based on an assertion that the residence is historic because of its connection 
with Guy Skidmore and the Skidmore Development Company, and because the residence is 
listed as a K rated property on the City’s historic inventory.   
 
The opponents of the project characterize the Skidmore Brothers as important figures who enable 
the residence to meet the criteria for listing on the local historic register defined in the City’s 
certified Land Use Element and outlined in the City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance section 
25.45 (D), “identification with a person or persons or groups who significantly contributed to the 
culture and development of the city.” The Skidmore Brothers’ constructed the first subdivision in 
South Laguna as well as the first water wells (which later went dry, leading to the bankruptcy of 
the Coast Royale subdivision). The Skidmore Brothers advocated dedicating beaches and beach 
accessways to the public, which the appellants allege was unusual during the time period. 
 
Several pieces of information suggest that Guy Skidmore may have lived at 31381 Coast 
Highway: a photograph of unknown origin culled from the City of Laguna Beach Historical 
Society (via the Bill Thomas Historical Photo Collection) which labels the residence as “Guy 
Skidmore’s Home” circa 1927; and a note in the South Coast News (local paper) June 6, 1930 
which states “Mrs. Mary Watkins, who bought the old Guy Skidmore house, is having it 
remodeled and landscaped…” Historical documents from the County and the City date the 
residence as being constructed in 1925. The appellants reasoned that Guy Skidmore must have 
lived at the residence from 1925 until the time it was turned over to a bank by his mother in 
1928, while the applicant argues that there is no proof that either of the Skidmore brothers 
actually lived at the residence, only that they owned the lots for a short period of time. Exhibits 4 
through 8 reflect the appellants’ and the applicant’s efforts to demonstrate whether or not Guy 
Skidmore occupied the residence, as well as to argue about other facts related to the history of 
the site.    
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The appellants have argued that the applicant’s rationale for requesting demolition of the 
residence is based on the previous unpermitted demolition. Opponents of the project and historic 
preservation advocates have argued that allowing illegal demolition to be used as justification for 
complete demolition will encourage illegal demolition of coastal historical resources statewide. 
The applicant disputes this claim, stating the residence lost any historical significance it may 
have once had long before the illegal demolition by the previous property owner. Since the 
substantial issue hearing, the applicant has submitted historical photographs and representations 
of the property over time, highlighting the appearance and the changes to the residence and 
garage (see Exhibit 5). The applicant documents that significant alterations to the residence 
occurred in nearly every decade from the time of construction to the present day (see exhibit 5) 
Many of the physical alterations and damage to the architectural character of the residence 
occurred prior to the effective date of the Coastal Initiative (i.e. Proposition 20 (2/1/1973)) and 
the Coastal Act (1/1/1977), as well as prior to the adoption of an LCP for the area (see exhibit 5). 
These alterations are summarized in the “history of actions at the site” sub-section of this report. 
 
The applicant argues that in 1981, when the site was first listed by the City as a K rated property, 
the residence had been severely altered and did not meet the qualification for historical 
preservation. The City of Laguna Beach defines the criteria for K rated properties as “very good 
historical architectural examples which strongly retain their original integrity and/or are 
buildings that have significant architectural, historical, and/or aesthetic value and are fine period 
examples.” The applicant asserts that the architectural, historic, and aesthetic value of the 
residence was insignificant in 1981 and that the residence was originally listed as K rated based 
on a faulty evaluation. 
  
The applicant alleges that the process for listing the site as K rated was a drive-by scan of the 
house by City representatives who took an exterior photograph but did not walk on the site or 
conduct an investigation into the history of the property. The applicant states that the subsequent 
alterations and illegal demolition only further tarnished the historical integrity of the structure. 
Regarding the illegal demolition by the previous property owner, the applicant argues that it “did 
not substantiate the entire loss of integrity to the property’s significance in light of the whole 
record; however it did allow for a more detailed inspection of the property which revealed 
substantial alterations to the original form, design and structure.”   
 

During the lengthy City review process which was required by the LCP, both the applicant and 
the appellants were provided ample opportunity to present their arguments and supporting 
material evidence. The procedure outlined in the City’s certified LCP requires a hearing before 
the Heritage Committee prior to the demolition of a structure which appears on the city’s historic 
inventory. At a hearing in August of 2011, the Heritage Committee recommended against 
demolishing the residence. As required by the LCP, the Design Review Board considered the 
Heritage Committee’s recommendation, as well as expert testimony and the physical evidence, 
and approved the project with findings that the proposed demolition was consistent with the LCP 
because the residence did not qualify as a historic structure. On appeal, the City Council affirmed 
the Design Review Board’s decision. The record demonstrates that the City followed the public 
hearing procedures outlined in its LCP.   
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Multiple expert analyses have been provided regarding the historical significance of the site and 
the architectural integrity of the existing residence, including: 1) a 2009 report by Galvin 
Preservation Associates (GPA) titled “Technical Memo for the Compliance of the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for 31381 S. Coast Highway, Laguna Beach, Orange County”; 2) a 2011 
report by GPA titled “31381 S. Coast Highway Historic Resource Report”; 3) a Peer Review of 
the 2011 GPA report by Ostashay and Associates, and 4) letters from the public, including letters 
from several local architects.  
 
The 2009 report by Galvin Preservation Associates was prepared for the previous property owner 
because the City was compelling him to remedy the first portion of illegal demolition. Therefore, 
the scope of the 2009 GPA report was limited to the evaluation of whether or not the proposed 
rehabilitation project met the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation in 
accordance with CEQA and Chapter 25 Section 45.008 of the Laguna Beach Municipal Code. 
The report concluded that it did meet the standards; however, a determination of the property’s 
historical significance and architectural integrity was not requested at the time because the City 
presumed the property to be a historical resource by virtue of its inclusion in the City’s inventory 
of historic resources.  
 
The 2009 report repeatedly referenced the architecturally compromised state of the residence. 
Page 5 stated, “the recommendations of this report are based on proposed alterations that would 
be compatible with its historic design and fabric and not for actual restoration of the property.” 
Page 7 stated, “modifications to the building include non-original siding, the replacement of 
windows with sliding doors on the north elevation, the non-original porch, as well as the large 
rear addition that includes a two-tiered deck overlooking the Pacific Ocean.” The conclusion of 
the report stated, “the existing condition and alterations to the building have caused substantial 
adverse changes on the building’s significance.” 
 
In 2011, the applicant hired the same firm to produce a different type of report. The applicant 
requested a full evaluation of the history of the property and the historical significance of the 
existing residence. Through on-site evaluation and historic research, the consultant prepared a 
second report, “31381 S. Coast Highway Historic Resource Report.” That report found that the 
property was not historically significant due to significant alterations over time, some of which 
were first identified in 2011 because the exterior siding had been removed during the second 
illegal demolition by the previous property owner.  
 
The second GPA report acknowledged the contradiction from the previous report, “GPA 
reviewed plans for alterations to the property in 2009. At the time, the interior of the residence 
had already been gutted. Although the integrity of the property in 1981 seemed questionable, it 
was nevertheless evaluated as significant and received a “K” rating. Thus, GPA recommended 
that the appearance of the property in 1981 be used as the baseline for applying the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and the Heritage Committee approved the plans.” 
 
The City hired a second historical preservation consultant, Ostashay and Associates, to peer 
review the second GPA report. The peer review determined that the residence did not have 
historical significance due to a lack of historic integrity of the original structure caused by 
alterations which occurred over the lifetime of the structure, and concerns relating to whether the 
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original structure had sufficient historical importance. Both reports concluded that the property is 
not a historical resource and is ineligible for listing on the National Register, California Register, 
or local register. 
 
Given that both reports concluded that the original residence has been architecturally 
compromised, the Commission finds that the relationship to the Skidmore brothers is not 
sufficient to classify the current residence as historic. The residence sits on approximately the 
same portion of the property as the one which Guy Skidmore may or may not have lived in, but it 
does not resemble the residence that was constructed in the mid to late 1920s. In order to meet 
the criteria for historical significance outlined in the LCP, a structure must maintain architectural 
integrity: in this case two historic preservation consultants, including one who was not retained 
by the applicant, have determined that it does not.       
 
Public comment letters (including those from the appellants and the applicant) argued both for 
and against a historic significance for the residence. The appellants reference several letters from 
local architects who argued that the residence was historic. However, the arguments in those 
letters were not based on the same thorough, peer reviewed analysis of the property that the GPA 
report was and therefore staff is attaching greater weight to the reports by GPA and Ostashay. 
 
There is substantial evidence that the City acted in a manner consistent with the certified LCP. 
The City’s record includes evidence opposing a finding for historical significance of the 
residence, including expert testimony, multiple descriptions of the degraded condition of the site, 
and evidence showing how the residence had changed over time. The City solicited the input of 
the Heritage Committee, as required by Section 25.45.010 of the implementation Plan. At the 
December 15, 2011 Design Review Board and March 6, 2012 City Council hearings, the City 
considered the presented evidence, including the historic significance of the original structure, 
the state of the existing house, the effects on the historic integrity that alterations to the original 
structure had over the years. The City did not consider only the effects that the unpermitted 
demolitions in 2009 and 2010 had on the historical integrity of the structure, but rather 
considered the state of the existing building as it had been modified over its lifetime, including 
additions and alterations to the structure made since the residence was listed as K rated on the 
City’s historic inventory in 1981. In the findings for their decisions, both the Design Review 
Board and the City Council made clear that they no longer considered the residence to have 
historic significance, and that demolition of the structure was consistent with the historic 
preservation policies of the LCP.   
 
Given the lack of historical significance and the degraded condition of the residence, the City 
made findings that there were no reasonable alternatives to demolition and approved the 
demolition of the existing residence. The minutes for the City Council hearing show that 
alternatives, such as reconstruction of the original residence, were considered but determined 
infeasible due to the lack of historical integrity. Adaptive reuse of the existing structure is also 
infeasible because of the degraded and architecturally inconsistent nature of the existing 
structure. In its actions, the City followed the procedure outlined in the LCP in finding that there 
were no feasible alternatives to demolition of the residence and garage.   
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In light of the City’s findings and the additional information provided to the Commission since 
the City’s review, the Commission finds that the proposed demolition is consistent with the cited 
policies of the Local Coastal Program. 
 
 

C. Public Access 

 
Section 25.07.012 of the City’s certified Implementation Plan states, in part:  

 
G) Findings. A coastal development permit application may be approved or conditionally 
approved only after the approving authority has reviewed the development project and 
made all of the following findings:  

1) The project is in conformity with all the applicable provisions of the general plan, 
including the certified local coastal program and any applicable specific plans;  
2) Any development located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the 
sea is in conformity with the certified local coastal program and with the public 
access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act;  
3) The proposed development will not have any significant adverse impacts on the 
environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

 
Section 30211 of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

Development shall not interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea where 
acquires 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. 

 
Impacts upon public access to the coast were raised in the appeal of the City’s action to the 
Commission. The appellants contended that the City incorrectly made findings that the project 
would not result in impacts to public access and recreation because 1) the City erred in issuing 
building permits for repair of the beach access stairway before code enforcement issues on the 
site have been resolved; and 2) that the subject permit, for demolition of the existing residence 
and garage, should have included measures to address the existing nonconforming stairway. The 
appellants argued that the presence of the stairway on the public beach obstructs public access 
along the beach.   
 
The applicant has provided photo evidence that the casita and beach access stairway were 
constructed in conjunction with the original residence or shortly thereafter, and certainly before 
the provisions of the Coastal Act took effect. The applicant contends that the structures were 
permitted by the relevant permitting agencies but that all records were likely lost when the City 
of Laguna Beach annexed South Laguna in 1989. Laguna Beach staff stated in an April 11, 2013 
staff report for locally issued CDP 13-0013 (the related local permit for construction of a new 
residence at the site): “In 1989, when South Laguna was annexed into the City of Laguna Beach, 
all existing development (including the beach access stairs and cabana) was grandfathered and 
considered to be legal nonconforming. These structures may be repaired provided no more than 
50% of the structure is demolished.” 
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The City has stated that they received a separate application from the subject CDP for repair of 
the beach access stairway; however, due to the location of the stairway past the seaward property 
line, the City did not issue a permit authorizing the repair of the stairway and the applicant 
withdrew their application.   
 
Section 25.07.008 of the City’s Implementation Plan outlines the types of development that are 
exempt from Coastal Development Permit requirements. Subsections (A) (3) and (B) (1) state 
that improvements to existing structures within 50 feet of a coastal bluff require a Coastal 
Development Permit, and subsection (C) states that repair and maintenance activities within 50 
feet of the edge of a coastal bluff require a Coastal Development Permit. The existing casita and 
beach access stairway are located within 50 feet of a coastal bluff. Therefore, any repair and 
maintenance activities or improvements to these structures would require a Coastal Development 
Permit.  
 
The City states they have not issued any permits for repair and maintenance of the beach access 
stairway since the City gained permitting jurisdiction over the area. Likewise, commission staff 
has been unable to find evidence that a Coastal Development Permit has been approved for 
repair and maintenance of the stairway. Therefore, if repair, maintenance, alteration or 
improvements have been constructed to the existing stairway, it has been done without the 
necessary local approvals, including a Coastal Development Permit, and should be addressed 
through an enforcement action. 
 
Commission staff encouraged the City to address the nonconforming structures in its review of 
the applicant’s application to construct a new residence and garage on the property. In July, 2013 
the City approved a Coastal Development Permit which included the retention of the 
nonconforming structures, making the findings that the proposed development was consistent 
with the policies of the City's certified LCP and the Coastal Act’s public access policies. That 
permit has been appealed by two Commissioners as well as by Mark Nelson and Bill Rihn, and 
will be scheduled for a future Commission hearing.  
 
The scope of the development approved by the City in the subject Coastal Development Permit 
is limited to the demolition of the existing residence and detached garage. The policies of the 
LCP are ambiguous as to whether all non-conforming structures on a property that is being 
redeveloped must be brought into conformity during the demolition phase or during the new 
construction phase. The preponderance of information available at this time leads the 
Commission to conclude that such consideration may be given when new development is being 
proposed. As part of the subject permit, no alterations are being proposed to either the casita or 
the beach access stairway. Furthermore, the applicant is not requesting in this permit to 
redevelop the site, and is not requesting the retention of these nonconforming structures. The 
proposed demolition of the residence and garage would not result in impacts to public access, 
and the demolition of the residence and garage would not rely on the presence of the 
nonconforming casita and beach access stairway. Therefore, the Commission finds that proposed 
development is consistent with the LCP and with Coastal Act policies related to public access 
and recreation. 
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D. Water Quality 

 

Because the proposed development involves the demolition of multiple structures and their 
foundations, and will require the use of heavy construction equipment, water quality best 
management practices are necessary to protect the site and the surrounding natural environment 
during and following construction. The conditions of approval related to water quality will 
enable the proposed project to be consistent with the Land Use Element component of the 
certified LCP, which emphasizes the protection of water quality.     
 
Goal 10 of the City’s certified Land Use Element states, in part:   
 

Larger structures and development into environmentally sensitive areas have the potential to 
create numerous impacts on the environment and surrounding neighborhoods. Some 
potential impacts include 1) water quality impacts…  
 

Policy 10.7 of the City’s certified Land Use Element states: 
 
Protect marine resources by implementing methods to minimize runoff from building sites 
and streets to the City's storm drain system (e.g., on-site water retention). 

 
Policy 7.3.6 of the City’s certified Land Use Element states: 

 
Require new development on oceanfront blufftop lots to incorporate drainage improvements, 
removal of and/or revisions to irrigation systems, and/or use of native or drought-tolerant 
vegetation into the design to minimize threats to oceanfront bluff recession. 

 
The conditions of approval related to landscaping following construction will ensure that water 
may be absorbed into the soil, rather that running off down the slope of the bluff into the ocean. 
Combined with the best management practices conditioned as part of the project’s approval, 
these conditions will ensure that the natural and marine environments are protected during and 
following development. The Commission finds that only as conditioned is the proposed 
development consistent with the LCP standards regarding water quality. 
 
 

E. Scenic and Visual Qualities 
 
The City’s certified LCP requires development to maintain visual resources. Currently, public views 
of the ocean exist from Coast Highway, looking over the applicant’s property, which slopes down 
towards the sea. Pedestrians and motorists can view the ocean from most of the highway, looking 
over an approximately four foot tall fence which currently fronts the property. Several mature trees, 
which are visible from the street, obscure sections of the seaward line of site. The only existing 
development on the property which is visible from the highway is the top of the garage, which is 
proposed to be demolished. Policy 10.2 of the City’s certified Land Use Element states, in part: 
 

Design and site new development to protect natural and environmentally sensitive 
resources such as areas of unique scenic quality, public views, and visual compatibility 
with surrounding uses… 
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The proposed development does not include any new primary (residence) or ancillary (fencing) 
structures, nor does it include the removal of or any new landscaping. However, the Commission 
is requiring the applicant to implement an interim landscaping plan for erosion control purposes.  
The new interim landscaping must consist of low-lying vegetation that shall not diminish public 
views across the site toward the ocean. Therefore, as conditioned, the Commission finds the 
proposed development to be consistent with the visual resource protection policies of the 
certified LCP. 
 
 

F. California Environmental Quality Act 

 
The appellants have argued that the City improperly exempted the project from CEQA. They 
suggest that the City should have required an EIR to ascertain the historical significance of the 
residence. While staff does not take a position on whether the exemption was proper, staff notes 
extra measures taken by the City, such as ordering a peer review of the historical resource report, 
to make sure that it was not permitting improper or illegal development. Two historic 
preservation consultants found that the residence was not a historic structure; thus there was no 
need for the City to require alternatives or mitigation to the proposed project.   
 
Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires Commission approval of coastal 
development permit application 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. 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. 
 
Because the structures proposed to be demolished are not historic structures, no mitigation 
measures related to their treatment are required. Adaptive reuse of the existing structure is 
infeasible because of the degraded and architecturally inconsistent nature of the existing 
structure. However, the special conditions regarding future development and visual and water 
quality measures are necessary to comply with the City of Laguna Beach certified LCP and the 
Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned to 
mitigate the identified impacts, is the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative and 
can be found consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA. 
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1 

North View 

31381 COAST HIGHWAY 
LAGUNA BEACH, CALIFORNIA 92651     

 

The History and Chronology of Change to the Property Located at 

South View 

East View West View 



2 

31381 Coast Highway 
 

Location and Property Origin 



3 LOCATION 
The subject property is located in Laguna Beach. Specifically, in South Laguna within an area 
originally designated as a subdivision called Coast Royal. South Laguna was annexed into the 
City of Laguna Beach in 1989. Following the 1989 annexation, most County of Orange records 
were lost and not provided to the City of Laguna Beach. The blue arrow indicates the location of 
the property at 31381 Coast Highway. 
 

AERIAL PHOTO OF PROPRRY FROM JEN – google maps 
Photo Source: Google Maps 



4 THE PROPERTY’S ORIGIN 
According to the city of Laguna Beach historic resources inventory form, Horace J. Pullen first 
subdivided the Coast Royal area in 1906. His partner, Blanch Dolph, was not consulted on the 
subdivision. She was in Europe when he advertised the lots for sale. She filed a suit to stop the 
sale. Los Angeles newspapers branded it a swindle and the subdivision went bankrupt. In 1924, 
the Skidmore Bros. Corporation began the process to develop the subdivision.  
 
The City’s historic resources inventory indicates the property at 31381 Coast Highway was built in 
1929. The source of this information is unclear as no original building permit was filed or found at 
the County of Orange nor Laguna Beach City Hall. The Skidmore Bros. Corporation claimed 
bankruptcy in February of 1929 and lost possession of the Coast Royal subdivision. Los Angeles 
First National Trust and Savings Bank, as trustee, took possession of the property in 1929. Based 
on title record research, Mary Watkins was the first individual to obtain title to the property in May 
1930.  Records substantiate that Guy Skidmore never lived in the home and likely did not build it. 
Records further indicate the Skidmores only sold lots for development as detailed in the attached 
sales brochure dated 1928. 
 
Click for 1928 Coast Royal sales brochure. 
 

7-31381-PCH-First-American-chain-of-title.pdf
Coast-Royal-1928-Sales-Brochure.pdf
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31381 Coast Highway 
 

Historical Designation  

and Loss of Historical Significance 



6 HISTORICAL DESIGNATION 

Two different historical preservation experts have analyzed 31381 Coast Hwy. for historical 
significance. Both experts concur that the property no longer retains any historical significance. 
Their reports are linked here:   
•  Galvin Preservation Associates Report 

•  Jan Ostashay and Associates Peer Review 
 

A report analyzing Preservation, Restoration, Rehabilitation and Reconstruction was also 
prepared by Galvin Preservation and Associates.  This detailed report explains why neither 
Preservation, Restoration, Rehabilitation or Reconstruction are appropriate for this structure 
given the complete lack of historical integrity of the site.  The report is linked here: 

• Secretary of the Interior Standards for Selection of Treatment Options Report by Galvin 
Preservation Associates 

 

Galvin-Preservation-Historic-Resource-Report.pdf
Ostashay-Historic-Peer-Review.pdf
Preservation-Restoration-Rehabilitation-and-Reconstruction-Report.pdf
Preservation-Restoration-Rehabilitation-and-Reconstruction-Report.pdf
Preservation-Restoration-Rehabilitation-and-Reconstruction-Report.pdf
Preservation-Restoration-Rehabilitation-and-Reconstruction-Report.pdf
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31381 Coast Highway 
 

Documentation discrediting local folklore and hearsay: 

• Bankruptcy 

• Census Bureau information 

• Chain of Title 



8 BANKRUPTCY 

Skidmore Bros. Corporation began bankruptcy proceedings in 1927.  One of the main 
contributors to the bankruptcy was the lack of ability to provide water service. Up until the early 
1920s, the residents relied on a few privately owned shallow wells in Laguna Canyon for their 
water supply. In 1924, the growth of the village had been so rapid that the water system, owned 
and operated by the Skidmore brothers, could not produce an adequate supply. The heavy 
pumping exhausted the surface supply and soon saltwater intrusion and well failure forced the 
brothers to announce that water service would be discontinued. Click here for the Water District 
website. 
 
Final adjudication of the bankruptcy was completed February 27, 1929 as shown in this linked 
document. The complete bankruptcy proceedings of the Skidmore Bros. Corporation is attached 
to the link referenced here. 
 
Note: The city of Laguna Beach’s historic resources inventory validity comes into question as far 
as any Skidmore building or ever occupying 31381 Coast Hwy. 

http://38.106.5.95/index.aspx?page=44
http://38.106.5.95/index.aspx?page=44
Skidmore-Bros-Bankruptcy.pdf
Skidmore-Bros-Bankruptcy.pdf


9 CENSUS BUREAU INFORMATION 

• According to the 1920 census, Guy 
Skidmore lived with his mother, 
Catherine Brooks, at 814 Ocean 
Avenue.  

• The attached 1930 census indicates Guy 
Skidmore lived at 610 Coast Boulevard 
in North Laguna. 

• In addition, City and County directories 
indicate Guy Skidmore lived at various 
addresses during the 30s and 40s 
including 245 Cliff Drive (1932); 383 
Forest Avenue (1935) and 689 Cress 
Street (1941). There is no evidence that 
Guy Skidmore built 31381 Coast 
Highway or lived at this property.  

• Click to view the 1920 Census. 

• Click to view the 1930 Census. 
 
 
 

1920-Census-Bureau-Report.pdf
1930-Census-Bureau-Report.pdf


10 CHAIN OF TITLE 

• In review of the two title reports 
attached, note that in May of 1930 the 
property was purchased by Mary 
Watkins from Seamans, Crawford 
and Lasby who were one-third 
owners/partners of the property. At 
this point, the Skidmores have 
already filed bankruptcy and are no 
longer involved with the property or 
subdivision. 

 

• First American Title 

 

• Chicago Title 

 

• See page 10 of 42 of First American 
Title report. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

First-American-Title-Chain-of-Title.pdf
7-31381-PCH-First-American-chain-of-title.pdf
7-31381-PCH-First-American-chain-of-title.pdf
Chicago-Title.pdf
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31381 Coast Highway 
 

Clear identification of early  

physical attributes of the property. 



12 

Photo Source: Jim Nordstrom personal collection  

Photo taken looking north from approximate location of 31381 Coast Highway. The orange 
arrows indicate lot 1 of the Coast Royal bankrupt subdivision and a picnic shelter.  

Early 1900s 12 



13 

Photo Source: First American Title 

Blue arrow indicates 31381 Coast Highway looking south from picnic shelter (orange arrow).  
 

13 1929 



14 

Blue arrow indicates 31381 Coast Highway looking south from picnic shelter (orange arrow). The 
Coast Royal bankrupt subdivision sign is indicated with a clear arrow.  

14 1929 



15 

Blue arrow indicates a closer view of 31381 Coast Highway looking south. The Coast Royal 
bankrupt subdivision sign is indicated with a clear arrow.  

1929 15 



16 

Blue arrow indicates an even closer view of 31381 Coast Highway looking south. 

1929 16 



17 

Blue arrow indicates an extremely close view of 31381 Coast Highway looking south. 

1929 17 



18 

This is a building sketch directly imposed upon the previous photo to add clarity and definition to 
the structure.  

1929 



19 NORTHWEST FAÇADE 

The photo has been removed to show a clear outline of 31381 Coast Highway facing south in 
1929. The residence appears to be a multi-gabled building (pie shaped pitches shown by red 
arrows). The façade facing the ocean (west) has two cross gables. The façade facing north has a 
tall narrow window flanked by the half-timbering (vertical timbers shown by a black arrow) and 
one gable. The roof has a steep pitch with a “T” shaped roofline. 
 

1929 



20 

Blue arrow indicates 31381 Coast Highway looking north. The home on lot 1 can be seen in the 
distance (indicated with a single “X”).     
 

1929 20 



21 

Blue arrow indicates a closer view of 31381 Coast Highway looking north. Lot 1 can be seen in 
the distance (indicated with a single “X”). This photo clearly shows that there is no garage 
structure or cupola present in 1929. 
 

1929 21 



22 

Extremely close view of 31381 Coast Highway looking north. Note: cupola and garage are  
non-existent.  
 

1929 22 



23 

This is a building sketch directly imposed upon the previous photo to add clarity and definition of 
structure. 
 

1929 23 



24 1929 SOUTHWEST FAÇADE 

The structure is a multi-gabled building (pie shaped pitches shown by red arrows). The façade 
facing the ocean (west) has two cross gables. The façade facing south has one gable and a 
chimney flanked with half-timbering (shown by a black arrow) and two square windows. There 
are two additional windows located on the south elevation and one on the west side. The roof 
has a steep pitch with a “T” shaped roofline. 
  
 



25 

Photo Source: Jim Nordstrom,  
Laguna Beach Historian personal collection 

1929 ORIGINAL STAIRCASE 

Photo dated based on architecture, design and presence of other buildings in the photo. The 
original cabana and the staircase to the beach remain intact and unaltered at the present time.  



26 STAIRS & CABANA 

• Close up view of beach cabana and 
stairs built contemporaneously with 
the home in 1929. 

 

• To reiterate, original cabana and 
staircase remain intact and unaltered 
at the present time. 
 

Photo Source: Jim Nordstrom, Laguna 
Beach Historian - personal collection 
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31381 Coast Highway 
 

Chronology 

1930 - 1948 



28 28 1930-1948 

Photo source: UCSB - 6/13/1948  
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Photo source: UCSB - 6/13/1948  

• 31381 Coast Highway with no 
apparent changes to the roofline.  

 

• Green indicates garage and cupola 
constructed prior to 1948. This is the 
first evidence of their existence. It is 
unclear the exact year built. 

 

• Blue indicates original 1929 
structures, which include staircase, 
cabana and home.  

 

29 1930-1948 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 

KEY 
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31381 Coast Highway 
 

Alterations and Major Remodels 
1948 - 1959 



31 ALTERATIONS & MAJOR REMODELS 1948-1959 

• Western (ocean side) addition of 420 square feet of living space. The addition spans the 
entire width of the house. The roofline was significantly altered by removing the west 
facing gable.   
 

• The original roof shingles were removed to accommodate the new space as well as the 
doorway under the gable.  
 

• The original siding (half timbering) on this west side was removed.  
 

• The windows on the west side were removed for new improvements.   
 

• Addition of a new 100 square foot interior foyer and 175 square foot exterior covered porch 
at the new entry way. These additions also altered the original roof line.  
 

• Two original south facing windows were removed as well as the siding (half timbering) 
to build the addition of a new entry. Original roof shingles were replaced.   
 

• To move the original front entry way which was on the east side of the structure, the front 
door and windows were removed and replaced with new large horizontal windows and new 
siding and framing. All original siding (half timbering) were removed. 



32 32 1948-1959 

• Western (ocean side) addition of 420 square feet of living 
space. The addition spans the entire width of the house. 
The roofline was significantly altered by removing the 
west facing gable.   
 

• The original roof shingles were removed to 
accommodate the new space as well as the doorway 
under the gable.  
 

• The original siding (half timbering) had to be removed for 
the additions on the west side of the structure.  
 

• The windows on the south and west side were removed 
for the additions.  
 

• Addition of a new 100 square foot interior foyer and 175 
square foot exterior covered porch at the new entry way. 
These additions altered the original roof line as well.  
 

• Original south facing windows and siding removed to 
build the addition of a new entry. Original roof shingles 
were replaced.   
 

• To move the original front entry way which was on the 
east side of the structure, the front door and windows 
were removed and replaced with new large horizontal 
windows and new siding and framing. 

• Southern gable removed from ocean façade. 

 

 

 
Photo source  UCSB 3/5/1959 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 

KEY 
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• First major changes to roofline appear 
in red.  

 

• Removal of the gable on southwest 
corner (dashed red) was one of the 
most historically significant structural 
changes. 

 

 
 

1948-1959 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 

KEY 



34 1948-1959 

• Red dashed line indicates location of 
foyer and front entry room addition 
on SE corner of structure. 

 

• The smooth brick material was 
overlayed on the structure at a later 
date. 

 

 

Photo source  GPA 2009 
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Photo source GPA 2009 

35 1948-1959 

• Removal of exterior stucco siding 
revealed sections of original framing 
and window/door configuration on the 
east façade. Red dotted line indicates 
locations of original doors/windows 
(stucco not original). 
 

• Original door location indicated by 
red dotted line; newer brick in-fill 
dates to most recent kitchen remodel 
1960-1970. Other brick in this photo 
dates to 1948-1959. 
 

Photo source GPA 2011 Photo source GPA 2009 



36  36 1948-1959 

Photo source GPA 2009 Photo source GPA 2009 

• Room addition, extended to west 
side of structure between 1948 and 
1959. 

 

• New addition of foyer and entry 
way to south side of house.  

 

•  New addition of western expansion of 
house. 

 

 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 

KEY 
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Photo source GPA 2009 

• Dotted blue line indicates original area 
of house. 

 

• Additional blue dotted line indicates 
location of original window, which was 
removed. 

 

• Red dotted line indicates full length 
room addition on west side. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1948-1959 
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Photo Source: GPA Consulting, taken 2001 

 
 
 
 
 
 

1948-1959 

The following photos will show in detail: 
 

• Removal of southwest gable. 
 

• Addition of west end of house. 

 

• Addition of front foyer entry and porch. 

 

• Removal of front door and windows.    

 

• Dating of sheet rock and reconstruction 
materials. 
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Photo Source: GPA Consulting, taken 2001 

1948-1959 

• Flooring where front west side 
addition was constructed over 
original porch.   

 

• Floor tongue and groove indicates 
where original gable was  removed. 
The gables were historically 
significant identifying factors. 
Photos also indicates substantial floor 
changes, ceiling changes and 
electrical changes.  

 

• New lumber also present in photos. 

 



40  1948-1959 

• Photo indicates original 1929 patio 
was covered and later destroyed. 
Flooring is identical to flooring in 
beach cabana.  

 

• Photo indicates addition. Square 
wire is not original and white brick 
mortar indicates built prior to 1959. 
Note softer brick on top with medium 
density white mortar. Photo taken 
under house facing west end, 
showing remnant of original 1929 
patio including new foundation and 
footings and new beams prior to 
1959. 

 



41 1948-1959 

• Photo indicates that a new room with 
a flat roof was constructed over the 
original 1929 patio. This significant 
alteration destroyed the southwest 
gable as shown in previous photos.   

 

• Photo indicates 1920s plaster 
overlaid with 1959 plaster.  

 

 



42 1948-1959 

• Adjacent to the fireplace is a layer of 
bricks from the 1950s. Its placement 
on top of the fireplace establishes the 
fact that changes were made to the 
original area. Layer of bricks from the 
1950s have different mortar which is 
harder and less friable.  

 

• The wire protruding up is evidence of 
the remodel from the 1950s which is 
on top of original structure.  

 



43  1948-1959 

• Entering the front door exposed 
beams indicate where the original  
floor was removed. Note the original 
1920s foundation. This is evidence of 
the addition of the front entry.  
Following multiple site visits by 
historical preservationists identifying 
the original footprint of the house 
and the original layout is virtually 
impossible due to massive 
destruction and reconstruction 
between 1948-1959.  
 



44 1948-1959 

• Photo indicates sheet rock from 
1920s, 1950s & 1970s all within two 
square feet of each other. Also note 
1920s 2x4s immediately adjacent 
to newer 2x4s.  

 

• Sheet rock removed from wall in 
upper photo identified as follows: 

• right hand is 1970s 

• middle is 1920s 

• far left is1950s.  

 



45 1948-1959 

• Photo shows location of original 
front door and windows which were 
removed and covered with siding 
between 1948-1959. 
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31381 Coast Highway 
 

Alterations and Major Remodels 

1960 - 1973 
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Photo source 1/6/1973 UCSB 

47 1960-1973 



48 48 1960-1973 

Photo source 1/6/1973 UCSB 
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• Construction of adjacent apartment 
building (ca. 1962). 

 

• The addition of ocean facing full width 
deck/porch with central stairway.   

 

 

1960-1973 

Photo source 1/6/1973 UCSB 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 

KEY 



50 1960-1973 

• Updated brickwork on east and 
southeast corners date to 1960s-
1970s.  

 

• Installation of large aluminum 
framed windows in various locations 
throughout the house are dated 
between the late 1960s and early 
1970s.  

 

 

Photo source GPA 2009 

Photo source GPA 2009 
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• New pilaster added in 1970s.  

 

• This type of smooth brick allows 
identification of 1970s composition.  

1960-1973 

Photo source GPA 2009 



52 52 1960-1973 

• The large window was likely part of 
the 1970s interior remodel.  

 

• The entire exterior was re-stuccoed.  

 

Photo source GPA 2009 



53 1960-1973 

• Once again note pieces of sheet rock 
from the 1920s, 1950s and 1970s. 
Blue grey mortar is from the 1970s 
which is visible throughout the 
property.  
 
When additions were made the 
smaller original windows were 
covered and new reframing allowed 
for larger aluminum windows. This 
was done throughout the property. 
Aluminum windows and sliders were 
available and prolific in the 60s and 
70s.  

• Windows 
 

• Sliders 
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31381 Coast Highway 
 

Alterations and Major Remodels 

1974 - 1984 



55 
ALTERATIONS & MAJOR REMODELS  
1974-1984 

• Second story additions included a bedroom, bathroom, library, storage space and two new 
roof dormers for a total of 840 square feet.  
 

• Also included new construction of a large second story deck totaling 326 square feet.  
 

• Roof material, third layer of siding, additional windows/doors plumbing and electrical also 
had to be replaced to accommodate the new construction.  
 

• New roofline construction and destruction of the west facing gable was done to 
accommodate the second story additions.  
 

• New construction of dormers and reconfiguring of last remaining gable.      
 

• All supporting beams were reconfigured and replaced with new load-bearing support beams. 
 

• Interior staircase added to access second story.   
 

• The majority of this construction did not meet code and was approved by Ann Christoph 
via her seat on the South Laguna Specific Plan Advisory Committee (5/5/1982).  
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Exterior photo indicates: 

 

• New second story and large deck. 

 

• Removal of last original gable. 

 

• New siding throughout. 

 

• New skylights on all sides of roofline. 
New shingles added to accommodate 
roofline changes and skylights.  

 

• New windows, doors and railings 
throughout.   

 

1974-1984 

Photo source California Coastal Records Act Project 



57 1974-1984 

• Note the comparison to the original 
structure in 1929 as compared to the 
structure in the 1980s photo.  

 

• The structure has lost all original 
structural integrity and bears no 
resemblance to the original structure. 

 

• Original gables, half timbering, interior 
walls and utilities, windows/doors, roof 
shingles, flooring, roof line of 
structure, patios, ALL removed and 
replaced numerous times in some 
cases.  

       

 

Photo source California Coastal Records Act Project 



58 1974-1984 

• Two new dormers added to the north 
and south facing sides of the 
structure. All new roof shingles and 
dormers siding were newly installed 
as part of the South Laguna Specific 
Plan Advisory Committee approved 
1980s remodel.  



59 1974-1984 

• Close up of ocean front northern 
gable completely destroyed. This was 
part of the 1982 South Laguna 
Specific Plan Advisory Committee 
approved remodel. This represented 
the destruction of a significant 
historical feature. 



60  1974-1984 

• The following nine interior photos are 
of the 1982 South Laguna Specific 
Plan Advisory Committee approved 
remodel. 

 

• New load-bearing beams to support 
new second story additions. Note the 
composition of the new load-bearing 
beams are contemporaneous with the 
late 1970s early 1980s. 
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• New headers indicate change in room 
and wall configurations. 

 

1974 - 1984 



62 1974-1984 

• New east facing bathroom window;  
new support beams; new roof line 
window; new ceiling panels.  



63 1974-1984 

• New large aluminum window in south 
facing dormer.  



64 1974-1984 

• Original beam along with all new 
cosmetic and load-bearing beams. The 
original beam is the small center beam 
surrounded by the load-bearing 
beams. Note the different types of 
woods representing different eras of 
construction.  



65 1974-1984 

• Wood panel ceilings installed in 
portions of second story.  

 



66 1974-1984 

• Second story addition approved by 
South Laguna Specific Plan Advisory 
Committee included multiple code 
violations, i.e. construction that 
included a ceiling height of 7 feet at 
center point. Code requires a ceiling 
height minimum of 8 feet. In addition, 
the ceiling height incrementally 
decreases approximately one foot for 
every foot on both sides of upstairs 
addition. Note the following slide 
where same applies. 

7 ft 



67 1974-1984 

• Note new materials and ceiling heights.  

 

• New staircase entering center of room. 
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31381 Coast Highway 
 

Alterations and Major Remodels 

1984 - 2009 



69 ALTERATIONS & MAJOR REMODELS 1984-2009 

• August 1992: Tear off existing roof and install new roof material. Tear off existing roof above 
garage and replace with new material.   

 

• May 2000: Illegal construction of 20x40 deck.   

 

• April 2004: Remove four layers of existing roof composite. 

 

• May 2006: Demo permit issued for drywall, roofing and hardwood flooring. 

 

• August 2009: Unpermitted demolition by owner. 

 
Due to the fact that the home was owner-occupied during this time period, no interior photos are 
available. Please refer to the following permitting documentation that chronicles alterations and 
remodels.  
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• May 19, 2000: Illegal construction of 
new 20’ x 40’ deck and bathrooms 
below the deck. These features have 
since been removed. Approximate 
area indicated by the red shaded box. 

 

• Stairway was moved from center of 
deck to southwest corner of deck. 

 

• Replacement of vertical wood slat 
railing with glass railing. 

 

 
By 2009, the interior had been gutted and most of the windows had been removed. When the 
property was photographed for the 2009 GPA historical evaluation report, the exterior cladding 
had been removed. As such, it was re-evaluated for eligibility as a historic resource at the 
national, state, and local levels and found ineligible due to a lack of physical and architectural 
integrity.  

1984-2009 

1984-2009 KEY 
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• 1989 South Laguna was annexed into the City of 
Laguna Beach. 

 

• The majority of 31381 Coast Highway documents and 
records were lost following annexation from the County 
of Orange to the City of Laguna Beach. 

31381 Coast Highway 
 

Permits and Applications 

1974 - 2009 



72 72 31381 COAST HIGHWAY PERMITS 



73 73 31381 COAST HIGHWAY PERMITS CONTINUED 



74 74 

• 10/1/1974: Issuance of an Electric 
Permit to install a temporary power 
pole for construction purposes only. 
Permit not to exceed 120 days. 

10/1/1974 
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• 10/1/1974: Issuance of an Electric 
Permit to install a temporary power 
pole for construction purposes only. 
Permit not to exceed 120 days. 

10/1/1974 
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• Increase in electrical service. 

 

• Combination of overhead and 
underground electrical panel.   

 

10/1/1974 
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• Increase in electrical service. 

 

• Combination of overhead and 
underground electrical panel.   

 

3/3/1977 
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• Increase in electrical service. 

 

• Combination of overhead and 
underground electrical panel.   

 

3/3/1977 



79 79 7/6/1977 

• 7/6/77: Application to convert existing 
attic to bedrooms and bath. Also 
include library approximately 560 
sq.ft. Permit expired shortly after Stop 
Work Order was issued. 

 

• Application indicates that no Coastal 
Permit Required per M.J. Carpenter 
letter of 4/4/77. 

 

•   
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• 7/6/77: County of Orange Rolodex 
Card to convert existing attic to 
bedrooms and bath. Also include 
library approximately 560 sq.ft. Permit 
expired shortly after Stop Work Order 
issued.  

7/6/1977 
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• 7/6/77: Stop Work Order issued to 
convert existing attic to bedrooms, 
bath and library. 

7/6/1977 



82 82 

• Convert existing  attic to bedroom, 
bathroom and library. 

 

• County of Orange permit issued to 
Bernice Lanham. 

 

7/6/1977 



83 VIOLATION ISSUED 

• 8/15/1978: Violation issued for interior 
alterations and new roof without 
permits or inspections. 

8/15/1978 
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• 4/28/1982: South Laguna Specific  
Plan Advisory Committee requested  
re-submittal of plans with sufficient 
information to review what is being 
proposed. Request floor plans  
and elevations. 

 

• Form indicates questions be  
addressed to Ann Christoph  
at 949-499-3573. 

 

• Ann Christoph approved this 
illegally constructed project in 1982.  

 

• Ann Christoph is the appellant on 
31381 Coast Highway.   

 

4/28/1982 



85 85 

Plans submitted to South Laguna Specific Plan Advisory Committee per the committee’s request. 

5/5/1982 
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Close up view of plans submitted to South Laguna Specific Plan Advisory Committee. 

• Proposed work (red): Existing addition to northwest corner on second floor (library). 

• Existing work (blue): Deck off west elevation, garage, and T-shaped roof with cross gable. 

5/5/1982 
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Close up view of plans submitted to South Laguna Specific Plan Advisory Committee. 

• Dotted red line indicates original west elevation wall plane. 

 

5/5/1982 



88 88 
• 5/5/1982: Letter from South Laguna 

Specific Plan Advisory Committee 
approves the project as submitted.  

 

• Approved by appellant, Ann  
Christoph 5/5/1982. 
 

• This letter indicates that the majority  
of the alterations to the exterior of  
the building had been completed 
 prior to 1982. Reference previous 
chronologies of remodels. 

 

• Note: South Laguna Specific Plan 
Advisory Committee does not mention 
historic nature of property or Guy 
Skidmore ownership, his residency or  
any reference to “Stonehenge.” 

5/5/1982 



89 89 1982 

• 5/27/1982: Application for the 
construction of a second story 
addition to an existing two-story 
residence. 

 

• 9/17/1982: Convert existing attic to a 
bedroom and bath within existing sf.  
(560 s.f.) 

 



90 90 

• 9/16/1982: Reference to prior permit 
B.P. 4025. 

 

• Application for conversion of existing 
attic to a bedroom and bath within an 
existing single family dwelling. 

 

9/16/1982 



91 91 9/16/1982 

• 9/16/1982: Reference to prior permit 
B.P. 4025. 

 

• Application for conversion of existing 
attic to a bedroom and bath within an 
existing single family dwelling. 

 

• Found unpermitted construction 
during inspection. 

 



92 92 9/16/1982 

• 9/16/1982: Reference to prior permit 
B.P. 4025. 

 

• Application for conversion of existing 
attic to a bedroom and bath within an 
existing single family dwelling. 

 

• Found unpermitted construction 
during inspection. 

 



93 93 

• City of Laguna Beach building 
department application to remove four 
layers of existing roof and re-sheath 
with half inch C.D.X. Submitted by 
Donald Castro. 

 

•  Also tear off roof above garage. 

 

MID 1992 



94 94 

• Approval by the City of Laguna Beach 
building department to remove four 
layers of existing roof and re-sheath 
with half inch C.D.X. 

 

•  Also to tear off roof above garage. 

 

8/3/1992 



95 95 5/19/2000 

5/19/2000: Letter to City inspector from 
neighbor indicates the construction of: 

 

• Concrete pad on adjacent property. 

 

• New 20 x 40 foot deck off the ocean 
side of house. 
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96 

• Plans for deck construction submitted by tenant to City. 

 



97 97 

Plans for deck construction submitted by tenant to City. 

• Red indicates unpermitted deck area. 

• Note: The owner submitted subsequent plans to correct the existing non-permitted deck (not 
included in this chronology). 

 



98 98 

• 3/14/2000: Stop Work Order issued 
for deck construction. 

 

• 6/2/2000: City sends property owner 
notice to rectify by August 2, 2000. 

 

6/2/2000 
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• 5/22/2003: City issues a Stop Work 
Order for removal of roof without 
permits. 

 

5/22/2003 



100 100 5/16/2006 

• 5/16/2006: City Finals a Demolition 
Permit.  

 

• Note: Work Never Completed 
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31381 Coast Highway 
 

Visual Chronology of Structures 

In Plan View 
 

All of the following drawings are adapted from photos  
viewed previously in the presentation. 



102 
VISUAL CHRONOLOGY OF 
RESIDENCE IN PLAN VIEW 

• Structure appears to have original 
roofline. “T” shaped cross gable with 
double gable on ocean facing façade. 
No apparent changes to roofline. 

 

• Cupola and garage appear for first 
time.  

 

1930-1948 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 



103 1948-1959 

• First roof alterations are evident.  

 

• Removal of southwest gable. 

 

• Addition of full-width room enclosure 

 

• Addition of roof extension on 
southeast corner of residence. 

VISUAL CHRONOLOGY OF 
RESIDENCE IN PLAN VIEW 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 
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• Addition of full width deck. 

1960-1973 

VISUAL CHRONOLOGY OF 
RESIDENCE IN PLAN VIEW 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 



105 1974-1984 

• Addition of second story adding 
bedroom, storage, library and bath.  

 

• Addition of dormers, windows on 
north and south roof.  

 

• Destruction of west facing gable to 
create a door onto roof-top deck 
and patio. 

 

• Addition of skylights. 
 

 

 

VISUAL CHRONOLOGY OF 
RESIDENCE IN PLAN VIEW 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 



106 1984-2009 

• Re-construction of new, larger full 
width deck off rear. Stairway re-
located to southwest corner of deck.  

 

• Vertical wood-slat railings replaced 
with glass railings.  

 

 

 

VISUAL CHRONOLOGY OF 
RESIDENCE IN PLAN VIEW 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 
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31381 Coast Highway 
 

Visual Chronology of Structure 

Elevation Views 
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Looking South 

108 1929 Original 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 

Looking North 
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v 

Looking South 

109 1948-1959 

Looking North 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 
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v 

110 1960-1973 

Looking South 

Looking North 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 



111 111 1974-1984 

Looking South 

Looking North 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 
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Looking South 

Looking North 

1984-2009 

ORIGINAL 
STRUCTURE 
1930-1948 
1948-1959 
1960-1973 
1974-1984 
1984-2009 

KEY 
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31381 Coast Highway 
 

Visual Chronology of Structure  

Oblique Views 



114 1929 ORIGINAL STRUCTURE  

Looking North 



115 2009 

Looking North 

Note: Blue shaded area is the only original structure remaining.  
 

ORIGINAL STRUCTURE 
MODIFIED AFTER ORIGINAL 
CONSTRUCTION KEY 



116 1929 ORIGINAL STRUCTURE 

Looking South 



117 117 2009 

Looking South 

ORIGINAL STRUCTURE 
MODIFIED AFTER ORIGINAL 
CONSTRUCTION KEY 
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31381 Coast Highway 
 

In Conclusion 



119 CONCLUSION 

The documented factual and physical evidence in this report concludes the following: 
 

• Provided title reports, U.S. Census Bureau information and bankruptcy documents, confirm  
there is no evidence Guy Skidmore built or ever lived at 31381 Coast Highway. 

  
• After multiple physical inspections, two separate historical reports conclude the property  

has no historical value or integrity. Both reports conclude that less then 5% of the original 
structure exists today, and that due to multiple major remodels throughout the years (especially 
between 1948-1959 and 1974 -1984), the property cannot qualify to be on any local, state or 
federal register. 

 
• Historical preservation experts provided a detailed report detailing why neither Preservation, 

Restoration, Rehabilitation or Reconstruction are appropriate under CEQA. In addition, Galvin 
Preservation Associates, Inc. explains why their 2009 report does not apply to this property 
under this level of analysis. 



120 CONCLUSION  CONTINUED 

• The City of Laguna Beach has had two separate and distinct Design Review Boards and two 
City Councils hear this case and all have come to the same conclusion:  The property is not 
a historic resource.  

 
• The Coast Royal development/subdivision is a black eye to the history of Laguna Beach 

when researched in depth. The developers, builders and ultimately the first residents bought 
into Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) that segregated a community for 
Caucasians only (unless servant), and prohibited coastal access to the general public.  
 

• The first land developers, the Skidmore brothers, did not deliver water and roads as 
promised and claimed bankruptcy, although they retained early investors’ money. Finally, due 
to the difficult sales of the Coast Royal lots because of lack of water and roads, the 
Skidmores paid brokers an astounding 30% commission to sell these lots. The caring, giving 
and community-minded picture the appellants paint of the Skidmore Bros. Corporation 
cannot be supported with any factual evidence.  



Exhibit 6: 

 

Response by Village 

Laguna and South 

Laguna Civic 

Association 



                                              
P. O. Box 1309     	
  	
  	
  	
  P.	
  O.	
  Box	
  9668 
Laguna Beach, CA 92652        South	
  Laguna,	
  CA	
  92652	
  
Villagelaguna.org         southlaguna.org 
 
February 6, 2014 
 
California Coastal Commission 
Mr. Zach Rehm 
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
 
Dear Commissioners and Mr. Rehm: 
 
We have the following responses to the historical materials and power point presentation 
filed by the applicant.  The presentation has many errors and assumptions presented as 
fact, and we point these out below: 
 
Slide 3   
 
South Laguna was annexed to the City of Laguna Beach on December 31, 1987, not 
1989 as stated in the applicant’s presentation. The slides that the applicant presents 
demonstrate that quite a few permit records from before 1987 were transferred from 
the County to the City of Laguna Beach.  What evidence is there that other records 
were lost? And if they were, why is that important to the issue at hand—the 
unpermitted partial demolition of a historical resource and the application to totally 
demolish it? 
 
Slide 4   
 
1.  Although the name “Coast Royal” originated in 1906 with a plan by Horace Pullen, 
the subdivision tract maps recorded by the Skidmore Brothers Corporation beginning in 
1924 were entirely different from Pullen’s plan.  
 
2.  The second paragraph says that “Mary Watkins was the first person to obtain title to 
the property in May 1930.”   The applicant seems to be questioning that the Skidmores 
ever owned the property.   Yet clearly they did. There were several changes in the details 
of ownership of the Coast Royal property in the years beginning with the filing of Tract 
702 on July 19, 1924, but the Skidmores were consistently owners and managers until the 
bankruptcy in October, 1929.   
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The first tract of Coast Royal, Tract 702 contains the following statement of ownership: 
 

We the undersigned owners of the land covered by the accompanying map and also all other 
persons whose consent is necessary to pass a clear title to such lands, do hereby consent to the 
making of said map and we hereby dedicate to public use the Coast Boulevard, parks, sand strip, 
alleys and all public highways as shown on the accompanying map.   
 
Signed: 
Joe W. Skidmore, Flora B. Skidmore, Guy E. Skidmore, Agnes O. Hall, and Helen Russell 
 
The statement was also signed by the president and secretary of the Abstract Title and Guaranty 
Company. 

 
On April 15, 1927, Skidmores filed Tract 831 reconfiguring some of the coastal lots of 
Tract 702 and creating lot “C” (the lot in question, now 31381 Coast Highway). Pacific-
Southwest Trust and Savings Bank and the Skidmore Brothers Corporation are both listed 
on that Tract Map as giving permission for the tract to be created. 
 
The records the applicant submitted show that Lot C was held by the Skidmore 
Corporation or family during the mid to late 1920s, the time that the “Stonehenge” house 
was built.  
  
The records supplied by the applicant show the following transactions:  
 
July 20, 1926 Skidmore Brothers corporation filed a Declaration of Trust  with Pacific-
Southwest Trust and Savings Bank, for the Seamans, Lasby and Crawford to secure 
promissory notes for $75,000 and $19,500 due December 1, 1928, at 12% per annum.  
 
March 2, 1928  Los Angeles First National Trust and Savings Bank (formerly Los 
Angeles First National Trust and Savings Bank and formerly the Pacific-Southwest Trust 
and Savings Bank) conveyed Lot C to Catherine A. Brooks (Guy’s mother, and one of 
the directors of Skidmore Brothers Corporation).  (Notarized on May 23, 1928) 
 
March 2, 1928 Catherine A. Brooks obtains a $5,000 mortgage on Lot C from George P. 
Nichols. (Notarized on May 28, 1929) 
 
May 25, 1928 Catherine A. Brooks grants Lot C to Los Angeles First National Trust and 
Savings Bank subject to tax liens, the $5,000 mortgage, and other conditions of record. 
 
June 21, 1929  Security-First National Bank of Los Angeles conveyed Lot C to the 
couples Seamans, Lasby and Crawford, who then sold it to Mrs. Mary S. Watkins on 
May 26, 1930. 
 
It was during the period of Skidmore/Brooks ownership that the Guy Skidmore/ 
Stonehenge house would have to have been constructed on Lot C, or there would have 
been no “Old Guy Skidmore house” for Mary S. Watkins to buy in 1930—see below. 
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The South Coast News of June 6, 1930 says, “Mrs. Mary Watkins who bought the old 
Guy Skidmore house …”  The house must have been there for at least several years at 
that point to be called “old,”  and if Guy had never lived there or built it, why did the 
newspaper call it the “old Guy Skidmore house”? 
 
Despite the phrase “records substantiate” Slide 4 makes unsubstantiated statements that 
Skidmores did not build any homes because they only sold lots, yet the applicant also 
says if they did build a house then Guy didn’t live in it.  They present no evidence for 
these conflicting statements. 
 
The historic inventory done in 1981 puts the date of the Guy Skidmore house as 1929, 
but the evidence indicates that that date is not correct.  This evidence includes the 
photograph of the Guy Skidmore house that is shown on page 7 of this letter dated as 
1926-27, the newspaper article referring to the Guy Skidmore house as “old” in 1930, the 
years that the Skidmore’s owned the property (1924-1928), and the mortgage obtained by 
Catherine Brooks in 1928. 
 
Slide 6 
 
The applicant cites the recommendations of  historical preservation experts as supporting 
his view that the house “no longer retains any historical significance.”   
 
They neglect to point out that architect and architectural historian Alan Hess states: 
 

I strongly advocate the preservation of the historic Stonehenge House. I have visited the site 
and reviewed its history.  In my opinion as an architect and architectural historian, the 
structure, though partially dismantled, retains sufficient original fabric and form to be 
restored. Its historical architectural integrity has not been compromised beyond 
rehabilitation. 
 
The importance of preserving Stonehenge goes far beyond this one structure’s significance as 
a historical resource, however. It is also a significant historical resource because it is an 
integral and representative part of the Skidmore brothers' vision to establish a high quality 
character for Laguna Beach.  
 
Demolishing Stonehenge would materially diminish that larger vision. It is a vision which 
relates directly to the identity of Laguna Beach that we enjoy and appreciate today: a unified 
(not piecemeal or disjointed) urban design for neighborhoods, a simplicity of form to contrast 
with the magnificent mountains and ocean, and a respect for and integration with nature. 
 
For the city's purpose, Stonehenge cannot be considered as just one isolated structure. It 
contributes to an existing (though unfortunately diminishing) historic district of early Laguna 
Beach homes in the Coast Royal neighborhood established by the Skidmores in the 1920s. 
This district's qualities are distinctive to Laguna Beach, and contribute to its current character. 
These qualities embodied in houses such as Stonehenge can be considered civic assets, as they 
create a valuable civic identity. To decimate this asset is to alter the city's value unnecessarily. 
 
Stonehenge, the Joe Skidmore house (31302 Camel Point), the Ilsley house (31351 Coast 
Hwy.), and other historic houses in the immediate area form a set of buildings that define the 
appealing character of South Laguna. The low cottage-like form, the sloping gable roof, the 
local San Onofre Breccia stone walls, steps, and paths throughout this district (and on the 
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Stonehenge site) are intentional architectural and aesthetic features that unify the entire 
district, not just one house. As an architect, it is clear to me that though the house may have 
lost some of its original fabric, but it can be brought back to its original character through 
rehabilitation. The house is not so far altered as to compromise these features. 
 
Architecturally, the house appears to be more than a simple beach cottage; this reflects the 
level of quality as conceived by the Skidmore brothers. While the simplicity of the overall 
double-gabled roof fits with the simplicity of a beach cottage, certain elements suggest a more 
sophisticated house for the time and place. For example, the half timbering which appears to 
be part of the original exterior gives the house a specific historical style (Tudor) to distinguish 
it from a plain beach cottage. 
 
The value of rehabilitating Stonehenge lies in maintaining the character of the South Laguna 
neighborhood -- an effort that benefits the neighborhood, the city, and the property owner. 
Any meaningful evaluation of Stonehenge House must take this larger picture into account; it 
was part of the concept for the area historically, and raises the level of public quality in the 
district today. 

 
In addition, Jan Ostashay, one of the two experts the applicant cites, states on pages 4 and 
5 of her report, 
 

The deconstruction work done by the prior owner and before the request for demolition of the 
residence by the current property owner is a code violation pursuant to the City’s municipal 
Code Section 25.45.014.  
 
Conditions of Approval Recommendations 
 
Project plans for the rehabilitation of the residence were approved by the Heritage Committee 
in early 2010.  The work reflected in the plans at that time was considered by the City’s 
Heritage Commission as consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation.  Therefore, the proposed project was exempted from CEQA as a Class 31 
categorical exemption.  Any work done beyond or out of scope of those approved plans 
should be addressed per the applicable violations cited in the City’s Municipal Code and the 
property owner penalized appropriately.  Per the City code Section 14.50.010, such 
unpermitted work is the responsibility of the current property owner. 
…the Committee may also wish to consider the application of conditions of approval as 
remedies to address the violation of the City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance, including the 
following: 
 
 Retroactive Compliance.  Apply for and obtain a permit for construction, exterior 
alteration of enlargement of the subject property in accordance with Section 24.45.008 and 
Section 25.05 of the City’s Municipal Code, including compliance with all conditions for 
work previously approved by the Heritage Committee. 
 
 Rehabilitate.  Rehabilitate or reconstruct the subject property to its original condition 
prior to the violation using as much physical and photographic evidence as possible. The 
applicant must obtain approval from the Heritage Committee and the design review board in 
accordance with Section 25.02 of the City’s municipal Code prior to issuance of permits or 
the initiation of work.  The City can compel the violator to perform or provide for the 
rehabilitation work, or the City may perform or provide the rehabilitation work and recover all 
of its costs from the applicant…. 
 

In addition the Galvin Preservation Associates report of 2009 (done for the prior 
applicant before the unpermitted demolition and when the prior applicant was applying to 
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rehabilitate the house) supports rehabilitation of the property and finds conformance of 
that rehabilitation with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards. 

 
Slide 8 
 
The applicant implies that the fact that the Skidmore Brothers Corporation went 
bankrupt casts doubt on the significance of the Skidmores to local history. A lot of 
Americans went bankrupt in 1929. The company's bankruptcy is part of the history of 
our city as well as an example of the economic difficulties thousands endured during the 
Great Depression.  The December 6, 1929 South Coast News puts it this way, “With the 
drop in demand for lots following a period of general buying, the Skidmore Brothers 
Corporation got into financial difficulty…” 
 
The Skidmores’ role in the Laguna Beach water system is key in the history of Laguna 
Beach.  They are important figures, and they meet the criterion outlined in the City’s LCP 
and historic preservation ordinance, “identification with a person or persons or groups 
who significantly contributed to the culture and development of the city.” 
 
Skidmores donated the water system to the city of Laguna Beach, and on January 5, 
1926, Laguna Beach residents approved a $600,000 bond issue to purchase water-bearing 
land in Huntington Beach, build a new water system, construct a 13-mile transmission 
pipeline, and provide service to Laguna Beach. The system was completed and water 
began to flow into the reservoirs in Spring 1927.  (Laguna Beach Water District website) 
Thus the water crisis was resolved by citizen ingenuity with the contribution of the 
Skidmores. 
 
Slide 9--Census 
 
The census information for 1920 and 1930 is interesting with regard to the whereabouts 
of Guy Skidmore in those years, but it doesn't tell us where he was living in the time 
period in question—between 1924 when the Coast Royal Tract was filed and 1929 when 
the bankruptcy went into effect. 

 
Slide 10—Chain of Title 

 
See our comments on Slide 4 which outlines the title information from 1924-1929 
when the Skidmores were in charge of the Coast Royal development. 
 
Slide 12 
 
This slide, dated by the applicant as “early 1900s,” had to have been taken after 
1924 when the first tract maps were filed, because it shows Joe Skidmore’s house  
and Coast Royal park improvements that the Skidmores installed. 
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Slides 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17 
 
This photo is the same photo we included in our Power Point presentation.  It makes 
the point that the Guy Skidmore/Stonehenge house was one of the very first houses 
built in the development.  Slide 15 shows that the Coast Royal sign does not read 
“bankrupt subdivision.”  The new owners carried on in promoting Coast Royal and 
encouraged quality development.  The main difference with the new owners was 
their desire to make the beaches, accessways, and parks private.  Joe Skidmore had 
to step in several times to remind the Board of Supervisors and the public that all 
those amenities had been dedicated to the public. 
 
This is a portion of the statement that Skidmore made regarding his testimony to the 
Orange County Board of Supervisors in September of 1936, as reported by the 
South Coast News. 
 

…in 1924, Skidmore Bros. (Guy and Joe), subdivided and owned Coast Royal and, in filing of 
Coast Royal map, all of the sand strip and parts of the bluff and canyons were deeded and 
dedicated to Orange county as a public park forever.  On this 3000 feet of ocean front park we 
built stairways, bridge and a large building to be used by the public for resting and eating.  This 
building was furnished with a large table and benches.  An incinerator, water and other 
accommodations were furnished, donated and paid for by Skidmore Bros. 
 
The development of this park was done under the direction of Florence Yoch, a famous 
landscape architect.  
 
Several rights of ways from upper lots of Coast Royal were dedicated to the park. 
 
…Several of these rights-of-ways from upper lots to the park had been abandoned by E. L. 
Crawford.  I told the board that a fraud and deception had been done in the abandonment of 
these rights-o-ways…I called the board’s attention to the fact that certain paved roads in Coast 
Royal are barricaded from public use by locked iron gates  and in other cases barriers are in the 
street with signs “Private Road.”  These streets were paved by my brother and myself and 
dedicated to public use.  They are not private roads. 
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Slides 20, 21,  22, 23 and 24 
  
This photo is also included in our Power Point presentation.  However, in the 
applicant’s version the top historical notations have been cropped off.  (A small 
remnant of that writing can be seen on the upper right.)  Here is the photo with the 
words at the top that say, 
 
“Joe Skidmore’s home X            1926 or 1927 
Guy   --- “ ---     ---“-- XX          Coast Royal 
      South Laguna Beach” 
 

 
 
Thus the house (with XX) at 31381 Coast Highway is labeled as the Guy Skidmore 
house.  Those labels were in place when the photos were received from the 
archives.  The applicant’s presentation states that there is no evidence to show that 
the house in question was the Guy Skidmore house, yet they crop off evidence that 
is contrary to their assertions. 
 
We appreciate the clarity of these photos which is much superior to the ones we 
have in our files.  Much more detail about the original house can now be studied 
and used in the rehabilitation process. 
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Slide 25 
 
The applicant’s date of 1929 on this photo is much too early.  The Richard 
Halliburton house on the ridgeline in the upper right was not existing in 1929. It 
was built in 1937-1938.  More investigation is needed on this photograph if it is to 
be relied on for some part of the decision.   
 
Slide 26 
 
Earlier parts of the applicant’s presentation say that Guy Skidmore didn’t build the 
house, and that the first person to have title to it was Mary Watkins in 1930.  Yet in 
this slide he maintains that not only was the house built in 1929—but the staircase 
and cabaña were built at the same time. Since this photograph would have to have 
been taken post 1937 there is no proof the staircase and cabaña were built in 1929 
as the applicant states.  
 
In any case, whenever the staircase was built, the point is that it is not on the 
applicant's property and it is on the public beach.  
 
Slide 28 
 
This photo, labeled 6-13-48 includes the garage structure and cupola.  A 1931 
clipping from the South Coast News states “Mr. and Mrs. W. C. Watkins are 
building a violet ray sunroom on the top of their garage, the structure being 
remodeled to conform to “Stonehenge.”  
 
Slide 55 
 
The inappropriate changes to this residence are indeed unfortunate but not 
irreparable, as noted in both in the comments by Andrea Galvin in her 2009 report 
and in the letter from Alan Hess. This is why the rehabilitation plan approved by the 
Heritage Committee in 2009 was especially welcome.   
 
It was not until 1984, in the County’s third amendment to the South Laguna 
Specific Plan/Local Coastal Program, that the inventory of heritage structures and 
trees and policies regarding their preservation and treatment were included in South 
Laguna planning documents.  When the South Laguna Specific Plan Advisory 
Committee reviewed the plans for Stonehenge in 1982, the information about the 
historic inventory of 1981 was not generally available, and there were no review 
criteria that dealt with historic structures.  Awareness by the public and government 
agencies of the importance of historic features was just beginning, and the 
protections offered by CEQA were not understood in Laguna Beach until 2005. 
 
Since the South Laguna Specific Plan/Local Coastal Program was not yet adopted 
in 1982, there was no official review board for South Laguna.  This South Laguna 
Specific Plan Advisory Committee served in the interim reviewing proposed 
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projects and providing input to county staff that made the decisions.  The Advisory 
Committee did not review for building code compliance.  That was the 
responsibility of the County inspectors.  Ann Christoph was one of three members 
of the Advisory Committee and served as its secretary, which is why her name is on 
the form that the applicant includes in his exhibits.  
 
This extraneous information presented by the applicant from 30 years past is not 
relevant to the main issue at hand, the applicant’s responsibility for correcting the 
unpermitted partial demolition of a historic structure in violation of the LCP. 
 
Slide 71 
 
See comments on Slide 3. 
 
All the slides that show changes over the years: 
 
The information presented is the kind of information that would be presented to the 
Heritage Committee to review the history of changes to the structure and its current 
status. 
 
That was not what was presented to the Heritage Committee in 2009.  Rather the 
applicant, after partially demolishing the interior of the house without a permit, did 
not question the building’s integrity or status and presented a plan for rehabilitation 
and restoration.  The plan was accompanied by a historic report. The plan was 
approved, and the city was prepared to issue permits.  Instead, a second unpermitted 
demolition took place.  Now a successor applicant wants to demolish the entire 
building. 
 
This is not how historic resources should be managed, and applicants should not be 
allowed to short-circuit the process by illegally demolishing their buildings.  The 
city does have the drawings that were approved for the rehabilitation and the 
applicant should be instructed to proceed with those plans or submit improved plans 
that rehabilitate and restore the building. 
 
Slide 84 
 
The document illustrated asks for further information on the application for the 
addition.  It is not an approval. 
 
Slide 88 
 
See comments on Slide 55.  Statements on this slide are incorrect.  The appellants 
for this project are Village Laguna and South Laguna Civic Association.  Ann 
Christoph is not an appellant.  The early alterations, how they were built or 
approved, are not relevant to the main issue at hand--the applicant’s responsibility 
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for correcting the unpermitted partial demolition of a historic structure in violation 
of the LCP. 
 
Slide 103 
 
The main east/west gable shown on Slide 102 and the two north-south gables are 
still existing.  They are not correctly portrayed in this illustration. 
 
Slide 119 
 
The applicant asserts that that his document search “confirms there is no evidence Guy 
Skidmore built or ever lived at 31381 Coast Highway.” We have found evidence that the 
Skidmore family owned the lot during the time period in which the house was built and 
that Mary Watkins bought “the old Guy Skidmore house” in 1930. Further, the applicant 
has presented the same historical photo that we did showing houses labeled “Joe 
Skidmore’s” and “Guy Skidmore’s” (though his presentation conceals this evidence by 
cropping off most of the original handwritten caption.)  
 
He cites two separate historical reports concluding that the property has no historical 
value or integrity, overlooking the fact that a third, earlier report, produced by one of 
these same consultants before the most recent episode of demolition, recommended 
measures for rehabilitation consistent with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards, and that 
report was accompanied by plans that were approved by the City.  He also fails to 
mention the architectural historian Alan Hess’s recommendation of rehabilitation.  (See 
our comments on Slide 6). 
 
He says that the property cannot qualify to be on any local, state, or federal register, but 
in Laguna’s LCP a structure is considered a historical resource if it’s on the City’s 
historic inventory. “Stonehenge” qualifies for listing on the City’s historic register by 
being associated with a person who significantly influenced the culture and development 
of the city. It was reviewed as a historical resource and recommended for preservation in 
2009, before the illegal demolition that preceded the applicant’s acquisition of the 
property.  
 
Slide 120 
 
The hearings at the City of Laguna Beach were resolved with 3-2 votes, and those 
votes contradicted the recommendations of the Heritage Committee which was the 
body most closely familiar with the case and which consistently argued that the 
house should be preserved.  
 
Stonehenge, the Guy Skidmore house, is a historic resource and it should be 
rehabilitated. 
 
The Coast Royal development is exemplary in that the Skidmores provided for 
public beaches, accessways, and parks.  The CC & Rs were unfortunately standard 
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for the era and none of the exclusionary provisions stand today.  The Skidmores 
were leaders in the community, the step-sons of Nate Brooks, called the “Father of 
Laguna Beach,” and their involvement with this tract and this particular house 
enhances its historic significance. 
 
The negative claims the applicant makes about the Skidmores are not substantiated 
by any documents he has submitted.  We have read Laguna Beach newspaper 
accounts from 1922 through 1948 and have not encountered any of the accusations 
the applicant lists.  Whatever their assets or faults, the fact remains that the 
Skidmores were important historical figures in Laguna Beach history, the house in 
question is associated with Guy Skidmore, and it is historically significant. 
Disparaging comments don’t change the facts of an unpermitted demolition of a 
historical building that needs to be rehabilitated and restored by the applicant. 
 
We appreciate your understanding that one important way of preserving the coast of 
California is preserving the historic character of our coastal communities.  Our 
grassroots organizations, South Laguna Civic Association and Village Laguna, exist 
to protect the community and the coast.  We support the Coastal Commission’s 
mission of ensuring public access to the benefits of the coast.  Please don’t let 
illegal actions/unpermitted demolition counter that important mission. 
 

 
 
 
Ginger Osborne   Bill Rihn 
President, Village Laguna  President, South Laguna Civic Association   



Exhibit 7: 

 

Response by Applicant 









































































Exhibit 8: 

 

Response (2) by Village 

Laguna and South 

Laguna Civic 

Association 



                                              
P. O. Box 1309     	
  	
  	
  	
  P.	
  O.	
  Box	
  9668 
Laguna Beach, CA 92652        South	
  Laguna,	
  CA	
  92652	
  
Villagelaguna.org         southlaguna.org 
 
February 20, 2014 
 
California Coastal Commission 
Mr. Zach Rehm 
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
 
RE: 31831 Coast Highway 
 
Commissioners and Mr. Rehm: 
 
We have the following comments regarding the February 16 submittal of John Meehan, the 
applicant for a demolition permit for the historical structure known as Stonehenge and the Guy 
Skidmore house. 
 

1. Integrity  The applicant chooses to emphasize modifications to the building that occurred 
in the 1980s as harming its integrity, overlooking the principal damage that occurred with 
two episodes of unpermitted demolition in 2009 and 2010.  Prior to these episodes the 
house was entirely livable and the property was appraised at $7.2 million in 2007.  (See 
attached.) Still, even after the 2009 interior demolition, the structure was deemed suitable 
for rehabilitation in compliance with the Secretary of Interior Standards per Andrea 
Galvin, Galvin Preservation Associates in 2009.    

2. Association with Guy Skidmore  is established from several sources: 
  

a. The State of California Historic Resources Inventory prepared in 1981 lists Guy 
Skidmore as builder.   

b. Newspaper articles from 1930 previously submitted referring to the “old Guy 
Skidmore house.” 

c. Annotated historical photograph labeling the Joe and Guy Skidmore houses.  We 
are submitting a letter from Jim Nordstrom, photographer and owner of the Bill 
Thomas historical photograph collection stating that the negative for this 
photograph has been in his possession since 1990 and it has not been altered. (See 
attachment.) 

d. The Orange County Assessor’s office records* state date of construction as 1925.  
The City of Laguna Beach records also give date built as 1925. (See attached.)  

 
* Assessor’s office policy does not allow release of any back-up documents, except to the owner.  There may be 
further information related to the 1925 date of construction in those files.  



     1925 is the year following the Skidmores’ filing of Tract 702.  In 1927 parts of  
     Tract 702 were reconfigured to combine ocean front lots with Coast Highway  
     facing lots, eliminating a street between them.  Lot 50 of Tract 702 is located  
     exactly where Lot C of Tract 831 is located now, except that ocean front land  
     was added to lot 50 when Lot C was created.  The Guy Skidmore house would  
     have been built on Lot 50 of Tract 702 in 1925, then when the reconfiguration  
     occurred in 1927, the oceanward land would have been added to it. (See Tract  
     Map exhibits, attached.) 
 

e. Photograph of the ocean side of the Stonehenge house supplied to the Laguna 
Beach historical society by the late Thelma Aufdenkamp, niece of Guy Skidmore.  
(Thelma and her husband Lynn were also important to Laguna Beach historical 
figures—Lynn built what is now the South Coast Theater, and the main water line 
in Laguna Canyon is called the Aufdenkamp line.) Lynn is the man on the upper 
left, Thelma is on the lower right.  The fact that these relatives are posing there at 
the Guy Skidmore, Stonehenge house indicates the family’s involvement in the 
property. 

 

                                      
 
 



3. The State Historical Inventory prepared in 1981 makes the house eligible for the Laguna 
Beach historic register.  Although the applicant/owner criticizes the documentation 
available about this house, an amazing amount has been supplied. In 1981, of the 17 
houses designated for the Inventory in Coast Royal, only 4 original owners were known.  
The fact that Guy Skidmore is listed and that so much is known about him compared to 
what is known about the owners of most other structures of its age on this list and city-
wide in itself speaks to the significance of the house and Guy Skidmore. 

 
4. Significance of Guy Skidmore We have previously documented the significance of the 

Skidmores to the history of Laguna Beach.  Coast Royal was their “crowning 
achievement.”  The brothers each built a quality home, with two different styles intending 
to show diversity of design and substantial construction in the future development of the 
lots.  (See attached newspaper article.)  Because of the Great Depression they were not 
able to see their dreams realized under their ownership, yet ultimately Coast Royal did 
develop in a high quality way, and the public amenities and access they provided for are 
an important part of their legacy.  This house is not only the best representation of Guy 
Skidmore’s life, it is the only one, as far as we know. 

 
5. Modifications to the house in the 1980s are incorrectly described by the applicant.  The 

second story he describes was within the attic space and did not affect the roof line or the 
characteristic side gables that are depicted in the historical photographs.  Those gables 
still exist today. 

 
6. Rehabilitating the house is possible and should be required.  The applicant misstates our 

position as wanting to create a replica.  Rather, we want to see the house restored and 
rehabilitated.  The roof, the gables, the structure, are all in place.  There is sufficient 
documentation in the drawings submitted to the city for permits, as well as the 
photographs of the exterior taken before the unpermitted demolition.  There are also the 
historical photographs.  The recently discovered photograph of the oceanward side of the 
house gives even more detail.  Rehabilitating the house would not be a “replication” 
because as stated by Alan Hess, architectural historian, “the structure, though partially 
dismantled, retains sufficient original fabric and form to be restored. Its historical 
architectural integrity has not been compromised beyond rehabilitation.” 

 
It seems to us that many of the issues raised by the owner/applicant are far afield from the core 
issues raised in our appeal, (the City’s compliance with its LCP, enforcing the rules regarding 
unpermitted demolition, preserving historical coastal resources, and dealing with private beach 
stairs constructed on the public beach) but we stand ready to address any further questions that 
may be presented.  
 
Sincerely, 

                                
 
Bill Rihn, president     Ginger Osborne, president 
South Laguna Civic Association   Village Laguna 
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February 19, 2014

South Laguna Civic Association

P. O. Box 9668
Laguna Beach, CA 92652

To whom it may concern:

As per your request, this letter accompanies an image of South Laguna looking north that includes houses, des-
ignated as belonging to 

Joe Skidmore and 

Guy        “ 

as per the hand written legend at the top of the picture and the “X” and “XX” marks on the photo.

This image is a high resolution scan of a negative that I obtained from the Bill Thomas archive when I purchased 
the business from him in 1990. This is a “straight” scan, meaning that it has not been altered in any way from the 
content of the negative. It is sold “as is”.

Please let me know if I may be of any other assistance. 

Sincerely yours,

James Nordstrom

	 	

670 Brooks Street
Laguna Beach, CA 92651

T 949-494-3005
C 949-228-7032
silverimages@verizon.net

JAMES NORDSTROM



	
  

CITY	
  OF	
  LAGUNA	
  BEACH	
  RECORDS	
  

31381	
  Coast	
  Hy	
  

http://gis.lagunabeachcity.net/Geocortex/Essentials/Web23/Viewer.aspx?Site=Parcels	
  

Feature Details 
FID 11276 
OBJECTID 0 
Shape_Leng 0 
Shape_Area 0 
Assessor Tax Number 056-032-10 
Parcel Identification No. 864 
Property Street Address 31381 Coast Hy 
Property Owner(s) John R Meehan 
Parcel Area (sq. ft.) 14350 
Zone District R1 
Specific Plan Area None 
General Plan Land Use Designation VLD 
Building Site Designation Yes 
Historic Resources Inventory Designation K 
Historic Register Designation Date  
Environmentally Sensitive Areas Coastal/WQESA/VHFHSZ 
OnSite Turnaround Required Yes 
Special Subdivision Map Building Setbacks None 
Special Street Plan Requirements 100ft Coast Hwy ROW 
Special Subdivision Map Height Standards None 
Recommended Landscaping and Setbacks Refer to Landscpe & Scenic Hwys Res Doc 
1990 Census Tract No. 423.05 
2000 Census Tract No. 423.05 
2000 Census Block No. 3012 
FEMA Flood Zone(s) X 
FEMA Flood Map Effective Date 12/03/2009 
FEMA Flood Map Panel No. 06059C0438J 
Private Sewer Lateral Corrective Notice Date  
Private Sewer Lateral Compliance Date  
Property Owners (Last Name First) Meehan,John R Trust 
Property Owners' Street Address 362 Pinecrest Dr 
Property Owners' City/State/Zip Address Laguna Beach Ca 92651-1452 
Legal Subdivision Tract Number 831 
Legal Block Number  
Legal Lot Number C 
Property Legal Description N-Tract: 831 Block: Lot: C 



Total Rooms 6 
No. of Stories  
No. of Units 1 
Sale Price 3,400,000 
Sale Date 7/12/2011 
Assessor Tax Code Area No. 5036 
Building Living Area (sq. ft.) 1,568 
Land Value ($) 3,288,480 
Improvement Value ($) 111,520 
Total Taxable Value ($) 3,400,000 
Property Tax ($) 35,936.42 
Year Built 1925 
Property City/State/Zip Address Laguna Beach Ca 92651-6989 
Watershed DPCS 
Home Owners' Association  
Coastal Commission Appeal or Deferred Area Yes 
Shape_Length 637.241695500047 
	
  









 
February 25, 1927 
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