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Steve Kinsey, Chair
Honorable Commissioners
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 91405

Re: A-S-LGB-14-0034 (Laguna Beach Golf and Bungalow Village, LLC)
The Ranch Project

Agenda Item, January 8, 2015, #Thlla

Dear Chair Kinsey and Commissioners:

This firm, along with McCabe &Company, represents the Applicant, Laguna
Beach Golf and Bungalow Village, LLC, which proposes "The Ranch" Project in
Laguna Beach. With certain exceptions discussed below, the Applicant accepts the
Staff Recommendation. The purpose of this letter is to identify those Special
Conditions, or portions of the conditions, to which the Applicant objects and requests
modifications. The topic areas addressed are public trail access, in-lieu fee option
(lower cost visitor and recreational facilities), Scout Camp uses, and the indemnity
condition. To assist the Commission, we have included a separate attachment which
sets forth all of the Applicant-requested changes in one place.

I. Public Trail Access —Modify Special Conditions l.B, 3 and 3.A and S.B

During this appeal, for legal and practical reasons, the Applicant has objected
to any requirement that The Ranch provide a public access trail across the project site.
For safety reasons (the hazards associated with flying golf balls), a trail through the
golf course is not feasible, and as explained to Staff, a trail cannot be legally required
because the necessary constitutional requirements of a "nexus" and "rough
proportionality" cannot be satisfied here.

ORANGE COUNTVOFFICE 
while maintaining its legal position, the Applicant has now proposed twoTELEPHONE 714.990.0901

TEMECU LA OFFICE alternative public accessways: (1) an offer to dedicate a "floating easement" for a
TELEPHONE 951.695.2373

future public hiking and/or bike trail on the northern, upper portion of The Ranch
property, and (2) pending construction and opening of that trail, a temporary shuttle

A copy of this letter has been provided to Commission Staff
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program, operated by a third party entity in cooperation with The Ranch, to ferry
hikers and/or mountain bikers between the north gate on the Ranch Property, the golf
course, and the westerly boundary of the property.

To this end, the Applicant provided Staff with specific language for Special
Conditions 3 (Final Shuttle Access Program &Shuttle Management Plan) and 5
(Offer to Dedicate Easement for a Public Pedestrian and Cycling Trail), a draft Offer
to Dedicate, and a Shuttle Access Management Plan (Exhibit 10 to the Staff Report).
Thus, for the most part, the Applicant is in agreement with, and would accept, those
conditions. However, the Staff Recommendation adds language to both conditions
which for a variety of reasons the Applicant cannot accept. Accordingly, the
Applicant requests modifications to Special Conditions 1, 3 and 5, as discussed
below.

A. Constitutional Constraints to Trail Access —The Lack of a
"Nexus" or "Rough Proportionality"

As a threshold issue, and despite the Applicant's willingness to work with the
Commission to address public trail access, the Applicant and the City of Laguna both
respectfully submit that the Commission lacks the authority to impose a public trail
requirement here. Without waiving its legal position, the Applicant has volunteered a
solution, but specifically tailored to The Ranch property.

As the Commission knows, the ability of a public agency to impose dedication
requirements is subject to constitutional limitations. A dedication requirement must
have an "essential nexus" (i.e., a substantial relationship) to needs, impacts or burdens
cause by the project. (Nollan v. CalifoYnia Coastal Commission (1987) 483 U.S.
825.) To be sure, asite-specific study showing a solid and close connection is
required. (Surfside Colony Ltd. v. California Coastal Commission (1991) 226
Ca1.App.3d 1260.) And once the essential nexus is demonstrated to exist, the public
agency must then demonstrate an individualized determination that there is a
reasonable relationship between the degree of the exaction and then needs, impacts or
burdens cause by the project (i. e., a "rough proportionality"). (Dolan v. City of
Tigard (1994) 512 U.S. 374.).

Here, the City of Laguna Beach determined that a requirement to dedicate
public trail access would not satisfy the above legal standards in light of the
heightened scrutiny given such matters. (See Staff Report, Exhibit 22, pp. 22-26.)
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The same conclusion applies here. The Staff Report states that proposed project will
increase the number of hotel guests and visitors to The Ranch property and further
asserts that "this intensification of use at the site will cause increased demand for
recreational opportunities and pressure on coastal resources." (Staff Report, p. 28.)
There is, however, no factual support (or substantial evidence) that this Project will
have any impact at all on public trail access. The Ranch property terminates at the
north SOCWA gate. The gate has always been locked. Hotel guests and visitors to
The Ranch property have never had access through the golf course to the trail beyond
the property, and would not have such access absent the Applicant's proposal. In
other words, The Ranch Project, which consists of modest upgrades and repairs,
would not cause any burden whatsoever on public trail access, let alone a burden that
justifies an offer to dedicate a floating trail easement over the Property, a temporary
shuttle program through the Property, or any of the substantial costs that the Staff
Recommendation suggests be shouldered by the Applicant.

B. Special Condition S.B -- Modify the Offer to Dedicate a
Floating Trail Easement

The Aliso and Wood Canyons Wilderness Park lies inland of The Ranch
property. Pursuant to a "Joint Use Agreement" between the South Coast Orange
County Wastewater Agency ("SOCWA") and Orange County Parks, hikers and
mountain bikers can access the Wilderness Park by way of SOCWA's upper private
gate, which it opens on weekends between 7 a.m. and sunset. One trail of many trails
in the Wilderness Park terminates at inland property boundary of The Ranch, the
north SOCWA gate. Public access through the locked gate and through the golf
course is not feasible because due to the course layout in a narrow, steep-walled
canyon and the inherent safety constraints associated with a golf course and the flight
paths of golf balls. A "Golf Cart Path Feasibility Assessment" (Alta 2014)
recommended a 200-yard hazard protection zone. (See also Staff Report, Exhibit 22,
p. 26.)

As a consequence, to avoid an obvious safety risk, the Applicant has proposed
an offer to dedicate a floating easement for a hiking and biking trail outside the golf
ball hazard zone in two sections of the property along the north slope of the Canyon.
(See Staff Report, Exhibit 8, page 9.) The precise alignment of this trail will be based
on asite-specific analysis of the environmental conditions existing at the time and
physical improvements required for the trail and will require the participation and
cooperation of adjoining landowners, including the City of Laguna Beach.

A-5-LGB-14-0034 
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Special Condition S.B adds two requirements with which the Applicant
disagrees. First, the Applicant objects to a requirement that it join as a co-applicant
on any future application to implement the trail. Through recordation of the offer to
dedicate, the Applicant will have granted a legal easement which provides the
ultimate trail applicant with the full legal interest necessary to apply for a Coastal
Development Permit and construct a portion of the trail on the northerly portion of
The Ranch property. There is no further need for this Applicant to go back through
the permit process.

Second, the key access element for Staff has been the hiking and biking trail.
The shuttle has been voluntarily proposed by the Applicant as a "temporary" access
opportunity. The Applicant objects to language in Special Condition S.B that the
temporary shuttle program may terminate only if the resulting hiking and biking trail
provides a "substantially equivalent" level of user difficulty and destination. The
addition of a "substantially equivalent" standard undermines the voluntary offer made
by the Applicant. This standard could never be met because, obviously, a shuttle and
a mountain trail are completely different. The result would mean that the volunteered
shuttle requirement would become permanent and the addition of a trail would result
in two accessways where only one was intended and offered.

Accordingly, the Applicant requests that this portion of Special Condition S.B
(page 11 of the Staff Report) be revised as follows:

"The determination [of the trail alignment] shall be based on a site-
specific analysis of the environmental conditions existing at the time
and physical improvements related to construction of the public
pedestrian and cycling trail, and would be subject to
~~~ r~~~* ~r a separate Coastal Development Permit, as determined
by the Executive Director of the Commission. ~~~ ~~~~~*~r~~ ~~*'~~~

v~uv

~,*„~~ ~"T~D ̂ ^+;~„. Upon opening of the public pedestrian and cycling
trail to the general public after construction of the trail ̂ ~r~~~*~„* •~~~*'~
~~ ̂ ~~r~~~„* approved by the Coastal Commission pursuant to iris a
coastal development permit, the temporary Shuttle Access Program,
required pursuant to Special Condition 3, shall terminate; if ~e
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rT'D ̂ r^';^^*; „̂ +'~^+ the proposed public pedestrian and cycling trail

provides a 
„~o,. o o~~o.,o~ ,.~„~o,. ,a;~~,.,,~~., .,,,a ~~

~~ a route through Aliso Canyon, which
facilitates access to Aliso Beach.”

C. Special Conditions 3 and 3.A —Modify Final Temporary
Shuttle Access Program &Shuttle Management Plan

To facilitate access through the golf course and Ranch property pending the
creation of a "mountain to sea" trail, the Applicant also voluntarily proposed a shuttle
access program, a program that requires careful coordination with the ongoing golf
course and hotel uses. As noted, the Applicant prepared a Shuttle Access
Management Plan (Exhibit 10 to the Staff Report) and Special Condition 3. The Staff
Recommendation, however, adds two related and even contradictory requirements
which are not acceptable to the Applicant.

First, Special Condition 3.A requires the shuttle system to be operated by the
Applicant and "extended to Coast Highway or the County Beach parking lot. The
Applicant, however, has proposed only a shuttle program (to be operated by a third
party entity acceptable to the Executive Director) over the property it owns, which
terminates at the westerly boundary of The Ranch Property, and that is correctly
reflected in the first paragraph of Special Condition 3:

"The final plan shall provide the operational stipulations for a
temporary shuttle system to provide public access on The Ranch
Property that is the subject of this permit from the private
hotel/SOCWA gate, at the northeast corner of the property, through the
golf course on the property, to the westernmost property line of The
Ranch property that connects to the private South Coast Water District
road that leads to Coast Highway." (Staff Report, p. 9.)

This route is shown on Exhibit 8, page 9, of the Staff Report.

The Staff Recommendation not only adds language to the condition
that requires that the shuttle program be "extended to Coast Highway or the
County Beach parking lot," but requires the Applicant to work with "the

A-5-LGB-14-0034 
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adjacent property owner to extend the shuttle services to Coast Highway to
Coast Highway via its easement over the South Coast Water District road."
The Applicant objects to this added language for several reasons.

First, the Applicant is not in the shuttle business; it is a property owner
seeking a permit for hotel renovations who has volunteered a temporary
means of access through his property. Thus, the temporary shuttle would
provide access to hikers and mountain bikers between the north SOCWA at
the inland extent of the property and the westerly boundary of The Ranch.
That is reasonable.

Second, there is no need for an extended shuttle. A hiker or mountain
biker who has just hiked or biked 4 miles through the Wilderness Park
entrance to the north SOCWA gate can surely walk the short distance
remaining to access the beach.

Third, the Applicant's easement to and from The Ranch property does
not align with the road to the property, contrary to the condition language.

Fourth, there is insufficient room for a shuttle (including one with a
bike trailer) to turn around at Coast Highway. Instead, a shuttle would have to
negotiate a "Rube Goldberg" route to ultimately end up at the inland County
parking lot and the underpass which leads under Coast Highway to Aliso
Beach. Because a lert-turn at PCH is illegal, a vehicle would need to turn
north, make a U-turn at some location up Coast Highway, come back to turn
left into the inland County parking lot, turn around and then make two rights
turns back to The Ranch entrance.

For all these reasons, the only safe and viable option is to drop off
shuttle users at the westerly boundary of The Ranch and to create a safe path
to Coast Highway, onto the existing Coast Highway bridge (which has a
sidewalk) and steps down to the underpass using the County tunnel to the
beach. But, an even safer route would be a County pedestrian access bridge
over Aliso Creek at a location closer to the westerly property boundary of The
Ranch, and although the Applicant has no legal easement or ownership
interest in that property, it would be willing to work with the County to create
that bridge access. The location of a potential County pedestrian bridge is
shown on Exhibit 8, page 9, of the Staff Report.

A-5-LGB-14-0034 
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Accordingly, the Applicant requests that Special Condition 3 (page 9
of the Staff Report) be revised, in part, as follows:

"The final plan shall provide the operational stipulations for a
temporary shuttle system to provide public access on The Ranch
Property that is the subject of this permit from the private
hotel/SOCWA gate, at the northeast corner of the property, through the
golf course on the property, to the westernmost property line of The
Ranch property that connects to the private South Coast Water District
road that leads to Coast Highway. The temporary shuttle system shall
serve to facilitate pudic trail access between Aliso and Wood Canyons
Wilderness Park and Aliso Beach. To the extent feasible, the applicant
shall work with the ~~'~~^~r* „ „~~-*~~ ~ ~~' ~~*~„~' +'~~ ~'~.,~+'~

TM~ the County of Orange to construct a pedestrian bride
over Aliso Creek to facilitate safe public access to and from the shuttle
terminus at the westerly boundar~of The Ranch property to the
Count parking lot. By acceptance of this permit, the
applicant/permittee and all sucessors and assigns agrees to the
following operations stipulations:

"A. The shuttle system shall be operated by the applicant
o~~o„ao,~ ~„ r,,.,~~ u;,.i,..,.,., ,,,. ~~,o r,,,,,,~., izo~,.~, ,,,,.v~,,,,~nf if funding
and operating the shuttle system is chosen as the mitigation option
pursuant to Special Condition 1 and, otherwise, consistent with the
Shuttle Management Plan approved by the Executive Director.”

D. Special Condition 1.B —Modify Mitigation for Impacts on
Affordable/Lower Cost Overnight Accommodations

The Applicant has not proposed to operate the temporary shuttle program. It
has proposed that the program be operated by a third party entity acceptable to the
Executive Director, coordinating the program with on-site uses and in compliance
with the Shuttle Access Management Plan. Special Condition 1.B nonetheless
provides an option which permits the Applicant to fund and operate the proposed
Shuttle Access Program and Management Plan, but also requires that the program
"extend service to Coast Highway or the County Beach parking lot." For the reasons
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set forth in Section I.0 above, the Applicant objects to that additional quoted
language.

Accordingly, the Applicant requests that Special Condition 1.B (page
8 of the Staff Report) be revised, in part, as follows:

"The applicant shall agree to fund and operate the proposed Shuttle
Access Program and Management Plan ~r~' ~~*~„a *'~~ ~~~,;~~ *~ ~'^^~*
u;,.~,..,.,., ,,,. ~~,o r,,,,,,~., ~o.,,.~, r.,,a,;,,,. ~,.+~ to be managed in
accordance with Special Condition 3; record the proposed Offer to
Dedicate in accordance with Special Condition 5; and implement the
proposed group camping at the Scout Camp in accordance with
Special Condition 7.

II. In-lieu Fee Option as Mitigation for Imuacts on Affordable/Lower
Cost Overnight Accommodations —Modify Special Condition 2.A

Special Condition 1 gives the Applicant the option of funding and operating
the shuttle program or paying a fee in lieu of providing lower-cost overnight
accommodations. Special Condition 2.A would set that in-lieu fee at $1,121,010.
The Applicant believes that the case can be made for no fee at all, but in any event, as
discussed below, the fee recommended by Staff is based on erroneous assumptions
and not supported by any Commission precedent, by fact, or by logic.

It bears emphasis that the Applicant has 64 existing hotel rooms. It could
renovate and operate the hotel with the existing 64 rooms without the need for a
Coastal Development Permit. The current rooms are 820 square feet and would be
split into smaller, more typical room sizes of 410 square feet, without any change at
all in the existing building envelopes. That would add 32 rooms.

Although not cited in the Staff Report, the Commission's recent July 2014
decision on a City of Ventura LCP (Promenade Parcels) summarized the
Commission's past practice in requiring in-lieu fees:

"In an effort to protect lower cost visitor-serving facilities, the
Commission has previously imposed in-lieu mitigation fees when
development proposes residential or only high cost accommodations.
As such, in past actions, the Commission has found that the loss of low

A-5-LGB-14-0034 
Page 14 of 531



RICHARDS ~ WATSON ~ GERSHON
ATTORNEYS AT LAW -A PROfES510NAL CORPORATION

Steve Kinsey, Chair
December 31, 2014
Page 9

cost hotel units should, under most circumstances, be mitigated at a
1:l ratio lost to new unit provided. For high cost overnight visitor
accommodations or residential development where low cost
alternatives are not included onsite, a mitigation fee of $30,000 per
room is required for 25% of the high cost rooms constructed." (SBV-
MAJ-2-12, p. 21; emphasis added.)

A. The Proiect Does Not Result in a Loss of Low-Cost Hotel
Units

The Staff Report correctly explains that the average peak summer season daily
rate in 2013 for the existing 64 hotel units was $172.34. It also explains that post-
remodel the Applicant proposes to charge higher daily rates. The Applicant would
consider these moderate (mid-tier) hotel rates for the Laguna Beach area. Under the
Commission's own decisions, however, the units replaced could be considered "high
cost." There is no loss of lower cost hotel units. For example, in 6-13-0407
(McMillin-NTC), the Commission found in February 2014 that a daily room rate
above $154.72 would be considered high cost.

This is the first error in the Staff's calculation. The Staff Report notes the 32
new units created but fails to apply the 25%factor that the Commission has
consistently applied on other projects or in LCPs —the very precedents cited in the
Staff Report. (E.g., 5-98-156-A17 (Long Beach-Pike Hotel, Dec. 2009); LOB-MAJ-
1-10 (Long Beach-Golden Shore, June 2011); SBV-MAJ-2-08 (Ventura, Lloyd
Properties, Triangle Site, Nov. 2009); A-6-PSD-8-04/101 (San Diego-Lane Field,
Dec. 2009); SBV-MAJ-2-12 (Ventura-Promenade Parcels, July 2014).)

B. The Loss of "More Affordable Overnight Accommodations" is a
New Standard Created for this Proiect but Irrelevant in Terms of
the Coastal Act or LCP

The Staff Report asserts that "at a minimum, the conversion of 32 one-
bedroom suites to 64 standard rooms qualifies as a loss of 32 more affordable
overnight accommodations." (Staff Report, p. 32; italics added.) ~ The creation of less
"high cost" units —essentially what Staff is saying -- is clearly not a Coastal Act
issue. Public Resources Code section 30213 provides that "lower cost visitor and
recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible provided."
(Emphasis added.) While the Coastal Act addresses "lower cost visitor" facilities, it

A-5-LGB-14-0034 
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does not address the concept of the loss of "more affordable overnight
accommodations."

Simply put, the Staff Report conflates the concept of "the loss of more
affordable units" with the loss of low cost units. In this case, Staff's analysis is
neither supported by the Coastal Act nor the facts.

C. The Calculation and Adjustments to the Mitigation Formula

Standard Calculation. As noted, there are 64 existing rooms. From this, 32
new rooms are proposed. Applying the formula that the Commission has consistently
used to determine an appropriate in-lieu mitigation fee, the standard calculation
would be 32 x 25% x $33,970, or $271,760.

Overnight Tent Camping. In this instance, however, the Staff Report notes
that the Applicant has proposed limited overnight tent camping at the Scout Camp,
and it equates that use with 8 hotel rooms. That limited tent camping opportunity will
plainly qualify as low-cost and should have been credited. As such, the calculation
would be (32-8) x 25% x $33,970, or $203,820.

Provision of Access for Shuttle Program and $50,000 in Seed Money for
Shuttle Vehicle Purchase. This Project yet presents a further unique set of facts that
must be accounted for in the calculation of a mitigation fee. The Staff Report
acknowledges that the Commission has previously found that the provision of non-
overnight public access and recreational amenities for the public onsite maybe
acceptable as alternative mitigation where it ensure that visitors who cannot or choose
not pay for a hotel room can nonetheless access the facility for recreation activities
during the day. (Staff Report, p. 34; Staff Report, "Public Workshop on Lower Cost
Visitor Serving Accommodations" (November 26, 2014); Grover Beach LCPA 1-12
Part 1 (Grover Beach Lodge); 3-84-139 (Monterey Peninsula Hotel).)

Here, even if the Applicant chooses (under Special Condition 1) not to operate
the shuttle access program, its volunteered access for a shuttle program through The
Ranch property and, further, its agreement to fund $50,000 in initial seed money for
the purchase of the shuttle (Staff Report, Exhibit 10, p. 6 and Special Condition 3.C),
should result in there not being any in-lieu fee obligation. But, at the very least, a
very reasonable calculation would be $203,820 - $50,000 (shuttle vehicle purchase) -
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$50,000 (a modest value placed permitting a key shuttle access program through the
property), or $103,820.

D. The Purpose of the In-Lieu Fee

The statutory basis for the in-lieu fee is Public Resources Code section 30213,
which provides, in pertinent part: "Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall
be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided ...." (Emphasis added.)
Special Condition 2.A would earmark an in-lieu fee for lower cost overnight visitor
accommodations, but there are other purposes which would be consistent with the
coastal policy in Section 30213. These include open space acquisition and public trail
construction and maintenance, all of which contribute directly to both lower cost
visitor and recreational facilities. This is especially true in this area of Laguna Beach.

Accordingly, the Applicant requests that Special Condition 2.A (page 8 of the
Staff Report) be revised, in part, as follows:

"The required total in-lieu fee of $103,820'~'~8~8-~$~~,°''~~~
Q, ~, ~, ~n, m shall be deposited into an interest-bearing account , to be
established and managed by one of the following entities approved by the
Executive Director of the Coastal Commission: City of Laguna Beach,
Hostelling International USA, California Coastal Conservancy, California
Department of Parks and Recreation, or a similar entity. The purpose of the
account shall be to establish lower cost overnight visitor accommodations,
such hostel beds, tent campsites, cabins or campground units, as well as open
mace acquisition and public trail construction and maintenance, at appropriate
locations within Orange County's coastal zone, with priority given to
locations within the City of Laguna Beach, proximate to the Aliso and Wood
CanXons Wilderness Park ...."

III. Special Condition 12.C, E, and G —Event Use at the Scout Camp

Special Condition 12 sets forth restrictions regarding event use of the Scout
Camp parcel. The Applicant objects to three of the restrictions.

First, the Applicant objects to Special Condition 12.C, which would limit
events to a maximum of 100 people. This is an arbitrary limitation. The Scout Camp
parcel will be used, for example, for weddings. Atypical wedding would involve up
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to 175 people. The Project biologist, GLA, has done a comprehensive biological
assessment of the Scout Camp parcel and has expressed the opinion that use of the
parcel by a maximum of 150 to 175 people would have no impact on the biological
resources in the area of this parcel. (Glenn Lukos Associates ("GLA") to Mark
Christy, 12/31/14.)

Second, Special Condition 12.G prohibits voice or music amplification, while
at the same time enforcing a 65db at the property line. Special events, such as
weddings, may well require some form of amplification. But, the ultimate limitation
on noise is the 65db limitation, and, together with the noise management plan
required, there should be no need to foreclose amplification, again as noted by the
Project biologist. (Id.)

Finally, the Applicant has agreed to restore the area within 100 feet of Aliso
Creek. Previously, there was a dump site with fuel storage and full-blown
mechanical work taking place within 15 feet of the Creek. The Applicant has already
removed those materials and removed invasive plants from the Creek (at a cost of
$40,000), and now proposes to further revegetate the area with a native scrub and
grassland plant palette. Special Condition 12.E would require fencing (e.g., post and
cable) to "be installed 100 feet from Aliso Creek and from native scrub habitat to
prevent intrusion into these buffer zones." The City's LCP, Policy 9C(a), requires a
minimum 25 foot setback from blue-line streams, and the Project biologist GLA has
advised that in this instance, 25 feet is adequate with post and cable fencing and
signage. (Id.) A setback in excess of 25 feet in this area is not necessary, and it bears
emphasis, moreover, that a 25-foot setback is not only consistent with the LCP but
with the Staff Recommendation for A-S-LGB-14-0019 (Longi), which immediately
precedes the hearing on this appeal as Item l Ob. There, the Staff Recommendation is
for approval of artists' work/live units with a 25-foot setback from a comparable
stream.

Thus, the Applicant requests that Special Condition 12.C, E, and G (on pages
13 and 14 of the Staff Report) be modified to read:

"C. Events will be limited to a maximum of -~A9150 people;"

"E. Fencing (e.g., post and cable) shall be installed X88 25 feet from Aliso
Creek in that area to prevent intrusion in ~s~-this buffer zone;"

A-5-LGB-14-0034 
Page 18 of 531



RICHARDS ~ WATSON ~ GERSHON
ATTORNEYS AT LAW -A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

Steve Kinsey, Chair
December 31, 2014
Page 13

"G. "~„'~~~~*~~r ~~•°~~~~ ~ ~* „~~~**~a. Decibel levels will
be maintained as 65 db or lower at the property line."

IV. Special Condition 21 (Indemnity) -- The Commission Lacks Authority to
Impose the Condition

Lastly, Special Condition 21 which would impose a burden on the Applicant
to reimburse the Commission "in full for all Coastal Commission costs and attorneys
fees" that the Commission may incur for the defense of a lawsuit brought by a project
opponent. In recent years, the Commission has imposed such a condition on selected
projects. But, as explained below, it is a condition that, with limited exception, the
Commission, as an administrative agency and creature of statute, lacks regulatory
authority to impose. This was precisely the conclusion of the Legislative Counsel in
an opinion to the Honorable Lou Correa (February 29, 2008):

"[I]n our opinion, the California Coastal Commission may not require
as a condition for approving a coastal development permit, that an
applicant indemnify the commission from any legal expenses
associated with the commission's defense of a third-party action filed
against the commission for approving the permit." (See Leg. Counsel
opinion attached, p. 4.)

There are fundamental legal impediments to the imposition of this type of
condition. First and foremost, it is a basic principle of California law that
administrative agencies have only those powers that have been conferred on them,
expressly or by implication, by constitution or statute. (Carmel Valley Fire Protection
Dist. v. State of California (2001) 25 Cal.4th 287, 299-300.) When an administrative
agency acts in excess of, or in violation of, the powers conferred upon it, its action
thus taken is void. (City and County of San Francisco v. Padilla (1972) 23
Ca1.App.3d 388, 400.) These principles are familiar to the Commission. If the
Commission's action is "inconsistent with, or simply not authorized by the Coastal
Act, then its action is void." (Security National Guaranty, Inc. v. California Coastal
Commission (2008) 159 Ca1.App.4th 402, 419.)
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A. An Indemnity Condition is not Authorized Under the Coastal Act

The Commission was created by statute and its authority to impose conditions
of approval is also statutory and derives from Section 30607 of the Coastal Act,
which provides:

"Any permit that is issued or any development or action approved on
appeal, pursuant to this chapter, shall be subject to reasonable terms
and conditions in order to ensure that such development or action will
be in accordance with the provisions of this division." (Emphasis
added.)

Section 30607 thus authorizes the Commission to impose "reasonable terms
and conditions" to ensure that a development, such as that proposed by the Applicant,
"will be in accordance with the provisions of the Coastal Act. Clearly, the
"provisions" of the Coastal Act with which the Applicant's project must comply are
the Chapter 3 policies of the Act and any reasonable conditions imposed by the
Commission. However, the "indemnity" condition is not necessary to ensure that the
approval of the Project will be "in accordance with the provisions of the Coastal Act.
That is why, unti12007, some 34 years after the effective date of the Coastal Act, the
Commission, with a few exceptions noted below, did not impose such a condition.

The Coastal Act does provide that the Commission may "sue and be sued"
and that the Attorney General will represent the Commission in any litigation. (Pub.
Res. Code § 30334(b).) However, no "provision" of the Act authorizes the
Commission to require an applicant to reimburse the Commission for its litigation
expenses. Likewise, nothing in the Commission's regulations authorizes such a
condition.

Staff previously has suggested that support for an indemnity requirement is
found in Section 30620(c)(1) of the Coastal Act and Section 13055(e) of the
Commission's regulations. Section 30620(c)(1) and the applicable regulation,
however, deal with administrative fees and costs during application for issuance of a
permit, not with legal fees and costs that the Commission may incur in litigation post-
decision. Section 30620(c)(1) states:
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"The commission may require a reasonable filing fee and the
reimbursement of expenses for the processing by the commission
of an~~plication for a coastal development permit under this
division and, except for local coastal program submittals, for anv
other filing, including, but not limited to, a request for revocation,
categorical exclusion, or boundary adjustment, submitted for
review by the commission." (Emphasis added.)

This provision deals with "filing" fees for the various types of applications
submitted to the Commission for review. The Commission, however, pays absolutely
no "filing" fees in litigation because it is a public entity. (Govt. Code § 6103 [State
and other public agencies are exempt from paying any court filing fees].) Nothing in
this provision relates to or encompasses attorneys' fees and costs of suit.

While Section 30620(c) permits the Commission to require "filing" fees,
Section 13055 of the Commission's regulations implements this by setting forth the
various fee amounts. Staff, again, previously cited to Section 13055(g) of the
regulations, which states, in relevant part:

"In addition to the above fees, the commission may require the
applicant to reimburse it for any additional reasonable expenses
incurred in its consideration of the permit application, including
the costs of providing public notice ...." (Emphasis added.)

This provision permits the Commission to recover additional expenses it
incurs "in its consideration of the permit application." Clearly, this applies to permit
processing, not a subsequent lawsuit. This is reinforced by Section 13055(1), which
requires that "the additional fee shall be paid before the permit application is
scheduled for hearing by the commission," or, if not paid before the hearing is
scheduled and imposed by condition, " np ~or to issuance of the permit." (Emphasis
added.) Again, this pertains to processing fees —indeed, fees that the regulations
require be paid before this Commission even considers the application, or, after
approval, prior to issuance of the permit. It does not relate to litigation fees and costs.

Lastly, Staff may argue that authority for an indemnity condition is found in
Section 13055(g) of the regulations, which states, in part: "Notwithstanding the
foregoing, the commission shall not require an applicant for a permit for one single-
family dwelling to reimburse it for litigation costs or fees that the commission may
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incur in defending a judicial challenge to the commission's approval of the permit."
This provision may clarify that the Commission is not going to impose indemnity
conditions on applicants for one single-family residence. But, as explained above,
nothing in the Coastal Act authorizes the imposition of an indemnity condition, and
nothing in Section 13055(g), dealing with processing fees "in consideration of the
permit application," does either. Even assuming by some negative implication that
Staff was to posit that exclusion of one type of development implies that everything
else is somehow fair game (and it does not), the regulation by itself could not
establish the authority for the condition. As held in Pardee Construction Co. v.
California Coastal Commission (1979) 95 Cal.App.3d 471, 479, where the Court of
Appeal invalidated a Commission regulation, the Commission may not, by
administrative regulation, "extend its powers beyond the statutory grant."

In short, because nothing in the Coastal Act authorizes an indemnity
condition, the Commission lacks the authority to impose it in this case.

B. Cities and Counties are Different

Those Commissioners who serve as local government officials know that,
from time to time, cities and counties do impose "indemnity-type" conditions on the
approval of projects. However, this is because the cities and counties are
fundamentally different from this Commission. Unlike the Commission, which is an
administrative agency and creature of statute, cities and counties derive their authority
from the State Constitution.

This distinction was hammered home in a 2002 Attorney General's opinion,
85 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 21 (2002), which concluded that a county could require an
indemnity requirement as a condition of approving a CDP. The Attorney General
pointed out that authority of cities and counties derives from the California
Constitution:

"A county or city may make and enforce within its limits all local, police,
sanitary, and other ordinances and regulations not in conflict with general
laws." (Cal. Const. art. XI, § 7.)

The Attorney General correctly explained that this constitutional authority of
cities and counties, often referred to as the "police power," is broad in scope, quoting
our State Supreme Court:
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"Under the police power granted by the Constitution, counties and
cities have plenary authority to govern, subject only to the limitation
that they exercise this power within their territorial limits and
subordinate to state law. Apart from this limitation, the police power
of a county or city under this provision is as broad as the police
exercisable by the legislature itself." (Candid Enterprises, Inc. v.
Grossmont Union Hi,~h School District (1985) 29 Ca1.3d 878, 885.)

Thus, cities and counties have broad constitutional police power authority to
impose an "indemnity" requirement if they so choose. The Commission's authority,
by contrast, is limited by statute, as explained above.

C. The Condition is Sad Policy and Would Have a "Chilling Effect"
on Coastal Development and, Ultimately, on a Fair, Balanced, and
Well Considered Coastal Program

Section 30607 of the Coastal Act does not permit just any condition; a
condition must be "reasonable." That cannot be said of an "indemnity" requirement.
The process of obtaining a Coastal Development Permit is complex and enormously
costly.

The Commission regulates over 1000 miles of coastline. Not everyone who
wishes to develop on the California coast could economically withstand, in addition
to the cost of pursuing approval through the administrative process, the need to pay
for their own lawyer to defend a Commission approval and additionally for the State
Attorney General

An indemnity requirement can have a "chilling effect" on coastal
development. Moreover, it encourages the threat of litigation by project opponents in
order to secure the imposition of the condition and to heap additional costs (and
delay) on a project applicant in an effort to stop a project. Indeed, this condition
could institutionalize the "threat" of litigation as a routine tactic for discouraging or
opposing projects.
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The condition is not reasonable within the meaning of Section 30607. It is not
good policy. And, it is not fair, balanced, or at all well conceived.l

D. The Condition is Discriminatory

For 34 years, unti12008, the Commission, with limited exception, never
imposed this type of condition on the approval of a project, as here. In 2007-2008,
Staff changed course and recommended the imposition of this condition on any
project where Staff perceives the threat of litigation.

What constitutes the "threat" of litigation? What level or type of opposition
would generate this condition? What happens if the Commission or Staff "senses"
the "threat" of litigation for the first time at the hearing on the application? What
happens if, after recommending the condition, the Commission or Staff believes or
concludes that no litigation is likely —does the condition come off? The inherently
ad hoc nature of the determination required to decide whether to impose such a
condition is simply not a reasonable or rational basis to single out an application that,
for one reason or another, has an opponent or opponents. Coupled with the "chilling
effect" noted above, the imposition of an "indemnity" condition would violate an
applicant's due process and equal protection rights. The condition would not only
encourage the "threat" of litigation. It would unfairly skew the balance in favor of
project opponents, while penalizing the applicant.

After all; the Commission is charged with the authority under the Coastal Act
to approve or disapprove applications for permits, and it should be the Commission's
duty to defend that authority, not the applicant's. (And, in this case, it is worth noting

The implicarions of imposing an indemnity requirement on a public entity raise other issues beyond

the scope of this Project. But, suffice it to state, imposition of an indemnity requirement on a local

government would run counter to other provisions of the Coastal Act that encourage local governments
to cooperate in implementing the Coastal Act and, moreover, provide for their reimbursement for
doing so. (See e.g., Pub. Res. Code § 30340.5 ("A local government subject to this division may claim

reimbursement of costs incurred as a direct result of the operation of or any requirement pursuant to

this division."); Pub. Res. Code § 30350 ("It is the policy of the state that local governments be paid

their legitimate costs ...for the implementation of certified local coastal programs" and that costs
incurred and reimbursed, according to the Legislature, are "recognized as being in the interest of all the
people of this state because they carry out state policies for the wise, long-term conservation and use of
coastal resources"); Pub. Res. Code §§ 30352-30354 (reimbursement of costs).
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that the applicant did not apply to the Commission. Its local government approval
was appealed to the Commission, presumably to address one issue — conformity of
the project with the City's certified LCP.)

Putting aside Staff's recent recommendations to impose the condition, our
research discloses that prior to 2007, there were only a handful of prior instances
where the Commission imposed this type of special condition. These include the
following:

E-96-28 (Windward Associates)
E-99-009 (Unocal)
E-99-011 (MFS Globenet Corp/MCI)
E-00-008/CC-076-OS (Global West Network Inc.)
E-OS-007/CC-076-OS (Monterey Bay Aquarium Research Institute)
E-01-032 (ExxonMobil Corporation)
E-01-029/CC-111-01 (Tyco Networks, Inc.)
E-04-010 (Atlantic Richfield ARCO)

The Commission did not adopt findings to support the condition on any of
these projects —something that is equally true of Special Condition No. 21. However,
the above-noted projects each had one thing in common that might serve to justify an
"indemnity" condition —they all involved some type of development on State lands or
tidelands, and thus utilized a public resource. They also involved applicants who
could readily shoulder the burden of paying the Commission's legal fees.

The condition, thus, is discriminatory, especially in the case of the smaller
projects proposed wholly on private property. It should not be imposed here.

E. The Condition Would Constitute an Invalid "Underground
Regulation," in Violation of the Administrative Procedure Act

The Commission certainly has the authority to adopt regulations, and, of
course, it has done so. (Pub. Res. Code § 30333; Tit. 14, Cal. Code Regs., § 13000 et
sec .) However, the decision at this point to impose an "indemnity" condition on
every project the Commission or Staff perceives might possibly lead to litigation (or,
for that matter, on every project) would constitute what some refer to as an
"underground regulation," which, to be valid, would require compliance with the
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requirements of the Administrative Procedure Act and review by the Office of
Administrative Law ("OAL").

Government Code Section 11342.600 defines "regulation" as every rule,
regulation, order, or standard of general application or the amendment, supplement,
or revision of any rule, regulation, order, or standard adopted by any state agency to
implement, interpret, or make specific the law enforced or administered by it, or to
govern its procedure." Government Code section 11340.5(a) further provides:

"No state agency shall issue, utilize, enforce, or attempt to enforce any
guideline, criterion, bulletin, manual, instruction, order, standard of
general application, or other rule, which is a regulation as defined in
Section 11342.600, unless the guideline, criterion, bulletin, manual,
instruction, order, standard of general application, or other rule has
been adopted as a regulation and filed with the Secretary of State
pursuant to this chapter."

As you may know, the Commission would have to comply with detailed
requirements prior to adoption of a regulation permitting the imposition of this type
of condition. (Gov. Code §§ 11346.2-11346.8). Because there are serious legal
problems associated with the imposition of such a condition, we suggest that OAL
would likely not approve it if it had the opportunity to review a change in the
Commission's regulations to permit the condition.

For these reasons, the Commission does not have the statutory authority to
impose such a condition. The Applicant, therefore, requests that the Commission
delete Special Condition 21.

Conclusion

The Applicant respectfully requests that the Commission address and modify
each of the Special Conditions noted above. (Please see the separate Attachment
with the Applicant-requested changes.) With the modifications requested, the
Applicant would accept the Staff Recommendation.
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Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

~~~ / . ~ 
~_

Steven H. Kaufmann

Attachments: (1) Legislative Counsel Opinion (February 29, 2008)
(2) Request Changes to Special Conditions

ccs: Dr. Charles Lester, Executive Director
Hope Schmeltzer, Chief Counsel
Sherilyn Sarb, Deputy Director
Karl Schwing, South Coast District Manager
Charles Posner, Coastal Program Supervisor
Erin Prahler, Coastal Program Analyst
Jamee J. Patterson, Supervising Deputy Attorney General
John Pietig, City Manager, City of Laguna Beach
Greg Pfost, Director of Community Development, City of Laguna Beach
Ann Larson, Planning Manager, City of Laguna Beach
Mark Christy, Laguna Beach Golf &Bungalow Village, LLC
Morris Skendarian &Associates, A.I.A.
Susan McCabe, McCabe and Company
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action filed against the commission Far approving the permie.

The Ca[iEornia Coastal tact of 1976 (Div. 2Q {carnmencing with Sec. 30000),

P,[~..C.`; hereafter the act) establishes, in the Resources A,.gency, t4~e Califorri.a Caascal

Commission (liereafrer the commission) with speciFed jurisdiction over prescribed areas afang
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the permit a~~Licatio: , in~[uding Ehe casts of pr~~iding public nocic~” (14 C2[, Code Kegs.

1.3055(e)}. All other fees pro=sided fc~r in Section 13055 Qf Tiele I<~ aE the California Code of

P.zguIarions refer to nc~ fi[irtgand processing of a permit appiicaeion.

Undzr the act, any permit that is issra,ad or any development or acric~n approved un

appeal is subject to reasonable certns and conditions in order to ens~.re chat such develvnm.ent

~r action i~ in acro~danee 4srich the act (sec. 3(}bCl7ti. !fin example of both reasonable and

unreasonable conditions were those imposed 6y thz comrnissian far a perrnic Eoc c1;e

Cs3rLSCtIiCCiC1Y2 of a Ces[atirait[ ;see uiberty v. Calijorrtia Coastal Cur;:. (19$0 I13 ~a1.1~.pg,3d ~l~11;.
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far-t0-2~0$ t1:08am From-SENATOR t0U COR~En + I-9d~ Y.O~~/UOd F-967

H~+~orabl~ Lin Correa --- Request ~073Q307 T Pa~c 3

ThP ~tsi1~1L~~P~ intiiud~d anti p~rkinbspec€ £or eee~y SQ square iee~caEgrass cln~r sga.ce, and than

Ear 30 years from the dace of she permii tine parlcin~ spaces'~e free daily to eh~ pu61iC Gn~i1 S

~,r~. ([d„ ac g. 495}. The court upheld as reasonable the condition to ~i•ovide parking for the

use of ehe land involved, since parking is a matter of prapce ~ancern under cne acr (Ibfd.; see

Secs. 30212.5, 30252, and X0607). Ho~vever, where the candseians ;~p~sed are not related ca

the use beis~~ made a~f the peogercy, bue ace ir~.~ased ca shif~ the "burden of ~~aviding the ccsr

of a public t~~ne~t co ancch~r nor re5pQnsible fcr ~r on1Y r~mr~r~ly or speculatively benefiti:~:g

Eresm it," chi csn~.itian is an unreasonable exercise ~f the pa(ice power (Id., ar p. SQ2). Thus, ehe

court ~z1d as ""anreas~i~iable ar~d un~air,"and as e~€ceeding the commissionrs seat~ctorp aurh~rity

under the acr, the carrtnissian's imposition on ehe pern1it ai she candir€on ghat Eor 3(7 years

from the ~ae~ aEthe permit ~}~e par~ino spaces be Free daily za the public unci[ 5 p.m. ~Id., at pp.

50~, 504},

~Ihen the language of a staru~e is clear, its plain m.eanin~ should ̀ae followed ~t~'roeger

v. Frre~rnatc, Sloan ~ Ross (1991) 54 Cal.3d 26, 3$}. I~ the words are clear and unarnbiguaus, a

caur~ may nor modiij them to accor~ipzish a ~u.rpasY n~~ 2p~a~enc cars C~"32 fa[~ OEtIZe SidCllt~ (see

P~op[~ v. Gandlae (1995} 37 Cal.App.~th, 435, 491-92). In cur viev~, the statutory au~horicy to

charge an applicanr a rzasona6lc filing fie and reasariable char~~s £ar the reim~ursernent of ehe

commission`s zxppi~SPS incurred i:~ ~i~e cansideearion. ~E a per~-~ir applica~ic~n does nor

eneart~yass the cammissio~'s legal exp~n;es sltouid its decisi~rc appras~~ng the p~+-miE be

chalEenged in z third-naYzy 3crsan, Such s~er_ular_iy2 tega! exper~s~s are not reasonable expenses

incurred in rnnsicferacian o~ ~ perrr►i~ ap~li~arian, ~Iso, in cur view, if the ~otninis3ian were to
intlade as a condition of issuing a perrnic zha~ the commission be 'sndemnif~~d fir irs loge!

e~penscs should its deci~ian approving the p~rrr~it b~ ~halleng~d in a third-~~rt~ 2cxion, tk~aC

can~itr~n «could cror be rea5anak~[~ in orcl~r eo ensure th~~ the development or action atfbu~eci

under the permit would be in accordanLe witi~ ehc aez.

In surrtrnar~, there is no scaer~rary provision expressly or ir~pIi~dlp au~;,ari~ing ih~

~~mc~ission to re$uir~, as a rar~c~icion of a hermit, than an applicant indemni~~ the commission

From ~n}+ legal ~~genses a.ssaciat~d with the ~~rnmissi~n's deE~,~se of aThird-}arty action filed

a~ains~ cne commission for apgraving the permit. tvtoreo~rer, ~I:e express auChori~y granted co

the commission under SecCion 3t}520 to charge an applicant reascsnable r~~es eo cover the

commissi~~z~'s ~x~enses incurred in considering the apoLi~ati~n, -and the express aueh6riry

graargd to the cr~mrrcis~iQn uracEer Secrion 306Q7 rQ im.pos~ reasonable terms and candiiipns on

a permit in order to ensure chat the develnprttent oc action is in accordance with the act, imply

chat rhz ;,egislararz did nnr inc~nd co authgri~e the cammi~sion co require an applicant ro pay

Fees For, or that the permit die subject ro conditions with respe~.c ca, purposes nee wicf~ir~ chz

~eope of phase sections (see Cumero v. Pu~Iic Employment Retnt;oiss ~3d. (x.989} 44 Ca1.3~1 575,
S96}_ 'T'he purpose of prbteciing the commission Eram expenses arising sul~sequenc Lo tl~e
aP~ra+cal of chi perrnic from athird-party action filed against rho camrnissian Ear approving the

permit is n~~ wichir_ rl~z sc~~~ oEthos~ seccio;~s.
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1 hus, in our cspinian, she Lalifarnza CnastaE Commission may nac cec~uire, as a

condiricn Eor approving ~ coasral developmg~t perma~, tryac an app~icac~r inde,~rinify the

cam►nission from any legal expenses associated with ene ~ommissian's defense of a third-party
acrion ~(ed agai;t~t clue ~omr~i~sdan fcr approving the permit.

~Iery truly ~~ucs,

Diane r.13~yer~~Jine

Le~is~acive Counsel

~ ~~~
~Y
Maria Hilakos Hank

Deputy Legislative ~aunsel

~I~H:ckt
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1

Th 11a

A-5-LGB-14-0034 (Laguna Beach Golf & Bungalow Village, LLC)
The Ranch Project

APPLICANT’S REQUESTED CHANGES TO SPECIAL CONDITIONS

Public Access

1. Special Condition 5.B -- Modify the Offer to Dedicate a Floating Trail Easement
(Page 11 of the Staff Report)

“The determination [of the trail alignment] shall be based on a site-specific 
analysis of the environmental conditions existing at the time and physical 
improvements related to construction of the public pedestrian and cycling trail, 
and would be subject to an amendment to this permit or a separate Coastal 
Development Permit, as determined by the Executive Director of the 
Commission.  By acceptance of this permit, the permittee agrees to be a co-
applicant with the accepting entity in the coastal development permit application 
to ensure that the exact alignment of the pedestrian and cycling trail is properly 
established through the means required by the Commission in that future CDP
action.  Upon opening of the public pedestrian and cycling trail to the general 
public after construction of the trail consistent with an amendment approved by 
the Coastal Commission pursuant to this a coastal development permit, the 
temporary Shuttle Access Program, required pursuant to Special Condition 3, may
shall terminate, if the Commission determines that the applicants have 
demonstrated in their CDP application that the proposed public pedestrian and 
cycling trail provides a user experience/level of user difficulty and destination 
substantially equivalent to that provided by the shuttle access program in terms of
a route through Aliso Canyon, terminating at which facilitates access to Aliso
Beach.”

2. Special Conditions 3 and 3.A – Modify Final Temporary Shuttle Access Program & 
Shuttle Management Plan (Page 9 of the Staff Report)

“The final plan shall provide the operational stipulations for a temporary shuttle 
system to provide public access on The Ranch Property that is the subject of this 
permit from the private hotel/SOCWA gate, at the northeast corner of the 
property, through the golf course on the property, to the westernmost property line 
of The Ranch property that connects to the private South Coast Water District 
road that leads to Coast Highway.  The temporary shuttle system shall serve to 
facilitate public trail access between Aliso and Wood Canyons Wilderness Park 
and Aliso Beach.  To the extent feasible, the applicant shall work with the 
adjacent property owner and extend the shuttle service to Coast Highway via its 
easement over the South Coast Water District road the County of Orange to 
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construct a pedestrian bridge over Aliso Creek to facilitate safe public access from 
the shuttle terminus at the westerly boundary of The Ranch property to the 
County parking lot.  By acceptance of this permit, the applicant/permittee and all 
successors and assigns agrees to the following operations stipulations:

“A. The shuttle system shall be operated by the applicant and extended to 
Coast Highway or the County Beach parking lot if funding and operating the 
shuttle system is chosen as the mitigation option pursuant to Special Condition 1 
and, otherwise, consistent with the Shuttle Management Plan approved by the 
Executive Director.”

Lower Cost Visitor and Recreational Facilities – In-lieu Fee

3. Special Condition 1.B – Modify Mitigation for Impacts on Affordable/Lower Cost 
Overnight Accommodations (Page 8 of the Staff Report)

“The applicant shall agree to fund and operate the proposed Shuttle Access 
Program and Management Plan and extend the service to Coast Highway or the 
County Beach parking lot, to be managed in accordance with Special Condition 3; 
record the proposed Offer to Dedicate in accordance with Special Condition 5; 
and implement the proposed group camping at the Scout Camp in accordance 
with Special Condition 7.

4. In-lieu Fee Option as Mitigation for Impacts on Affordable/Lower Cost Overnight
Accommodations – Modify Special Condition 2.A (Page 8 of the Staff Report)

“The required total in-lieu fee of $103,820 1,121,010 ($33,970 x 33 = 
$1,121,010) shall be deposited into an interest-bearing account, to be established 
and managed by one of the following entities approved by the Executive Director 
of the Coastal Commission:  City of Laguna Beach, Hostelling International USA, 
California Coastal Conservancy, California Department of Parks and Recreation, 
or a similar entity.  The purpose of the account shall be to establish lower cost 
overnight visitor accommodations, such hostel beds, tent campsites, cabins or 
campground units, as well as open space acquisition and public trail construction
and maintenance, at appropriate locations within Orange County’s coastal zone,
with priority given to locations within the City of Laguna Beach, proximate to the 
Aliso and Wood Canyons Wilderness Park . . . .”

Event Use at Scout Camp

5. Special Conditions 12.C, E, and G – Modify Use Language (Pages 13-14 of the Staff 
Report)

“C. Events will be limited to a maximum of 100 150 people;”
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“E. Fencing (e.g., post and cable) shall be installed 100 25 feet from Aliso 
Creek and from native scrub habitat in that area to prevent intrusion in these this
buffer zone;”

“G. Amplification of voice or music is not permitted.  Decibel levels will be 
maintained as 65 db or lower at the property line.”

Indemnity (Liability for Costs and Attorneys Fees) Condition

6. Special Condition 21 (Indemnity) -- The Commission Lacks Authority to Impose the
Condition (Page 21 of the Staff Report)

Delete the Special Condition.
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MEMORANDUM 
  
  

 

 

GLENN LUKOS ASSOCIATES

Regulatory Services

29 Orchard Lake Forest California 92630-8300

Telephone: (949) 837-0404 Facsimile: (949) 837-5834

PROJECT NUMBER: 11550001REMO 
 
TO:   Mark Christy 
 
FROM:  Tony Bomkamp 
 
DATE:  December 30, 2014 
 
SUBJECT: Proposed Amendments to Conditions Related to Biological Resources in 

Coastal Commission Staff Report for The Ranch at Laguna Beach 
(Agenda Item, January 8, 2015, Th11a) 

 
 
At your request, I have reviewed the biological resources section of the Staff Report and support 
the requirement of restoration of the area within 100 feet of Aliso Creek with native scrub and a 
grassland palette, and we’ve prepared and submitted a plan for that purpose.  I disagree with the 
Staff Report in the following respects: 

 

1. I agree that there should be limit on the number of persons using the Scout Camp parcel; 
however, the 100-person limit recommended by Dr. Dixon is arbitrary.  Dr. Dixon 
provided no evidence based in science for limiting events to 100 people compared with 
your proposal to limit the events to 150 guests.  The area is large enough to accommodate 
between 300 and 400 guests.  This is important because limiting events to half of the 
site’s capacity ensures there would be no “spill-over” into potentially sensitive areas.  
Given these considerations, it is my view that events with 150 to 175 guests would have 
no impact on the biological resources in this particular area given that there would be a 
well-defined buffer in conjunction with post-and-cable fencing to demarcate the buffer 
and plenty of room such that guests would not be forced into potentially sensitive areas.    

 
2. As noted, I agree with a requirement to provide a setback from Aliso Creek, but 25 feet 

for this limited area, provided as Special Condition 12.E (as proposed for amendment) 
states that post and cable fencing would be placed at 25 feet from the Creek to prevent 
intrusion into the buffer area, along with signage for that purpose.  The signage would 
provide information regarding the values of the native habitat associated with Aliso 
Creek to ensure that guests respect the habitat and the overall environs of Scout Camp. 

 

3. I agree that the noise level should be at 65db or lower at the property line, but so long as 
amplification is at 65db or lower, I don’t see the purpose or need to eliminate all 
amplification from this area as it is the noise levels that are important for ensuring that 
impacts to riparian species do not occur.  It would make no difference whether voice or 
music is amplified or not amplified, as long as the limit of 65 db is maintained.        
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CCC Hearing  

January 8, 2015 

Item Th11a 

 

A copy of this briefing book has been provided to CCC District Staff. 
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31106 Pacific Coast Highway, Laguna Beach 

Subject Site 
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 Local Approval on Appeal: 
• Refurbishment of existing 64-room hotel and division of existing rooms to create 

32 additional hotel rooms, plus new penthouse rental (33 new rooms total); 
• New spa and fitness center, employee locker facility, porte cochere and valet 

program; and 
• Remodel of existing Lodge restaurant and lobby. 

 

 Amended Project Components: 
• Restore Scout Camp area through removal of concrete pad, turf and organic 

garden within 100’ of creek and revegetate area with native plants; 
• Replace perimeter chain link fence in same location with new materials (recycled 

wood) to allow for terrestrial animal passage; 
• After-the-fact approval of eucalyptus tree trimming and removal; 
• Daytime events with use restrictions on number of attendees, noise and hours of 

operation; and  
• Overnight tent camping for small groups, including reduced cost camping for 

non-profit youth organizations. 

 
 

3 
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 9-hole public golf course constructed - original 
design/layout retained to this day 

 Apartment complex constructed by Brown Family 
• Opened as hotel w/oversized units, never used as apartments 
• Operated by Brown Family until 2003  

 Purchased by Athens Group (Montage) to raze and develop 
new large luxury hotel, spa, new 18-hole golf course and 
spec homes (into current open space) 

• Widespread community opposition; withdrawal of proposal 
 Applicant purchased property to restore and upgrade 

existing outdated facility 
• Gained local support and received unanimous City approval for 

phased improvements in May 2014 
• Thousands of signatures and dozens of letters of support 
• Appealed by neighbor in June 2014 
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 Phases 2 & 3 (current appeal) involves new development and creation 
of additional hotel rooms, including:  

• Net reduction of original building area and meeting spaces 

• Construction of new spa, fitness center, porte cochere, employee building and golf cart 
storage  

• Splitting of 820 sf into more typical rooms sizes of 410 sf (within existing envelopes) 
 

 Phase 1 (no CDP required and currently underway) involved remodel 
of existing hotel rooms and facilities, including: 

• Replacement of existing noncompliant and defective plumbing;  

• Rewiring and upgrade of existing unsafe electrical panels and service;  

• Installation of new energy efficient heating and air conditioning;  

• Installation of fire sprinklers and fire-safety systems; 

• Re-roofing with fire-resistant material (some buildings had original 1962 wood-shake)  

• Replacement of existing sliding glass doors and windows with energy efficient versions utilizing original 
openings and original framing 

• Work required to comply with current ADA requirements, including railings, thresholds, bathrooms, 
ramps, insulation of walls, roofs and floors to comply with current Title 24 Energy standards; and 

• Replacement of exterior fire-prone wall surfaces and roofing and minor structural improvements for 
earthquake safety.   
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1. Public Access - Affordable Overnight 

Accommodations 

2. New Construction Where Non-Conforming 

Building or Use Exists 

3. Public Access – Pedestrian Access 

4. Public Access – Parking Impacts 

5. Historical Interest/Preservation 

6. Natural Hazards (Floodplain Management) 

7. Biological Resources 

 
11 
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No public access currently available through site due to 

site constraints, including steep topography and golf ball 

hazard  

 

 

Legal constraints  
-- No change in existing public golf course 

-- No “nexus” between improvements proposed and public access 

through site to justify access dedication (Nollan v. California Coastal 

Commission) 

-- No “rough proportionality” (Dolan v. City of Tigard) 

 12 
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 OTD of easement through golf course (north hotel gate to 

hotel western boundary) for third party operation of shuttle 

program to safely transport hikers and mountain bikers 
 - Applicant to oversee shuttle management plan 

 - Separate operator as public entity or non-profit 

 - Terminates with opening of north-side hiking trail 

 OTD of floating easement for hiking trail along north (upcoast) 

side of property 

 Applicant’s cooperation with local agencies to provide safe, 

continuous access within Aliso Creek area 

 End result:  public access from “mountain (SOCWA/OC Parks 

gate) to sea”  

 13 
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Applicant has offered to initiate shuttle program 
through on-site management and provision of seed 
money for purchase of vehicle; future operation by 
outside entity 

Project continues to provide overnight accommodations 
within moderate rate range for Laguna Beach hotel 
submarket; existing hotel within moderate price 

Applicant proposes overnight tent camping for small 
groups, including reduced cost camping for non-profit 
youth organizations on Scout Camp site 

No change to existing golf course operation  
• Golf course will remain lowest cost public 9-hole course in South 

Orange County 

15 
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 Appellant’s Claim: City’s approval didn't adequately address 

hazards of siting new development within special flood 

hazard area; project should be considered “major remodel,” 

which would require entire project be brought into 

conformity with current development standards, such as 

minimum 25-foot streambank setback 

 Response: Work to existing structures would not result in 

“substantial improvement” per City definition and real estate 

appraisal; proposed new development to be constructed to 

all City’s floodplain management regulations 

 

 

 

16 
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“Substantial evidence in the record shows that the applicant’s 

proposal complies with the flood hazard provisions of the 

certified LCP.  Therefore, the Commission finds the 

development, as conditioned, to be consistent with the flood 

hazard provisions of the certified LCP.”   
Staff report, page 47 
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 Appellant’s Claim: Native habitat was removed during 2013 restoration 

of Scout Camp 

 Response: No native habitat was removed and limited native habitat 

consisting of lemonade berry was specifically preserved intact 

 Appellant’s Claim: Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS) potentially suitable for 

California Gnatcatcher (CAGN) was removed from Scout Camp 

 Response: No CSS was removed and no potential impacts to CAGN 
 

 “There is no documented repeated use of the nonnative trees on the project site by 

either rare species or by multiple species of raptors, which was the basis of the 

Commission’s ESHA determinations elsewhere.  I recommend that the 

Commission find that the Eucalyptus trees on the project site do not meet the 

definition of ESHA in the Coastal Act or Local Coastal Plan.” 

      Dr. Dixon, Ex. 13, page 4 
18 
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 Appellant’s Claim: Potential impacts to sensitive plants in Scout Camp 

 Response: Scout Camp contained no suitable habitat for CAGN as 

documented by 3 previous surveys and confirmed by Ecologist Mr. 

Ostensen prior to site cleanup and restoration 

 Appellant’s Claim: High Value Habitat removed along golf course 

fairways 

 Response: Biological surveys showed these areas consisted solely of non-

native invasives, such as poison hemlock and giant reed, and non-

sensitive poison oak 

 Appellant’s Claim: CSS potentially suitable for CAGN was removed 

along fairways 

 Response: No CSS was removed along fairways and no potential impacts  

to CAGN  

 19 
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 Appellant’s Claim: Potential impacts to sensitive plants associated with 

removal of non-native species along fairways 

 Response: Areas along fairways did not contain suitable habitat as 

documented by previous bio surveys and reinforced by observations of 

high densities of non-native invasive species 

 Appellant’s Claim: Nesting birds including raptors potentially affected 

by tree trimming in Scout Camp 

 Response: Tree trimming in Scout Camp conducted between 

September 30 and October 29, well outside nesting season 

 
“I don’t believe that it is likely that the pruning activities had a significant 

impact on raptors, butterflies, or bats.”   

      Dr. Dixon, Ex. 13, page 5 

 20 
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Within 100’ 
of Creek 
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Staff recommends approval subject to twenty-two 

(22) special conditions 

Applicant in agreement with majority of conditions, 

with following exceptions:  
• Access/OTD requirements beyond ability of applicant 

• Excessive in-lieu fee for overnight accommodations 

• Event restrictions unrelated to potential biological impacts 

• Indemnity; no statutory authority to impose on applicant 

 

 

 22 
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Applicant requests following modifications: 
• Special Condition 5.B  -- Modify the Offer to Dedicate a Floating 

Trail Easement (Page 11 of the Staff Report) 

• Special Conditions 3 and 3.A – Modify Final Shuttle Access 

Program & Shuttle Management Plan (Page 9 of the Staff Report) 

• Special Condition 1.B – Modify Mitigation for Impacts on 

 Affordable/Lower Cost Overnight Accommodations  

• In-lieu Fee Option as Mitigation for Impacts on Affordable/Lower 

Cost Overnight Accommodations – Modify Special Condition 2.A 

• Special Condition 21 (Indemnity) -- The Commission Lacks 

Authority to Impose the Condition (applicant requests deletion) 
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Project results in increased public access and recreation, 

including: 

• Upgrade of existing non-code compliant and outdated 

overnight accommodations and addition of new overnight 

accommodations; 

• Increased public access through golf course via easement for 

shuttle and easement for future trail; 

• Restoration of Scout Camp to remove development within 

100’ of creek and revegetate with native plants; and 

• Provision of new, reduced cost camping 
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Applicant requests approval with revisions to special 

conditions as specified in applicant’s correspondence 

dated December 31, 2014 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you 
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Appellant’s Submission 
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December 2014 

 

  

The Ranch, Laguna Beach Golf & Bungalow Village LLC, 
aka: The Ranch Improvements Project 
City of Laguna Beach, California 

 
  

Hydraulic Review/Substantial Improvement Study 

 

 

 

  

 

Prepared for: 

 

Prepared by: 

 

Source: Aliso Creek Redevelopment Plan - 2007 
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December 2014 

 

The Ranch, Laguna Beach Golf & Bungalow Village LLC, 
aka: The Ranch Improvements Project 
City of Laguna Beach, California 

 
  

Hydraulic Review/Substantial Improvement Study   
Appeal No. A-5-LGB-14-034 
(Laguna Beach Golf and Bungalow Village, LLC, Laguna Beach)  

 
Submitted to: 

California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate Suite 1000 
Long Beach CA 90802 
 

 

This report has been prepared by or under the supervision of the following Registered 
Engineer.  The Registered Civil Engineer attests to the technical information contained 
herein and has judged the qualifications of any technical specialists providing 
engineering data upon which recommendations, conclusions, and decisions are based. 

 

 

 

________________________________________ 
Chris Sewell, P.E. 
Registered Civil Engineer 

 

 

________________________________________ 

Date  
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Executive Summary 
The purpose of this report is to document the review of available information regarding 
Aliso Creek and The Ranch Improvements Project (Project) in relation to local, state, or 
federal floodplain development regulations. The development is currently under review 
by the California Coastal Commission (CCC). The Ranch project occupies approximately 
14.9 acres near the downstream confluence of Aliso Creek with the Pacific Ocean in the 
City of Laguna Beach (City).  The Project involves remodel of 13 existing 
hotel/residential structures and construction of 3 new hotel structures, all located on the 
north side of the Aliso Creek channel. 

Aliso Creek is a 19-mile long blue-line stream that reaches from the Santa Ana 
Mountains to the Pacific Ocean. From the Santa Ana Mountains, Aliso Creek flows 
southwest through primarily urbanized areas and collects flow from seven main 
tributaries.  About 3.5 miles upstream of the project site, the creek passes through the 
Aliso and Wood Canyons Wilderness Park and then through The Ranch at Laguna Beach 
golf course and project site. 

The findings of the investigation are listed below. 

 The project site has a history of flooding, including events in the years 1969, 
1992, 1998, and 2010.  The floodwaters from the events suggest that Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) modeling underestimates the base 
floodplain elevations (BFEs) throughout the Project site. 

 Of the thirteen buildings evaluated, all have cumulative improvements that exceed 
FEMA’s “Substantial Improvement” Criteria.   

 Per current City of Laguna Beach Municipal Code (LBMC 25.38) found on the 
City’s website, Projects with “Substantial improvements” to residential structures 
require the improved structures have the lowest finished floor to be elevated to or 
above the base flood elevation.  

 Per the CCC apparent approved LCP Amendment Request No. 1-13-A, the 
Project is subject to the requirement that the lowest floor elevation be elevated to 
be at or above two feet above the Base Flood Elevation adjusted for future sea 
level rise.  

 Eight of the thirteen of the buildings being improved in the Project have finished 
floor elevations below the effective FEMA 100-year base floodplain based on the 
attached calculations. 

 Development in the City of Laguna Beach within the Coastal Zone is subject to 
the Local Coastal Program (LCP) which is certified by the California Coastal 
Commission (CCC).   

 All thirteen of the buildings improved as part of the project, and all three of the 
new buildings appear to have at least partial finished floor elevations below the 
BFE plus two feet.  
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 The projected sea level rise for the year 2100 at the mouth of Aliso Creek has a 
range from a minimum of 17.4 inches to a max of 65.55 inches per the City of 
Laguna Beach’s Local Coastal Program Chapter 25.38 definitions.   

 The projected sea level rise may have an impact on the BFE’s at the project site.  

Based on the reviewed reference material, the project site is subject to significant 
flooding at a periodic interval that doesn’t statistically correspond to the information 
published in the FEMA flood study. 

Preliminary evaluations of the hydrology at the project site indicate that the 1999 FEMA 
FIS published design flows for Aliso Creek are significantly underestimated, and a 
detailed investigation into current condition hydrology is warranted.   

The Project’s Floodplain Evaluation & FEMA Coordination Summary was prepared by 
PACE Advanced Civil Engineering Inc dated August 6th, 2014.  The report includes an 
analysis of the lowest adjacent grade elevations at each building relative to the FEMA 
BFE.  WRECO developed independent estimates of FEMA’s BFEs using linear 
interpolation of the BFEs shown on the FIRM per FEMA methodology.  Finished floor 
elevations were taken from the TOAL Engineering Inc. project survey information dated 
September 20th, 2013, and the project construction plans dated February 3rd, 2014.  (Note: 
reference to BFE’s found in tables throughout this report refer to WRECO’s estimate) 

Based on comparison of WRECO’s estimated BFEs and the survey and construction plan 
information, buildings A-2, A-3, B-1, B-2, B-3, B-6, B-7, and B-8 are residential and 
have finished floor elevations below the BFE.   

According to FEMA a Project is a substantial improvement if the cost of the 
improvement project is greater than or equal to 50% of the market value of the 
building(s). Using the FEMA Substantial Damage Estimator, coupled with input provided 
by the project appraisal documents and the Appellant regarding the building 
improvements, it was determined that the proposed improvements to each of the existing 
buildings are classified as “Substantial”.  Table 1 below summarizes the estimated dollar 
amount of improvements proposed for each building.    
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Table 1. Summary of Substantial Improvement Analysis 

Building 
ID 

Market 
Value (1) 

Improvement 
Cost (1) 

Improvement 
% of Value 

Substantial 
Improvement 

Below 
BFE 

Below 
BFE + 

2ft 

A-1 $555,743 $785,668 141% Yes No Yes 

A-2 $555,743 $743,125 134% Yes Yes Yes 

A-3 $738,682 $1,044,294 141% Yes Yes Yes 

B-1 $131,907 $176,383 134% Yes Yes Yes 

B-2 $131,907 $176,383 134% Yes Yes Yes 

B-3 $262,743  $351,333 134% Yes Yes Yes 

B-4 $262,743  $351,333 134% Yes No Yes 

B-5 $262,743 $351,333 134% Yes No Yes 

B-6 $262,743 $351,333 134% Yes Yes Yes 

B-7 $262,743 $351,333 134% Yes Yes Yes 

B-8 $262,743 $351,333 134% Yes Yes Yes 

B-9 $262,743 $351,333 134% Yes No Yes 

C-1 $596,057 $797,032 134% Yes No Yes 
(1)Source: FEMA Substantial Damage Estimator with input from Project appraisals and appellant 

 
Building’s A-1, B-4, B-5, B-9 and C-1 have finished floor elevations above the estimated BFE by amounts ranging from 0.12 to 
0.20 feet (1.5-2.5 inches).  The apparently approved LCP Amendment Request No. 1-13-A requires finished floor elevations of new 
and substantially improved residential structures to be elevated to be at or above 2 feet above the BFE.  All 13 of improved 
buildings as well as the three new structures in The Ranch Project as currently proposed do not meet this more stringent criteria.  
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Acronyms 
 

BFE  Base Flood Elevation 
CCC  California Coastal Commission 
DWR  Department of Water Resources 
FEMA  Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FIRM  Flood Insurance Rate Map 
FIS  Flood Insurance Study 
LBMC  Laguna Beach Municipal Code 
LCP  Local Coastal Program 
LUE  Land Use Element 
NFIP  National Flood Insurance Program 
NOAA  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
SFHA  Special Flood Hazard Area 
SDE  Substantial Damage Estimator 
USACE United States Army Corps Engineers   
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1 INTRODUCTION 
The Ranch at Laguna Beach consists of approximately 85 acres that were originally 
developed in 1950 by Bill Bryant as the “Laguna Beach Country Club” with a public nine 
hole golf course. The club and acreage were sold in 1956 and in 1962 the new owner, 
Ben Brown, constructed a personal home and an apartment complex adjacent to the golf 
course. Shortly afterwards he converted the apartments into an inn known as the “Aliso 
Creek Inn”. In the early 2000s the Athens Group purchased the property along with 
additional acreage that they sought to redevelop as a high-end conference 
center/residential/resort complex. The redevelopment encountered fierce opposition, 
California Coastal Commission intervention and eventually the developers’ abandonment 
of the project. In June of 2013, Laguna Beach Golf & Bungalow Village, LLC (current 
owner) purchased the golf course and inn and started remodeling of the inn in January 
2014. The project was broken into several “phases” and the second of those phases (the 
remodeling of the lodge, etc.) is currently under appeal and awaiting a de novo hearing 
by the Coastal Commission.   

The Aliso Creek Inn and Cottages occupies 14.9 acres in the south central portion of the 
site, adjacent to the Aliso Creek channel in the City of Laguna Beach, California. 
WRECO is an engineering consulting firm that has been contracted by the Appellant as 
an independent, non-partisan third party to evaluate the Project against floodplain 
characteristics and federal, State, and local regulations. 

1.1 Project Description 
The Aliso Creek Inn and associated golf course are located on the floor of Aliso Canyon, 
on acreage traversed by Aliso Creek , a blue-line stream. They have been inundated by 
the floodwaters of Aliso Creek many times since their construction. According to the 
“Aliso Creek Area Redevelopment Plan” (report by the City of Laguna Beach Dated 
2007): “Flood episodes have become more disastrous in their impacts on the building, 
bridges, and golf course as the approximately 30-square-mile watershed has become 
increasingly urbanized and has generated more runoff during peak storm events”. 

The Aliso Creek Inn and Cottages refers to the historic naming of the project property. 
The remodels currently under way are referred to as The Ranch Improvements Project 
(Project) and include the remodel of 13 buildings and construction of 3 new buildings. 

1.2 Purpose 
The purpose of this report is to document the examination of available information 
regarding the Project in relation to local, state, or federal floodplain development 
regulations.   
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2 REGULATORY SETTING 

2.1 Federal Emergency Management Agency  
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is the nationwide administrator of 
the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), which is a program that was established 
by the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 to protect lives and property, and to reduce 
the financial burden of providing disaster assistance.  Under the NFIP, FEMA has the 
lead responsibility for flood hazard assessment and mitigation, and it offers federally 
backed flood insurance to homeowners, renters, and business owners in communities that 
choose to participate in the program.  FEMA has adopted the 100-year floodplain as the 
base flood standard for the NFIP.  FEMA is also concerned with construction that would 
be within a 500-year floodplain for proposed project that are considered “critical 
actions,” which is defined as any activity where even a slight chance of flooding is too 
great.  FEMA issues the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for communities that 
participate in the NFIP.  These FIRMs present delineations of flood hazard zones. 

In California, nearly all of the State’s flood-prone communities participate in the NFIP, 
which is locally administered by the California Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) 
Division of Flood Management. Under California’s NFIP, communities have a mutual 
agreement with the State and Federal government to regulate floodplain development 
according to certain criteria and standards, which is further detailed in the NFIP.  
Typically, each county (or community) has a Flood Insurance Study (FIS), which is used 
to locally develop FIRMs and Base Flood Elevations (BFEs).  

The Orange County and the City of Laguna Beach participate in the NFIP.  Portions of 
this Project are located within the FEMA 100-year floodplain Zone AE as indicated in the 
Section 4.2 below. 

According to FEMA, a Project is defined as a “substantial improvement” if the cost of the 
improvement project is greater than or equal to 50% of the market value of the 
building(s). If the Project is found to be a substantial improvement, it is required that the 
existing structure be elevated and/or the basement filled to be above the BFE. 

2.2 California Coastal Commission 
The California Coastal Management Program (CCMP), approved by the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) in 1978, is administered by three 
State agencies: 

 The California Coastal Commission (CCC) manages development along the 
California coast except San Francisco Bay 

 The Conservation and Development Commission oversees development in defined 
areas surrounding San Francisco Bay 

 The California Coastal Conservancy purchases, protects, restores, and enhances 
coastal resources and provides access to the shore. 

The coastal zone regulated by the CCC extends from a boundary three miles seaward of 
the coastline to an inland boundary that varies in width. In urban areas, the boundary may 
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be only several hundred feet. In more rural areas it can extend several miles inland. At the 
project site, the zone regulated by the CCC extends inland past the City of Laguna Niguel 
border. 

Cities participate in the CCMP by developing a Local Coastal Program (LCP). The City 
of Laguna Beach’s LCP was certified by the CCC on January 13, 1993.  The LCP 
consists of several documents, including the City’s zoning code (Title 25) and the Land 
Use Element (LUE) of the General Plan.  Any changes to documents included in the LCP 
require approval and certification by the CCC.  Key elements applicable to the Aliso 
Creek Inn and Cottages Project include: 

 Zoning code including: 
o Sea-level rise 
o Floodplain management 

 Hillside Development 

The City’s LCP was apparently most recently approved in Major Amendment Request 
No. 1-13-A (Flood) (LGB-MAJ-1-13A) to the City of Laguna Beach Certified Local 
Coastal Program, dated May 30, 2013.  The description in this document indicates that 
the amendments are to reflect updates required by FEMA and DWR, and to address sea 
level rise. This amendment was approved as submitted in June of 2013, and is discussed 
in Section 2.3. 

2.3 City of Laguna Beach – Local Coastal Program 

The City’s Municipal Code Title 25 Zoning, Chapter 25.38 Floodplain Management 
applies to all special flood hazard areas (SFHAs), as defined by FEMA, within the City’s 
jurisdiction.  SFHAs include the FIRM/FIS delineations, supplemented by any studies for 
other areas that are recommended to the Laguna Beach City Council by the Floodplain 
Administrator.”  The requirements set forth in this chapter as found currently on the 
City’s website pertaining to the site include:  

All new construction or substantial improvements of residential structures shall 
have the lowest floor, including basement: In AE, AH, A1-30 Zones, elevated to or 
above the base flood elevation. 

Until a regulatory floodway is adopted, no new construction, substantial 
development or other development (including fill) shall be permitted within Zones 
A1-30 and AE, unless it is demonstrated that the cumulative effect of the proposed 
development, when combined with all other development, will not increase the 
water surface elevation of the base flood more than 1 foot at any point within the 
City of Laguna Beach. 

   “Market value” shall be determined by estimating the cost to replace the 
structure in new condition and adjusting that cost figure by the amount of 
depreciation that has accrued since the structure was constructed. 
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(1)           The cost of replacement of the structure shall be based on a square-foot 
cost factor determined by reference to a building cost estimating guide recognized 
by the building construction industry. 

(2)           The amount of depreciation shall be determined by taking into account 
the age and physical deterioration of the structure and functional obsolescence as 
approved by the floodplain administrator, but shall not include economic or other 
forms of external obsolescence. 

                Use of replacement costs or accrued depreciation factors different from 
those contained in recognized building cost estimating guides may be considered 
only if such factors are included in a report prepared by an independent 
professional appraiser and supported by a written explanation of the differences. 

  “Sea level rise” means a change in the mean level of the ocean. Accepted sea 
level rise scenarios shall be based on best available science. As a starting 
reference point, the current best available science is the 2012 National Academy 
of Science Report, Sea-Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon and 
Washington: Past, Present and Future. This report provides regional projections 
of sea level rise that includes a vertical land motion component, including the 
Laguna Beach area, from 5.0 inches up to 23.94 inches from 2000 to 2050 and 
from 17.4 inches up to 65.55 inches (5.46 feet) from 2000 to 2100. 

                Full reference for the NAS Report – National Academy of Sciences. 
2012. Sea-Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon and Washington: Past, 
Present and Future, National Academies Press, Washington, DC: 
http://dels.nas.edu/Report/Level-Rise-Coasts/13389. 

 “Substantial improvement” means any reconstruction, rehabilitation, addition or 
other improvement of a structure, the cost of which equals or exceeds fifty percent 
of the market value of the structure before the “start of construction” of the 
improvement. This term includes structures that have incurred “substantial 
damage,” regardless of the actual repair work performed. The term does not, 
however, include either: 
(1)           Any project for improvement of a structure to correct existing violations 
of state or local health, sanitary or safety code specifications that have been 
identified by the local code enforcement official and that are the minimum 
necessary to assure safe living conditions; or 
(2)           Any alteration of a “historic structure,” provided that the alteration will 
not preclude the structure’s continued designation as a “historic structure.” 

25.56.009 Modification of Existing Nonconforming Structure. If fifty percent or 
more of a nonconforming portion of the structure is substantially removed or 
modified, that portion must be rebuilt in conformance with zoning regulations…. 

25.53.002  …..if additions or alterations exceed fifty percent of existing 
population additions or alterations exceed fifty percent of the existing population 
density or intensity of use these standards shall apply as if the construction were 
on vacant property. 
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In 1988, the City of Laguna Beach adopted a Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance.  The 
most recent major update to the Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance was Ordinance No. 
1576, which replaced Chapter 25.38 Flood Damage Protection of the Municipal Code 
with Chapter 25.38 Floodplain Management.  The CCC apparently certified the 
amendment in 2013. 

This Major Amendment Request (CCC No. 1-13-A (Flood) (LGB-MAJ-1-13A)), lists the 
following key updates: 

1) Addition of a definition for “sea level rise”; 
2) Recognition of future sea level rise impacts in Section 25.38.011 Findings of Fact 

as one of the bases of the need for these flood regulations; 
3) Recognition that location (siting) of development can affect flood hazard; 
4) Requiring that “base flood elevation” (BFE) calculations be modified to reflect 

future sea level rise; 
5) Requirement for the following additional information to be submitted with 

floodplain building permit applications: 
a. expected life of structure, and, 
b. base flood elevation information modified to reflect future sea level rise; 

6) Requirement that the lowest allowable floor elevation must be elevated to or 
above two feet above base flood elevation as modified for future sea level rise in 
Coastal High Hazard areas (V zones); 

7) Prohibition on the use of fill to support roads in Coastal High Hazard areas. 

In addition, the LCP Amendment indicates that all new construction or substantial 
improvements are required to have the lowest floor, including basement to be at or above 
two feet above the BFE in the following passage: 

Also, the proposed flood ordinance will increase the lowest floor elevation 
requirement.  The currently certified flood ordinance requires that all new 
construction or substantial improvements of residential structures, including 
manufactured homes, are required to have the lowest floor, including basement, 
to be elevated to or above the base flood elevation.  The proposed ordinance 
would increase that to be at or above two feet above the base flood elevation.  
And in Coastal High Hazard areas (V zones), the lowest floor elevation would be 
required to be elevated to or above two feet above the base flood elevation as 
modified for future sea level rise.  These changes are found in Section 
25.38.050.C and in Section 25.38.053.1.B.1. 

As proposed, expected sea level rise figures will be based on best available 
science.  As a starting reference point, the ordinance proposes the current best 
available sea level rise science to be the 2012 National Academy of Science 
Report, Sea-Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon and Washington: 
Past, Present and Future.1  For Laguna Beach, the NAS report predicts sea level 
rise from 5.0 to 23.94 inches from 2000 to 2050 and from 17.4 to 65.55 inches 
from 2000 to 2100. 

The LCP Major amendment was apparently approved by the California Coastal 
Commission on June, 2013.   
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2.4 Watershed Description 
Orange County is located southeast of Los Angeles County, within the south coastal 
basin of southern California. The topography of the county includes gently sloping 
alluvial fan of the Santa Ana river, rolling hills along the southern coast, and plateaus, 
foothills, and mountains in the east. Surface drainage features in Orange County vary 
widely, reflecting variations in rainfall, topography, watershed conditions and manmade 
improvements.  

Aliso Creek is a 19-mile urban stream that reaches from the Santa Ana Mountains to the 
Pacific Ocean. Aliso Creek flows southwest and drains seven main tributaries. The Aliso 
Creek watershed encompasses 34.87 square miles and Aliso Creek is the main tributary 
into the watershed. Aliso Creek at the Project site is approximately 1,500 ft from the 
Pacific Ocean. According to the land use map, the majority of the Aliso Creek watershed 
is used for residential and public land use.  

Significant development within the Aliso Creek Watershed started in around the year 
1960 and proceeded to the early 1990s which has included large tracts of residential 
development.   

2.5 Flood History 
According to the City of Laguna Beach Land Use Element Report dated February 7, 
2012: 

“The average rainfall in Laguna Beach is 12 to 13 inches per year but can be over 
30 inches in extreme years. Over 90 percent of the rainfall occurs between late 
October and early April. The distribution of rainfall can be extremely irregular, 
with torrential downpours in one area while another receives only light showers.” 

During the 1920’s and 1930’s, southern California was impacted by numerous floods. In 
response, the Orange County Flood Control Act of 1927 was enacted, prompting the 
construction of many dams and reservoirs. Starting in 1960’s, most Orange County rivers 
including Aliso Creek were channelized. Over the years, the increased amount of urban 
development has increased the amount of impervious area, causing increased runoff into 
Aliso Creek.  

The Aliso Creek Watershed endured damaging floods in 1916, 1927, 1937, 1969, 1992, 
1995, 1997, 1998 and 2010.  The earlier storms (1916-1937) caused considerable damage 
to the bridges spanning Aliso Creek. Most notably, the 1937 flood destroyed the bridge 
crossing at El Toro Road and several other drop structures and channel improvements.  

During the 1992 flood, the Aliso Creek Inn endured considerable damage, as 47 rooms 
were damaged and the access bridge to the South Coast Water District Coastal Treatment 
Facility was washed out. A temporary bridge was flown in to avoid a major spill of 
untreated sewage into Aliso Creek. The 1995 flood resulted in up to 4 feet of sediment 
being deposited in the Aliso Creek Inn and golf course. In the winter of 1997-1998, a 
series of El Nino-driven storm events occurred. Two of these storms impacted Aliso 
Creek Inn and the golf course causing several million dollars in damages.   
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Golf Course Flood Damage Source: Orange County Watershed Management Plan – ACOE 2002 

 

3 HYDROLOGIC AND HYDROLOGICAL ANALYSES 
Preliminary evaluations of the design flows at the project site using the Generalized 
Extreme Value (GEV) distribution analyses of statistical data from two gaging stations 
located along Aliso Creek were used to estimate design flows.  The results compare with 
the FIS design flows as indicated in the Table below.  

Table 2 – Hydrologic Comparison 

Recurrence Interval 

1999 FIS Design 
Flow 

(CFS) 

Average of 
weighted GEV 
estimated flows 

(CFS) 

Q10 4,270 4,563 

Q50 7,130 9,703 

Q100 8,480 13,178 

Q500 11,480 26,329 
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The gage data and statistical calculations are included in Appendix A  Discrepancies in 
the flows indicate that the 1999 FIS published design flows may not be representative of 
the current conditions.  FEMA studies typically look into Clearwater flow, not sediment 
laden flow.  Based on the reported depth of sediment accumulation, the flood elevation 
and flood related damages tend to go higher.   

3.1 Federal Insurance Study 
The FEMA FIS Number 06059CV001, Orange County California and Incorporated 
Areas, includes descriptions of the hydrologic and hydraulic analysis performed in 
support of the development of the FEMA FIRM.  Information generally included in the 
FIS includes histories of flooding and channel improvements, hydrologic background 
data, hydrologic methods, hydrologic results, hydraulic methods, hydraulic inputs, and 
hydraulic results.  The following sections describe the data that are included in the FIS 
relating to the Project site.  

3.1.1 Hydrologic Analyses 

According to the current FEMA FIS, detailed hydrologic analysis of portions of Aliso 
Creek were performed using the procedures found in the Orange County Hydrology 
Manual (Orange County Environmental Agency 1996) and Addendum No. 1 to the 
Orange County Hydrology Manual (Orange County Environmental Agency 1995).  The 
original hydrologic analysis for the FIS was performed in 1993, but the current effective 
FIS includes hydrologic analysis that was updated in 2009.  Specific design flows from 
this 2009 study are not included in the current FIS document. 

3.1.2 Hydraulic Analyses 

The hydraulic analysis for Aliso Creek was performed using the United States Army 
Corps Engineers (USACE) HEC-RAS standard- step backwater computer program.  This 
program uses inputs of flow rates, channel geometry, and various hydraulic constants to 
calculate water surface elevations and velocities. The original hydraulic analysis for the 
FIS was performed in 1993, but the current effective FIS includes hydraulic analysis that 
was updated in 2009. 

3.1.2.1 Input Parameters 

Cross sections for most of the HEC-RAS models in the FIS were taken from topographic 
maps, while cross sections for bridges were taken from bridge plans whenever available. 
In areas where substantial changes caused by development not reflected in the existing 
topographic maps, aerial photos, improvement plans, and field reconnaissance were used 
to supplant the mapping.  

Other input parameters for the models included the starting water surface elevation which 
was determined by normal depth calculations, through field investigations, or from 
previously studied streams. Roughness factors (Manning’s “n”) were chosen based on 
engineering judgment and were based on field observations of the streams and floodplain 
areas.  
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3.1.2.2 Results 

The results of the hydraulic analysis are shown on the FIRM and in the FIS profile.  The 
FIRM includes the outline of the 100-year floodplain and water surface elevations at one-
foot elevation change intervals.  The floodplain is discussed in Section 3.2 and the profile 
is included in Appendix B. 

3.2 FEMA Floodplain 
The Project is within FEMA Firm Panel 438 of 539, Orange County, California and 
Incorporated Areas, (06059C0438J) effective December 3, 2009. The FIRM shows that 
the Project site is located in Zone AE. Zone AE indicates an area that has a 1% 
probability of flooding every year (100-year or base flood). Properties in Zone AE are 
considered to be at high risk of flooding under the NFIP. Flood insurance is required for 
all properties in zone AE that have federally-backed mortgages. Construction in these 
areas must meet local floodplain zoning ordinance requirements, including evidence that 
principle structures are above the Base Flood Elevation (BFE). The FEMA FIRM at the 
site is shown in Figure 1. below.  

 

Figure 1. FEMA FIRM at Project Site 

Source: FEMA 

  

N 

No Scale
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4 TECHNICAL REVIEW 

4.1 Finished Floor Elevations 
The Project’s Floodplain Evaluation and FEMA Coordination Summary report was 
prepared by PACE.  PACE used FEMA’s hydrologic and hydraulic modeling per typical 
procedures.   

BFEs for the two proposed structures (building D1 and H) were estimated by PACE 
using FEMA FIRM map No 06059C0438J and three recent FEMA Letter of Map 
Revisions (LOMA)s (Case No 14090534A, No 14091596A, and No. 14092151A). 

The Pace study estimated that these two proposed structures have lowest adjacent grade 
elevation at or above the estimated BFEs and should not be considered as in the Special 
Flood Hazard Area (SFHA). 

WRECO estimated the BFEs for all buildings in The Ranch development, including the 
three proposed buildings using linear interpolation of the BFEs shown on the FIRM.  
Figure 2. shows the locations from where the BFE were measured and the interpolation 
lines used.  The full BFE calculations are included in Appendix C. 
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Figure 2. Location of BFE Measurements 

Source: PACE Advanced Water Engineering 

Table 3 compares the results calculated by WRECO with those calculated by PACE.  The 
BFEs measured by WRECO were the same as or greater than those reported by PACE.  
The differences ranged from 0 ft to 2.2 ft. 

 

  

Typical point used 
for interpolation  
(most upstream part of 

building) 

Typical interpolation line 
between two elevations 
(based on common angle from 

perpendicular to adjacent BFE Contours) 
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Table 3. BFE Comparison 

Building ID 
PACE BFE  

(ft). 
WRECO BFE 

(ft). 
Difference  

(ft). 
A-1 23.5 23.7 0.2 
A-2 23.6 23.9 0.3 
A-3 31.0 31.1 0.1 
B-1 23.1 23.1 0 
B-2 23.3 23.3 0 
B-3 23.5 23.5 0 
B-4 23.6 24.4 0.8 
B-5 23.6 25.8 2.2 
B-6 27.3 28.3 1.0 
B-7 26.5 27.3 0.8 
B-8 25.7 26.9 1.2 
B-9 23.6 24.2 0.6 
C-1 27.1 28.2 1.1 
D-1 23.8 25.2 1.4 
H 25.7 26.9 1.2 

L 31.0 31.0 0 
 

As discussed in Section 2.1 FEMA considers a project to be a “substantial improvement” 
if the cost of the improvement project is greater than or equal to 50% of the market value 
of the building(s). Such buildings must be elevated and/or the basement filled to be above 
the BFE. 

WRECO compared the PACE-reported BFEs and WRECO’s measured BFEs to the 
projected finished floor elevations as determined from TOAL Engineering, Inc survey. 
After inspection several buildings have a lower finished floor than the BFE reported by 
PACE and (see Table 4). The following buildings have a floor elevation lower than the 
BFE and would need to be raised to meet FEMA regulations:  A-2, A-3, B-1,B-2, B-3, B-
6, B-7, and B-8. 

Additionally, the CCC Draft Sea-Level Rise Policy Guideline instructs agencies to “use 
the best available science to determine locally relevant sea-level rise projections for all 
stages of planning, project design, and permitting reviews.” The expected lifespan of the 
new and remodeled buildings is expected to be between 50 and 100 years. The latest 
National Research Council (NRC) projections for California indicated that the expected 
sea level rise will be between 4.68-65.76 inches.  
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Table 4. Buildings Finished Floor and BFE Comparison  

Building 
ID 

Classification 

PACE Report 
Lowest 

Adjacent 
Grade (ft) 

TOAL 
Engineering 

Finished Floor 
(ft) 

Construction Plans 
Lowest Adjacent Grade 

(ft) 

PACE 
Report 

BFE (ft)

Measured 
BFE (ft) 

Measured 
BFE + 2ft 

A-1 Residential 23.5 23.87 22.9 23.5 23.7 25.7 
A-2 Residential 23.6 23.84 22.8 23.6 23.9 25.9 
A-3 Residential 25.6 25.73 25 31 31.1 33.1 
B-1 Residential 20.5 19.82 19.4 23.1 23.1 25.1 
B-2 Residential 20.9 20.98 20.5 23.3 23.3 25.3 
B-3 Residential 22.9 22.78 21.6 23.5 23.5 25.5 
B-4 Residential 24.3 24.6 24.3 23.6 24.4 26.4 
B-5 Residential 26 25.68 25.4 23.6 25.8 27.8 
B-6 Residential 25.6 25.55* 24.5 27.3 28.3 30.3 
B-7 Residential 24.5 24.27 23.8 26.5 27.3 29.3 
B-8 Residential 24.7 24.68 23.5 25.7 26.9 28.9 
B-9 Residential 24.6 24.38 23.1 23.6 24.2 26.2 
C-1 Residential 28.2 28.32 28 27.1 28.2 30.2 

D-1 New Building 
24.1 

(proposed) 
25.0 23.4 23.8 25.2 27.2 

H New Building 
26.0 

(proposed) 
26.5 24 25.7 26.9 28.9 

L New Building 
26.3 

(proposed) 
25.96 28.6 31.0 31.0 33.0 

*Value Retrieved from floor plans Source: TOAL Engineering Inc. 
Note: Shaded cells indicate lower finished floor than FEMA BFE.  Elevations with an asterisk were obtained from grading plans instead of the construction plans. 

  

A-5-LGB-14-0034 
Page 85 of 531



Aliso Creek Inn Project  
City of Laguna Beach, California 
Draft Hydraulic Review Study Report 
 

December 2014       
 14 

 

A-5-LGB-14-0034 
Page 86 of 531



Aliso Creek Inn Project  
City of Laguna Beach, California 
Draft Hydraulic Review Study Report 
 

December 2014  15 

4.2 Substantial Improvement Analysis 
According to FEMA a Project is a substantial improvement if the cost of the 
improvement project is greater than or equal to50% of the market value of the 
building(s). 

The Project’s Real Estate Appraisal Report by Dowd Associates Appraisal Service was 
reviewed for this Substantial Improvements Analysis.  Based on our review, it appears 
that the cost per square foot data used in the Appraisal Report was not based solely on a 
reference to a building cost estimating guide recognized by the building construction (per 
City Municipal Code 25.38.020).  

As such, the cost per square foot and adjustment factor based on geographic location used 
in the FEMA Substantial Damage Estimator (SDE) were found by referencing the 2013 
National Building Cost manual, which was published in August 2013. 

Using the FEMA SDE, and entering the proposed improvements into the program, the 
cost of improvement was found for all buildings. Table 3 shows the amount of 
improvement for all buildings and if the improvement would be considered a substantial 
improvement. The full documentation of the SDE can be found in Appendix D.   

For the SDE inputs, the finished floor was retrieved from the TOAL Engineering Inc. 
Survey. The NFIP information such as FIRM zone and panel number and the various 
other inputs were found using the FIRM specific to the Project site..  

The improvements which were accounted for in our analysis were provided by the 
Appellant. It was reported that the buildings were reduced to the superstructure of the 
building and that this could be verified by photo documentation. This resulted in 100% 
cost for the roofing, exterior finish, interior finish, doors, windows, cabinets, countertops, 
flooring, plumbing, electrical, appliances, and HVAC system. The full SDE reports can 
be found in Appendix E.  
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Table 5. Summary of Substantial Improvement Analysis 

Building 
ID 

Market 
Value (1) 

Improvement 
Cost (1) 

Improvement 
% of Value 

Substantial 
Improvement 

Below 
BFE 

Below BFE 
+ 2ft 

A-1 $555,743 $785,668 141% Yes No Yes 

A-2 $555,743 $743,125 134% Yes Yes Yes 

A-3 $738,682 $1,044,294 141% Yes Yes Yes 

B-1 $131,907 $176,383 134% Yes Yes Yes 

B-2 $131,907 $176,383 134% Yes Yes Yes 

B-3 $262,743  $351,333 134% Yes Yes Yes 

B-4 $262,743  $351,333 134% Yes No Yes 

B-5 $262,743 $351,333 134% Yes No Yes 

B-6 $262,743 $351,333 134% Yes Yes Yes 

B-7 $262,743 $351,333 134% Yes Yes Yes 

B-8 $262,743 $351,333 134% Yes Yes Yes 

B-9 $262,743 $351,333 134% Yes No Yes 

C-1 $596,057 $797,032 134% Yes No Yes 
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5 CONCLUSION 
Based on comparison of our estimated BFEs and the survey and construction plan 
information, buildings A-2, A-3, B-1, B-2, B-3, B-6, B-7, and B-8 have finished floor 
elevations below the BFE.   

Building’s A-1, B-4, B-5, B-9 and C-1 have finished floor elevations above the estimated 
BFE by amounts ranging from 0.12 to 0.20 feet (1.5-2.5 inches).  The apparently 
approved LCP Amendment Request No. 1-13-A requires finished floor elevations of new 
and substantially improved residential structures to be elevated to be at or above 2 feet 
above the BFE.  All 13 of improved buildings as well as the three new structures in The 
Ranch Project as currently proposed do not meet this more stringent criteria 

A substantial improvement as defined in 44 Code of Federal Regulations 59 1 means 
“any reconstruction rehabilitation addition, or other improvement of a structure the cost 
of which equals or exceeds 50 percent of the market value of the structure before the 
“start of construction of the improvement.”. Buildings: A-1, A-2, A-3, B-1, B-2, B-3, B-
4, B-5, B-6. B-7, B-8, B,-9, and C-1 were found to be having substantial improvements.  
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SOURCE: Google Maps and EPA 

Aliso Creek Wateshed Map 
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Station 11047500

Area (sq mi) 7.91

Record 50 (48 non-zero)

GEV Wakeby LPIII LPIII B17B GEV Wakeby LPIII

Yr P X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs)
2 0.500 255 235 N/A 174 164 273 254 192

5 0.800 684 730 N/A 762 762 719 767 802

10 0.900 1,103 1,195 N/A 1,457 1,552 1,146 1,240 1,508

25 0.960 1,857 1,959 N/A 2,662 3,099 1,904 2,003 2,726

50 0.980 2,641 2,675 N/A 3,757 4,675 2,682 2,706 3,832

100 0.990 3,681 3,539 N/A 4,976 6,614 3,704 3,540 5,066

200 0.995 5,062 4,579 N/A 6,290 8,919 5,047 4,529 6,403

500 0.998 7,613 6,289 N/A 8,129 12,520 7,494 6,124 8,285

MSE = 0.1585

Station 11047700

Area (sq mi) 34.4

Record 5

GEV Wakeby LPIII LPIII B17B

Yr P X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs)
2 0.500 2,407 N/A 2,574 2,574 2,746

5 0.800 3,486 N/A 3,819 3,819 3,955

10 0.900 4,559 N/A 4,907 4,907 4,806

25 0.960 6,532 N/A 6,645 6,645 5,932

50 0.980 8,626 N/A 8,246 8,246 6,809

100 0.990 11,451 N/A 10,153 10,150 7,715

200 0.995 15,272 N/A 12,427 12,430 8,659

500 0.998 22,468 N/A 16,117 16,120 9,971

MSE = 0.9791
MSE = mean square error

Flows at Gage

Recurrence 
Interval

Peak FQ - Adjusted (No 0 cfs year)Peak FQ - Raw Data USGS PeakFQ

Peak FQ - Raw Data USGS PeakFQ

Recurrence 
Interval
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At Site

Area (sq mi) 32.9

Ratio of Area at Gage and Site 4.2 <-- not applicable, just use direct ratio of areas

GEV Wakeby LPIII LPIII B17B GEV Wakeby LPIII

Yr P X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs)
2 0.500 1,062 977 N/A 724 680 1,136 1,056 799

5 0.800 2,846 3,037 N/A 3,170 3,169 2,989 3,191 3,334

10 0.900 4,589 4,970 N/A 6,060 6,455 4,765 5,158 6,271

25 0.960 7,723 8,146 N/A 11,072 12,890 7,917 8,331 11,339

50 0.980 10,985 11,127 N/A 15,626 19,445 11,156 11,255 15,937

100 0.990 15,309 14,718 N/A 20,697 27,510 15,405 14,723 21,071

200 0.995 21,056 19,047 N/A 26,162 37,097 20,990 18,837 26,631

500 0.998 31,663 26,159 N/A 33,811 52,074 31,171 25,472 34,461

At Site

Area (sq mi) 32.9

Ratio of Area at Gage and Site 1.0

GEV Wakeby LPIII LPIII B17B

Yr P X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs)
2 0.500 2,302 N/A 2,461 2,462 2,626

5 0.800 3,334 N/A 3,652 3,652 3,783

10 0.900 4,361 N/A 4,693 4,693 4,596

25 0.960 6,247 N/A 6,355 6,355 5,673

50 0.980 8,250 N/A 7,886 7,886 6,512

100 0.990 10,952 N/A 9,710 9,707 7,379

200 0.995 14,606 N/A 11,885 11,888 8,281

500 0.998 21,488 N/A 15,414 15,417 9,536

Peak FQ - Raw Data USGS PeakFQ

Weighted Flows at Project Site

Recurrence 
Interval

Recurrence 
Interval

Peak FQ - Raw Data USGS PeakFQ Peak FQ - Adjusted (No 0 cfs year)
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GEV Wakeby LPIII LPIII B17B

Yr P X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs) X(P), (cfs)
2 0.500 1,719 N/A 1,630 1,593 1,653

5 0.800 3,162 N/A 3,493 3,411 3,476

10 0.900 4,563 N/A 5,482 5,377 5,526

25 0.960 7,082 N/A 8,847 8,714 9,281

50 0.980 9,703 N/A 11,912 11,756 12,978

100 0.990 13,178 N/A 15,390 15,202 17,444

200 0.995 17,798 N/A 19,258 19,025 22,689

500 0.998 26,329 N/A 24,938 24,614 30,805

Q100/A Q100/A Q100/A Q100/A Q100/A

401 468 462 530

Recurrence 
Interval

Peak FQ - Raw Data USGS PeakFQ
Average of Weighted Flows at Project Site
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Appendix B FEMA FIS Profile and selected excerpts 
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10.5 Fifth Revision 
 
The restudy December 3, 2009, delineates the flood hazards for four stream 
reaches and their tributaries located within the City of Laguna Beach.   Detailed 
hydrologic and hydraulic analysis of portions of Aliso Creek, Bluebird Canyon, 
Canyon Acres Wash, and Laguna Canyon were included in the study.  The study 
area includes a combined stream length equaling approximately 7 miles and a 
contributing drainage area of approximately 45 square miles.   
 
MAPIX-Mainland (MAPIX-M), a Joint Venture consisting of URS, Dewberry, 
Schaaf & Wheeler, Airborne 1, and TerraPoint, was contracted by FEMA Region 
IX to perform this flood insurance study under contract number EMF-2003-CO-
0047, Task Order 014.  The study was completed in March 2006. 
 
The hydrologic methodology used to conduct the analysis was done following the 
procedures found in the Orange County Hydrology Manual (Orange County 
Environmental Agency 1996) and Addendum No. 1 to the Orange County 
Hydrology Manual (Orange County Environmental Agency 1995).  Hydrologic 
analyses were carried out to establish peak discharge-frequency relationships at 
hydrologically significant locations for each flooding source studied.    
 
To verify the computed peak discharges of the studied streams, a “comparison 
methodology” was utilized. This method compares another stream within the area, 
with effective FIS data and similar watershed characteristics.  The following 
streams were utilized to compare the peak discharges of the study streams: 

 Aliso Creek: Trabuco Creek (35 sq. mi.), San Diego Creek (30 sq. mi.), 
and Peters Canyon Wash (36 sq. mi.)  

 Laguna Canyon: Coyote Creek (11 sq. mi.), Atwood Channel (9.4 sq. mi.), 
El Modena- Irving Channel, at confluence with Browning Ave. Channel 
(10 sq. mi.) 

 Bluebird Canyon: El Modena-Irving Channel, at start of open channel   
(1.3 sq. mi.), Laguna Wash Rd (1.1 sq. mi.), Segunda Deshecha Canada 
Tributary (1.1 sq. mi.)  

The comparison showed that the drainage areas and resultant discharges are 
within a reasonable range of each other.  
 
Peak discharges for all the restudied streams were also calculated using USGS 
regression equations included in a report entitled, “Nationwide Summary of U.S. 
Geological Survey Regional Regression Equations for Estimating Magnitude and 
Frequency of floods for Ungaged Sites,” 1993. 
 
Peak discharges per unit area curves were generated for the Aliso Creek, Laguna 
Canyon, and Bluebird Canyon watersheds and the results computed by the 
rainfall-runoff model and the regression equations. When a comparison of all the 
curves was made, it was determined that the discharges generated by the rainfall-
runoff model were reasonable.  
 
The new peak discharges were also compared to the effective peak discharges.  
The new peak discharges for Aliso Creek and Bluebird Canyon were higher than 
the effective discharges, while the new peak discharges for Laguna Canyon were 
lower than the effective peak discharges. Canyon Acres Wash was previously 
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Appendix C Base Floodplain Elevation Calculations  
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Building Lower BFE Upper BFE Distance from Lower BFE Distance between BFE limits BFE

A-1 23 24 16.63 22.24 23.7

A-2 23 24 18.36 20.53 23.9

A-3 31 32 1.70 14.55 31.1

B-1 23 24 2.54 18.43 23.1

B-2 23 24 6.53 19.93 23.3

B-3 23 24 10.83 21.67 23.5

B-4 24 31 0.63 10.35 24.4

B-5 24 31 3.14 11.91 25.8

B-6 24 31 11.31 18.51 28.3

B-7 24 31 8.57 18.25 27.3

B-8 24 31 7.57 18.02 26.9

B-9 24 31 0.56 16.41 24.2

C-1 24 31 10.79 18.20 28.2

D-1 24 31 1.95 11.10 25.2

H 24 31 6.06 14.48 26.9

L 31 31 0 0 31.0
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Appendix D FEMA Substantial Damage Estimator Reports 
 
 
  

A-5-LGB-14-0034 
Page 126 of 531



Aliso Creek Inn Project WRECO Project P14101 
City of Laguna Beach, California 
Draft Hydraulic Review Study Report 
 

 
December 2014 

 
 

A-5-LGB-14-0034 
Page 127 of 531



23.87

Building A-1

056-240-47 ft.

Subdivision

Parcel #

Lot Number

Elev. of  Lowest Floor

Datum -117.7479933.51279

NFIP Community Name

Latitude Longitude

(   )    -

N/A

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

Aliso Creek, A-1,Owner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Additional Owner(s)

Phone

County

Building Address

(   )    -

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

Aliso Creek, A-1, Owner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Phone

County

Care Of

Mailing Address

(Additional Image)(Default Image)

Subdivision Community

Page 1 of 5Monday, November 24, 2014

Substantial Damage Estimator     
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Quality Good

Type Town or Row House

Residence Information

11/24/2014

(925) 941-0017

WRECO

Inspector Phone

Inspected by

Date of Inspection

1/6/2014

Other

Est. Flood Elevation (above Floor)

Duration of Flood

Cause of Damage

Date of Damage

No23.7AE12/03/2009J438

Regulatory FloodwayBFEFirm ZoneDate of FIRM PanelSuffixFirm Panel #

1962Year of Construction

Community Specific Information

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Heating and/or Cooling

Two or More Stories

Foundation

Super Structure

Roofing

Exterior Finish

HVAC

Story

NFIP Community ID

060223

Flood Elevation 

Structure/Damage/NFIP Information
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$908,077.41Total Sq. Ft. Base Cost Base Cost Per Sq. Ft.6741 $121.36

1.11Geographic Adjustment

Square Footage

0

Roofing

Heating / Cooling

Appliances

0

0

0Fireplaces

Item CostUnit CostUnitsQuantity

Porch / Breezeways

Garage

Sq Ft

Ea

Ea

Ea

Sq Ft

Sq Ft0

0

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Cost Adjustments

0

0

0

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$908,077.41

$0.00

$134.71

Total Adjustments *

Total Replacement Cost

Replacement Cost Per Square Foot

* Total Adjustment calculation includes the Geographical Adjustment.

Additional Adjustments

Rating 3 - Requires Some Repairs

Name of Reference Document

Depreciation Determination

Depreciation Percentage

2013 National Building Cost Manual

38.80 %

Publication Date

Computed Actual Cash Value

Other Depreciation Explanation

$555,743.37

8/31/2013

Please enter explanation of "Other" selection in box above.

Computed Actual Cash Value
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15.2

Foundation

Superstructure

Roof Covering

4.5

2.3

8.4Exterior Finish

Damage Values% DamageItem Cost% Breakdown

Interior Finish

Doors and Windows

Cabinets and Countertops

$40,863.48

$138,027.77

$20,885.78

$76,278.50

$118,050.06

$132,579.30

$39,955.41

14.6

13

4.4

35

20

100

100

100

100

100

$48,309.72

$8,172.70

$20,885.78

$76,278.50

$132,579.30

$118,050.06

$39,955.41

11

Floor Finish

Plumbing

Electrical

13.4

5.7

3.5Appliances

HVAC

$121,682.37

$99,888.52

$51,760.41

$31,782.71

$36,323.104

100

100

100

100

100

$99,888.52

$121,682.37

$51,760.41

$31,782.71

$36,323.10

$785,668.58

Total Estimated 
Damages

100%

$908,077.41Total Replacement Cost

Element Percentages

Computed Damages

Value Determination Cost DeterminationPercent Damaged

Computed Actual Cash Value
100.0 %

Substantially Damaged, Required to meet Current Community/State Floodplain Management 
Requirements

Percent Damaged

0 %

Replacement Cost

Percent of Existing Improvements and 
Repairs Pre-DisasterDepreciation Percentage 38.80 %

Computed Actual Cash Value $555,743.37

* Per FEMA Publication 213, Actual Cash Value may be used as Market Value.

$908,077.41 $785,668.58Total Estimated Damages

Repair/Reconstruction Percentage 100 %

Damage Summary
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(Date)

(Date)

Authorized Local Official :

Authorized Local Official :

Signature

Print Name

Tax Assessed Value $0.00

Factor Adjustment 0

Adjusted Tax Assessed Value

Professional Appraisal Contractor's Estimate

Adjusted Tax Value

Community's Estimate

Optional User Entered Data
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23.84

Building A-2

056-240-47 ft.

Subdivision

Parcel #

Lot Number

Elev. of  Lowest Floor

Datum -117.7479933.51279

NFIP Community Name

Latitude Longitude

(   )    -

N/A

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

A-2, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Additional Owner(s)

Phone

County

Building Address

(   )    -

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

A-2, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Phone

County

Care Of

Mailing Address

(Additional Image)(Default Image)

Subdivision Community
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Quality Good

Type Town or Row House

Residence Information

11/24/2014

(925) 941-0017

WRECO

Inspector Phone

Inspected by

Date of Inspection

1/6/2014

Other

Est. Flood Elevation (above Floor)

Duration of Flood

Cause of Damage

Date of Damage

No23.9AE12/03/2009J438

Regulatory FloodwayBFEFirm ZoneDate of FIRM PanelSuffixFirm Panel #

1962Year of Construction

Community Specific Information

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Heating and/or Cooling

Not Provided

Foundation

Super Structure

Roofing

Exterior Finish

HVAC

Story

NFIP Community ID

060223

Flood Elevation 

Structure/Damage/NFIP Information

Page 2 of 5Monday, November 24, 2014

Substantial Damage Estimator     

A-5-LGB-14-0034 
Page 134 of 531



$908,077.41Total Sq. Ft. Base Cost Base Cost Per Sq. Ft.6741 $121.36

1.11Geographic Adjustment

Square Footage

0

Roofing

Heating / Cooling

Appliances

0

0

0Fireplaces

Item CostUnit CostUnitsQuantity

Porch / Breezeways

Garage

Sq Ft

Ea

Ea

Ea

Sq Ft

Sq Ft0

0

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Cost Adjustments

0

0

0

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$908,077.41

$0.00

$134.71

Total Adjustments *

Total Replacement Cost

Replacement Cost Per Square Foot

* Total Adjustment calculation includes the Geographical Adjustment.

Additional Adjustments

Rating 3 - Requires Some Repairs

Name of Reference Document

Depreciation Determination

Depreciation Percentage

2013 National Building Cost Manual

38.80 %

Publication Date

Computed Actual Cash Value

Other Depreciation Explanation

$555,743.37

8/31/2013

Please enter explanation of "Other" selection in box above.

Computed Actual Cash Value
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13.3

Foundation

Superstructure

Roof Covering

11.9

4.3

6.9Exterior Finish

Damage Values% DamageItem Cost% Breakdown

Interior Finish

Doors and Windows

Cabinets and Countertops

$108,061.21

$120,774.30

$39,047.33

$62,657.34

$118,050.06

$141,660.08

$39,955.41

15.6

13

4.4

35

20

100

100

100

100

100

$42,271.01

$21,612.24

$39,047.33

$62,657.34

$141,660.08

$118,050.06

$39,955.41

8.4

Floor Finish

Plumbing

Electrical

7.7

4.8

4.1Appliances

HVAC

$69,921.96

$76,278.50

$43,587.72

$37,231.17

$50,852.335.6

100

100

100

100

100

$76,278.50

$69,921.96

$43,587.72

$37,231.17

$50,852.33

$743,125.15

Total Estimated 
Damages

100%

$908,077.41Total Replacement Cost

Element Percentages

Computed Damages

Value Determination Cost DeterminationPercent Damaged

Computed Actual Cash Value
100.0 %

Substantially Damaged, Required to meet Current Community/State Floodplain Management 
Requirements

Percent Damaged

0 %

Replacement Cost

Percent of Existing Improvements and 
Repairs Pre-DisasterDepreciation Percentage 38.80 %

Computed Actual Cash Value $555,743.37

* Per FEMA Publication 213, Actual Cash Value may be used as Market Value.

$908,077.41 $743,125.15Total Estimated Damages

Repair/Reconstruction Percentage 100 %

Damage Summary
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(Date)

(Date)

Authorized Local Official :

Authorized Local Official :

Signature

Print Name

Tax Assessed Value $0.00

Factor Adjustment 0

Adjusted Tax Assessed Value

Professional Appraisal Contractor's Estimate

Adjusted Tax Value

Community's Estimate

Optional User Entered Data
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25.73

Building A-3

056-240-47 ft.

Subdivision

Parcel #

Lot Number

Elev. of  Lowest Floor

Datum -117.7479933.51279

NFIP Community Name

Latitude Longitude

(   )    -

N/A

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

A-3, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Additional Owner(s)

Phone

County

Building Address

(   )    -

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

A-3, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Phone

County

Care Of

Mailing Address

(Additional Image)(Default Image)

Subdivision Community
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Quality Good

Type Town or Row House

Residence Information

11/24/2014

(925) 941-0017

WRECO

Inspector Phone

Inspected by

Date of Inspection

1/6/2014

Other

Est. Flood Elevation (above Floor)

Duration of Flood

Cause of Damage

Date of Damage

No31.1AE12/03/2009J438

Regulatory FloodwayBFEFirm ZoneDate of FIRM PanelSuffixFirm Panel #

1962Year of Construction

Community Specific Information

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Heating and/or Cooling

Two or More Stories

Foundation

Super Structure

Roofing

Exterior Finish

HVAC

Story

NFIP Community ID

060223

Flood Elevation 

Structure/Damage/NFIP Information
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$1,206,998.02Total Sq. Ft. Base Cost Base Cost Per Sq. Ft.8960 $121.36

1.11Geographic Adjustment

Square Footage

0

Roofing

Heating / Cooling

Appliances

0

0

0Fireplaces

Item CostUnit CostUnitsQuantity

Porch / Breezeways

Garage

Sq Ft

Ea

Ea

Ea

Sq Ft

Sq Ft0

0

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Cost Adjustments

0

0

0

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$1,206,998.02

$0.00

$134.71

Total Adjustments *

Total Replacement Cost

Replacement Cost Per Square Foot

* Total Adjustment calculation includes the Geographical Adjustment.

Additional Adjustments

Rating 3 - Requires Some Repairs

Name of Reference Document

Depreciation Determination

Depreciation Percentage

2013 National Building Cost Manual

38.80 %

Publication Date

Computed Actual Cash Value

Other Depreciation Explanation

$738,682.79

8/31/2013

Please enter explanation of "Other" selection in box above.

Computed Actual Cash Value

Page 3 of 5Monday, November 24, 2014

Substantial Damage Estimator     

A-5-LGB-14-0034 
Page 140 of 531



15.2

Foundation

Superstructure

Roof Covering

4.5

2.3

8.4Exterior Finish

Damage Values% DamageItem Cost% Breakdown

Interior Finish

Doors and Windows

Cabinets and Countertops

$54,314.91

$183,463.70

$27,760.93

$101,387.83

$156,909.74

$176,221.71

$53,107.91

14.6

13

4.4

35

20

100

100

100

100

100

$64,212.30

$10,862.98

$27,760.95

$101,387.83

$176,221.71

$156,909.74

$53,107.91

11

Floor Finish

Plumbing

Electrical

13.4

5.7

3.5Appliances

HVAC

$161,737.73

$132,769.78

$68,798.89

$42,244.93

$48,279.924

100

100

100

100

100

$132,769.78

$161,737.73

$68,798.89

$42,244.93

$48,279.92

$1,044,294.67

Total Estimated 
Damages

100%

$1,206,998.02Total Replacement Cost

Element Percentages

Computed Damages

Value Determination Cost DeterminationPercent Damaged

Computed Actual Cash Value
100.0 %

Substantially Damaged, Required to meet Current Community/State Floodplain Management 
Requirements

Percent Damaged

0 %

Replacement Cost

Percent of Existing Improvements and 
Repairs Pre-DisasterDepreciation Percentage 38.80 %

Computed Actual Cash Value $738,682.79

* Per FEMA Publication 213, Actual Cash Value may be used as Market Value.

$1,206,998.02 $1,044,294.67Total Estimated Damages

Repair/Reconstruction Percentage 100 %

Damage Summary
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(Date)

(Date)

Authorized Local Official :

Authorized Local Official :

Signature

Print Name

Tax Assessed Value $0.00

Factor Adjustment 0

Adjusted Tax Assessed Value

Professional Appraisal Contractor's Estimate

Adjusted Tax Value

Community's Estimate

Optional User Entered Data
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19.82

Building B-1

056-240-47 ft.

Subdivision

Parcel #

Lot Number

Elev. of  Lowest Floor

Datum -117.7479933.51279

NFIP Community Name

Latitude Longitude

(   )    -

N/A

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

B-1, Alsio Creek Golf & Bungalow 
Village

Owner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Additional Owner(s)

Phone

County

Building Address

(   )    -

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

B-1, Alsio Creek Golf & Bungalow 
Village

Owner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Phone

County

Care Of

Mailing Address

(Additional Image)(Default Image)

Subdivision Community
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(Date)

(Date)

Authorized Local Official :

Authorized Local Official :

Signature

Print Name

Tax Assessed Value $0.00

Factor Adjustment 0

Adjusted Tax Assessed Value

Professional Appraisal Contractor's Estimate

Adjusted Tax Value

Community's Estimate

Optional User Entered Data
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Quality Good

Type Town or Row House

Residence Information

11/24/2014

(925) 941-0017

WRECO

Inspector Phone

Inspected by

Date of Inspection

1/6/2014

Other

Est. Flood Elevation (above Floor)

Duration of Flood

Cause of Damage

Date of Damage

No23.1AE12/03/2009J438

Regulatory FloodwayBFEFirm ZoneDate of FIRM PanelSuffixFirm Panel #

1962Year of Construction

Community Specific Information

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Heating and/or Cooling

One Story (Standard)

Foundation

Super Structure

Roofing

Exterior Finish

HVAC

Story

NFIP Community ID

060223

Flood Elevation 

Structure/Damage/NFIP Information
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$215,535.36Total Sq. Ft. Base Cost Base Cost Per Sq. Ft.1600 $121.36

1.11Geographic Adjustment

Square Footage

0

Roofing

Heating / Cooling

Appliances

0

0

0Fireplaces

Item CostUnit CostUnitsQuantity

Porch / Breezeways

Garage

Sq Ft

Ea

Ea

Ea

Sq Ft

Sq Ft0

0

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Cost Adjustments

0

0

0

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$215,535.36

$0.00

$134.71

Total Adjustments *

Total Replacement Cost

Replacement Cost Per Square Foot

* Total Adjustment calculation includes the Geographical Adjustment.

Additional Adjustments

Rating 3 - Requires Some Repairs

Name of Reference Document

Depreciation Determination

Depreciation Percentage

2013 National Building Cost Manual

38.80 %

Publication Date

Computed Actual Cash Value

Other Depreciation Explanation

$131,907.64

8/31/2013

Please enter explanation of "Other" selection in box above.

Computed Actual Cash Value
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13.3

Foundation

Superstructure

Roof Covering

11.9

4.3

6.9Exterior Finish

Damage Values% DamageItem Cost% Breakdown

Interior Finish

Doors and Windows

Cabinets and Countertops

$25,648.71

$28,666.20

$9,268.02

$14,871.94

$28,019.60

$33,623.51

$9,483.56

15.6

13

4.4

35

20

100

100

100

100

100

$10,033.17

$5,129.74

$9,268.02

$14,871.94

$33,623.52

$28,019.60

$9,483.56

8.4

Floor Finish

Plumbing

Electrical

7.7

4.8

4.1Appliances

HVAC

$16,596.22

$18,104.97

$10,345.70

$8,836.95

$12,069.985.6

100

100

100

100

100

$18,104.97

$16,596.22

$10,345.70

$8,836.95

$12,069.98

$176,383.37

Total Estimated 
Damages

100%

$215,535.36Total Replacement Cost

Element Percentages

Computed Damages

Value Determination Cost DeterminationPercent Damaged

Computed Actual Cash Value
100.0 %

Substantially Damaged, Required to meet Current Community/State Floodplain Management 
Requirements

Percent Damaged

0 %

Replacement Cost

Percent of Existing Improvements and 
Repairs Pre-DisasterDepreciation Percentage 38.80 %

Computed Actual Cash Value $131,907.64

* Per FEMA Publication 213, Actual Cash Value may be used as Market Value.

$215,535.36 $176,383.37Total Estimated Damages

Repair/Reconstruction Percentage 100 %

Damage Summary
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20.98

Building B-2

056-240-47 ft.

Subdivision

Parcel #

Lot Number

Elev. of  Lowest Floor

Datum -117.7479933.51279

NFIP Community Name

Latitude Longitude

(   )    -

N/A

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

B-2, Alsio CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Additional Owner(s)

Phone

County

Building Address

(   )    -

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

B-2, Alsio CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Phone

County

Care Of

Mailing Address

(Additional Image)(Default Image)

Subdivision Community
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Quality Good

Type Town or Row House

Residence Information

11/24/2014

(925) 941-0017

WRECO

Inspector Phone

Inspected by

Date of Inspection

1/6/2014

Other

Est. Flood Elevation (above Floor)

Duration of Flood

Cause of Damage

Date of Damage

No23.3AE12/03/2009J438

Regulatory FloodwayBFEFirm ZoneDate of FIRM PanelSuffixFirm Panel #

1962Year of Construction

Community Specific Information

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Heating and/or Cooling

One Story (Standard)

Foundation

Super Structure

Roofing

Exterior Finish

HVAC

Story

NFIP Community ID

060223

Flood Elevation 

Structure/Damage/NFIP Information
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$215,535.36Total Sq. Ft. Base Cost Base Cost Per Sq. Ft.1600 $121.36

1.11Geographic Adjustment

Square Footage

0

Roofing

Heating / Cooling

Appliances

0

0

0Fireplaces

Item CostUnit CostUnitsQuantity

Porch / Breezeways

Garage

Sq Ft

Ea

Ea

Ea

Sq Ft

Sq Ft0

0

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Cost Adjustments

0

0

0

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$215,535.36

$0.00

$134.71

Total Adjustments *

Total Replacement Cost

Replacement Cost Per Square Foot

* Total Adjustment calculation includes the Geographical Adjustment.

Additional Adjustments

Rating 3 - Requires Some Repairs

Name of Reference Document

Depreciation Determination

Depreciation Percentage

2013 National Building Cost Manual

38.80 %

Publication Date

Computed Actual Cash Value

Other Depreciation Explanation

$131,907.64

8/31/2013

Please enter explanation of "Other" selection in box above.

Computed Actual Cash Value
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13.3

Foundation

Superstructure

Roof Covering

11.9

4.3

6.9Exterior Finish

Damage Values% DamageItem Cost% Breakdown

Interior Finish

Doors and Windows

Cabinets and Countertops

$25,648.71

$28,666.20

$9,268.02

$14,871.94

$28,019.60

$33,623.51

$9,483.56

15.6

13

4.4

35

20

100

100

100

100

100

$10,033.17

$5,129.74

$9,268.02

$14,871.94

$33,623.52

$28,019.60

$9,483.56

8.4

Floor Finish

Plumbing

Electrical

7.7

4.8

4.1Appliances

HVAC

$16,596.22

$18,104.97

$10,345.70

$8,836.95

$12,069.985.6

100

100

100

100

100

$18,104.97

$16,596.22

$10,345.70

$8,836.95

$12,069.98

$176,383.37

Total Estimated 
Damages

100%

$215,535.36Total Replacement Cost

Element Percentages

Computed Damages

Value Determination Cost DeterminationPercent Damaged

Computed Actual Cash Value
100.0 %

Substantially Damaged, Required to meet Current Community/State Floodplain Management 
Requirements

Percent Damaged

0 %

Replacement Cost

Percent of Existing Improvements and 
Repairs Pre-DisasterDepreciation Percentage 38.80 %

Computed Actual Cash Value $131,907.64

* Per FEMA Publication 213, Actual Cash Value may be used as Market Value.

$215,535.36 $176,383.37Total Estimated Damages

Repair/Reconstruction Percentage 100 %

Damage Summary
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(Date)

(Date)

Authorized Local Official :

Authorized Local Official :

Signature

Print Name

Tax Assessed Value $0.00

Factor Adjustment 0

Adjusted Tax Assessed Value

Professional Appraisal Contractor's Estimate

Adjusted Tax Value

Community's Estimate

Optional User Entered Data
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22.78

Building B-3

056-240-47 ft.

Subdivision

Parcel #

Lot Number

Elev. of  Lowest Floor

Datum -117.7479933.51279

NFIP Community Name

Latitude Longitude

(   )    -

N/A

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

B-3, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Additional Owner(s)

Phone

County

Building Address

(   )    -

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

B-3, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Phone

County

Care Of

Mailing Address

(Additional Image)(Default Image)

Subdivision Community
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Quality Good

Type Town or Row House

Residence Information

11/24/2014

(925) 941-0017

WRECO

Inspector Phone

Inspected by

Date of Inspection

1/6/2014

Other

Est. Flood Elevation (above Floor)

Duration of Flood

Cause of Damage

Date of Damage

No23.5AE12/03/2009J438

Regulatory FloodwayBFEFirm ZoneDate of FIRM PanelSuffixFirm Panel #

1962Year of Construction

Community Specific Information

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Heating and/or Cooling

One Story (Standard)

Foundation

Super Structure

Roofing

Exterior Finish

HVAC

Story

NFIP Community ID

060223

Flood Elevation 

Structure/Damage/NFIP Information
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$429,319.50Total Sq. Ft. Base Cost Base Cost Per Sq. Ft.3187 $121.36

1.11Geographic Adjustment

Square Footage

0

Roofing

Heating / Cooling

Appliances

0

0

0Fireplaces

Item CostUnit CostUnitsQuantity

Porch / Breezeways

Garage

Sq Ft

Ea

Ea

Ea

Sq Ft

Sq Ft0

0

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Cost Adjustments

0

0

0

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$429,319.50

$0.00

$134.71

Total Adjustments *

Total Replacement Cost

Replacement Cost Per Square Foot

* Total Adjustment calculation includes the Geographical Adjustment.

Additional Adjustments

Rating 3 - Requires Some Repairs

Name of Reference Document

Depreciation Determination

Depreciation Percentage

2013 National Building Cost Manual

38.80 %

Publication Date

Computed Actual Cash Value

Other Depreciation Explanation

$262,743.53

8/31/2013

Please enter explanation of "Other" selection in box above.

Computed Actual Cash Value
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13.3

Foundation

Superstructure

Roof Covering

11.9

4.3

6.9Exterior Finish

Damage Values% DamageItem Cost% Breakdown

Interior Finish

Doors and Windows

Cabinets and Countertops

$51,089.02

$57,099.49

$18,460.74

$29,623.05

$55,811.54

$66,973.83

$18,890.06

15.6

13

4.4

35

20

100

100

100

100

100

$19,984.82

$10,217.80

$18,460.74

$29,623.05

$66,973.84

$55,811.54

$18,890.06

8.4

Floor Finish

Plumbing

Electrical

7.7

4.8

4.1Appliances

HVAC

$33,057.60

$36,062.84

$20,607.34

$17,602.10

$24,041.895.6

100

100

100

100

100

$36,062.84

$33,057.60

$20,607.34

$17,602.10

$24,041.89

$351,333.62

Total Estimated 
Damages

100%

$429,319.50Total Replacement Cost

Element Percentages

Computed Damages

Value Determination Cost DeterminationPercent Damaged

Computed Actual Cash Value
100.0 %

Substantially Damaged, Required to meet Current Community/State Floodplain Management 
Requirements

Percent Damaged

0 %

Replacement Cost

Percent of Existing Improvements and 
Repairs Pre-DisasterDepreciation Percentage 38.80 %

Computed Actual Cash Value $262,743.53

* Per FEMA Publication 213, Actual Cash Value may be used as Market Value.

$429,319.50 $351,333.62Total Estimated Damages

Repair/Reconstruction Percentage 100 %

Damage Summary
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(Date)

(Date)

Authorized Local Official :

Authorized Local Official :

Signature

Print Name

Tax Assessed Value $0.00

Factor Adjustment 0

Adjusted Tax Assessed Value

Professional Appraisal Contractor's Estimate

Adjusted Tax Value

Community's Estimate

Optional User Entered Data
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24.6

Building B-4

056-240-47 ft.

Subdivision

Parcel #

Lot Number

Elev. of  Lowest Floor

Datum -117.7479933.51279

NFIP Community Name

Latitude Longitude

(   )    -

N/A

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

Building B-4, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Additional Owner(s)

Phone

County

Building Address

(   )    -

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

Building B-4, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Phone

County

Care Of

Mailing Address

(Additional Image)(Default Image)

Subdivision Community
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Quality Good

Type Town or Row House

Residence Information

11/24/2014

(925) 941-0017

WRECO

Inspector Phone

Inspected by

Date of Inspection

1/6/2014

Other

Est. Flood Elevation (above Floor)

Duration of Flood

Cause of Damage

Date of Damage

No24.4AE12/03/2009J438

Regulatory FloodwayBFEFirm ZoneDate of FIRM PanelSuffixFirm Panel #

1962Year of Construction

Community Specific Information

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Heating and/or Cooling

Not Provided

Foundation

Super Structure

Roofing

Exterior Finish

HVAC

Story

NFIP Community ID

060223

Flood Elevation 

Structure/Damage/NFIP Information
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$429,319.50Total Sq. Ft. Base Cost Base Cost Per Sq. Ft.3187 $121.36

1.11Geographic Adjustment

Square Footage

0

Roofing

Heating / Cooling

Appliances

0

0

0Fireplaces

Item CostUnit CostUnitsQuantity

Porch / Breezeways

Garage

Sq Ft

Ea

Ea

Ea

Sq Ft

Sq Ft0

0

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Cost Adjustments

0

0

0

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$429,319.50

$0.00

$134.71

Total Adjustments *

Total Replacement Cost

Replacement Cost Per Square Foot

* Total Adjustment calculation includes the Geographical Adjustment.

Additional Adjustments

Rating 3 - Requires Some Repairs

Name of Reference Document

Depreciation Determination

Depreciation Percentage

2013 National Building Cost Manual

38.80 %

Publication Date

Computed Actual Cash Value

Other Depreciation Explanation

$262,743.53

8/31/2013

Please enter explanation of "Other" selection in box above.

Computed Actual Cash Value
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13.3

Foundation

Superstructure

Roof Covering

11.9

4.3

6.9Exterior Finish

Damage Values% DamageItem Cost% Breakdown

Interior Finish

Doors and Windows

Cabinets and Countertops

$51,089.02

$57,099.49

$18,460.74

$29,623.05

$55,811.54

$66,973.83

$18,890.06

15.6

13

4.4

35

20

100

100

100

100

100

$19,984.82

$10,217.80

$18,460.74

$29,623.05

$66,973.84

$55,811.54

$18,890.06

8.4

Floor Finish

Plumbing

Electrical

7.7

4.8

4.1Appliances

HVAC

$33,057.60

$36,062.84

$20,607.34

$17,602.10

$24,041.895.6

100

100

100

100

100

$36,062.84

$33,057.60

$20,607.34

$17,602.10

$24,041.89

$351,333.62

Total Estimated 
Damages

100%

$429,319.50Total Replacement Cost

Element Percentages

Computed Damages

Value Determination Cost DeterminationPercent Damaged

Computed Actual Cash Value
100.0 %

Substantially Damaged, Required to meet Current Community/State Floodplain Management 
Requirements

Percent Damaged

0 %

Replacement Cost

Percent of Existing Improvements and 
Repairs Pre-DisasterDepreciation Percentage 38.80 %

Computed Actual Cash Value $262,743.53

* Per FEMA Publication 213, Actual Cash Value may be used as Market Value.

$429,319.50 $351,333.62Total Estimated Damages

Repair/Reconstruction Percentage 100 %

Damage Summary
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(Date)

(Date)

Authorized Local Official :

Authorized Local Official :

Signature

Print Name

Tax Assessed Value $0.00

Factor Adjustment 0

Adjusted Tax Assessed Value

Professional Appraisal Contractor's Estimate

Adjusted Tax Value

Community's Estimate

Optional User Entered Data
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25.68

Building B-5

056-240-47 ft.

Subdivision

Parcel #

Lot Number

Elev. of  Lowest Floor

Datum -117.7479933.51279

NFIP Community Name

Latitude Longitude

(   )    -

N/A

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific CoasT Highway

Building B-5, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Additional Owner(s)

Phone

County

Building Address

(   )    -

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific CoasT Highway

Building B-5, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Phone

County

Care Of

Mailing Address

(Additional Image)(Default Image)

Subdivision Community
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Quality Good

Type Town or Row House

Residence Information

11/24/2014

(925) 941-0017

WRECO

Inspector Phone

Inspected by

Date of Inspection

1/6/2014

Other

Est. Flood Elevation (above Floor)

Duration of Flood

Cause of Damage

Date of Damage

No25.8AE12/03/2009J438

Regulatory FloodwayBFEFirm ZoneDate of FIRM PanelSuffixFirm Panel #

1962Year of Construction

Community Specific Information

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Heating and/or Cooling

Not Provided

Foundation

Super Structure

Roofing

Exterior Finish

HVAC

Story

NFIP Community ID

060223

Flood Elevation 

Structure/Damage/NFIP Information
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$429,319.50Total Sq. Ft. Base Cost Base Cost Per Sq. Ft.3187 $121.36

1.11Geographic Adjustment

Square Footage

0

Roofing

Heating / Cooling

Appliances

0

0

0Fireplaces

Item CostUnit CostUnitsQuantity

Porch / Breezeways

Garage

Sq Ft

Ea

Ea

Ea

Sq Ft

Sq Ft0

0

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Cost Adjustments

0

0

0

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$429,319.50

$0.00

$134.71

Total Adjustments *

Total Replacement Cost

Replacement Cost Per Square Foot

* Total Adjustment calculation includes the Geographical Adjustment.

Additional Adjustments

Rating 3 - Requires Some Repairs

Name of Reference Document

Depreciation Determination

Depreciation Percentage

2013 National Building Cost Manual

38.80 %

Publication Date

Computed Actual Cash Value

Other Depreciation Explanation

$262,743.53

8/31/2013

Please enter explanation of "Other" selection in box above.

Computed Actual Cash Value
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13.3

Foundation

Superstructure

Roof Covering

11.9

4.3

6.9Exterior Finish

Damage Values% DamageItem Cost% Breakdown

Interior Finish

Doors and Windows

Cabinets and Countertops

$51,089.02

$57,099.49

$18,460.74

$29,623.05

$55,811.54

$66,973.83

$18,890.06

15.6

13

4.4

35

20

100

100

100

100

100

$19,984.82

$10,217.80

$18,460.74

$29,623.05

$66,973.84

$55,811.54

$18,890.06

8.4

Floor Finish

Plumbing

Electrical

7.7

4.8

4.1Appliances

HVAC

$33,057.60

$36,062.84

$20,607.34

$17,602.10

$24,041.895.6

100

100

100

100

100

$36,062.84

$33,057.60

$20,607.34

$17,602.10

$24,041.89

$351,333.62

Total Estimated 
Damages

100%

$429,319.50Total Replacement Cost

Element Percentages

Computed Damages

Value Determination Cost DeterminationPercent Damaged

Computed Actual Cash Value
100.0 %

Substantially Damaged, Required to meet Current Community/State Floodplain Management 
Requirements

Percent Damaged

0 %

Replacement Cost

Percent of Existing Improvements and 
Repairs Pre-DisasterDepreciation Percentage 38.80 %

Computed Actual Cash Value $262,743.53

* Per FEMA Publication 213, Actual Cash Value may be used as Market Value.

$429,319.50 $351,333.62Total Estimated Damages

Repair/Reconstruction Percentage 100 %

Damage Summary
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(Date)

(Date)

Authorized Local Official :

Authorized Local Official :

Signature

Print Name

Tax Assessed Value $0.00

Factor Adjustment 0

Adjusted Tax Assessed Value

Professional Appraisal Contractor's Estimate

Adjusted Tax Value

Community's Estimate

Optional User Entered Data
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25.55

Building B-6

056-240-47 ft.

Subdivision

Parcel #

Lot Number

Elev. of  Lowest Floor

Datum -117.7479933.51279

NFIP Community Name

Latitude Longitude

(   )    -

N/A

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

Building B-6, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Additional Owner(s)

Phone

County

Building Address

(   )    -

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

Building B-6, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Phone

County

Care Of

Mailing Address

(Additional Image)(Default Image)

Subdivision Community
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Quality Good

Type Town or Row House

Residence Information

11/24/2014

(925) 941-0017

WRECO

Inspector Phone

Inspected by

Date of Inspection

1/6/2014

Other

Est. Flood Elevation (above Floor)

Duration of Flood

Cause of Damage

Date of Damage

No28.3AE12/03/2009J438

Regulatory FloodwayBFEFirm ZoneDate of FIRM PanelSuffixFirm Panel #

1962Year of Construction

Community Specific Information

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Heating and/or Cooling

One Story (Standard)

Foundation

Super Structure

Roofing

Exterior Finish

HVAC

Story

NFIP Community ID

060223

Flood Elevation 

Structure/Damage/NFIP Information
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$429,319.50Total Sq. Ft. Base Cost Base Cost Per Sq. Ft.3187 $121.36

1.11Geographic Adjustment

Square Footage

0

Roofing

Heating / Cooling

Appliances

0

0

0Fireplaces

Item CostUnit CostUnitsQuantity

Porch / Breezeways

Garage

Sq Ft

Ea

Ea

Ea

Sq Ft

Sq Ft0

0

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Cost Adjustments

0

0

0

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$429,319.50

$0.00

$134.71

Total Adjustments *

Total Replacement Cost

Replacement Cost Per Square Foot

* Total Adjustment calculation includes the Geographical Adjustment.

Additional Adjustments

Rating 3 - Requires Some Repairs

Name of Reference Document

Depreciation Determination

Depreciation Percentage

2013 National Building Cost Manual

38.80 %

Publication Date

Computed Actual Cash Value

Other Depreciation Explanation

$262,743.53

8/31/2013

Please enter explanation of "Other" selection in box above.

Computed Actual Cash Value
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13.3

Foundation

Superstructure

Roof Covering

11.9

4.3

6.9Exterior Finish

Damage Values% DamageItem Cost% Breakdown

Interior Finish

Doors and Windows

Cabinets and Countertops

$51,089.02

$57,099.49

$18,460.74

$29,623.05

$55,811.54

$66,973.83

$18,890.06

15.6

13

4.4

35

20

100

100

100

100

100

$19,984.82

$10,217.80

$18,460.74

$29,623.05

$66,973.84

$55,811.54

$18,890.06

8.4

Floor Finish

Plumbing

Electrical

7.7

4.8

4.1Appliances

HVAC

$33,057.60

$36,062.84

$20,607.34

$17,602.10

$24,041.895.6

100

100

100

100

100

$36,062.84

$33,057.60

$20,607.34

$17,602.10

$24,041.89

$351,333.62

Total Estimated 
Damages

100%

$429,319.50Total Replacement Cost

Element Percentages

Computed Damages

Value Determination Cost DeterminationPercent Damaged

Computed Actual Cash Value
100.0 %

Substantially Damaged, Required to meet Current Community/State Floodplain Management 
Requirements

Percent Damaged

0 %

Replacement Cost

Percent of Existing Improvements and 
Repairs Pre-DisasterDepreciation Percentage 38.80 %

Computed Actual Cash Value $262,743.53

* Per FEMA Publication 213, Actual Cash Value may be used as Market Value.

$429,319.50 $351,333.62Total Estimated Damages

Repair/Reconstruction Percentage 100 %

Damage Summary
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(Date)

(Date)

Authorized Local Official :

Authorized Local Official :

Signature

Print Name

Tax Assessed Value $0.00

Factor Adjustment 0

Adjusted Tax Assessed Value

Professional Appraisal Contractor's Estimate

Adjusted Tax Value

Community's Estimate

Optional User Entered Data
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24.27

Building B-7

056-240-47 ft.

Subdivision

Parcel #

Lot Number

Elev. of  Lowest Floor

Datum -117.7479933.51279

NFIP Community Name

Latitude Longitude

(   )    -

N/A

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

Building B-7, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Additional Owner(s)

Phone

County

Building Address

(   )    -

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

Building B-7, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Phone

County

Care Of

Mailing Address

(Additional Image)(Default Image)

Subdivision Community
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Quality Good

Type Town or Row House

Residence Information

11/24/2014

(925) 941-0017

WRECO

Inspector Phone

Inspected by

Date of Inspection

1/6/2014

Other

Est. Flood Elevation (above Floor)

Duration of Flood

Cause of Damage

Date of Damage

No27.3AE12/03/2009J438

Regulatory FloodwayBFEFirm ZoneDate of FIRM PanelSuffixFirm Panel #

1962Year of Construction

Community Specific Information

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Heating and/or Cooling

Not Provided

Foundation

Super Structure

Roofing

Exterior Finish

HVAC

Story

NFIP Community ID

060223

Flood Elevation 

Structure/Damage/NFIP Information
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$429,319.50Total Sq. Ft. Base Cost Base Cost Per Sq. Ft.3187 $121.36

1.11Geographic Adjustment

Square Footage

0

Roofing

Heating / Cooling

Appliances

0

0

0Fireplaces

Item CostUnit CostUnitsQuantity

Porch / Breezeways

Garage

Sq Ft

Ea

Ea

Ea

Sq Ft

Sq Ft0

0

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Cost Adjustments

0

0

0

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$429,319.50

$0.00

$134.71

Total Adjustments *

Total Replacement Cost

Replacement Cost Per Square Foot

* Total Adjustment calculation includes the Geographical Adjustment.

Additional Adjustments

Rating 3 - Requires Some Repairs

Name of Reference Document

Depreciation Determination

Depreciation Percentage

2013 National Building Cost Manual

38.80 %

Publication Date

Computed Actual Cash Value

Other Depreciation Explanation

$262,743.53

8/31/2013

Please enter explanation of "Other" selection in box above.

Computed Actual Cash Value
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13.3

Foundation

Superstructure

Roof Covering

11.9

4.3

6.9Exterior Finish

Damage Values% DamageItem Cost% Breakdown

Interior Finish

Doors and Windows

Cabinets and Countertops

$51,089.02

$57,099.49

$18,460.74

$29,623.05

$55,811.54

$66,973.83

$18,890.06

15.6

13

4.4

35

20

100

100

100

100

100

$19,984.82

$10,217.80

$18,460.74

$29,623.05

$66,973.84

$55,811.54

$18,890.06

8.4

Floor Finish

Plumbing

Electrical

7.7

4.8

4.1Appliances

HVAC

$33,057.60

$36,062.84

$20,607.34

$17,602.10

$24,041.895.6

100

100

100

100

100

$36,062.84

$33,057.60

$20,607.34

$17,602.10

$24,041.89

$351,333.62

Total Estimated 
Damages

100%

$429,319.50Total Replacement Cost

Element Percentages

Computed Damages

Value Determination Cost DeterminationPercent Damaged

Computed Actual Cash Value
100.0 %

Substantially Damaged, Required to meet Current Community/State Floodplain Management 
Requirements

Percent Damaged

0 %

Replacement Cost

Percent of Existing Improvements and 
Repairs Pre-DisasterDepreciation Percentage 38.80 %

Computed Actual Cash Value $262,743.53

* Per FEMA Publication 213, Actual Cash Value may be used as Market Value.

$429,319.50 $351,333.62Total Estimated Damages

Repair/Reconstruction Percentage 100 %

Damage Summary
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(Date)

(Date)

Authorized Local Official :

Authorized Local Official :

Signature

Print Name

Tax Assessed Value $0.00

Factor Adjustment 0

Adjusted Tax Assessed Value

Professional Appraisal Contractor's Estimate

Adjusted Tax Value

Community's Estimate

Optional User Entered Data
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24.68

Building B-8

056-240-47 ft.

Subdivision

Parcel #

Lot Number

Elev. of  Lowest Floor

Datum -117.7479933.51279

NFIP Community Name

Latitude Longitude

(   )    -

N/A

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

Building B-8, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Additional Owner(s)

Phone

County

Building Address

(   )    -

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

Building B-8, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Phone

County

Care Of

Mailing Address

(Additional Image)(Default Image)

Subdivision Community
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Quality Good

Type Town or Row House

Residence Information

11/24/2014

(925) 941-0017

WRECO

Inspector Phone

Inspected by

Date of Inspection

1/6/2014

Other

Est. Flood Elevation (above Floor)

Duration of Flood

Cause of Damage

Date of Damage

No26.9AE12/03/2009J438

Regulatory FloodwayBFEFirm ZoneDate of FIRM PanelSuffixFirm Panel #

1962Year of Construction

Community Specific Information

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Heating and/or Cooling

Not Provided

Foundation

Super Structure

Roofing

Exterior Finish

HVAC

Story

NFIP Community ID

060223

Flood Elevation 

Structure/Damage/NFIP Information
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$429,319.50Total Sq. Ft. Base Cost Base Cost Per Sq. Ft.3187 $121.36

1.11Geographic Adjustment

Square Footage

0

Roofing

Heating / Cooling

Appliances

0

0

0Fireplaces

Item CostUnit CostUnitsQuantity

Porch / Breezeways

Garage

Sq Ft

Ea

Ea

Ea

Sq Ft

Sq Ft0

0

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Cost Adjustments

0

0

0

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$429,319.50

$0.00

$134.71

Total Adjustments *

Total Replacement Cost

Replacement Cost Per Square Foot

* Total Adjustment calculation includes the Geographical Adjustment.

Additional Adjustments

Rating 3 - Requires Some Repairs

Name of Reference Document

Depreciation Determination

Depreciation Percentage

2013 National Building Cost Manual

38.80 %

Publication Date

Computed Actual Cash Value

Other Depreciation Explanation

$262,743.53

8/31/2013

Please enter explanation of "Other" selection in box above.

Computed Actual Cash Value
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13.3

Foundation

Superstructure

Roof Covering

11.9

4.3

6.9Exterior Finish

Damage Values% DamageItem Cost% Breakdown

Interior Finish

Doors and Windows

Cabinets and Countertops

$51,089.02

$57,099.49

$18,460.74

$29,623.05

$55,811.54

$66,973.83

$18,890.06

15.6

13

4.4

35

20

100

100

100

100

100

$19,984.82

$10,217.80

$18,460.74

$29,623.05

$66,973.84

$55,811.54

$18,890.06

8.4

Floor Finish

Plumbing

Electrical

7.7

4.8

4.1Appliances

HVAC

$33,057.60

$36,062.84

$20,607.34

$17,602.10

$24,041.895.6

100

100

100

100

100

$36,062.84

$33,057.60

$20,607.34

$17,602.10

$24,041.89

$351,333.62

Total Estimated 
Damages

100%

$429,319.50Total Replacement Cost

Element Percentages

Computed Damages

Value Determination Cost DeterminationPercent Damaged

Computed Actual Cash Value
100.0 %

Substantially Damaged, Required to meet Current Community/State Floodplain Management 
Requirements

Percent Damaged

0 %

Replacement Cost

Percent of Existing Improvements and 
Repairs Pre-DisasterDepreciation Percentage 38.80 %

Computed Actual Cash Value $262,743.53

* Per FEMA Publication 213, Actual Cash Value may be used as Market Value.

$429,319.50 $351,333.62Total Estimated Damages

Repair/Reconstruction Percentage 100 %

Damage Summary
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(Date)

(Date)

Authorized Local Official :

Authorized Local Official :

Signature

Print Name

Tax Assessed Value $0.00

Factor Adjustment 0

Adjusted Tax Assessed Value

Professional Appraisal Contractor's Estimate

Adjusted Tax Value

Community's Estimate

Optional User Entered Data
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24.38

Building B-9

056-240-47 ft.

Subdivision

Parcel #

Lot Number

Elev. of  Lowest Floor

Datum -117.7479933.51279

NFIP Community Name

Latitude Longitude

(   )    -

N/A

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

Building B-9, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Additional Owner(s)

Phone

County

Building Address

(   )    -

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast  Highway

Building B-9, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Phone

County

Care Of

Mailing Address

(Additional Image)(Default Image)

Subdivision Community
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Quality Good

Type Town or Row House

Residence Information

11/24/2014

(925) 941-0017

WRECO

Inspector Phone

Inspected by

Date of Inspection

1/6/2014

Other

Est. Flood Elevation (above Floor)

Duration of Flood

Cause of Damage

Date of Damage

No24.2AE12/03/2009J438

Regulatory FloodwayBFEFirm ZoneDate of FIRM PanelSuffixFirm Panel #

1962Year of Construction

Community Specific Information

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Heating and/or Cooling

Not Provided

Foundation

Super Structure

Roofing

Exterior Finish

HVAC

Story

NFIP Community ID

060223

Flood Elevation 

Structure/Damage/NFIP Information
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$429,319.50Total Sq. Ft. Base Cost Base Cost Per Sq. Ft.3187 $121.36

1.11Geographic Adjustment

Square Footage

0

Roofing

Heating / Cooling

Appliances

0

0

0Fireplaces

Item CostUnit CostUnitsQuantity

Porch / Breezeways

Garage

Sq Ft

Ea

Ea

Ea

Sq Ft

Sq Ft0

0

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Cost Adjustments

0

0

0

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$429,319.50

$0.00

$134.71

Total Adjustments *

Total Replacement Cost

Replacement Cost Per Square Foot

* Total Adjustment calculation includes the Geographical Adjustment.

Additional Adjustments

Rating 3 - Requires Some Repairs

Name of Reference Document

Depreciation Determination

Depreciation Percentage

2013 National Building Cost Manual

38.80 %

Publication Date

Computed Actual Cash Value

Other Depreciation Explanation

$262,743.53

8/31/2013

Please enter explanation of "Other" selection in box above.

Computed Actual Cash Value
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13.3

Foundation

Superstructure

Roof Covering

11.9

4.3

6.9Exterior Finish

Damage Values% DamageItem Cost% Breakdown

Interior Finish

Doors and Windows

Cabinets and Countertops

$51,089.02

$57,099.49

$18,460.74

$29,623.05

$55,811.54

$66,973.83

$18,890.06

15.6

13

4.4

35

20

100

100

100

100

100

$19,984.82

$10,217.80

$18,460.74

$29,623.05

$66,973.84

$55,811.54

$18,890.06

8.4

Floor Finish

Plumbing

Electrical

7.7

4.8

4.1Appliances

HVAC

$33,057.60

$36,062.84

$20,607.34

$17,602.10

$24,041.895.6

100

100

100

100

100

$36,062.84

$33,057.60

$20,607.34

$17,602.10

$24,041.89

$351,333.62

Total Estimated 
Damages

100%

$429,319.50Total Replacement Cost

Element Percentages

Computed Damages

Value Determination Cost DeterminationPercent Damaged

Computed Actual Cash Value
100.0 %

Substantially Damaged, Required to meet Current Community/State Floodplain Management 
Requirements

Percent Damaged

0 %

Replacement Cost

Percent of Existing Improvements and 
Repairs Pre-DisasterDepreciation Percentage 38.80 %

Computed Actual Cash Value $262,743.53

* Per FEMA Publication 213, Actual Cash Value may be used as Market Value.

$429,319.50 $351,333.62Total Estimated Damages

Repair/Reconstruction Percentage 100 %

Damage Summary
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(Date)

(Date)

Authorized Local Official :

Authorized Local Official :

Signature

Print Name

Tax Assessed Value $0.00

Factor Adjustment 0

Adjusted Tax Assessed Value

Professional Appraisal Contractor's Estimate

Adjusted Tax Value

Community's Estimate

Optional User Entered Data
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28.32

Building C-1

056-240-47 ft.

Subdivision

Parcel #

Lot Number

Elev. of  Lowest Floor

Datum -117.7479933.51279

NFIP Community Name

Latitude Longitude

(   )    -

N/A

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

Building C-1, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Additional Owner(s)

Phone

County

Building Address

(   )    -

92651

California

Orange

Laguna Beach

31106 Pacific Coast Highway

Building C-1, Aliso CreekOwner's Name

Street Address 

City

State

Zip

Phone

County

Care Of

Mailing Address

(Additional Image)(Default Image)

Subdivision Community
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Quality Good

Type Town or Row House

Residence Information

11/24/2014

(925) 941-0017

WRECO

Inspector Phone

Inspected by

Date of Inspection

1/6/2014

Other

Est. Flood Elevation (above Floor)

Duration of Flood

Cause of Damage

Date of Damage

No28.2AE12/03/2009J438

Regulatory FloodwayBFEFirm ZoneDate of FIRM PanelSuffixFirm Panel #

1962Year of Construction

Community Specific Information

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Not Provided

Heating and/or Cooling

Not Provided

Foundation

Super Structure

Roofing

Exterior Finish

HVAC

Story

NFIP Community ID

060223

Flood Elevation 

Structure/Damage/NFIP Information
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$973,950.41Total Sq. Ft. Base Cost Base Cost Per Sq. Ft.7230 $121.36

1.11Geographic Adjustment

Square Footage

0

Roofing

Heating / Cooling

Appliances

0

0

0Fireplaces

Item CostUnit CostUnitsQuantity

Porch / Breezeways

Garage

Sq Ft

Ea

Ea

Ea

Sq Ft

Sq Ft0

0

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Cost Adjustments

0

0

0

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

Sq. Ft:

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$973,950.41

$0.00

$134.71

Total Adjustments *

Total Replacement Cost

Replacement Cost Per Square Foot

* Total Adjustment calculation includes the Geographical Adjustment.

Additional Adjustments

Rating 3 - Requires Some Repairs

Name of Reference Document

Depreciation Determination

Depreciation Percentage

2013 National Building Cost Manual

38.80 %

Publication Date

Computed Actual Cash Value

Other Depreciation Explanation

$596,057.65

8/31/2013

Please enter explanation of "Other" selection in box above.

Computed Actual Cash Value
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13.3

Foundation

Superstructure

Roof Covering

11.9

4.3

6.9Exterior Finish

Damage Values% DamageItem Cost% Breakdown

Interior Finish

Doors and Windows

Cabinets and Countertops

$115,900.10

$129,535.40

$41,879.87

$67,202.58

$126,613.55

$151,936.26

$42,853.82

15.6

13

4.4

35

20

100

100

100

100

100

$45,337.39

$23,180.02

$41,879.87

$67,202.58

$151,936.26

$126,613.55

$42,853.82

8.4

Floor Finish

Plumbing

Electrical

7.7

4.8

4.1Appliances

HVAC

$74,994.18

$81,811.83

$46,749.62

$39,931.96

$54,541.225.6

100

100

100

100

100

$81,811.83

$74,994.18

$46,749.62

$39,931.97

$54,541.22

$797,032.31

Total Estimated 
Damages

100%

$973,950.41Total Replacement Cost

Element Percentages

Computed Damages

Value Determination Cost DeterminationPercent Damaged

Computed Actual Cash Value
100.0 %

Substantially Damaged, Required to meet Current Community/State Floodplain Management 
Requirements

Percent Damaged

0 %

Replacement Cost

Percent of Existing Improvements and 
Repairs Pre-DisasterDepreciation Percentage 38.80 %

Computed Actual Cash Value $596,057.65

* Per FEMA Publication 213, Actual Cash Value may be used as Market Value.

$973,950.41 $797,032.31Total Estimated Damages

Repair/Reconstruction Percentage 100 %

Damage Summary
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(Date)

(Date)

Authorized Local Official :

Authorized Local Official :

Signature

Print Name

Tax Assessed Value $0.00

Factor Adjustment 0

Adjusted Tax Assessed Value

Professional Appraisal Contractor's Estimate

Adjusted Tax Value

Community's Estimate

Optional User Entered Data
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY                                                                                                          Edmund G. Brown, Jr., Governor 
 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590-5071 

 
Th 14a May 30, 2013 

TO:  Commissioners and Interested Persons 
 
FROM: Sherilyn Sarb, Deputy Director 
  Teresa Henry, District Manager 
 Karl Schwing, Supervisor, Regulation & Planning 
 Meg Vaughn, Coastal Program Analyst 
 
SUBJECT: Major Amendment Request No. 1-13-A (Flood) (LGB-MAJ-1-13A) to the City of 

Laguna Beach Certified Local Coastal Program (For Public Hearing and 
Commission Action at the June 12-14, 2013 meeting in Long Beach). 

 
SUMMARY OF LCP AMENDMENT REQUEST NO. 1-13-A 

 
Request by City Of Laguna Beach to amend the Implementation Plan portion of the certified Local 
Coastal Program (LCP) to replace the current flood ordinance Chapter 25.38 Flood Damage 
Prevention, with the proposed flood ordinance Chapter 25.38 Floodplain Management.  Local 
Coastal Program Amendment 1-13-A was submitted pursuant to City Council Resolution No. 
13.004 which requests action on Ordinance No. 1576.  The proposed amendment will affect Title 25 
Zoning which is contained in the City’s certified Implementation Plan.  Only the Implementation 
Plan portion of the City’s certified LCP is affected by the proposed amendment.  The amendment is 
proposed to reflect updates required by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and 
the California Department of Water Resources (DWR), and to address the issue of future sea level 
rise. 
 
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff is recommending that the Commission, after public hearing: 
 
Approve the amendment request to the Implementation Plan as submitted. 
 
The proposed amendment, as submitted, is in conformance with and adequate to carry out the 
provisions of the certified Land Use Plan.  The motion to accomplish this recommendation is 
found on page 2. 
 
STANDARD OF REVIEW 
 
The standard of review for the proposed Implementation Plan amendment is conformance with 
and adequacy to carry out the policies of the certified Land Use Plan. 
 
SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 
Section 30503 of the Coastal Act requires public input in Local Coastal Program development.  It 
states:  During the preparation, approval, certification, and amendment of any local coastal 
program, the public, as well as all affected governmental agencies, including special districts, shall 
be provided maximum opportunities to participate.  Prior to submission of a local coastal program 
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Laguna Beach LCP Amendment 1-13-A 
Part A: Floodplain Management 

Page 2 
 
 

 
 

for approval, local governments shall hold a public hearing or hearings on that portion of the 
program which has not been subjected to public hearings within four years of such submission. 
 
The City of Laguna Beach Planning Commission and City Council held five public hearings on the 
proposed replacement of Chapter 25.38 of Title 25 (the flood ordinance):  City Council 2/12/13; and 
1/29/13; Planning Commission 12/12/12; 10/10/12; and 9/12/1.  In addition, 1/8th page notices were 
published in the local newspaper, the Laguna Beach Coastline Pilot.  No written comments were 
received during the City’s review process.  Four members of the public spoke at the Planning 
Commission meeting of 10/10/12.  All comments focused on the requirement for businesses located 
within special flood hazard areas to install contingency floodproofing measures. 
 
Exhibits:   
 

1. City Council Resolution No.13.004; Ordinance No. 1576 
2. Maps Depicting Flood Zones in the City of Laguna Beach (online only)(15 maps total) 

 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 
Copies of the staff report are available online at www.coastal.ca.gov and at the South Coast 
District office located at 200 Oceangate, Suite 1000, Long Beach, 90802.  To obtain copies of the 
staff report by mail, or for additional information, contact Meg Vaughn in the Long Beach office 
at (562) 590-5071. 
 
I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Following a public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following resolution and 
findings. 
 
Approval of the IP Amendment as Submitted 
 

MOTION:       I move that the Commission reject Implementation Plan Amendment No. 1-
13-A for the City of Laguna Beach as submitted. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 
Staff recommends a NO vote.  Failure of this motion will result in certification of the 
Implementation Plan as submitted and the adoption of the following resolution and findings.  The 
motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 
 

RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY THE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AS SUBMITTED: 
 
The Commission hereby certifies the Implementation Plan Amendment 1-13-A for the City of 
Laguna Beach as submitted and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the 
Implementation Plan amendment conforms with, and is adequate to carry out, the provisions of the 
certified Land Use Plan.  Certification of the Implementation Plan amendment complies with the 
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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 
Implementation Plan on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible alternatives and 
mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts on the 
environment. 
 
 
II. FINDINGS 
 
The following findings support the Commission's approval as submitted of the proposed LCP 
Implementation Plan amendment.  The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows: 
 
A.  Amendment Description 
  
The City of Laguna Beach has requested to amend the Implementation Plan (IP) portion of the 
certified Local Coastal Program (LCP).  The main document comprising the City’s certified 
Implementation Plan is Title 25 Zoning, the City’s Zoning Code, although the certified IP also 
includes other documents.  The changes proposed to the City’s certified IP pursuant to this 
amendment request affect only Title 25 and are reflected in City Council Resolution No. 13-004, 
which requests action on Ordinance 1576, Chapter 25.38 Floodplain Management.  LCPA 1-13 
also includes a second request, submitted via City Council Resolution No. 12.072 requesting action 
on Ordinance No.1572 regarding maximum building heights.  The changes proposed via the 
separate resolutions are not related to each other.  Although submitted together as a single 
submittal, because the two segments of the proposed LCPA were submitted via separate resolutions 
and are not interdependent, Commission staff is processing them independently, as LCPA 1-13-A 
(flood ordinance) and LCPA 1-13-B (maximum building heights).  This prevents the processing of 
one impacting the processing of the other.  That is, if issues are identified in one part of the LCPA, 
that would not prevent final certification of the other part of the LCPA.  A separate staff report for 
LCPA 1-13-B will be prepared.  The changes proposed under LCPA 1-13-A are described in 
greater detail below. 
 

Ordinance No. 1576 – Revisions to Chapter 25.38 Floodplain Management 
 
City Council Resolution No. 13.004 requests Commission action on Ordinance No. 1576.  
Ordinance No. 1576 proposes to replace the IP’s existing Chapter 25.38 Flood Damage Prevention 
with a new Chapter 25.38 Floodplain Management.  The replacement flood ordinance is intended to 
follow the State Department of Water Resources model for agency ordinances and would 
incorporate the new areas of special flood hazard identified by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) in the updated Flood Insurance Study (FIS) for the City of Laguna Beach and will 
reference the most recently updated Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) and Flood Boundary and 
Floodway Maps, which are dated December 3, 2009.  The updated flood ordinance (Floodplain 
Management) was originally submitted as part of Laguna Beach Local Coastal Program 
Amendment No. 1-11.  However, the City withdrew the flood ordinance portion of LCPA 1-11 
prior to Commission action in order to allow additional time for City and Commission staff to work 
toward developing mutually agreeable modifications to the proposed Chapter 25.38 Floodplain 
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Management.  The primary issue at that time was that the proposed flood ordinance did not address 
future sea level rise. 
 
Language that has been added to the proposed Chapter 25.38 Floodplain Management based on 
language developed through City and Commission staff discussions includes: 
 

1) Addition of a definition for “sea level rise”; 
2) Recognition of future sea level rise impacts in Section 25.38.011 Findings of Fact as one of 

the bases of the need for these flood regulations; 
3) Recognition that location (siting) of development can affect flood hazard; 
4) Requiring that “base flood elevation” (BFE) calculations be modified to reflect future sea 

level rise; 
5) Requirement for the following additional information to be submitted with floodplain 

building permit applications: 
a.  expected life of structure, and, 
b.  base flood elevation information modified to reflect future  sea level rise; 

6)  Requirement that the lowest allowable floor elevation must be elevated to or above two feet 
above base flood elevation as modified for future sea level rise in Coastal High Hazard areas 
(V zones); 

7)  Prohibition on the use of fill to support roads in Coastal High Hazard areas. 
 
The initial impetus for the City’s revisions to the flood ordinance is described in the City Council 
Agenda Bill, dated 9/1/09, which states: 
 

“On August 21, 2008, on behalf of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), 
staff from the California Department of Water Resources met with City staff to review the 
City’s participation in the National Flood Insurance Program and conducted a field 
inspection as part of their biennial review.  (Every two years there is a review of the City’s 
compliance with their requirements.)  The State’s follow-up report, which resulted from that 
meeting, found the City to be in general compliance with the required floodplain 
enforcement requirements, but did note that the City’s Floodplain Management Ordinance 
needed to be updated to comply with the latest Federal Standards.” 

 
On June 3, 2009, the City was informed that FEMA had completed a re-evaluation of the flood 
hazards within the community and had updated the City’s Flood Insurance Study and prepared new 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps.  The Flood Insurance Study and Flood Insurance Rate Maps became 
effective, for FEMA purposes, on December 3, 2009.  FEMA required that the City’s flood 
ordinance be updated to reference the new Flood Insurance Study and Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
to remain eligible for federal flood insurance.  As a result of the update requirement, a draft 
ordinance amending the City flood ordinance was prepared and sent to the Department of Water 
Resources for review.  The draft ordinance was found to be in compliance with the latest National 
Flood Insurance Program and state standards.  Proposed changes to the City’s flood ordinance were 
generated by the process described above. 
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Subsequent to changes to the City’s flood ordinance based upon the above described input from 
FEMA and the Department of Water Resources, Commission staff provided comments on the 
revised flood ordinance when reviewing the City’s previous LCPA 1-11 submittal, as noted above. 
 
Changes reflected in the proposed ordinance based on input from FEMA and the Department of 
Water Resources (DWR) are similar to the existing flood ordinance language, but updated and 
somewhat expanded.  For example a number of new definitions are proposed to be added.  Proposed 
new definitions include: accessory structure; accessory use; alluvial fan; apex; encroachment; 
manufactured home park or subdivision (definitions are proposed for existing, expanded, and new); 
fraud and victimization; governing body; hardship; historic structure; levee; levee system; market 
value; obstruction; primary frontal dune; program deficiency; public safety and nuisance; 
recreational vehicle; regulatory floodway; substantial damage; substantial improvement; water 
surface elevation; and, watercourse.  Definitions are found in Section 25.38.020 (See exhibit 1). 
 
Another proposed change would require that businesses within areas of special flood hazard 
(identified on the Flood Insurance Rate Map or FIRM and as identified by the City’s floodplain 
administrator) install contingency flood proofing measures within ninety days of written notification 
from the City (extensions of up to ninety days may be granted).  A business that already meets the 
floodproofing requirements may be exempted from this requirement.  This requirement is found in 
Section 25.38.055. 
 
In addition, the proposed LCPA would add a requirement for certification by a registered civil 
engineer or licensed land surveyor that the required lowest floor elevation for residential 
development, including manufactured homes, complies with the requirements of the flood 
ordinance (Section 25.38.050 C.1 and 2 and Section 25.38.053.1).  For non-residential 
development, minimum elevation and/or required floodproofing must be certified by a registered 
civil engineer or architect. 
 
Also, the proposed flood ordinance will increase the lowest floor elevation requirement.  The 
currently certified flood ordinance requires that all new construction or substantial improvements of 
residential structures, including manufactured homes, are required to have the lowest floor, 
including basement, to be elevated to or above the base flood elevation.  The proposed ordinance 
would increase that to be at or above two feet above the base flood elevation.  And in Coastal High 
Hazard areas (V zones), the lowest floor elevation would be required to be elevated to or above two 
feet above the base flood elevation as modified for future sea level rise.  These changes are found in 
Section 25.38.050.C and in Section 25.38.053.1.B.1. 
 
Other changes proposed to the flood ordinance include moving the language describing the process 
for an appeal of the floodplain administrator’s decision (Section 25.38.043) out of the section 
describing the process for requesting a variance from the floodplain regulations (Section 25.38.060).  
In addition, the standards for allowing a variance are clarified and make clear that a variance is only 
granted in extenuating circumstances.  Proposed new section 25.38.060 Nature of Variances states 
(in part): “A variance may be granted for a parcel of property with physical characteristics so 
unusual that complying with the requirements of this ordinance would create an exceptional 
hardship to the applicant or the surrounding property owners.  The characteristics must be unique 
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to the property and not be shared by adjacent parcels.  The unique characteristic must pertain to 
the land itself, not to the structure, its inhabitants or the property owner.”  This section goes on to 
state:  “It is the duty of the Laguna Beach City Council to help protect its citizens from flooding.  
This is so compelling and the implications of the cost of insuring a structure built below flood level 
are so serious that variances from the flood elevation or from other requirements in the flood 
ordinance are quite rare.  The long term goal of preventing and reducing flood loss and damage 
can only be met if variances are strictly limited.  … The criteria are designed to screen out those 
situations in which alternatives other than a variance are more appropriate.”  In addition, the 
proposed floodplain chapter would add a section requiring findings that must be made in order for a 
variance to be granted (proposed Section 25.38.062 B). 
 
In addition, the section on Standards of Construction (proposed section 25.38.050) is proposed to be 
expanded to better describe construction methods to be employed to reduce flood hazard.  For 
example, new sections are proposed describing flood hazard reduction measures for: flood 
openings; garages and low cost accessory structures; and crawlspaces.  Standards of Construction is 
found under the heading “Provisions for Flood Hazard Reduction Sections.”  Newly proposed under 
this heading is a section establishing “Standards for Recreational Vehicles” which would require 
that, within Zones A1-30, AH, AE, V1-30 and VE, if a recreational vehicle is on site more than 180 
consecutive days or is not licensed and ready for highway use it must meet the elevation and 
anchoring requirements for manufactured homes in Section 25.38.042 of the ordinance.  In addition, 
recreational vehicles placed on sites within Zones V1-30, V and VE must meet these same 
requirements of Section 25.38.054(A) as well as the requirements of Section 25.38.057(Coastal 
High Hazard Areas), including elevation and anchoring.  Standards applicable to Recreational 
Vehicles are found in Section 25.38.054.   
 
B.  Areas Designated on the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 
 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) updated the Flood Insurance Study (FIS) 
for the City of Laguna Beach.  The FIS references and incorporates the most recently updated 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM).  The FIRM identifies areas of the City that are at greater risk 
from flooding.  These areas are identified on the FIRM as Special Flood Hazard Areas and are 
those areas in the floodplain subject to a 1% or greater chance of flooding in any given year 
(Shown on the FIRM as Zone A, AO, A1-A30, AE, A99, AH, V1-V30, VE or V). 
 
In the City of Laguna Beach these Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHA) are predominantly found 
along the sandy beach and within the major canyons (Laguna Canyon and Aliso Canyon).  
Currently very little development along the beach falls within one of the SFHAs because much of 
the oceanfront development in Laguna Beach is at higher elevations (e.g. on the bluff top).  The 
area identified on the FIRM with the most development in a SFHA is the City’s downtown area. 
Downtown Laguna is located where Laguna Canyon outlets onto Main Beach.  This SFHA 
extends inland, up the canyon.  Development within the downtown area is predominantly small 
scale commercial development on small lots.  Inland, up the canyon is a mix of predominantly 
commercial and light industrial.  The area of the downtown nearest the beach, just inland of Coast 
Highway, however, falls within the VE zone.   Aliso Canyon is predominantly developed with the 

A-5-LGB-14-0034 
Page 198 of 531



Laguna Beach LCP Amendment 1-13-A 
Part A: Floodplain Management 

Page 7 
 
 

 
 

Aliso Creek Inn & Golf Course.  The downstream end of Aliso Canyon is developed on either side 
of Coast Highway with a public beach park. 
 
When considering the proposed flood ordinance it is important to recognize that different areas of 
the coast are subject to different types and degrees of flood threat.  For example, some areas of 
Laguna Beach are subject to an increased level of flood threat compared to other areas of the City.  
The low lying areas that fall within a narrow path of concentrated flood flows tend to be at greatest 
risk from flooding.  One such example of this is the City’s downtown area, which is located at the 
mouth of Laguna Canyon.  Many areas within the City, however, are at higher elevations and not 
within the path of concentrated flows from inland areas (e.g. within canyons).  Much of the City’s 
bluff top areas typically would not be expected to become threatened from flooding either from 
inland upstream areas due to their location away from concentrated canyon flows or from tidal 
action due to their elevation.  Currently most areas at risk from tidal flooding are the largely 
undeveloped sandy beach areas.  However, in the downtown area development located just inland 
of Coast Highway, within the first few blocks of Main Beach falls within the Coastal High Hazard 
(V) zone.  As with most of the City’s downtown area, this area is developed principally with small 
scale commercial development.  The extent of areas at risk from tidal flooding may increase with 
future sea level rise. 
 
C. Approval of Implementation Plan Amendment No. 1-13-A as Submitted 
 
The standard of review for amendments to the Implementation Plan of a certified LCP is whether 
the Implementation Plan, as amended, will be in conformance with and adequate to carry out, the 
policies of the certified Land Use Plan (LUP). 
 
Consistency with Certified Land Use Plan 
 
The City’s certified LUP Land Use Element (LUE) contains the following policies: 
 
Policy 7.3  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 and to minimize natural landform alterations. 

 
Action 7.3.3:  Design and site new development to avoid hazardous areas and 

minimize risks to life and property from coastal and other hazards. (Ongoing 
implementation.) 

 
Action 7.3.4: Require new development to assure stability and structural integrity, 

and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or 
destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of 
protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and 
cliffs. (Ongoing implementation.) 

 
Action 7.3.15: Prepare and periodically update comprehensive studies of 
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seasonal and long-term shoreline change, episodic and chronic bluff retreat, flooding, 
and local changes in sea levels, and other coastal hazard conditions. (Long-term 
implementation.) 

 
Policy 10.3  Ensure that all new development, including subdivisions, the creation of new building 

sites and remodels that involve building additions, is evaluated to ascertain potential 
negative impacts on natural resources, ESHA and existing adjacent development.  
Proposed development shall emphasize ESHA impact avoidance over impact 
mitigation.  Any mitigation required due to an unavoidable negative impact should be 
located on-site rather than off-site, where feasible.  Any off-site mitigation should be 
located within the City’s boundaries and in close proximity to the project. 

 
Action 10.3.2 Continue to require in-depth analysis of constraint issues for properties, especially 

those designated on the City’s hazard maps so that the nature of the constraint and 
the best options for mitigation or avoidance will be considered at all stages of the 
approval process since these constraints may affect what development is appropriate 
for the property. 

   
The City’s certified LUP Open Space/Conservation Element contains the following policies: 
 
Policy 1-E Prohibit the construction of buildings and other man-made structures on the sandy 

portion of the beach unless necessary for public health and safety. 
 
Policy 1-F Shoreline protective devices which may adversely affect the sand supply or cause an 

adverse impact to shoreline processes shall not be approved unless the situation is 
one in which there is clear evidence that the existing structure(s) are in danger from 
erosion and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local 
shoreline sand supply and unless all feasible alternatives have been explored. 

 
Policy 9-A Promote the preservation and restoration of Laguna’s natural drainage channels, 

freshwater streams, lakes and marshes to protect wildlife habitat and to maintain 
watershed, groundwater and scenic open space. 

 
Policy 9-B Prohibit filling and substantial alteration of streams and/or diversion or culverting of 

such streams except as necessary to protect existing structures in the proven interest 
of public safety, where no other method for protection of existing structures in the 
flood plain are feasible or where the primary function is to improve fish and wildlife 
habitat.  This provision does not apply to channelized sections of streams without 
significant habitat value. 

 
Policy 9-C a) Streams on the Major Watershed and Drainage Courses Map and the South 

Laguna and Laguna Canyon Biological Values Maps which are also “blue-line” 
streams identified on the USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Series, shall be identified 
and mapped on the Coastal Environmentally Sensitive Areas Map of the Land Use 
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Plan.  For these streams, a minimum setback of 25 feet from the top of the stream 
banks shall be required in all new developments.  A greater setback may be 
necessary in order to protect all riparian habitat based on a site-specific assessment.  
No disturbance of major vegetation, or development, shall be allowed within the 
setback area.  This provision shall not apply to channelized sections of streams 
without significant habitat value.  Where development is proposed on an existing 
subdivided lot which is otherwise developable consistent with all City ordinances 
and other policies of this Plan except that application of this setback would result in 
no available building site on the lot, the setback may be reduced provided it is 
maintained at a width sufficient to protect all existing riparian habitat on the site and 
provided all other feasible alternative measures, such as modifications to the size, 
siting and design of any proposed structures, have been exhausted. 

 b) Require a setback of a minimum of 25 feet measured from the centerflow line of 
all natural drainage courses or streams on the Major Watershed and Drainage 
Courses Map and the South Laguna and Laguna Canyon biological Values Maps 
other than the “blue-line” streams referenced in 9-C(a) above.  Such setback shall be 
increased upon the recommendation of the City Engineer and environmental planner 
through the environmental review process.  However, a variance may be given in 
special circumstances where it can be proven that design of a proposed structure on 
an affected lot will preserve, enhance or restore the significance of the natural 
watercourse.  At no time shall grubbing of vegetation, elimination of trees, or 
disturbance of habitat be allowed within the setback area before or after construction. 

 
Policy 9-K Promote preservation and enhancement of the natural drainage of Laguna Beach. 
 
Policy 9-T Restore and retain Aliso Creek in a natural state and protect the Creek from 

infringement of new development. 
 
Policy 10-A   Require that plan review procedures recognize and avoid geologically unstable areas, 

flood-prone lands, and slopes subject to erosion and slippage. 
 
The LUP requires that development be sited to avoid hazards and that it minimize risks to life and 
property from coastal and other hazards.  Flood hazard falls into this category.  The LUP further 
requires that development assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area.  The LUP 
also requires consideration of flooding, and local changes in sea levels as part of development 
review.  Overall, the certified LUP requires that hazards, including flooding, be considered during 
the project review process and that measures be implemented to lessen and/or avoid adverse 
impacts from site hazards identified during review to the subject site or to the surrounding area. 
 
The City of Laguna Beach has a history of damage due to flooding.  Historically, flooding and 
mudslides have caused millions of dollars of damage to homes, businesses and public infrastructure.  
The most recent heavy flooding, in December of 2010, inundated Laguna Canyon and the 
downtown area.  Both the downtown area and Laguna Canyon Road were closed due to the 
flooding.  The proposed flood ordinance update and revisions are intended to increase protection 

A-5-LGB-14-0034 
Page 201 of 531



Laguna Beach LCP Amendment 1-13-A 
Part A: Floodplain Management 

Page 10 
 
 

 
 

                                                

from flooding in the areas within the City that have been identified as and demonstrated to be flood 
prone. The proposed changes to the flood ordinance are described in greater detail previously.   The 
new flood protection measures proposed in the revised flood ordinance will increase the level of 
protection from flooding within areas of the City that have been identified as flood prone areas (e.g. 
on the FIRM).  However, these revised regulations are not meant to create new or added 
development potential within flood prone areas where such potential does not already exist. 
 
The flood ordinance proposes to incorporate consideration of future sea level rise into project 
review and implementation of the proposed flood protection measures.  Flooding can occur from 
both upstream accumulation of rainfall and runoff, and from the ocean via tidal flooding.  Tidal 
flooding occurs when extreme high tides occur concurrently with storm surge events.  Anticipated 
future sea level rise will exacerbate tidal flooding.  Thus, it is important that flood hazard analysis 
specifically consider the impacts of sea level rise on proposed development. The flood ordinance 
proposes consideration of a range of sea level rise scenarios during the initial planning phase in 
order to assess project vulnerability and, to the extent feasible, reduce expected risks and increase 
resiliency to sea level rise enhanced flooding.  
 
As proposed, expected sea level rise figures will be based on best available science.  As a starting 
reference point, the ordinance proposes the current best available sea level rise science to be the 
2012 National Academy of Science Report, Sea-Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon and 
Washington: Past, Present and Future.1  For Laguna Beach, the NAS report predicts sea level rise 
from 5.0 to 23.94 inches from 2000 to 2050 and from 17.4 to 65.55 inches from 2000 to 2100. 
 
Although these sea level rise design heights could change as the issue continues to evolve into the 
future, the best available science will also evolve in the future.  It is important that a minimum 
design standard be utilized based on the best data currently available in order to adequately plan for, 
and design around, potential hazards. On a practical level, this will help guide preparation of an 
appropriate level of analysis and provide more consistent data. Therefore, minimum numeric 
standards within the flood ordinance are appropriate. The inclusion of these standards will not 
hinder the City’s ability to formally amend these numbers through the LCP Amendment process, as 
the science evolves and new data becomes available in the future.  The proposed flood ordinance 
requires that the base flood elevation be adjusted for future sea level rise based on these sea level 
rise standards identified in the ordinance. 
 
A new requirement of the proposed flood ordinance is that existing businesses located in areas of 
special flood hazard must install the required contingency floodproofing measures within ninety 
days of notice from the City.  These contingency floodproofing measures would also be required 
with construction of new development.  In addition, more specific standards of construction are 
included in the proposed revisions which also help to clarify the intent of the ordinance as well as 
assisting in its implementation.  In addition, flood protection measures are newly proposed to apply 
to recreational vehicles (when on site long term and when located in coastal high hazard zones), 

 
1 Full reference for the NAS Report – National Academy of Sciences. 2012. Sea-Level Rise for the Coastal of 
California, Oregon and Washington: Past, Present and Future.  National Academies Press. Washington, DC: 
http://dels.nas.edu/Report/Level-Rise-Coasts/13389 
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providing additional protection in flood prone areas.  Other changes proposed to the flood ordinance 
include defining a number of additional terms allowing for greater understanding of the intent of the 
ordinance as well as in guiding implementation of the ordinance.   
 
In addition, the proposed flood ordinance includes a required increase in the allowable lowest floor 
elevation level for new development (substantial improvement).  Currently, the lowest level must be 
elevated to or above the base flood elevation.  The proposed ordinance would increase that to be at 
or above two feet above the base flood elevation. In Coastal High Hazard areas (V zones), the 
proposed flood ordinance requires that the lowest allowable level must be elevated to or above two 
feet above base flood elevation as modified for future sea level rise.   
 
V zones are areas susceptible to tidal flooding (that is flooding from the ocean rather than from 
upstream/inland).  Most of the areas within the City that fall within the V zone category are not 
developed and under current zoning are not likely to be developed in the future.  This is because 
most of the V zones are sandy public beach areas which are land use designated Public Recreation 
and Parks and zoned: at Main Beach Park - Downtown Specific Plan Central Business District 
Park; and elsewhere Recreation.  These land use and zone designations allow only limited, minor 
development that can be easily relocated such as walkways and picnic areas, as well as temporary 
uses.  Public buildings and facilities are also allowed, but when located on the oceanfront these uses 
must also comply with the LUP’s Open Space/Conservation Element policies 1E and 1F.  OSC 
policies 1E prohibits man-made structures on the sandy portion of the beach unless necessary for 
public health and safety.  Policy 1F prohibits shoreline protective devices except in narrow 
instances.  Thus, within the City’s V zones, the proposed flood ordinance would not create 
development potential in areas that are not otherwise developable. 
 
However, limited developed areas of the City do fall within a designated V zone.  This is true for 
the area just inland of Main Beach, across Coast Highway, in the City’s downtown area.  This area 
is developed with small scale commercial development.  This is the area where new development, 
including substantial improvements as defined in the ordinance, would require elevating the lowest 
floor level to two feet above the base flood elevation as modified to reflect sea level rise.  The 
additional standards described in the Provisions for Flood Hazard Reduction Sections (beginning 
with Section 25.38.050) of the proposed ordinance would also be required. 
 
Also, when an application for a Floodplain Building Permit (Section 25.38.042.A.9) is submitted, it 
must include the adjusted base flood elevation necessary to reflect sea level rise regardless of 
whether it is in a V or other zone.  In addition, Section 25.38.041.F requires the floodplain 
administrator to “make interpretations, where needed, as to the exact location of the boundaries of 
the areas of special flood hazard, where there appears to be conflict between a mapped boundary 
and actual field conditions.”  Moreover, the floodplain administrator must be able to make the 
determination that “the site is reasonably safe from flooding over the expected life of the 
development (minimum 75 years)”, per Section 25.38.041.A.3.  Thus, the proposed ordinance 
incorporates consideration of sea level rise when determining the base flood elevation. 
 
Section 25.38.042 of the flood ordinance clarifies that in addition to obtaining a Floodplain 
Development Building Permit, any other required permits must also be obtained.  Section 
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25.38.042 states, in part: “The floodplain development building permit is additional to any other 
required permit, including a coastal development permit.”  In addition, Section 25.05.050 of the 
certified IP requires that “In addition to any other permits required, any development within the 
coastal zone that constitutes development as defined in Section 25.07.006(D) that is not exempt 
pursuant to 25.07.008, requires approval of a coastal development permit pursuant to Section 
25.07”.  Thus, an applicant for a floodplain development building permit would be aware that 
approval of floodplain development building permit would not obviate the need to also obtain any 
other required approvals.  This would assure that such development, in addition to being found 
consistent with the requirements of the flood ordinance, would also need be consistent with other 
City requirements including consistency with the certified Local Coastal Program. 
 
The proposed flood ordinance does not, and is not intended to supercede the LUP’s natural 
resource protection policies.  All development subject to the proposed flood ordinance must still 
comply with the policies of the certified LUP, including the  Vegetation and Wildlife Resources 
policies and Watersheds and Watercourses policies cited above.  In developed areas of the 
floodplain, such as the City’s downtown area, it is likely that most often these policies would not 
apply because, due to the long-term built-out nature of the area, there are fewer or no natural 
watercourses or sensitive habitats.  Nevertheless, if such were to be discovered, the applicable 
LUP protection polices would apply.  For example, if development were proposed along Aliso 
Creek in the South Laguna area, consideration would be given to avoidance of flood hazard rather 
than allowing new development within the floodplain.  The currently certified flood ordinance 
(Flood Damage Prevention) has not prevented implementation of the LUP polices including the 
natural resource protection policies and neither would the proposed flood ordinance (Floodplain 
Management).  Rather, the flood ordinance establishes methods to reduce flood hazard in 
floodplain areas that were developed long ago and there is no feasible alternative.  
 
The changes proposed to the flood ordinance are also described in the Amendment Description 
section of this staff report.  The changes proposed via LCPA 1-13-A will result in greater 
protection from flooding than is currently afforded in the certified version of the flood ordinance, 
consistent with the certified LUP’s requirement to avoid and/or lessen impacts due to hazards.  
Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission approve the proposed Implementation Plan 
amendment as submitted. 
 
III. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
 
Section 21080.9 of the California Public Resources Code – and the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) - exempts local governments from the requirement of preparing 
environmental impact reports (EIRs), among other things, in connection with their activities and 
approvals necessary for the preparation and adoption of local coastal programs (LCPs).  The 
Commission’s LCP review and approval program has been found by the Resources Agency to be 
functionally equivalent to the EIR process.  Thus, under Section 21080.5 of CEQA, the 
Commission is relieved of the responsibility to prepare an EIR for each LCP.  Nevertheless, the 
Commission is required, in approving an LCP submittal, to find that the proposal does conform 
with the provisions of CEQA, and to base any certification on a specific factual finding supporting 
the conclusion that the proposal “meets the requirements of [CEQA] Section 21080.5(d)(2)(i) … , 
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which requires that an activity will not be approved or adopted as proposed if there are feasible 
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any 
significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the environment.”  14 C.C.R. Sections 
13555(b), 13542(a), and 13540(f).  The City of Laguna Beach LCP amendment 1-13-A consists of 
an amendment to the Implementation Plan (IP) only.  The City has found the proposed amendment 
to be categorically exempt under CEQA. 
 
As outlined in this staff report, the proposed Implementation Plan amendment as submitted is not 
expected to result in significant adverse impacts on the environment.  For the reasons described 
above and throughout this staff report, the IP amendment is in conformity with and adequate to 
carry out the policies of the certified LUP, including the land use and public access policies.  
Therefore, the Commission finds that approval of the Implementation Plan amendment as submitted 
will not result in significant adverse environmental impacts under the meaning of CEQA.  
Therefore, the Commission certifies City of Laguna Beach LCP amendment request 1-13-A as 
submitted. 
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City of Laguna Beach - Flood Zones - Irvine Cove to Emerald Bay
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City of Laguna Beach - Flood Zones - Montage Resort & Aliso Creek Areas
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City of Laguna Beach - Flood Zones - Aliso Beach to Table Rock
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City of Laguna Beach - Flood Zones - South Laguna Bluffs
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City of Laguna Beach - Flood Zones - Lower Laguna Canyon
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City of Laguna Beach - Flood Zones - Mid Laguna Canyon
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City of Laguna Beach - Flood Zones - Upper Laguna Canyon
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City of Laguna Beach - Flood Zones - Upper Laguna Canyon, Part 2
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City of Laguna Beach - Flood Zones - Upper Laguna Canyon, Part 3
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July 6, 2014 
  
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast District Office 
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
  
RE: Appeal # A-5-LGB-14-0034--The Ranch at Laguna Beach 
31106 South Coast Highway 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 
  
Dear Coastal Commissioners, 
 
On behalf of Laguna Plein Air Painters Association (LPAPA), we are writing to express our support for 
the restoration and revitalization of the historic Aliso Creek Inn and Golf Course (now the Ranch at 
Laguna Beach). 
   
As LPAPA’s hundreds of member plein air artists paint and celebrate the landscape that the California 
Coastal Act seeks to protect, the Commission’s continuing efforts to assure that California’s natural and 
cultural coastal resources—including especially the Aliso Creek area--are conserved, is of vital importance 
to our organization.  
 
In representing and supporting today’s impressionist artists, LPAPA is also the torch-bearer for the 
preservation and cultivation of Laguna’s Beach’s cultural heritage, a legacy bequeathed by the 
community’s founders, the late 19th and early 20th century plein air painters, who established the city as an 
artist colony, which remains a principal part of Laguna’s present cultural identity, and thus an distinctive 
coastal resource that attracts visitors from all over the world.   
 
In addition, the Ranch at Laguna Beach, thanks to the generosity and vision of principal Mark Christy, is 
now the home of our Laguna Plein Air Invitational, a weeklong arts event held each October. The 
Invitational is widely recognized as one of the premier plein air arts events in North America.  With this 
relationship, we have had the opportunity to come to a deep understanding of the proposed project, which 
we believe is compatible with LPAPA’s vision and purpose.  Among many other things, the project will 
further the objectives of the Coastal Act by increasing access to quality and reasonably priced visitor 
serving and lower-cost recreational facilities (the inn, golf course and revitalized camp site).  
Environmental values will be protected and enhanced through the removal of invasive vegetation, 
arboristically appropriate tree maintenance that will allow surrounding native vegetation to regenerate and 
allow the public visual access to long-hidden hillsides and outcrops of the Yosemite of Laguna. 
 
Given these factors, supported the City of Laguna Beach’s approval findings, it seems reasonable that the 
Commission would find no substantial issue raised by the appeal. However, if the Commission does wish 
to consider technical questions in further depth, we are confident that the project as designed will be found 
consistent with all applicable policies and regulations.  Altogether, we urge the Commission to sustain the 
Laguna Beach Planning Commission’s approval based on the project’s compliance with the City’s LCP 
and the evident facts that, on balance, the project as proposed, is the most protective of coastal resources. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
LAGUNA	  PLEIN	  AIR	  PAINTERS	  ASSOCIATION	  
	  
	  
	  	  
	  	  
Gregory	  H.	  Vail	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Rosemary	  Swimm	  
President	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Executive	  Director	  
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July 11, 2014 
 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast District Office 
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
 
Re: Appeal #A-5-LGB-14-0034 
 
Dear California Coastal Commission, 
 
On behalf of MacGillivray Freeman’s One World One Ocean Campaign 
and One World One Ocean Foundation, we are writing this letter in 
support of the renovation project at The Ranch, led by its principal, Mark 
Christy. Mark has been a valuable member of the Laguna Beach 
community and has a 30-year history of philanthropy and community 
involvement. His philanthropy has extended to leadership roles of 
restoration projects including the Hobie Building and Tuvalu Building in 
downtown Laguna, as well as multiple local organizations, including 
Schoolpower, Boys & Girls Club of Laguna Beach, Laguna Plein Air Painters 
Association, Pacific Marine Mammal Center, and many other 
environmental groups.  
 
One World One Ocean Foundation was founded in December 2010, and 
contributes to film, television, social media, and educational programs to 
inspire, educate, and connect millions of people worldwide toward a 
common purpose: protect and restore the health of the ocean.  OWOOF’s 
area of focus is to support the production of ocean-themed educational 
giant screen films and companion educational programming. Our mission 
is to educate and inspire people of all ages and backgrounds to appreciate 
to join us in protecting our ocean.  The cornerstone of OWOOF’s 
philosophy is the belief that marine eco-literacy and lifelong learning is 
critical to an individual’s development and important to inspiring people 
to become bold, passionate ambassadors in protecting and restoring the 
health our ocean.   
 
We are writing this letter to express our support of the ownership team at 
The Ranch at Laguna Beach, and Mark Christy. Please take the time to 
review the quality of Mr. Christy’s existing projects and the efforts he 
makes to be both a community leader and good neighbor.  
 
The ownership of The Ranch has exhibited extraordinary dedication to the 
community while attempting to create a wonderful destination for visitors.  
We at One World One Ocean Foundation support these efforts. 
 
If you have any questions, you may call us directly at (949) 494-1055.   
 
Sincerely, 
Greg MacGillivray 
 
Chairman 
One World One Ocean  
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California	  Coastal	  Commission
South	  Coast	  District	  Office
200	  Oceangate,	  10th	  Floor
Long	  Beach,	  CA	  	  90802-‐4416
	  
RE:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Appeal	  #	  A-‐5-‐LGB-‐14-‐0034
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  The	  Ranch	  at	  Laguna	  Beach
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  31106	  South	  Coast	  Highway
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Laguna	  Beach,	  CA	  	  92651	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  7.6.2014

Dear	  California	  Coastal	  Commission,	  

on	  behalf	  of	  Laguna	  based	  non-‐profit	  charity	  Wheels	  4	  Life	  and	  as	  a	  20-‐year	  neighbor	  residing	  only	  a	  few	  
hundred	  yard	  from	  The	  Ranch,	  I	  would	  like	  to	  express	  my	  uppermost	  support	  of	  the	  plans	  and	  iniXaXves	  
The	  Ranch	  has	  for	  the	  above	  menXoned	  property.	  
Their	  philiosophy	  and	  plans	  are	  represenXng	  Laguna	  and	  the	  interests	  of	  the	  majority	  of	  our	  residents.	  
Their	  outreach	  to	  the	  community,	  their	  sense	  for	  historic	  and	  environmental	  preservaXon,	  has	  even	  ef-‐
fected	  and	  supported	  our	  own	  charity,	  when	  they	  generously	  supported	  our	  gala	  event	  in	  Sept.	  2013	  by	  
le[ng	  our	  event	  host	  on	  the	  grounds.
I	  see	  the	  restoraXon	  of	  the	  property	  as	  a	  important	  step	  that	  will	  benefit	  many	  people	  and	  causes	  in	  La-‐
guna,	  it	  will	  be	  a	  unique	  venue	  and	  gem	  in	  Laguna.	  
I	  have	  personally	  been	  many	  Xmes	  at	  this	  venue	  already,	  and	  in	  the	  last	  year	  I	  have	  go]en	  more	  and	  
more	  excited	  about	  the	  excellent	  progress	  they	  have	  been	  doing	  with	  the	  cleaning	  up	  of	  the	  course	  the	  
restoraXon	  of	  the	  faciliXes	  and	  the	  preservaXon	  of	  one	  of	  	  Laguna’s	  first	  homesteads.	  I	  have	  known	  Mark	  
Christy	  for	  over	  20	  years,	  his	  contribuXons	  to	  our	  community	  have	  always	  been	  outstanding	  and	  in	  the	  
interest	  of	  Laguna.	  

Myself	  and	  our	  board	  we	  support	  the	  Ranch	  project	  and	  we	  hope	  you	  will	  approve	  the	  plans	  to	  make	  it	  
what	  it	  needs	  to	  be.	  

Sincerely	  

Hans	  Rey	  
Founder	  &	  ExecuXve	  Director	  

“Wheels 4 Life” charity  501 (c)(3)
www.wheels4life.org 

donations@wheels4life.org    
P.O. Box 21   Laguna Beach, CA 92652  USA

Tel: + 1 949 499 2030     Fed ID #: 20-3312814
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TELEPHONE:(310) 798-2400 
FACSIMILE:  (310) 798-2402  

CHATTEN-BROWN & CARSTENS 
 2200 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY 

SUITE 318 
HERMOSA BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90254 

www.cbcearthlaw.com 

 
 

E-mail:  
MNB@CBCEARTHLAW.COM 

 
 

January 5, 2015 
 

Via Email         Thu 11a 
 

Dr. Charles Lester, Executive Director 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 

Re:  Consideration of Appeal of Action taken by City of Laguna Beach 
regarding “The Ranch”, Application No. A-5-LGB-14-0034 

  

Dear Dr. Lester and Honorable Commissioners: 
 
 The Sierra Club’s Save Hobo Aliso Task Force has advocated conservation of 
Aliso Canyon and the lands adjacent to Aliso and Wood Canyons Wilderness Park for 
nearly fifteen years.  In addition to conservation of the area’s unique habitats, the Task 
Force seeks to uphold Coastal Act policies regarding public access and recreation 
between the Wilderness Park and Aliso Beach.  As proposed, the proposed expansion and 
renovation of the former Aliso Creek Inn (“Project”) fails to uphold the policies of the 
Coastal Act.  Before the Commission may act on the Project, the staff report must also be 
corrected to include missing and truncated letters, and the Applicant must comply with 
notice requirements.   
 
 Perhaps most concerning, the Project seeks to establish an outdoor event center at 
the Scout Camp, a facility dedicated solely for the use and benefit of the youth of Laguna 
Beach.  The 7,000-square foot concrete pad that will serve as the basis of the outdoor 
event center was constructed without permits, in violation of the Coastal Act.  The 
Commission recognized this unpermitted activity in 2014 with the issuance of a Notice of 
Violation No. V-5-14-007.  Unfortunately, instead of requiring the removal of the 
concrete pad, the restoration of native landscaping, and the cessation of outdoor activities 
that are inconsistent with children’s camping, the staff recommendation proposes to 
permit them in perpetuity.  The Project also fails to include completion of the Forest to 
the Sea Trail, despite the Trail’s inclusion in the Laguna Beach certified Local Coastal 
Program.  For these reasons, as well as the reasons outlined in the Task Force’s 
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December 29, 2014 letter to the Commission, and the letters submitted by the Sea and 
Sage Audubon Society, the Banning Ranch Conservancy, and Friends of Harbors, 
Beaches, and Parks, the Task Force respectfully requests that the Commission deny the 
requested approval, thereby overturning the City of Laguna Beach’s issuance of a CDP 
for the Project.   
 
 In addition to the Project’s many conflicts with the Coastal Act, there are 
procedural deficiencies which must be remedied before the Commission vote.  Several of 
these issues require the postponement of the hearing.  For example, the December 18, 
2014 staff report failed to include complete letters and submissions.  The full hydraulic 
review report commissioned by Appellant Mark Fudge to assist the Commissioners in 
their review of this Project has not been included in the staff report.  This deprives the 
Commissioners and staff of timely submitted material on this matter, including letters 
submitted by longtime local activists Tom Osborne and Michael Beanan, as well as by 
Wild Heritage Planners.  The truncated nature of these inclusions leaves the Task Force 
concerned that additional timely comments may have been wholly excluded from the 
staff report. 
 

Further, the hearing may not proceed on January 8, 2015 due to the Applicant’s 
failure to comply with the notice requirements of 14 CCR § 13149.  Penny Elia of the 
Save Hobo Aliso Task Force has visited the Project site and confirmed that the required 
notice has not been posted at the Project site.    
 

On another matter, the Task Force requests that the Commission treat the Save 
Hobo Aliso Task Force as an appellant in this matter, as depicted on the original appeal 
form submitted to the Commission and stamped as received on June 13, 2014.  Despite 
the City’s recognition of the Task Force and its chairman, Penny Elia, as longstanding 
interested parties in all matters concerning Aliso Canyon, the City failed to provide the 
Task Force with notice of the pending coastal development permit for the Project, or of 
the Planning Commission hearing at which the appealed CDP was granted.  The City’s 
failure to provide proper notice to the Task Force is compounded by Ms. Elia’s previous 
written request to receive notice of all hearings related to Hobo Aliso Ridge and Aliso 
Canyon.  Ms. Elia sent this request to the City, along with self-addressed, stamped 
envelopes.  By failing to provide the required notice regarding the Project and its pending 
coastal development permit, the City failed to comply with the Coastal Act and deprived 
the Task Force of both the ability to participate in the City’s administrative process and 
the ability to appeal the City’s decision to the Coastal Commission.  After being advised 
that the Task Force could appeal the Planning Commission’s grant of the CDP based on 
its status as a longstanding interested party, the Task Force filed an appeal with the 
Coastal Commission on June 13, 2014.  This completed appeal form contains Penny 
Elia’s original signature on behalf of the Task Force in addition to that of appellant Mark 
Fudge, and is hereby attached as Exhibit A.  Only after the Commission advised Ms. Elia 
that it had rejected the Task Force’s appeal did appellant Mark Fudge submit a separate 
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and sole appeal regarding this Project.  As the Task Force would have participated in the 
City Planning Commission hearing on this Project but for the City’s failure to provide 
Coastal Act-compliant notice, the Save Hobo Aliso Task Force respectfully requests that 
it be considered an appellant in this matter along with Mr. Fudge.        
 

Finally, as the hearing approaches, there appears to be new information about the 
Project and extensive objections to conditions that should be dealt with at greater length 
than can be afforded during the scheduled hearing.   

 
In order to permit the Commission and its staff adequate time to resolve the 

Project’s conflicts with the Coastal Act, the Applicant’s objections to the proposed 
conditions, and deficiencies with the staff report packet and notice, the Save Hobo Aliso 
Task Force of the Sierra Club hereby requests that the Commission postpone the hearing 
on this Project until at least February 2015.  Thank you for your attention to these 
concerns. 

  
Sincerely, 
 
 

                                                                    
Douglas P. Carstens 
Michelle N. Black 

 
cc:   erin.prahler@coastal.ca.gov 

Karl.Schwing@coastal.ca.gov 
Chuck.Posner@coastal.ca.gov 
hope.schmeltzer@coastal.ca.gov 
Sherilyn.Sarb@coastal.ca.gov 
Andrew.Willis@coastal.ca.gov 
Alex.Helperin@coastal.ca.gov 
Charles.Lester@coastal.ca.gov 
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January 5th, 2014 

 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, CA  
94105-2219 
 
RE:  Opposition to Staff Recommendation of Approval of a Coastal Development Permit for the 
Project known as “The Ranch” – CDP A-5-LGB-14-0034, Thursday, January 8th, Item 11A 
 
 
Chair Kinsey and Commissioners, 
 
The California Coastal Protection Network (CCPN) urges the Coastal Commission to deny the 
Coastal Development Permit for the project known as “The Ranch” in Laguna Beach unless the 
project is conditioned in a manner that fully addresses the deficiencies in the Staff’s 
Recommendation.  Those deficiencies include the failure to adequately address the loss of lower 
cost visitor-serving overnight accommodations within the City of Laguna Beach, the failure to 
require the applicant to complete a critical part of the final portion of the long-awaited Trail to the 
Sea, and the after-the-fact approval of illegal, unpermitted development that is now being described 
as an “Outdoor Event Center” at Scout Camp that was the subject of a Notice of Violation on 
September 14th, 2014.   
 
While all of the aforementioned deficiencies require the Commission’s attention, CCPN’s focus is 
primarily on the impending loss of the 64 lower cost overnight visitor-serving accommodations in 
the City of Laguna Beach. 
 
CCPN believes that the conflict between the ever-diminishing supply of lower cost visitor-serving 
accommodations in the coastal zone, the Commission’s key responsibility in preserving them, and 
the failure of some local governments to protect them is aptly illustrated by what has transpired on 
this project under the inappropriate and deficient actions taken by the City of Laguna Beach.  As a 
statewide regulator that was created to provide a counter balance to the oft-competing goals of local 
jurisdictions, it is imperative that the Commission step in and provide the necessary guidance and 
restraint that the relevant Coastal Act and LCP policies provide. 
 
• Despite the applicant’s representative’s contention that this facility was never a lower cost 
accommodation, the former Ben Brown’s and, then, the Aliso Creek Inn, was well known locally 
as a lower cost alternative to the higher cost accommodations in the City of Laguna Beach.   
 
The 64 overnight accommodations that existed for decades at this location under the ownership of 
Ben and Viola Brown were lower cost by virtue of both size and room rate.  Initially constructed as 
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apartments, the original rooms were expansive in size (from 600 to 1100 square feet), included a 
range of floor plans from studios to 2-bedroom suites, and all contained full kitchens.  
 
In 2004, Aliso Creek Properties LLC, whose principles included investors in Montage Hotel and 
Resorts LLC, purchased the property and announced various plans for upscale residences, and a 
high-end conference center and spa.  Aliso Creek Properties LLC ultimately decided to abandon 
those plans and sold the complex to the current owner and applicant, Laguna Beach Golf and 
Bungalow Village, LLC.  However, a screen capture of the rates in 2005 that existed after Aliso 
Creek Properties LLC purchased and continued to operate the property shows that the studios with 
full kitchens rented for a range of $127 - $197, depending on the season (low vs. high) and could be 
had for as low as $105 for a studio and $115 for a one-bedroom suite if the hotel guest purchased a 
golf package.  (See Attachment A) 
 
An article in the Laguna Beach Indy dated July 3, 2103 that described the sale to the current owner 
described how the “Aliso Creek Inn may well be the lone holdout to lack flatscreen TVs” and that in 
two of its room, “guests still dial on rotary phones.”  The article included a quote by Alan X. Reay, 
president of Irvine’s Atlas Hospitality Group which specializes in hotel sales who opined that the 
price paid for the hotel, estimated to be $19 million, “…doesn’t make sense on current 
rates….referring to the hotel’s $159 to $299 room rate, but reflects a bet by investors that they can 
either reuse the property by adding more rooms or renovating and raising rates.” 
http://www.lagunabeachindy.com/new-owners-to-remake-aliso-creek-inn/ 
 
By any stretch of the imagination, in an area where room rates on or proximate to the beach 
routinely start in the several hundred dollar range, this facility was a lower cost, visitor-serving 
accommodation based on published room rates and affordable design that allowed multiple guests 
per room and allowed meals to be cooked on-site. 
 
• The City of Laguna Beach failed to follow its own certified LCP that mandates the protection of 
lower cost, affordable accommodations.  The City did not conduct or require a market rate study 
or evaluate the impact that the loss of these lower cost visitor-serving accommodations would 
have on the existing stock of lower cost accommodations in Laguna Beach.   
 
Protection of lower cost visitor-serving overnight accommodations as a component of public access 
is required under Coastal Act Section 30210 and 30213 and is also required under the City of 
Laguna Beach’s certified LCP.  The relevant policies were cited by staff in both the Substantial Issue 
and De Novo Staff Reports and are as follows: 
 
Coastal Act Section 30210: 
In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, maximum 
access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all 
the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private 
property owners and natural resources areas from overuse. 
 
Coastal Act Section 30213: 
Lower cost visitor serving and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where 
feasible, provided.  Developments providing public recreational opportunities are preferred. 
 
The Commission shall not: (1) require that overnight room rentals be fixed at an amount certain for 
any privately owned and operated hotel, motel, or other similar visitor-serving facility located on 
either public or private lands; or (2) establish or approve any method for the identification of low or 
moderate income persons for the purpose of determining eligibility for overnight room rentals in any 
such facilities. 
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Land Use Element Policy 6.2: 
Preserve and encourage an increase of the City’s stock of affordable motel and hotel rooms available 
for short-term visitors.  Protect, encourage, and were feasible provide, affordable overnight 
accommodations. 
 

Action 6.2.1 Continue to enforce existing ordinance and coastal policies that limit changes 
in use of existing hotel and motels to preserve visitor-serving uses. 
 
Action 6.2.2 Investigate and, if appropriate, amend the Municipal Code to ensure that 
affordable hotels and motels are maintained for short-term visitor occupancy.  A method to 
define whether a facility providing overnight accommodation is low, moderate or high cost 
shall be evaluated as apart of the investigation. Establish standards that would require new 
high-cost visitor serving accommodations provide affordable overnight accommodation or 
pay an in-lieu fee. (Ongoing implementation-short-to-long term.) 
 
Action 6.2.3 Maintain an inventory of the number of existing motel and hotel rooms and 
room rates (Ongoing implementation-short-to-long-term.) 

 
• The City piecemealed the permitting process and allowed the demolition/renovation of the 64 
existing lower-cost rooms to proceed under ministerial, over-the-counter permits with no public 
review or input. 
 
As we begin our examination of how to better address the statewide loss of lower cost visitor-serving 
accommodations in the Coastal Zone, and in what I believe is an important lesson for the 
Commission, the Legislature and the public, the City of Laguna Beach approved an application(s) to 
demo/renovate all of the 64 lower-cost rooms under ministerial over-the-counter permits.  
 
The Building Permit Application described a substantial effort that allowed for the demolition of all 
hotel rooms to include drywall, cabinets, flooring, non-bearing walls, electrical, plumbing, heating 
and all carports per approved plans including the removal the kitchens, which as described above 
and as referenced in prior Commission proceedings are typically viewed as a component of 
‘affordability by design.’   
 
There was no mention of, and indeed the City did not, in fact, approve the existing project before 
you until months later (May 2014) - a project that substantially increases the rates for all rooms.  
While the rates cited by the applicant have varied, the Staff Report states that the smallest and least 
expensive rooms will rent for $275 a night on weekdays and $334 a night on weekends.  The 
converted residence is the only one that will have a kitchen and is expected to rent for, according to 
staff, $520 to $695 per night.  
 
In short, the project the City approved reduces the size of the rooms significantly, fails to re-
incorporate the previous kitchens in all but one of the rooms, increases the total number of new 
higher cost rooms on-site to 97 rooms from the previous 64 lower cost rooms and offers numerous 
additional amenities as well.  But, in doing so, there is nothing in the City’s record that addresses the 
potential loss of the prior lower cost visitor-serving accommodations nor did the City require an in-
lieu fee or any other mitigation to account for that loss. 
 
• The Staff Recommendation inappropriately offers the applicant a choice of mitigation for the 
loss of lower cost overnight accommodations.  When it comes to the in-lieu fee option, the staff 
grossly underestimates the number of lower cost rooms lost and, as a result, uses an incorrect 
mitigation formula to determine the mitigation amount. 
 
The Commission has several ways in which it can carry out its responsibilities under Section 30213: 
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- The CCC can require and approve policies in certified local coastal plans that place the 

responsibility on the local government to achieve the goals of 30213. 
- The CCC can deny permit applications for development that would eliminate existing 

lower cost facilities. 
- The CCC can require that lower cost accommodations be constructed in conjunction 

with new higher cost hotels. 
- The CCC can require in-lieu fee for rooms lost or high cost rooms constructed. 

 
The Staff Report from last month’s Workshop on Lower Cost Overnight Visitor-Serving 
Accommodations describes the manner in which the Commission has grappled with the ever-
diminishing number of lower cost visitor-serving accommodations in the Coastal Zone over the 
years.   
 
While the Commission’s decisions have varied based on specific situations, the Report states (see 
Page 18) that: 
 

“more recently, the Commission has approved policies that specify an amount equivalent to 
providing each new lower cost unit, and then require that amount to be paid for each 
existing lower cost overnight accommodation that would be lost.  In cases where no 
existing units are lost, but higher cost units are proposed, the policies generally specify what 
portion of the hotels rooms must be offset with lower cost accommodations.” 

 
In this situation, we have both the loss of lower cost visitor-serving accommodations and the 
creation of additional higher cost units.  Under the plan approved by the City, here is what 
happened to the 64 lower cost rooms that previously existed: 
 

- all the kitchens were removed reducing their overall ‘affordability-by-design’ 
- half of the 64 rooms (32 rooms) were divided in half into 2 rooms, decreasing the 

square footage and creating an additional 32 ‘new’ rooms’ 
- a former residence is to be converted to a high cost ‘penthouse suite’ 
- the rates for the rooms are to be substantially increased compared to the prior room 

rates 
 
In sum, the prior 64 lower cost rooms have been lost and an additional 33 high cost rooms that did 
not previously exist are being created.  With the addition of the residential conversion, the project 
now consists of 97 higher cost rooms as opposed to the prior lower cost 64 rooms. 
 
Unfortunately, staff’s assertion that only 32 lower cost rooms have been lost is inaccurate.  The 
correct number of lower cost visitor serving rooms that have been lost is 64 rooms. In addition, 33 
new higher cost rooms have been created.  If one is to apply the most recent Commission approach 
to averting the continual loss of lower cost visitor serving accommodations in the Coastal Zone, the 
appropriate formula would be: 
 
 • 64 ‘lost’ rooms x Mitigation Fee ($33,970) = $2,174,080 
 • 33 ‘additional’ rooms x 25% x Mitigation Fee ($33,970) = $280,252.50 
 
• The choice of allowing the applicant to fund a shuttle to satisfy the equivalent of an in-lieu fee as 
mitigation for the loss of lower cost overnight visitor-serving accommodations is wholly 
inadequate and should be dismissed as such. 
 
The applicant has offered to ‘allow’ public access through this site via a temporary shuttle and has 
indicated that he is willing to offer $50,000 towards the purchase of a vehicle, while estimating that 
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the cost of funding a complete shuttle program from the northeast corner of the property to its 
western edge would be in the range of $739,000 to $2,000,000 over the course of 10 years. 
 
The staff has recommended that the applicant could offset the entire in-lieu fee from the loss of 
lower cost visitor-serving accommodations by having the applicant fully fund a shuttle to the beach.  
Inconsistencies within the staff report indicate that the shuttle ‘shall’ go and return from the beach, 
while other language in the staff report indicates that reaching the beach would be subject to the 
‘maximum extent feasible’ standard.   
 
Regardless of those inconsistencies, a shuttle that transports only those who are physically able to 
hike or bike the four miles through the Wilderness Park to the gate at the northeast corner of the 
property to either the property line OR the beach hardly qualifies as an equivalent for mitigation for 
the loss of 64 lower cost overnight visitor-serving accommodations.  Further, public use of the road 
is currently limited to weekends from 7AM to sunset which means that the shuttle would only be 
available to the number of people who hike or bike through the Wilderness Park on weekends 
between 7AM and sunset.  And while that ‘number’ is not estimated in the staff report, CCPN does 
not believe that it will be a sufficient number to serve as mitigation for the loss of 64 lower cost  
overnight visitor-serving accommodations. 
 
Further, the resort has apparently anticipated its own shuttle system to transport its guests from the 
resort to the beach.  So, it appears that all the difficulties of transporting the ‘public’ to the beach as 
cited in the December 31st letter from the applicant’s attorney are without merit when applied to the 
resorts ‘guests’ (emphasis mine): 
 

https://www.theranchlb.com/fun/beach 
Just 350 yards from one of the world’s most acclaimed beaches, The Ranch’s activity 
program – Canyon Camp  – presents a variety of beach and marine activities. Our 
complimentary transportation drops you off beachfront to explore the wonders of 
the Pacific. Take up surfing, kayaking, stand-up paddleboarding (SUP), skimboarding, 
snorkeling, deep-sea fishing, dolphin safaris, tide pool exploration and other invigorating 
water activities. Or grab a custom-made picnic basket and head down for relaxation. The 
nearby Hobie Surf  Shop  specializes in the California coastal experience. You can 
paddle board, surf, play in paradise, or experience the eco-kayak tours. 

 
• The applicant’s proposal to partially offset the loss of lower cost visitor-serving accommodations 
via ‘small group camping experiences’ that are not open to the public is inadequate.  Given that 
the City failed to analyze whether or not it was feasible to include on-site lower cost mitigation for 
the loss of lower cost visitor-serving rooms, the Commission should require a study that addresses 
the feasibility of on-site mitigation that includes a low-cost camping/cabin program that is open to 
the public. 
 
The applicant has proposed a program of ‘small group camping experiences’ in the area of the 
(currently) unpermitted development known as the Scout Camp.  The conditions proposed by staff 
establish that a minimum of 12 small camping events per year would be required, but allows the 
applicant to have 12 events per month in the same area.  The 12 events per month would include 
the overnight small camping experiences.  In essence, this means that the applicant can host major 
events every weekend of every month with only one night set aside for small group camping. 
 
The applicant proposes that this minimum of 12 small group camping experiences per year be 
limited to just 12 persons per experience while, at the same time, the applicant’s representatives 
argue that that the applicant should be entitled to host frequent events in this area with a maximum 
of 150 to 175 attendees.   
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Finally, these small camping experiences are not open to the public, there is no condition proposed 
by the staff or applicant that guarantees that these would be ‘lower cost’ and the condition 
restricting them to ‘non-profits’ is meaningless as many non-profits in different sectors have 
substantial assets that do not require a lower cost proviso. 
 
The Commission should require a study that evaluates the feasibility of providing on-site lower cost 
accommodations such as campsites or low-cost cabins as mitigation for the loss of on-site lower 
cost visitor serving accommodations. 
 
• The site known as the Grove/Scout Camp etc. is the subject of a Notice of Violation (NOV) from 
the Commission, but the NOV is not mentioned in the Staff Report and the recommendation for 
an after-the fact approval of a new Outdoor Event Center outside of the context of an 
enforcement action is inappropriate. 
 
The applicant further intensified the use of the site by illegally constructing what is now being 
referred to in this Staff Report as an ‘Outdoor Event Center.’  This amenity, which the applicant has 
already used to hold major events with amplified sound and night lighting is in a remote area of the 
canyon – remote enough to be considered an off-site production per the resort’s General Manager 
Kurt Bjorkman (http://www.hotelfandb.com/blog/?p=2566). (See Exhibit 2 in the Staff Report for an 
aerial of the location.)  
 
This ‘Outdoor Event Center’ was not approved by the City in its permit and was the subject of a 
Notice of Violation from the CCC dated September 2014.  For some inexplicable reason, this NOV 
is not mentioned in the Staff Report but staff is recommending approval with some limits on the 
number of attendees (100 per event) no amplified sound and dimmed lighting; the applicant is 
objecting the 100 person limit and the limit on amplified sound. 
 
CCPN does not believe that describing this amenity solely as a 7,000 square foot concrete pad 
adequately describes the impact of this Outdoor Event Center on the surrounding habitat.  Finally, 
before such an Outdoor Event Center is approved for this area, the site should be evaluated in a 
Feasibility Study as described above for its ability to provide on-site lower cost camping or cabins 
that are available to the public. 
 
• The Commission is the only state agency that is charged with ensuring that all members of the 
public have access to the coast, including lower cost overnight visitor-serving accommodations 
and has recently recognized that it has not been as successful as it would like in carrying out its 
mission in this regard.  This project, located in one of the most affluent areas in Southern 
California, provides an opportunity for the Commission to think outside of the box and get it right. 
 
One of the reasons that the Coastal Act was enacted was because of the significant loss of public 
access to the coast due to expanding private residential and commercial development.  As the 2014 
Low Cost Visitor Serving Workshop Staff Report pointed out, “based on extensive public input in the 
early 1970s, the Coastal Plan found that few tourist facilities for persons of low and moderate 
income were being built in many parts of the coastal zone and that many such facilities were being 
replaced by higher cost apartments, condominiums and hotels.” 
 
Statistics cited in a 2006 Commission report on condo-hotel construction found that only 7.9% of 
the overnight accommodations in nine popular coastal counties were considered lower cost.   That 
same report included a snapshot of Laguna Beach’s neighbor, Newport Beach.  In 2003, Newport 
Beach had 16 hotel and motel properties and only 3 were considered low cost that at that time was 
defined as less than $100 a night.  Of the 16 hotel and motel properties in Newport Beach, 9 were 
classified as luxury. 
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In my own quick and unscientific snapshot of Laguna Beach hotels conducted on January 4, 2105 
for a low season January 9-11, 2015 stay on or near the beach, the lowest published rates I found 
were $160 a night at the Hotel Laguna and $176.25 at the Pacific Edge. Rooms at the Surf and Sand 
started at $600 up to $3500 a night and the Montage’s lowest room rate was $645 up to $3500, 
while Laguna Riviera started at $263, the Inn at Laguna Beach at $260, and the Capri Laguna at 
$355. 
 
At a minimum, as the Commission deliberates the issue of the loss of what CCPN believes to be a 
long-standing lower cost overnight visitor-serving accommodation in the City of Laguna Beach, it 
should require that the City provide its own ‘snapshot’ of the hotels and motels within the City that 
are as proximate to the beach as ‘The Ranch,’ provide documentation of the rates charged at the 
former Ben Brown’s and Aliso Creek Inn, as well as prepare a report on what hotels and motels it 
has approved since its LCP was certified and their rates to determine whether or not the City is 
meeting the mandate of its certified LCP to: 
 

Preserve and encourage an increase of the City’s stock of affordable motel and hotel rooms 
available for short-term visitors.  Protect, encourage, and were feasible, provide, affordable 
overnight accommodations. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Susan Jordan, Director 
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Attachment A 
 

Room rates in 2004-2005: Low Season vs. High Season 
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P.	  O.	  Box	  9668 
South	  Laguna,	  CA	  92652	  
southlaguna.org 
 
January 4, 2015 
 
South Coast Area Office  
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000  
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 (562) 590-5071 
 
RE: A-5-LGB-14-0034 
Laguna Beach Golf and Bungalow Village, LLC   
 
Commissioners: 
 
We appreciate your staff’s in-depth evaluation of the Local Coastal Permit, its relationship to the City 
process and the policies of the LCP.  We support the Commission’s granting the permit with conditions 
amended as we outline below. 
 
PLANNING OF THE PROPERTY 
 
In 2007, a very impactful development was proposed for the site, including condominiums, a 
reconfigured golf course, and a major hotel and restaurant complex.  It was not acceptable.  In contrast, 
the Ranch project remodeling and refurbishment program is a refreshing and welcome approach to 
revitalizing this beloved landmark property. 
 
Understandably we would have preferred that the planning process for the Ranch would have fit neatly 
into the planning context we have worked on for decades and would have proceeded with a logical 
program of public input and step-by-step evaluation of policies and options, instead of being forced into 
an appeal.  However, that is not the situation before us.  We are grateful to the Commission staff for 
clarifying the issues and recommending improvements to the project within the context of the LCP. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 

1. Trail easements and an interim shuttle.  We strongly support the trail and request that a trail 
implementation program be diligently pursued and that the Commission condition the permit 
accordingly.  We recommend that Option A that provides for payment of an in lieu fee be 
deleted.  While we view the shuttle as a poor substitute for a trail, we think that the approach 
outlined in Option B will create a better incentive for the Applicant and involved agencies to do 
the work needed to coordinate and build the trail.  Please set a time limit for completing the trail. 
Please make the appropriate changes to Condition 3 that recognizes the deletion of Option A. 
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7. Group Camping at Scout Camp and 
12. Camping and Event Use at the Scout Camp  We recommend increasing the number of campers 
      allowed from 12 to 24 to recognize the size of most scout troops.  
  
11. Removal and Revegetation Plan for Scout Camp Parcel  Recognize the historical significance of 
      this Eucalyptus grove as part of the Goff Homestead, and because of its dedication by the Dolph 
      sisters for a girl scout camp in 1935 (see attached history).  Correct the historical information on 
      page 50 of the staff report.   Foster the intended use of this Eucalyptus grove area as a youth 
      camp and preserve the existing Eucalyptus trees. We are very committed to preserving heritage 
      trees in our community and this is a heritage grove.  Do not remove any trees for the restoration 
      but if any of them within the 100’ restoration area die of natural causes they could be replaced 
      with native trees.  (See further information below.) 

 
There are elements we would like to see addressed, either in the conditions or in separate actions. 
 
PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS 
 

1. Golf Course Management Plan that addresses fertilizers, herbicides, run-off to Aliso Creek, 
reduction in lawn areas, increase in native plants. 

2. Conversion to use of reclaimed water in the landscaping and throughout the facility including 
toilets, urinals, fire suppression plumbing etc. per Article 7 Water Reuse, California Water Code. 

3. Coordinated planning for creek and lagoon restoration, bridge and trail connections to Aliso 
Beach. 

 
SCOUT CAMP AND EUCALYPTUS GROVE, A HISTORIC SITE 
 
The 2-acre scout camp in the Eucalyptus grove was part of the homestead of Leon Goff.  The Goffs 
planted the trees in the late 1800s to prove up their homestead, approved by President Grover Cleveland 
in 1896.  The grove was large and mature when the photograph below was taken (ca. 1900).  
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The Goff homestead was purchased by the Dolphs in 1905, then in 1935 the 2-acre grove property was 
given to the Laguna Beach Girl Scouts by the Dolph sisters, Blanche and Florence, for a girl scout camp, 
named in honor of their mother.   It was not part of the Thurston homestead or owned by the Thurston 
family—it was only conveyed to the Joe Thurston Foundation in 1962 after his death (1957).  The 
Laguna Beach Girl Scouts dedicated the property to the Foundation when they needed a local caretaker 
organization to take title.  In 1967 the Thurston Foundation trustees gave the property to the YMCA.  
It was only in 2007 that this parcel was made part of the golf course property when the previous owner 
purchased the camp area from the YMCA.  (See attached article.) 
 
The Applicant has stated that he will continue the historical name for the Scout Camp, Elizabeth Dolph 
Camp, as requested by the 1935 dedication document. The Eucalyptus trees that are there now are the 
descendents of this original grove and thus are historically significant.   The articles attached demonstrate 
that the history of the grove as presented on page 50 of the staff report is incorrect. The grove is a 
significant historical resource and the conditions should support this status, including preserving the 
Eucalyptus trees. 
 
BACKGROUND  
 
South Laguna Civic Association (SLCA), founded in 1946, has been working to protect the quality of 
community life in South Laguna since then.  We pioneered the South Laguna General Plan in 1971.  
This award-winning plan led to preserving the hillsides above the community and in Aliso Canyon for 
open space.  It is because of our efforts and the work of other environmental groups that a six-lane 
arterial highway proposed in Aliso Canyon (right through the golf course) was deleted from the 
County’s master plan of arterial highways.  A similar road was to connect El Toro Road via Alta Laguna 
boulevard through Top of the World and Arch Beach Heights, connecting to the Aliso Creek Road in the 
vicinity of The Ranch pro-shop and restaurant.  It was also deleted from the County’s plan.  SLCA’s 
efforts were key in assuring that the idyllic setting of the golf course and hotel complex are still intact 
today to be the subject of this permit hearing.  A public trail in Aliso Canyon was part of the plan. 
 
Fred Lang, landscape architect and SLCA representative was the first to document the significance of 
the Southern Maritime Chaparral of the South Laguna hillsides, inviting biologists David Verity of 
UCLA, Gordon Marsh of UCI, and Ted Haines of Cal State Fullerton to visit the hillsides in the early 
1970s.  Their preliminary reports were the basis for many subsequent studies, including the 
comprehensive report for the City of Laguna Beach completed by Karlin Marsh. 
 
Later SLCA participated in the South Laguna Specific Plan/Local Coastal Program with the County of 
Orange and our members were key in assuring that the open space and coastal preservation policies of 
the General Plan were incorporated into the LCP.  Again, after South Laguna was annexed to Laguna 
Beach, our representatives worked to incorporate these policies into the City’s LCP. 
 
SLCA has been heavily involved in issues of clean water, both in the ocean and in Aliso Creek.  In the 
1970s we were involved trying to limit or reject the regional sewage outfall off our shores near Aliso 
Beach.  This large outfall was built despite our efforts, but we have consistently worked with the water  
and sewer treatment agencies to reduce both the volume and pollution levels of the effluent.  
 
Aliso Creek is a CWA 303(d) Impaired Water Body polluting Aliso Beach, and for years we have 
struggled with regional agencies to find ways to reduce both pollution and volume of urban run-off and 
return the stream to its historic character and function. 
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Recently, we were successful in assisting the South Coast Water District to obtain a grant funding an 
innovative water clean-up system that removes polluted creek water, cleans it and adds the clean water 
to the reclaimed water available for irrigation.  This equipment and process became operational a year 
ago. 
 
Other recent efforts include urging the designation of the Marine Life Protection Area along the Laguna 
coast, and working in the Laguna Bluebelt organization, the City of Laguna Beach Clean Water Task 
Force, and the on-going County and Corps of Engineers planning process for Aliso Creek. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Thank you for your work in implementing the LCP, addressing the concerns of the public, and allowing 
the Applicant to proceed with creating project that will be beautiful and fitting in its coastal, canyon and 
South Laguna setting. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Greg O’Loughlin 
President 
South Laguna Civic Association 
 
Attachments: 
 
“Heiresses Leave Lasting Heritage”  Laguna Beach Independent, May 16, 2008  
“Heiresses Leave Lasting Heritage: A Scout Camp”  Laguna Beach Independent, May 23, 2008 
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The History Pages

Part 1

Heiresses Leave Lasting Heritage

Pennsylvania mining heiresses Blanche and Florence Dolph chose 
the coastal foothills of  Laguna and south Orange County as the focus of  
their property investments in the early 1900s.   Blanche, the more prominent 
of  the sisters, was not just an investor.  While Florence lived in Los Angeles, 
Blanche made her home in Laguna Beach and then Dana Point and became 
part of  the community, helping to found the Presbyterian Church in San 
Juan Capistrano and making major donations to the denomination’s church 
in Laguna as well.

Described as a talented musician, a missionary and philan-
thropist, Blanche’s interests in life were humanitarian and 
charitable, according to Samuel Armor’s 1921 “History of  
Orange County California with Biographical Sketches,” 
published by Los Angeles’ Historical Record Company.

One of  the Dolphs’ last gifts is still a precious resource 
today. In 1935, shortly before Blanche died, the two 
sisters donated two acres of  Aliso Canyon land to the 
Girl Scouts for use as a camp for Laguna Beach girls.  In 
memory of  their mother, the campsite was to be called 
“The Elizabeth Dolph Girl Scouts Camp of  Laguna 
Beach.”  More on this in next weeks edition.

Blanche and Florence Dolph were the daughters of  Edward 
Dolph (1814-1890) and Elizabeth Kocher Dolph (d. 1898) of  
Scranton, Penn. Edward Dolph, a self-educated entrepreneur, 
began as a farmer. Then, in the lumber business, he 
prospered “beyond his most sanguine expectation” by 
selling timber to the expanding railroads, said author 
Horace Edwin Hayden in “Genealogical and Family 
History of  the Wyoming and Lackawanna Valleys 
Pennsylvania, Volume II,” published in 1906 by The 
Lewis Publishing Company of  New York and Chicago.

Turning his attention to mining, Dolph prospected and developed coal 
deposits and was one of  the organizers of  the Scranton Mining Company. 

He was also engaged in silver and copper mining near Lake Superior. Upon 
his death his wealth was distributed equally among his four children, Edward 
S., Florence, Blanche, and Josette. 

Josette and Edward S. Dolph remained in Scranton and Edward assumed 
the responsibility of  managing the family interests while Florene and Blanche 
found their future in California.

Blanche first visited the south county area in 1886. It impressed her and she 
would eventually make it the focus of  her investments and her perma-

nent home. 

Dolphs become major lanDowners in 
south laguna anD Dana point

Beginning in the early 1900s, Blanche and Florence Dolph 
invested in hundreds of  acres of  property in the area now 
known as South Laguna.  

In 1903 Blanche entered into an agreement with Priestly 
Hall, the owner of  the former Leon Goff  homestead of  

153 acres, which extended from north of  where West Street 
is today, south to Three Arch Bay. Blanche acquired half  

interest in the property for $700 and her agreement to pay 
taxes and ongoing expenses.

In 1905 Florence purchased the former Frank Goff  homestead of  
136 acres for $7,500.  This is the area north of  Aliso 
Creek, extending almost to where Nyes Place is today.  
That same year Blanche purchased 157 acres of  hill-
side land from Nellie Goff  for $1,000, “gold coin of  
the United States of  America.” This property, part 
of  Hobo Canyon and the mountainous area north of  
Aliso Canzyon, remains mostly undeveloped to this day.  

Eventually their properties came to be managed together under the name, 
the Dolphin Company, Blanche ceding her interest to the company in 1935, 
and Florence in 1937, respectively, according to county property records.

An aerial view before 1926 shows the South Laguna land holdings of the Pennsylvania coal heiresses Florence and Blanche Dolph, which spanned 
from south of Coast Royal at the bottom of the photo to north and east of Goff Island, now part of Treasure Island Park.

First AmericAn title corporAtion HistoricAl pHoto collection

By Ann Christoph

Part 1 

Edward S. Dolph, brother of  
Blanche and Florence.

 courtesy oF tHe lAckAwAnnA (pA)  
HistoricAl society

GoFF islAnd
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Heiresses Leave Lasting Heritage

The hilltop Dolph mansion named The Dolphin was built by Blanche Dolph in 1914 in what was then known as  
Serra or San Juan by the Sean and now is the city of Dana Point. The estate became known for elaborate gardens  
that are just getting established in these early images.

 
The Dana PoinT hisTorical socieTy

By Ann Christoph

Part 1 

Between 1903 and 1910 Blanche Dolph held a partial interest in the area known as Coast Royal, seen here, left, near Camel Point south of Aliso Canyon.  Joe Skidmore 
installed the surface water line when he developed Coast Royal in the 1920s. Aliso Peak, the highpoint in the photo on the right, overlooks this pre-1926 image that 
looks south to Aliso Canyon from what is now called Hobo-Aliso Ridge, land also once owned by the Dolph sisters. The Monterey cypresses were planted along the old 
Coast Road, which served as primitive access before the 1926 construction of Coast Highway.

FirsT american TiTle corPoraTion hisTorical PhoTo collecTion

As development came along, the Dolph properties were subdivided and became 
known as Lagunita, Coast Royal and Three Arches. As of  the 1930s, the name 
Lagunita was applied to all of  their properties north of  Aliso Creek, not just the 
neighborhood still known as Lagunita.  It included the areas now familiar as 
Blue Lagoon, Montage/ Treasure Island, Fred Lang Park, the market, Laguna 
Terrace mobile home park and the Hobo-Aliso neighborhood that includes 
Ocean Vista, Driftwood and Marilyn Drives.

Coast Royal is still the name for the neighborhood including Monterey, Brooks, 
Holly, Ceanothus and West Streets.  Three Arches was developed as Tract 849 
and is today known as the South Laguna Village.  

Blanche Dolph also investeD farther south, acquiring lanD 
where Dana point is toDay

Blanche was a dedicated member of  the Scranton Presbyterian Church, where 
Lucilla McGaughey was assistant pastor. The two women became fast friends 
and when Blanche decided to visit the mission fields of  India and China, she 
decided to take McGaughey with her. The two returned from China on the 
Oriental Steamship Company’s Chiyo Maru on June 3, 1912. McGaughey 
became her constant companion. Following the trip they both lived in the 
“pretty residence” at Arch Beach in the vicinity of  Center Street, now Laguna 
Beach.
 
Taking advantage of  her Dana Point properties, Blanche Dolph looked for a  
site to build an estate in which to spend her latter years. “She had traveled 
extensively throughout the United States and Europe, as well as the Orient,  
and her experienced eye enabled her to pick the site of  her home on account 
of  its beautiful view and natural beauty, commanding as it does a view of  the 
broad Pacific as well as the beautiful San Juan Valley, while in the background 
are the Temescal Mountains in their grandeur,” Armor wrote in his account of  
county history.

In 1914 she completed a mansion in Serra, also called San Juan-by-the-Sea 
(now Dana Point) above McKinley Avenue (now Del Obispo Street). Named 
“The Dolphin,” this large home was the only such structure along that southern 
coastline at that time.  The estate became famous for its gardens, especially 

since it was such a challenge to irrigate without having any established water
 system to draw on. Using a combination of  cisterns to collect rainwater off  
the roof, and a pumping plant next to the creek, water for a vineyard, orchard, 
vegetables and ornamental garden was supplied.  Self-sufficiency had to be con-
sidered in those days of  remote supplies and poor roads, so this country house 
even included chickens and a cow, according to an account in the Los Angeles 
Times of  Oct. 19, 1924.
 
Blanche died in 1936 at the age of  87, leaving her estate in the care of  her 
companion, Lucilla McGaughey, and willing her sister Florence a rug and a 
picture. A lawsuit followed in which Florence charged that McGaughey “insinu-
ated” herself  into her sister’s life and by “nefarious designs” turned Blanche 
against her own family, The Times reported in April 27, 1936.
The Dolphin Company continued on with an expanded board of  directors that 
included Florence. Rex Hardy served as president. The community of  Lagunita 
was subdivided in 1938. The property that is now Montage Resort and 
Treasure Island Park had been leased as a trailer camp beginning in 1931. The 
rest of  the land became subject to tax liens, and in 1943 the remaining Dolph 
land in South Laguna, 327 acres north of  Aliso Creek, was sold to Dr. Paul and 
Marie Esslinger for under $20,000, according to a June 15, 1943 article in the 
Santa Ana (now Orange County) Register.

Blanche’s companion of  25 years, Lucilla McGaughey, lived at The Dolphin 
until her death in 1945.  In the 1950s the property became Capistrano by the 
Sea hospital.  When the hospital closed in the 1990s, the area was subdivided 
and named Bal Harbor. Due to the efforts of  the Dana Point Historical Society 
the Dolph house was preserved. It has since been restored and is again a private 
residence. 

Florence  (1847-1949) returned to Pennsylvania and received international pub-
licity when at age 101 she celebrated her birthday by sliding down a banister. 
When an article published in the Times of  London questioned her sliding tech-
nique she explained that she slid astride, in the conventional manner, not side-
saddle. Miss Dolph added, “Tell that editor to come on over.  I’ll not only show 
him. I’ll teach him,” the Long Beach Press Telegram reported on June 5, 1948.

Next week's article will trace the history of  Blanche and Florence’s donated 
land, Camp Elizabeth Dolph, in Aliso Canyon.

Copyright Ann Christoph 2008
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The History Pages

Heiresses Leave A  Lasting Heritage:  
A Scout Camp

A  s early as the 1920s there was a summer camp for girls in Aliso 
Canyon.  It was operated by Madame Marian Gordon as the Gordon School Camp 
for Girls, an offshoot of the school Gordon ran in Hollywood. Dorothy Paddock, 
who lives in South Laguna, remembers that as a young girl she attended the camp, 
which was promoted as having “an experienced housemother and a chauffeur,” and 
“fresh milk and eggs as well as fruit and vegetables in abundance.”  

Dorothy’s husband, Pat, reports that “Dorothy’s chief memories were frolicking on 
the edge of the surf at Aliso Beach where huge waves scared everyone to 
death and kept the squealing bevy on the sand. After which, everyone 
climbed into the small camp jitney, piloted by the ‘chauffeur,’ for 
bussing to the ‘Bath House’ at Main Beach, the site of the camp’s 
daily shower.”  When Dorothy’s parents discovered that the eve-
ning desert consisted of one stewed prune per diner they were 
not impressed.  Whether due to the meager fare, or Madam’s 
disillusionment with the whole venture, the camp closed in the 
second week.

The campsite, however, less than a mile inland from the beach 
and near the 1880-era Thurston family homestead, continued to 
be used by local girl scouts. In the 1930s there are frequent news-
paper accounts of fundraising efforts aimed at improving the facili-
ties. These events were spearheaded by Mrs. Henry Kenyon (Zofia) 
Beckwith, who even offered her ocean front home for a 
festive fundraising party.  At one event 163 meals were 
served, netting an impressive $100, South Coast News 
reported on June 21, 1935.

Beckwith was a passionate advocate of a Girl Scout 
leader’s potential to be a “salvager of valuable, unrecog-
nized human gifts; a creator of opportunities for devel-
opment, a big sister, a friend . . . able to show (girls) the sunny side of constructive 
living,” she wrote in the paper’s Sept. 20, 1935, edition. As commissioner of the 
Laguna Beach Girl Scouts, Beckwith was described as instrumental in improving 
the Aliso Canyon camp and in building the town’s original Girl Scout house, which 
was located near the high school.

In August of 1935 Blanche and Florence Dolph deeded the two-acre camp site prop-
erty to the Girl Scouts Council of Laguna Beach, Inc., “for the purpose of aiding and  

 
assisting in a commendable undertaking” and stipulated that the camp be named, 
“The Elizabeth Dolph Girl Scouts Camp of Laguna Beach” after their mother.

“The land is situated in the eucalyptus grove which borders on the Moulton Ranch, 
taking in part of the creek running through the canyon and part of a low hill, thus 
supplying water and shelter, also lending itself as an outdoor theater.  The loca-
tion is considered one of the loveliest in the entire canyon. . .” South Coast News 
reported in August 30, 1935.

Girl Scouts had overnights and day camps there well into the early 1970s, 
according to former troop leader Eleanor Henry. Other leaders/camp 

counselors included, Mary Bigelow Burton, Phyllis Sweeney, Charlotte 
Sizemore, Kay Cooper, Gloria Monroe, Evelyn Munro and Bonnie 
Hano. Among the campers were Susan Sizemore, Una Marie and Karen 
Lang, Melinda Henry, Pat Jefferson, Marla Burns, Jill Allen, Catharine 
Cooper, Connie Shattuck, Terri Corsini, Jolie, Leyna and Shari 
Bernstein, Laurie Hano, Susan Roley, Heather Nichols, Linda Pohl, 
Paula Alter, Debbie Paul, Abby, Becky and Hannah Munro and Karen 
Wilson.

Eleanor Henry chuckles that even today very grown up women come up 
to her saying, “Oh, Mrs. Henry, ‘Don’t you remember me when we went to 

the Dolph camp?  We learned a lot that year—we learned that 
camping was fun!’ ” Jeanie Bernstein accompanied her daugh-
ters to the camp and recalls that there was where she learned the 
meaning of smores.   

Catharine Cooper describes walking into the camp through the 
golf course.  “We sang hiking and camping songs along the way 

and by the time we got there we were transformed. We felt like we had gone far, 
far away to some magical place—there among the tall, tall trees with that wonder-
ful eucalyptus scent.  It was an idyllic natural setting where we got to be kids.”

A LoveLy Spot thAt LAcked A cAretAker   
 
Even so, the Girl Scouts gave the camp away. The reason lies in national Girl Scout 
politics. The South Coast News of Dec. 21, 1961, reported that Kay Cooper, presi-
dent of the Girl Scout Council of Laguna Beach, pleaded with the City of Laguna 

A view of undeveloped Aliso Canyon looking towards the ocean, taken prior to 1926. 
Tom Pulley PosTcard collecTion.

By Ann Christoph

Part 2 

Girl Scout Commissioner Zofia Beckwith  
was a driving force in the 1930s in establishing  

permanent Scout facilities, including the  
Elizabeth Dolph Camp.

souTh coasT news
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Heiresses Leave A  Lasting Heritage:  
A Scout Camp

In 1935 two acres in the grove of eucalyptus trees in Aliso Canyon were donated by Blanche and Florence Dolph for a Girl Scout Camp commemorating their mother. In these two images, believed 
taken around 1900, both the grove and the Thurston home are visible. George Thurston homesteaded the area beginning in 1871. The two-story house replaced the original cabin around 1890. 
                                                                                          First AmericAn title corporAtion HistoricAl pHoto collection 

By Ann Christoph

Part 2 

Olave Lady Baden Powell (1889-1977), standing, one of the founders of the Girl Scouts in Britain, visited Laguna’s scouts 
at Aliso Canyon’s Camp Elizabeth Dolph on one of her tours of scout groups, this one believed to be August, 1959. Susan 
Sizemore, fourth from right, could identify a few of her fellow fifth- or sixth-grader scouts from Aliso and El Morro schools. 
They include Barbara Vanderbelt, Helen Starkweather, Debbie Paul and Candy Vartasian. 
                                                                           lAgunA BeAcH HistoricAl society

Copyright Ann Christoph 2008

Beach to buy the Dolph camp and its Scout House on High Drive, offered for $1.

Because of a national Girl Scout policy to consolidate councils, the national presi-
dent of Girl Scouts had refused to renew the charter of the Laguna Beach Scout 
Council and had issued an ultimatum. Either the Laguna Beach group merge with 
another neighboring Girl Scout Council or terminate all Girl Scout activities in 
Laguna Beach. Local leaders feared that when regional councils took over, the 
Laguna properties would be sold to private interests. They desperately wanted to 
find another entity to hold title to the land, to protect it and manage it for youth 
camping for the community. When the city attorney determined that the city 
couldn’t legally buy the property, the Scout Council turned to the Joe Thurston 
Foundation. 

County records reveal that just a few months later on March 8, 1962, the local 
Girl Scout council deeded the two-acre Dolph-donated property to the foundation. 
Among the conditions of the transfer was that the foundation maintain the property 
for the use and benefit of the youth of Laguna Beach and “wherever possible that 
the camping out needs of girls in the Laguna Beach area be given priority.”

If the foundation could not continue to hold the land or the property had to be sold, 
the deed stipulated that the “proceeds of the sale will be applied toward the acquisi-
tion of similar premises for the same purposes, said premises to be located within 
the area commonly referred to as the Laguna Beach Area.” 

They added, “If conveniently possible the land shall be referred to as The Elizabeth 
Dolph Camp.”

Joe Thurston had died in 1957, five years before the Scout Council transferred 
the Dolph donation to his namesake foundation. And five years after receiving the 
gift, on May 17, 1967, in a document signed by J. E. Riddle and William Hubler, 
the Joe Thurston Foundation conveyed the camp property to the Laguna Beach 
Y.M.C.A. under similar conditions to those noted above.

There are no reports of the camp being used after the early 1970s. Even though 
the camp has an easement through the golf course, access was discouraged. The 
Laguna Beach Y.M.C.A. was absorbed into the Orange County Y, whose admin-
istrators seemed uninterested in the property, arriving every three to five years 
to inspect it, said Mark Slymen, the golf course manager and nephew of the late 
Violet Brown, who developed the hotel and golf course with her husband, Ben.

Camp passes into private Hands

Forty years later, on August 23, 2007, the fears of the 1960s Scout leaders were 
realized. The Y.M.C.A. of Orange County sold the Dolph property for an undis-
closed sum to Driftwood Properties, LLC, controlled by the developer Athens 
Group, Montage Hotels & Resorts and a private investor, eBay’s founder Pierre 
Omidyar. The property, adjacent to the Aliso Wood Canyon Wilderness park on the 
east, is bounded on three sides by Athens’ 325-acre Aliso Creek Inn redevelopment 
proposal.

The YMCA says it intends to apply the proceeds of the land sale to an endowment 
whose earnings would provide one-week camp scholarships for 75 Laguna Beach 
children. Neither Athens or the YMCA disclosed the purchase price nor when the 
first scholarships will be awarded. And while the transfer deed carried the stipu-
lation to acquire similar land to be used as a youth camp if the land were sold, 
Jeffrey McBride, president and chief executive of YMCA of Orange County, told 
the Independent in September 2007 that the restrictions were lifted.

As proof, the YMCA supplied a letter from Laguna Beach College of Art and 
Design, which releases the deed restrictions on Camp Dolph. But neither the 
YMCA nor college officials can explain the college’s involvement with the 
Thurston trust, or why the college had the authority to release the restrictions. 
College President Dennis Powers said, ”We don’t think we had any interest in that 
land. If we did, we would have had an art camp there. We signed the document 
because they asked us to and we didn’t think it was giving up anything for the col-
lege because in our view we never had it in the first place.”

Thus, with the setting aside of the Girl Scout’s covenants and with no an heir to 
protect the sisters’ wishes in perpetuity, the Dolphs’ donation in Laguna Beach may 
end up as a historical footnote rather than a lasting legacy. Two acres of scenic 
canyon land set aside for camping by heirs to 19th-century mineral wealth appears 
destined to disappear within a golf resort built by 21st century development titans 
of the current generation.
 
Copyright Ann Christoph 2008
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P. O. Box 1309 

Laguna Beach, CA 92652	  
Villagelaguna.org 

 
January 3, 2015 
 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area Office  
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000  
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 (562) 590-5071 
 
RE: A-5-LGB-14-0034 
Laguna Beach Golf and Bungalow Village, LLC   
 
Commissioners: 
 
Thank you for your careful review of the proposed project in relation to the 
implementation of Laguna Beach’s LCP.   
 
Village Laguna is a 45-year-old Laguna organization dedicated to preserving and 
enhancing the village character of Laguna Beach.   We support granting the permit  
recommended by staff but request revisions to some of the conditions of approval and 
further consideration of some unresolved aspects of the project. 
 
We appreciate the approach the applicant is taking to upgrade and refurbish the former 
Aliso Creek Inn and Golf Course/Ben Brown’s, now known as “The Ranch.”  The project 
improves existing facilities in a rural/rustic manner in keeping with the character of the 
canyon and Laguna Beach.  It improves the function of the hotel, restaurant and meeting 
rooms, and enhances their potential to be used and enjoyed by the community and 
visitors.  It preserves and enhances the golf course as it has been for decades, a highly 
valued low-cost public course.  It makes it possible for the public to experience the 
secluded scenic Aliso Canyon in a low-key, non-pretentious setting intended to convey 
the essence of Laguna Beach history and way of life. 
 
There are no condominiums, no high-rise buildings, none of the highly impactful features 
that were so objectionable in previous proposals. 
 
The Coastal Commission appeal presents the opportunity for comprehensive review of 
many issues important to implementing the project goals in the most sensitive and 
beneficial manner.  Please consider the following comments in resolving remaining 
issues. 
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Page 2 
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 

1. Mitigation for Impacts on Affordable/Lower Cost Accommodations 
 
Staff’s option B requires the applicant to fund and operate the shuttle and extend the 
service to Coast Highway or Aliso Beach, as well as dedicating areas for trail easement, 
and provide group camping at the Scout Camp.  
 
We support the alternatives proposed to provide for a future trail and to transport hikers 
and bicyclists via a shuttle in the meantime.  We want to emphasize the importance of the 
connecting trail and urge the Commission to assure through the conditions that the trail 
will become a reality within a reasonable time frame.  
 
We suggest that providing the shuttle to Coast Highway or all the way to Aliso Beach is 
unnecessary and less desirable for the public than having the public resume their trail 
experience at the parking lot at the Ranch.  They have come to experience Aliso Canyon, 
and the most dramatic and beautiful views of the canyon are available in the vicinity of 
the Ranch complex/parking lot.  Walking or biking from there to the beach they will 
experience the canyon in a serene environment rather than being confined inside a 
vehicle.  They can easily traverse the road, cross Aliso bridge and go through the tunnel 
to the beach.  Bikers will have the option to ride north on Coast Highway or to walk their 
bikes on the bridge to the tunnel. 
 
If people were transported all the way to the beach in a shuttle, the ride would be 
circuitous and time consuming.  When exiting Country Club Drive the shuttle would have 
to turn right, travel north .2 miles, make a U-turn at the Montage or Albertsons, go south 
.25 miles, then drop off at the beach.  For the return trip the shuttle would have to turn 
right out of the beach parking lot, go south up to West Street .5 miles on Coast Hwy., and 
make a U-turn again, then travel the return trip .5 miles north to turn into Country Club 
road and proceed to the Ranch.   
 
We think that after members of the public make this trip once they would ask to be let 
out at the ranch so that they can walk or bike the rest of the way.  
 
It would be good if the Water District and the County were involved now to improve the 
trail on their properties and even provide a pedestrian/bicycle bridge over the creek so the 
trail users could get easily to the park and to the tunnel under the highway.   
 
Now that there will be an Aliso Creek connection with either the shuttle or a trail, there 
will be a wonderful opportunity to improve this whole area of Aliso Canyon.  We urge 
the Commission, County, Water District and applicant’s participation in a 
comprehensive approach that considers restoring the lagoon at the inland side of the Aliso 
Creek Coast Highway bridge, improvements to creek water quality, the trail and 
bike/pedestrian bridge and landscaping/vegetation restoration of the creek, the trail and 
Country Club Road areas. 
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7. Group Camping at Scout Camp 
 
We are supportive of the idea of providing group camping experiences at the Scout Camp 
because of the 1935 dedication of that land by the Dolph sisters, Blanche and Florence, 
for a girl scout camp, named in honor of their mother.  The applicant has stated that he 
will continue the historical name for the Scout Camp, Elizabeth Dolph Camp, as 
requested by the 1935 dedication document.  The 2-acre area of the Camp was part of the 
Goff Homestead and was the site of the Eucalyptus grove they planted in the late 1800s 
to prove up their homestead, approved by President Grover Cleveland in 1896.  The 
Eucalyptus trees that are there now are the descendents of this original grove and thus are 
historically significant.  It was only in 2007 that this parcel was made part of the golf 
course property when the previous owner purchased the camp area from the YMCA.  
(See attached article.) 
 
The site itself is historically significant for its connection to the Goff Homestead, the 
Dolph sisters, and for its use as a camp.  The camp was even visited by Olave Lady 
Baden-Powell of England, Chief Guide and ambassador for scouting, and wife of Robert 
Baden-Powell, the founder of Scouting and Girl Guides.  She visited 111 countries 
promoting scouting.  (See attached article.) 
 
The articles attached demonstrate that the history of the grove as presented on page 50 of 
the staff report is incorrect.  The grove was not a part of the Thurston homestead, rather 
it was within the homestead of Leon Goff, as noted above.  The grove was large and 
mature when the photograph (ca. 1900) of the canyon shown on the last page of the 
article was taken. The Goff homestead was purchased by the Dolphs in 1905, then the 2-
acre grove property given to the Girl Scouts in 1935.  It was never owned by the 
Thurstons—it was only conveyed to the Joe Thurston Foundation in 1962 after his death 
(1957).  The Laguna Beach Girl Scouts dedicated the property to the Foundation when 
they needed a local caretaker organization to take title.  In 1967 the Thurston Foundation 
trustees gave the property to the YMCA. 
 
The grove is a significant historical resource and the conditions should support this 
status, including preserving the Eucalyptus trees. 
 

8. Parking 
 
While we agree with the staff’s concern about protecting the public parking opportunities 
at Aliso Beach, we would like to point out that there are only a few days a year—hot 
summer weekends—when the inland parking lot is heavily used by beach goers.  On most 
days the inland parking lot is completely empty.  We view the use of this parking for 
Ranch events on days when it would not be used by beach goers as a benefit for the 
public attending the events and as a way to generate income for the Aliso Beach Park that 
public agency would not otherwise earn. 
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9. Fitness Center 
 
We are supportive of making the fitness center available to people who are not hotel 
guests, including local residents at times when parking demand is low, or if the center is 
accessed on foot or by bicycle. 
 

10.  Removal and Revegetation Plan for Scout Camp 
 
We are supportive of restoration of native plants in the vicinity of the Scout Camp, 
however, we object to removal of any Eucalyptus trees unless it is necessary for public 
safety.  As mentioned above, these trees are part of the historic grove and that important 
heritage of homesteading from the 19th century should be considered along with 
restoration goals.  The staff report states that the Eucalyptus Grove was not identified as 
a heritage grove “significant resource” in Laguna Beach documents.  We have been in 
communication with the professionals who performed the inventory in 1983 and this was 
an oversight due to the inaccessibility of the grove to public observers.  Other similar, 
accessible groves were documented as heritage groves on the Heritage Tree Inventory. 
 
In addition, the trees provide roosting sites for Monarch butterflies.   
 
 “From the Monarch’s point of view, the introduction of eucalypts was a wonderful boon. Unlike native 
pines, cypresses, and redwoods, eucalypts are flowering plants; better yet, they flower in the winter, when 
the travel-weary butterflies need nectar. Unlike the California Sycamore — the only native tree south of 
Big Sur that might have hosted colonies — gum trees keep their leaves year-round, providing better sites 
for attachment and protection. “ 
    Jared Farmer, author of “Trees in Paradise: a California History.” 
 
http://www.academia.edu/322875/Gone_Native_Californias_Love-
Hate_Relationship_with_Eucalyptus_Trees 
 
The native plant restoration can still be successful among these existing trees. 
 
Planting expert, Randy Baldwin of San Marcos Growers has compiled a recommended list 
of plants that can be successfully grown among Eucalyptus, and this list includes plants 
that are native to Aliso Canyon. http://www.smgrowers.com/resources/eucalyptus.asp 
He states that “The chemical compounds in the (Eucalyptus) have long been thought to 
prevent the growth of other plants, but this is now considered minor” in comparison to 
competition and the possibility of new plants being smothered by the litter of bark and 
leaves. 
 
In the case of The Ranch, all of the leaves, bark and mulch has already been removed from 
the ground, leaving clear areas for establishment of the restoration plants.  It seems to us 
that these trees should not be sacrificed when there is a good chance the restoration can be 
successful without their removal. 
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Consider also that this restoration area will be carefully maintained by the Ranch.  It will 
not be left on its own after an initial establishment period as happens with many 
restoration projects in remote areas.  Leaves and bark that may drop will be removed and 
plants that die will be replaced.   
 
It also seems to us that the amount of care and supervision that will occur here should 
obviate the need for a permanent fence around the restoration area. 
 
Rather than requiring the removal of trees and installing fencing, we suggest that the 
periodic performance inspections recommended by Dr. Koteen will allow the 
Commission staff to monitor the progress of the restoration and adjust the strategy if 
needed. 
 

12.    Camping and Event Use at the Scout Camp 
 
Twelve small group camping experiences noted in the staff report seem reasonable and 
will be much appreciated.  The length of time allowed for each camping event and costs 
should be specified.  The limit of 12 campers seems too small to accommodate a troop of 
scouts and leaders.  We are told there may be 20 scouts and at least 3 adult leaders in a 
weekend camp-out.  
 
We suggest that a limit of 150 people per event at the Scout Camp is reasonable, and 100 
person limit proposed in the staff report is too restrictive.  Consider that Laguna Beach 
has few locations where even a medium size event (150 people) can occur and none others 
in a comparable secluded setting.  Allowing this increase will provide the opportunity for 
more members of the public who are not hikers, bicyclists or golfers to also experience the 
beautiful canyon. 
 

16.    Final Water Quality Management Plan. 
 
We are supportive of the recommended water quality requirements. 
 

17.    Area of Potential Archaeological Significance. 
 
We are supportive of the recommended archaeological resources protection provisions. 
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Recommendations 
 
In summary, we recommend that the Commission: 
 

1. Assure that the trail will be implemented within a reasonable time frame. 
2.   Remove the requirement to take the shuttle to Coast Highway. 
3.   Facilitate cooperative planning and agreements with appropriate agencies to    
      implement trail, lagoon and stream restoration, and landscape improvements at the 
      mouth of Aliso Canyon. 

     4.    Acknowledge the historic significance of the Eucalyptus grove and preserve all of   
            the existing trees.  Correct the historical information in the staff report. 
      5.   Require only temporary fencing at the restoration area.  
      6.   Allow use of the Aliso Beach inland parking area by the Ranch at times when it is 
            not used by beach goers.  
      7.   Allow making the fitness center available to people who are not hotel     
            guests, including local residents, at times when parking demand is low, or if they   
            access it on foot or by bicycle. 
      8.   Specify the length of time for camping events and the cost.  Increase the number 
            of allowed campers from 12 to 24. 

8. Increase the number of allowed event attendees at the Scout Camp from 100 to 
150. 

 
Thank you for considering our comments.  We are looking forward to the completion of 
this project and related improvements.  Our organization is committed to working with 
the Commission, the applicant, City, County and the South Coast Water District to 
assure workable, beautiful and ecologically balanced solutions for trail, bridge and 
restoration of the Creek and westerly canyon area. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Johanna Felder 
President 
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The History Pages

Part 1

Heiresses Leave Lasting Heritage

Pennsylvania mining heiresses Blanche and Florence Dolph chose 
the coastal foothills of  Laguna and south Orange County as the focus of  
their property investments in the early 1900s.   Blanche, the more prominent 
of  the sisters, was not just an investor.  While Florence lived in Los Angeles, 
Blanche made her home in Laguna Beach and then Dana Point and became 
part of  the community, helping to found the Presbyterian Church in San 
Juan Capistrano and making major donations to the denomination’s church 
in Laguna as well.

Described as a talented musician, a missionary and philan-
thropist, Blanche’s interests in life were humanitarian and 
charitable, according to Samuel Armor’s 1921 “History of  
Orange County California with Biographical Sketches,” 
published by Los Angeles’ Historical Record Company.

One of  the Dolphs’ last gifts is still a precious resource 
today. In 1935, shortly before Blanche died, the two 
sisters donated two acres of  Aliso Canyon land to the 
Girl Scouts for use as a camp for Laguna Beach girls.  In 
memory of  their mother, the campsite was to be called 
“The Elizabeth Dolph Girl Scouts Camp of  Laguna 
Beach.”  More on this in next weeks edition.

Blanche and Florence Dolph were the daughters of  Edward 
Dolph (1814-1890) and Elizabeth Kocher Dolph (d. 1898) of  
Scranton, Penn. Edward Dolph, a self-educated entrepreneur, 
began as a farmer. Then, in the lumber business, he 
prospered “beyond his most sanguine expectation” by 
selling timber to the expanding railroads, said author 
Horace Edwin Hayden in “Genealogical and Family 
History of  the Wyoming and Lackawanna Valleys 
Pennsylvania, Volume II,” published in 1906 by The 
Lewis Publishing Company of  New York and Chicago.

Turning his attention to mining, Dolph prospected and developed coal 
deposits and was one of  the organizers of  the Scranton Mining Company. 

He was also engaged in silver and copper mining near Lake Superior. Upon 
his death his wealth was distributed equally among his four children, Edward 
S., Florence, Blanche, and Josette. 

Josette and Edward S. Dolph remained in Scranton and Edward assumed 
the responsibility of  managing the family interests while Florene and Blanche 
found their future in California.

Blanche first visited the south county area in 1886. It impressed her and she 
would eventually make it the focus of  her investments and her perma-

nent home. 

Dolphs become major lanDowners in 
south laguna anD Dana point

Beginning in the early 1900s, Blanche and Florence Dolph 
invested in hundreds of  acres of  property in the area now 
known as South Laguna.  

In 1903 Blanche entered into an agreement with Priestly 
Hall, the owner of  the former Leon Goff  homestead of  

153 acres, which extended from north of  where West Street 
is today, south to Three Arch Bay. Blanche acquired half  

interest in the property for $700 and her agreement to pay 
taxes and ongoing expenses.

In 1905 Florence purchased the former Frank Goff  homestead of  
136 acres for $7,500.  This is the area north of  Aliso 
Creek, extending almost to where Nyes Place is today.  
That same year Blanche purchased 157 acres of  hill-
side land from Nellie Goff  for $1,000, “gold coin of  
the United States of  America.” This property, part 
of  Hobo Canyon and the mountainous area north of  
Aliso Canzyon, remains mostly undeveloped to this day.  

Eventually their properties came to be managed together under the name, 
the Dolphin Company, Blanche ceding her interest to the company in 1935, 
and Florence in 1937, respectively, according to county property records.

An aerial view before 1926 shows the South Laguna land holdings of the Pennsylvania coal heiresses Florence and Blanche Dolph, which spanned 
from south of Coast Royal at the bottom of the photo to north and east of Goff Island, now part of Treasure Island Park.

First AmericAn title corporAtion HistoricAl pHoto collection

By Ann Christoph

Part 1 

Edward S. Dolph, brother of  
Blanche and Florence.

 courtesy oF tHe lAckAwAnnA (pA)  
HistoricAl society

GoFF islAnd
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Heiresses Leave Lasting Heritage

The hilltop Dolph mansion named The Dolphin was built by Blanche Dolph in 1914 in what was then known as  
Serra or San Juan by the Sean and now is the city of Dana Point. The estate became known for elaborate gardens  
that are just getting established in these early images.

 
The Dana PoinT hisTorical socieTy

By Ann Christoph

Part 1 

Between 1903 and 1910 Blanche Dolph held a partial interest in the area known as Coast Royal, seen here, left, near Camel Point south of Aliso Canyon.  Joe Skidmore 
installed the surface water line when he developed Coast Royal in the 1920s. Aliso Peak, the highpoint in the photo on the right, overlooks this pre-1926 image that 
looks south to Aliso Canyon from what is now called Hobo-Aliso Ridge, land also once owned by the Dolph sisters. The Monterey cypresses were planted along the old 
Coast Road, which served as primitive access before the 1926 construction of Coast Highway.

FirsT american TiTle corPoraTion hisTorical PhoTo collecTion

As development came along, the Dolph properties were subdivided and became 
known as Lagunita, Coast Royal and Three Arches. As of  the 1930s, the name 
Lagunita was applied to all of  their properties north of  Aliso Creek, not just the 
neighborhood still known as Lagunita.  It included the areas now familiar as 
Blue Lagoon, Montage/ Treasure Island, Fred Lang Park, the market, Laguna 
Terrace mobile home park and the Hobo-Aliso neighborhood that includes 
Ocean Vista, Driftwood and Marilyn Drives.

Coast Royal is still the name for the neighborhood including Monterey, Brooks, 
Holly, Ceanothus and West Streets.  Three Arches was developed as Tract 849 
and is today known as the South Laguna Village.  

Blanche Dolph also investeD farther south, acquiring lanD 
where Dana point is toDay

Blanche was a dedicated member of  the Scranton Presbyterian Church, where 
Lucilla McGaughey was assistant pastor. The two women became fast friends 
and when Blanche decided to visit the mission fields of  India and China, she 
decided to take McGaughey with her. The two returned from China on the 
Oriental Steamship Company’s Chiyo Maru on June 3, 1912. McGaughey 
became her constant companion. Following the trip they both lived in the 
“pretty residence” at Arch Beach in the vicinity of  Center Street, now Laguna 
Beach.
 
Taking advantage of  her Dana Point properties, Blanche Dolph looked for a  
site to build an estate in which to spend her latter years. “She had traveled 
extensively throughout the United States and Europe, as well as the Orient,  
and her experienced eye enabled her to pick the site of  her home on account 
of  its beautiful view and natural beauty, commanding as it does a view of  the 
broad Pacific as well as the beautiful San Juan Valley, while in the background 
are the Temescal Mountains in their grandeur,” Armor wrote in his account of  
county history.

In 1914 she completed a mansion in Serra, also called San Juan-by-the-Sea 
(now Dana Point) above McKinley Avenue (now Del Obispo Street). Named 
“The Dolphin,” this large home was the only such structure along that southern 
coastline at that time.  The estate became famous for its gardens, especially 

since it was such a challenge to irrigate without having any established water
 system to draw on. Using a combination of  cisterns to collect rainwater off  
the roof, and a pumping plant next to the creek, water for a vineyard, orchard, 
vegetables and ornamental garden was supplied.  Self-sufficiency had to be con-
sidered in those days of  remote supplies and poor roads, so this country house 
even included chickens and a cow, according to an account in the Los Angeles 
Times of  Oct. 19, 1924.
 
Blanche died in 1936 at the age of  87, leaving her estate in the care of  her 
companion, Lucilla McGaughey, and willing her sister Florence a rug and a 
picture. A lawsuit followed in which Florence charged that McGaughey “insinu-
ated” herself  into her sister’s life and by “nefarious designs” turned Blanche 
against her own family, The Times reported in April 27, 1936.
The Dolphin Company continued on with an expanded board of  directors that 
included Florence. Rex Hardy served as president. The community of  Lagunita 
was subdivided in 1938. The property that is now Montage Resort and 
Treasure Island Park had been leased as a trailer camp beginning in 1931. The 
rest of  the land became subject to tax liens, and in 1943 the remaining Dolph 
land in South Laguna, 327 acres north of  Aliso Creek, was sold to Dr. Paul and 
Marie Esslinger for under $20,000, according to a June 15, 1943 article in the 
Santa Ana (now Orange County) Register.

Blanche’s companion of  25 years, Lucilla McGaughey, lived at The Dolphin 
until her death in 1945.  In the 1950s the property became Capistrano by the 
Sea hospital.  When the hospital closed in the 1990s, the area was subdivided 
and named Bal Harbor. Due to the efforts of  the Dana Point Historical Society 
the Dolph house was preserved. It has since been restored and is again a private 
residence. 

Florence  (1847-1949) returned to Pennsylvania and received international pub-
licity when at age 101 she celebrated her birthday by sliding down a banister. 
When an article published in the Times of  London questioned her sliding tech-
nique she explained that she slid astride, in the conventional manner, not side-
saddle. Miss Dolph added, “Tell that editor to come on over.  I’ll not only show 
him. I’ll teach him,” the Long Beach Press Telegram reported on June 5, 1948.

Next week's article will trace the history of  Blanche and Florence’s donated 
land, Camp Elizabeth Dolph, in Aliso Canyon.

Copyright Ann Christoph 2008
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The History Pages

Heiresses Leave A  Lasting Heritage:  
A Scout Camp

A  s early as the 1920s there was a summer camp for girls in Aliso 
Canyon.  It was operated by Madame Marian Gordon as the Gordon School Camp 
for Girls, an offshoot of the school Gordon ran in Hollywood. Dorothy Paddock, 
who lives in South Laguna, remembers that as a young girl she attended the camp, 
which was promoted as having “an experienced housemother and a chauffeur,” and 
“fresh milk and eggs as well as fruit and vegetables in abundance.”  

Dorothy’s husband, Pat, reports that “Dorothy’s chief memories were frolicking on 
the edge of the surf at Aliso Beach where huge waves scared everyone to 
death and kept the squealing bevy on the sand. After which, everyone 
climbed into the small camp jitney, piloted by the ‘chauffeur,’ for 
bussing to the ‘Bath House’ at Main Beach, the site of the camp’s 
daily shower.”  When Dorothy’s parents discovered that the eve-
ning desert consisted of one stewed prune per diner they were 
not impressed.  Whether due to the meager fare, or Madam’s 
disillusionment with the whole venture, the camp closed in the 
second week.

The campsite, however, less than a mile inland from the beach 
and near the 1880-era Thurston family homestead, continued to 
be used by local girl scouts. In the 1930s there are frequent news-
paper accounts of fundraising efforts aimed at improving the facili-
ties. These events were spearheaded by Mrs. Henry Kenyon (Zofia) 
Beckwith, who even offered her ocean front home for a 
festive fundraising party.  At one event 163 meals were 
served, netting an impressive $100, South Coast News 
reported on June 21, 1935.

Beckwith was a passionate advocate of a Girl Scout 
leader’s potential to be a “salvager of valuable, unrecog-
nized human gifts; a creator of opportunities for devel-
opment, a big sister, a friend . . . able to show (girls) the sunny side of constructive 
living,” she wrote in the paper’s Sept. 20, 1935, edition. As commissioner of the 
Laguna Beach Girl Scouts, Beckwith was described as instrumental in improving 
the Aliso Canyon camp and in building the town’s original Girl Scout house, which 
was located near the high school.

In August of 1935 Blanche and Florence Dolph deeded the two-acre camp site prop-
erty to the Girl Scouts Council of Laguna Beach, Inc., “for the purpose of aiding and  

 
assisting in a commendable undertaking” and stipulated that the camp be named, 
“The Elizabeth Dolph Girl Scouts Camp of Laguna Beach” after their mother.

“The land is situated in the eucalyptus grove which borders on the Moulton Ranch, 
taking in part of the creek running through the canyon and part of a low hill, thus 
supplying water and shelter, also lending itself as an outdoor theater.  The loca-
tion is considered one of the loveliest in the entire canyon. . .” South Coast News 
reported in August 30, 1935.

Girl Scouts had overnights and day camps there well into the early 1970s, 
according to former troop leader Eleanor Henry. Other leaders/camp 

counselors included, Mary Bigelow Burton, Phyllis Sweeney, Charlotte 
Sizemore, Kay Cooper, Gloria Monroe, Evelyn Munro and Bonnie 
Hano. Among the campers were Susan Sizemore, Una Marie and Karen 
Lang, Melinda Henry, Pat Jefferson, Marla Burns, Jill Allen, Catharine 
Cooper, Connie Shattuck, Terri Corsini, Jolie, Leyna and Shari 
Bernstein, Laurie Hano, Susan Roley, Heather Nichols, Linda Pohl, 
Paula Alter, Debbie Paul, Abby, Becky and Hannah Munro and Karen 
Wilson.

Eleanor Henry chuckles that even today very grown up women come up 
to her saying, “Oh, Mrs. Henry, ‘Don’t you remember me when we went to 

the Dolph camp?  We learned a lot that year—we learned that 
camping was fun!’ ” Jeanie Bernstein accompanied her daugh-
ters to the camp and recalls that there was where she learned the 
meaning of smores.   

Catharine Cooper describes walking into the camp through the 
golf course.  “We sang hiking and camping songs along the way 

and by the time we got there we were transformed. We felt like we had gone far, 
far away to some magical place—there among the tall, tall trees with that wonder-
ful eucalyptus scent.  It was an idyllic natural setting where we got to be kids.”

A LoveLy Spot thAt LAcked A cAretAker   
 
Even so, the Girl Scouts gave the camp away. The reason lies in national Girl Scout 
politics. The South Coast News of Dec. 21, 1961, reported that Kay Cooper, presi-
dent of the Girl Scout Council of Laguna Beach, pleaded with the City of Laguna 

A view of undeveloped Aliso Canyon looking towards the ocean, taken prior to 1926. 
Tom Pulley PosTcard collecTion.

By Ann Christoph

Part 2 

Girl Scout Commissioner Zofia Beckwith  
was a driving force in the 1930s in establishing  

permanent Scout facilities, including the  
Elizabeth Dolph Camp.

souTh coasT news
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Heiresses Leave A  Lasting Heritage:  
A Scout Camp

In 1935 two acres in the grove of eucalyptus trees in Aliso Canyon were donated by Blanche and Florence Dolph for a Girl Scout Camp commemorating their mother. In these two images, believed 
taken around 1900, both the grove and the Thurston home are visible. George Thurston homesteaded the area beginning in 1871. The two-story house replaced the original cabin around 1890. 
                                                                                          First AmericAn title corporAtion HistoricAl pHoto collection 

By Ann Christoph

Part 2 

Olave Lady Baden Powell (1889-1977), standing, one of the founders of the Girl Scouts in Britain, visited Laguna’s scouts 
at Aliso Canyon’s Camp Elizabeth Dolph on one of her tours of scout groups, this one believed to be August, 1959. Susan 
Sizemore, fourth from right, could identify a few of her fellow fifth- or sixth-grader scouts from Aliso and El Morro schools. 
They include Barbara Vanderbelt, Helen Starkweather, Debbie Paul and Candy Vartasian. 
                                                                           lAgunA BeAcH HistoricAl society

Copyright Ann Christoph 2008

Beach to buy the Dolph camp and its Scout House on High Drive, offered for $1.

Because of a national Girl Scout policy to consolidate councils, the national presi-
dent of Girl Scouts had refused to renew the charter of the Laguna Beach Scout 
Council and had issued an ultimatum. Either the Laguna Beach group merge with 
another neighboring Girl Scout Council or terminate all Girl Scout activities in 
Laguna Beach. Local leaders feared that when regional councils took over, the 
Laguna properties would be sold to private interests. They desperately wanted to 
find another entity to hold title to the land, to protect it and manage it for youth 
camping for the community. When the city attorney determined that the city 
couldn’t legally buy the property, the Scout Council turned to the Joe Thurston 
Foundation. 

County records reveal that just a few months later on March 8, 1962, the local 
Girl Scout council deeded the two-acre Dolph-donated property to the foundation. 
Among the conditions of the transfer was that the foundation maintain the property 
for the use and benefit of the youth of Laguna Beach and “wherever possible that 
the camping out needs of girls in the Laguna Beach area be given priority.”

If the foundation could not continue to hold the land or the property had to be sold, 
the deed stipulated that the “proceeds of the sale will be applied toward the acquisi-
tion of similar premises for the same purposes, said premises to be located within 
the area commonly referred to as the Laguna Beach Area.” 

They added, “If conveniently possible the land shall be referred to as The Elizabeth 
Dolph Camp.”

Joe Thurston had died in 1957, five years before the Scout Council transferred 
the Dolph donation to his namesake foundation. And five years after receiving the 
gift, on May 17, 1967, in a document signed by J. E. Riddle and William Hubler, 
the Joe Thurston Foundation conveyed the camp property to the Laguna Beach 
Y.M.C.A. under similar conditions to those noted above.

There are no reports of the camp being used after the early 1970s. Even though 
the camp has an easement through the golf course, access was discouraged. The 
Laguna Beach Y.M.C.A. was absorbed into the Orange County Y, whose admin-
istrators seemed uninterested in the property, arriving every three to five years 
to inspect it, said Mark Slymen, the golf course manager and nephew of the late 
Violet Brown, who developed the hotel and golf course with her husband, Ben.

Camp passes into private Hands

Forty years later, on August 23, 2007, the fears of the 1960s Scout leaders were 
realized. The Y.M.C.A. of Orange County sold the Dolph property for an undis-
closed sum to Driftwood Properties, LLC, controlled by the developer Athens 
Group, Montage Hotels & Resorts and a private investor, eBay’s founder Pierre 
Omidyar. The property, adjacent to the Aliso Wood Canyon Wilderness park on the 
east, is bounded on three sides by Athens’ 325-acre Aliso Creek Inn redevelopment 
proposal.

The YMCA says it intends to apply the proceeds of the land sale to an endowment 
whose earnings would provide one-week camp scholarships for 75 Laguna Beach 
children. Neither Athens or the YMCA disclosed the purchase price nor when the 
first scholarships will be awarded. And while the transfer deed carried the stipu-
lation to acquire similar land to be used as a youth camp if the land were sold, 
Jeffrey McBride, president and chief executive of YMCA of Orange County, told 
the Independent in September 2007 that the restrictions were lifted.

As proof, the YMCA supplied a letter from Laguna Beach College of Art and 
Design, which releases the deed restrictions on Camp Dolph. But neither the 
YMCA nor college officials can explain the college’s involvement with the 
Thurston trust, or why the college had the authority to release the restrictions. 
College President Dennis Powers said, ”We don’t think we had any interest in that 
land. If we did, we would have had an art camp there. We signed the document 
because they asked us to and we didn’t think it was giving up anything for the col-
lege because in our view we never had it in the first place.”

Thus, with the setting aside of the Girl Scout’s covenants and with no an heir to 
protect the sisters’ wishes in perpetuity, the Dolphs’ donation in Laguna Beach may 
end up as a historical footnote rather than a lasting legacy. Two acres of scenic 
canyon land set aside for camping by heirs to 19th-century mineral wealth appears 
destined to disappear within a golf resort built by 21st century development titans 
of the current generation.
 
Copyright Ann Christoph 2008
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January 2, 2014, 

Mr. Karl Schwing 
California Coastal Commission’ 
200 Oceangate – 10th Floor 
Long Beach CA 90802 
 
RE: Sea and Sage Audubon Society comments in response to 12-18-2014 Staff Report Application No.: A-
5-LGB-14-0034 
 

Delivered via email kschwing@coastal.ca.gov 

 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

I am writing regarding the recent California Coastal Commission Staff Report for the Laguna Beach Golf 
and Bungalow Village. As you know we submitted comments regarding biological resources early in the 
appeal process. At this late time I am going to keep comments short and direct. We feel strongly that 
the report does not adequately address the issues raised regarding impacts to biological resources. 

The report clearly states that biological surveys were not completed at the appropriate time, but 
concludes that since there is no empirical basis for judging impacts to sensitive species or ESHA; there 
probably weren’t any impacts or ESHA. Although we have a great deal of respect for Mr. Dixon and the 
entire CCC Staff we strongly disagree with this conclusion and feel all evidence to the contrary suggests 
that habitats, especially those with eucalyptus trees adjacent to natural landscapes, are in almost all 
cases heavily occupied by birds, especially raptors. It is therefore far more likely, in lieu of empirical 
data, that sensitive species were impacted and that the area should have been designated ESHA. 
   

“As noted by Dr. Dixon, “[a] biological survey was not done at an appropriate time before the 
unpermitted development took place, so there is no empirical basis for judging whether the 
development activities resulted in significant ecological impacts” (Exhibit 13). Based on the 
available information, including older and after-the-fact biological surveys and the timing of the 
unpermitted development, Dr. Dixon indicates that it is unlikely that the unpermitted 
development negatively impacted gnatcatchers, raptors, bats, or monarch butterflies. However, 
Special Condition 13 requires bird, bat, or butterfly surveys for future tree trimming on the 
entire property occurring during their respective nesting or roosting seasons.” (Staff Report pg. 
39) 
 

 
On Page 40 the report goes on to state that more trees can be removed based on the determination 
that the trees are not ESHA, but this is still based on the incomplete, non-empirical data. The staff report 
states that appropriately timed surveys were not completed and that the determination of whether 
there was or is ESHA is based on older or after-the-fact biological surveys. There should be no further 
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tree removal or even trimming until up-to-date biological surveys are completed and subsequent 
determinations regarding ESHA are made. 
 
The consequences suggested by the Staff Report for not following well established environmental 
review processes is simply an agreement to follow better practices in the future (tree trimming policies 
pgs 14 and 15). This will set a dangerous precedent if this is approved with no mitigations other than 
new policies for future work.  
  
I also need to note that unless an arrangement has been made otherwise, I am not aware of either Sea 
or Sage Audubon Society nor any other of our affiliates having agreed to perform tree inspections 
(“Audubon Society”). Although we do occasionally assist individuals, agencies, and others with tree 
trimming issues, we have not made any commitment to do so for this project. 
 
In case there is any confusion, it is our understanding that the golf course may still hold an “Audubon 
Certificate”. This certification is in no way associated with the National Audubon Society (NAS), Audubon 
California or any local chapter of the NAS including Sea and Sage Audubon Society. This certificate 
program is operated through a completely unassociated organization that happens to have a similar 
name.  
 
Please take into consideration that the environmental review processes that were avoided by this 
project are well established and well known to the consulting firm (GLA). It seems highly implausible 
that there was no consideration given by the developer or GLA to performing adequate biological 
surveys. If the CCC determines that there were no impacts to sensitive species or that ESHA status 
cannot be determined, because any possible evidence disappeared with work done prior to biological 
surveys, it will be open season for habitat destruction of ESHA along the coast. Please ask the staff to 
reconsider the recommendation to approve this project. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Scott Thomas 
 
Chair, Raptor Research Committee  
Sea and Sage Audubon Society 
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January 2, 2015 

Th11a 
 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St. Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 
Re: Application No. A-5-LGB-14-0034 Laguna Beach Golf and Bungalow Village, LLC/The Ranch 
 
Dear Honorable Commissioners: 
 
Friends of Harbors, Beaches, and Parks (FHBP) is a regional non-profit organization that works to 
protect the natural lands, waterways, and beaches of Orange County.  We are also one of the 
founding members of the Safe Trails Coalition which supports finding a balance between 
recreation and natural resource protection.  We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the 
Appeal – De Novo Hearing for the Laguna Beach Golf and Bungalow Village, LLC (applicant) as 
outlined in the Staff Report Th11a.   
 
The Staff Report admits this project, as proposed, will have significant impacts to recreation and 
public access.  We agree with the Staff Report that the proposed mitigation package is not 
enough.   Therefore, FHBP submits the following comments: 
 
First, as outlined in the Staff Report the Coastal Act section 30213 states: “Developments 
providing public recreational opportunities are preferred.”  Additionally, the Laguna Beach Open 
Space Element (part of the Local Coastal Program [LCP]) supports inclusion of this Mountains to 
Sea Trail in Policy 6D, 6F, 6I, 6N, 6S, and 6T.  This trail has also been in the County’s Master Plan 
of Trails for decades.  It should be of no surprise to the developer that this trail is warranted.  If it 
is a surprise, the applicant didn’t do their due diligence prior to purchasing the property. The 
public shouldn’t pay the price for this lack of homework.  Once this trail connection is lost, it is 
lost forever.  The Coastal Act prioritizes public access and recreation at the coast.  Yet, what is 
being proposed in this project fully dismisses these priorities. 
 
Second, within the Laguna Beach Open Space Element (part of LCP) it demonstrates the location 
of this “Mountains to the Sea” Trail—along the floor of Aliso Canyon generally following the “Girl 
Scout” easement through the Golf Course.  The certified LCP aligns with this location as well.   
This alignment reduces impacts on sensitive species and habitats.    
 
Third, Orange County does not have its own Mountains to the Sea Trail.  Where other counties 
throughout the state do, because those developers were required to complete it, this developer 
is getting a “free pass” with their Offer to Dedicate (OTD). The same standards applied to other 
developers should be applied here, hands down. 
 
Fourth, we believe the OTD must be recorded prior to the issuance of any permit.  What is being 
proposed now is backwards.  There is no guarantee, as stated in the Staff Report, that the trail 
will be built now or even in the future. All other developers have been required to fund and 
complete the trail/access prior to issuance of the permit.  We suggest a three to five year time 
period to formalize and complete the Ranch’s portion of the trail. This is consistent with previous 
Commission decisions. 
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Finally, we do not support the use of the shuttle system to get recreational users from the Mountains to the Sea.  
This brings up any number of issues related to parking, access, fees, and other burdens and unnecessary 
obligations for both recreational users and beach-goers. This shuttle system feature is not compliant with the 
Coastal Act.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity comment on this very important coastal issue. 
 
Sincerely, 
  
 
Jean H. Watt 
President 
 
CC: Dr. Charles Lester, CCC    
 Matt Christen, CCC 

Dr. John Dixon, CCC 
 Lisa Haage, CCC  
 Alex Helperin, CCC  

Dr. Laurie Koteen, CCC   
Chuck Posner, CCC  
Erin Prahler, CCC 

 Sherilyn Sarb, CCC 
 Karl Schwing, CCC 
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January 4, 2015 

 

California Coastal Commission 

South Coast Area Office  

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000  

Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 (562) 590-5071 

 

RE: A-5-LGB-14-0034 

Laguna Beach Golf and Bungalow Village, LLC   

 

“The Ranch at Laguna Beach” 

 

Commissioners: 

My name is Taylor Greene and I’ve been a resident of Laguna Beach since 2003.  I am 
speaking as a private citizen regarding the creation of a public pedestrian and bicycle trail 
through “The Ranch” property. 

The December 12, 2014, CCC staff report states that the approval of the coastal development 
permit for “The Ranch” project will be granted by meeting certain conditions, one of which is 
providing a floating easement for a public trail through the property, thereby connecting Aliso 
Wood Canyon Regional Park with Aliso Beach Park.  I am in favor of creating this public trail 
and feel that the creation of the trail should be a mandatory condition for approval of “The 
Ranch” development permit.  

Nevertheless, the location of the floating easement for the trail is likely unworkable.  Locating a 
trail through this area would be prohibitive based on the steep topography, the requirement of 
intensive grading, habitat destruction and irreparable alteration to the natural character of the 
canyon.   

Instead, the condition for the final trail location and design should meet the following criteria:  
accessibility to everyone, no matter their physical condition; trail dimensions that can 
accommodate two way pedestrian and bicycle traffic; safe passage for the trail users; trail 
location that is as close to or at the existing grade of the canyon floor; a trail that minimally alters 
the natural character of the canyon. 
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The wilderness open space surrounding Laguna Beach and the public access to this open 
space is a defining characteristic of what makes Laguna Beach so special and a major reason 
many of us live there. Linking Aliso Wood Canyon Regional Park to Aliso Beach Park through 
“The Ranch” would provide important public access that is currently lacking and would act as a 
final piece in connecting the Santa Ana Mountains to the Pacific Ocean. 

The Ranch Property is set in one of the most unique, scenic and naturally stunning parts of the 
San Joaquin Hills.  Sharing this experience with the public via a trail benefits everyone.  All 
should be able to enjoy unfettered access to this Crown Jewel of Laguna Beach and the trail 
provides that reality.  What a fitting legacy to leave with this iconic location. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Andrew Taylor Greene 

31161 Holly Drive 

Laguna Beach, CA 92651 
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From: Charlotte Masarik

To: Prahler, Erin@Coastal

Subject: FW: Letter to Commissioners ref: A-5-LGB-14-0034- for Thursday, 1/8/15

Date: Sunday, January 04, 2015 6:46:37 PM

Dear Miss Erin: I would appreciate you seeing that all the Commissioners and necessary
other persons get my letter below for the deadline 1/5 for the CCC Meeting on 1/8.  I would
like confirmation of this.  Thank you very much and see you on Thursday, the 8th, Charlotte
Masarik

January 4th, 2015
 
California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area Office
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 (562) 590-5071
 
RE: A-5-LGB-14-0034
Laguna Beach Golf and Bungalow Village, LLC 
 
Dear Commissioners:
 
I am a 20 year resident of Laguna Beach and leader of a walking group for 15 years with
over 100 persons listed in the group.  Whilst I am in support of Mark Christy and the
redevelopment of The Ranch Property, I am concerned regarding the proposed permanent
trail and feel that it will never be built as per the 'floating easement' proposal on the north
slope of The Canyon.  There are various properties that the trail would have to traverse, the
land disturbance would be too extreme, and given the hilly topography the trail would be
physically very challenging.  A permanent trail should be accessible for everyone, not just the
physically fit.  Therefore, I do not think this proposed trail is in any way feasible.
I would also like to go on record that it is not clear who is going to pay for the Access
Shuttle.  The Shuttle is a temporary stop-gap, but if a permanent trail above The Canyon is
not viable, then what?  Please consider this...that a future trail be built through The Canyon
golf course, not outside of it on the hillside.  It would be shameful if we do not grab this one
opportunity to create a feasible, pedestrian/bicycle trail for everyone including The Ranch
owners through The Canyon and golf course.  Otherwise, it may be lost forever.
As a walker and hiker, I can attest to the kind of folks that will be hiking/biking on a canyon
trail; they are quiet and respectful of nature and appreciate the beauty of The Canyon, and
there are many golf courses across the country with adjacent or internal, multi-use, public
trails.  The Aliso and Wood Canyons Wilderness belongs to us all from the Cleveland
National Forest to Aliso Beach and The Sea.  I hope you can work out a compatible and safe
trail on the floor of The Canyon for everyone including the golf course and its patrons, and
make us all proud of the accomplishment.  Everybody should get a chance to see Laguna's
Yosemite once in their lifetime.
Thank you and sincerely,
 
Charlotte Masarik
761 Oak Street
Laguna Beach, Ca 92651
949-494-1630
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From: jay marks

To: Prahler, Erin@Coastal; lilliana.roman@coastal.ca.gov

Subject: comment:the Ranch/Laguna Beach, trail in Aliso Canyon

Date: Friday, January 02, 2015 12:41:49 PM

Ms. Prahler,
 
I support the intention to restore the Ranch property in Laguna Beach but not the increased
density.  I am a home owner in Laguna Beach within a quarter mile of the Ranch project.  My
concern is that the Ranch development does not include a public access trail for all, whether
hikers, bikers, or walkers, through Aliso Canyon from the Aliso and Wood Canyons Wilderness
Park to the beach.
 
Mr. Christy has written that multiple additional property owners such as Driftwood, SOCWA, SCWD,
and the County of Riverside would need to be involved in such a project.  He has also rebutted  a
trail because of safety concerns from the golf course.  I feel that these issues can be mitigated
through planning and collaboration with adjacent property owners.  The trail would be an important
legacy to provide for the public.
 
If the trail in a few places would be close to the current creek, perhaps the Coastal Commission
could grant a variance for those areas.  I’ve read of a proposed shuttle for the public to transit the
Ranch, but it appears the funding is questionable and not in perpetuity.  The Aliso Canyon trail may
take time to be become a reality, but it has been proposed for many decades.  The public continues
to wait.  I appreciate the Commission’s work and hope that it will be empowered to require this
trail.
 
(Mrs.) Marilyn Marks
marksjay@earthlink.net
949 415-0222
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