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USE. PERIUTAPPLICATIoN 
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PLIINNING DEPARl'MEN'l' 
· 33.00· Newport· Bou14;lV'ard 

P. O. Box 1768 
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(714) 644",3200 " 
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MailingAddtess 4770 CaIIIpqs Drive, Sqite 100, NeWpOrt .Beach, CA92660· 
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ZOne PCD~strict present· Use Mixed . Retail an(! Restaurant 
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J,eqa1~scription of Property Invo1vf!d(if too long, attach .Sf!pat"atesheet). .. . .. 
Parcell of Parcel Map~S-257 (Resubdivision No.~ll) ,.locatedat 3901· Easti>acific. 
Coast Highway, on the southeasterly corner. of East Pad.fic Coast Highway and Hazel ..... 
Drive, in Corona del nPr. .." _ 

. '-' ' . . . . . .' .' ; - ~ . " ", ,'.- . '-. . 
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. ."" .. ~ ..... ..,..-;-
... In (We)·· _ . .:-W;.;;i;;.;l;;.;l;;;i;;:am::..:M:::.:...:Todd=::..:and=:...:J.::o::n~E::..~Ch=r=i~st:::e::son:::::;~ __ ...... ________ -'"--,depose 

aJ'ld say that (I am) (we are) the owner(s) of the property(ies) involved1n.this 

application •... (I) (Welfurther certify,·. under penalty of perjury • that tl1e fore- . 

qoinq statements and answers herein contained and the info:mation herewith ~JIil.tted 

· are. 1n.. li.llrespec~s (0 ) knowledqe ail!1belief. 

Signli.ture(s)_di~~~~~~~~~ ________________ ·-'< 

NOTE. . An agent _y sign for \:I:le if written authorization fr6m\:l:le record 
owner is filed with \:I:le application. .. .. 

. . '. .' '. '," . . .'.: .' .. 
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DO NOT COMPLE'l'BAPPLlCATION BELOW THIS LINE 

Pia .. FeePd.,_~¥i~""_7"_·...:..;-· _~Receipt No •.. 3.2'2-, 
_,eng Date~...;..· ~3~Jg'Cf--l-I.u...i'+--~-'--_ __,.-----'"--'"-~;.i<--,,' ._. _~ 

:J..(.,., Mail~te._...::;~~~aq;..-------.;.-,~ """";",;,,,,-,,---,"-,-ii, 

Datil Filed 

Postinq . Date 

P. C.Action---.,J"l"'···~AJ~4"' .. 0::l&"'.i::s;?-yl&:t:.!:;!· !::::!:.,(::. ... ' ____ ....... _____ -'Date ..g"'?-?9 
· Appeal· C. C. Hearing, ____________ -'--------_..;;. 
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- COMMISSIONERS 
\"b~~~, ~.'<l\<l 
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ROLL CALL 

Motion 
All Ayes 

I I 

* 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH April 5, 1990 

CONDmONS: 

1. That development shall be in substantial 
the approved plot plan and ~l~,,~t;nn< 

~ 
"WIlD 

noted 
below. 

2. That this "Pl'l':..-.-- do permit Signs "A", "B" and "D" as 
shown on ; ~1relVY~;!. plans and that Sign "C' shall be 

I ~ from property. 

~ * * * 

Discussion Items: 

Use Permit No. 3342 (Review) 

Request to review a portion of the proposed landscaping plan for 
the Emerald Village Personal Care facility previously approved 
in conjunction with Use Permit No. 3342. Said review is for the 
purpose of determining that the proposed landscape plan 
adjacent to Buck Gully is in substantial conformance with the 
approved plans. 

LOCATION: 

ZONE: 

APPLICANT: 

OWNER: 

Parcel 1 of Parcel Map 85-257 (Resubdivision 
No. 811), located at 3901 East Coast 
Highway, on the southeasterly corner of East 
Coast Highway and Hazel Drive, in Corona 
del Mar. 

P-C 

Emerald Associates, Newport Beach 

Same as applicant 

Commissioner Pers6n determined that the landscaping plan is in 
substantial conformance with the plot plan. 

Motion was made and voted on to approve the submitted 
landscape plan and sections with the determination that they are 
in substantial conformance with the plans previously approved by 

-41-
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• ~ COMMISSIONERS 

ROLL CALL 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH April 5, 1990 

the Planning Commission and the City Council. MOTION 
CARRIED. 

• • • 

rmit No.1 7 

Re est to review the City Council's September 11, 1989 
appro al of Use Permit No. 1677 (Amended), permitting a 
change' operational characteristics of the existing Stuft Noodle 
Restaura so as to allow a lunch operation during the week 
whereas th previous use permit prohibited the restaurant from 
operating be re 5:00 p.m. during the week. 

LOCATION: 

ZONE: 

APPLICANT: 

OWNER: 

A portion of Lot D, Tract No. 919, located 
at 215-217 Riverside Avenue, on the 

rthwesterly corner of Riverside Avenue and 
A n Street, across Avon Street from the 
Uni d States Post Office. 

SP-5 

Stuft Nood Restaurant, Newport Beach 

Ms. Nelly Bran rna, Newport Beach 

James Hewicker, Planning Director, in ated that the conditions 
of the use permit are adhered to; howeve the two hour parking 
on Avon Street is not being enforced by th Police Department. 
He explained that it appears that Post Office employees 
occasionally use the parking in front of the re aurant. 

Rich Edmonston, City Traffic Engineer, stated hat he has 
contacted the parking enforcement section of e Police 
Department when he has observed automobiles in fr t of the 
restaurant for the entire day. He explained that police 
enforcement would require a police officer to mark the tir and 
then to follow up two hours later to govern any infractions. 
commented that the City has previously suggested meter 
parking in front of the restaurant, and that he would refer the 
meter issue to the Traffic Affairs Committee at the next meeting. 

-42-
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

LOCATION: 

ZONE: 

APPLICANT: 

OWNER: 

Requested Review 

Planning Commission Meeting April 5. 1990 

Discussion Item No. 1 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

Planning Commission 

Planning Department 
, . 

Use Permit No 3342 (Review) .. 

Request to review a portion of the proposed landscaping plan for the 
Emerald Village Personal Care facility previously approved in 
conjunction with Use Permit No. 3342. Said review is for the 
purpose of determining that the proposed landscape plan adjacent 
to Buck Gully is in substantial conformance with the approved plans. 

Parcel 1 of Parcel Map 85-257 (Resubdivision No. 811), located at 
3901 East Coast Highway, on the southeasterly corner of East Coast 
Highway and Hazel Drive, in Corona del Mar. 

P-C 

Emerald Associates, Newport Beach 

Same as applicant 

This item involves a request to review a portion of the proposed landscaping plan for 
the Emerald Village Personal Care facility previously approved in conjunction with Use 
Permit No. 3342. Said review is for the purpose of determining that the proposed 
landscape plan adjacent to Buck Gully and the limits of the at grade patio are is in 
substantial conformance with the approved plans. 

The attached landscape plan provided by the applicant shows the proposed improvement 
of the at grade patio and landscape areas adjacent to Buck Gully. Said plan also shows 
the limits of the previous edge of paving as shown on the plans previously approved by 
the Planning Commission and the City Council. As can be seen, the proposed patio and 
landscape improvements have been extended farther into the canyon than was previously 
represented. In discussing this with the project architect, it has been explained that the 
limits of the pavement shown on the previous plans was an arbitrary line and that the 
final location of said improvements was governed by the intersection of the approved 
patio elevation of 86.5 feet with the existing slope of Buck Gully. Inasmuch as the 
topographic information in the canyon was not precise at the time of the previous 



TO: Planning Commission - 2. 

approval, the applicant was unable to precisely locate where the patio grade would 
intersect with said slope. The explanation given by the architect is reasonable inasmuch 
as the approved patio elevation of 86.5 feet has not changed and it was never intended 
that the patio area would maintain an elevation lower than the top of slope. Based on 
this analysis, it is staffs opinion that the proposed landscape plan is consistent with the 
previously approved plans. It should be further noted that a large portion of the 
extended improvements involve turf and hedge treatment rather than just hardscape 
improvements. . . 

Suggested Action 

Should the Planning Commission concur with staffs opinion, the appropriate action would 
be to approve the submitted landscape plan and sections with the determination that they 
are in substantial conformance with the plans previously approved by the Planning 
Commission and the City Council. However, if the Commission is of the opinion that 
the plans are not in substantial conformance with the approved project, said landscape 
plan and sections should be denied. The applicant will then have to revise the plans, 
or request the approval of an amendment to Use Permit No; 3342 by the Planning 
Commission at a public hearing. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
JAMES D. HEWICKER, Director 

Br~~;~ 
Senior Planner 

Attachments: Vicinity Map 
Letter from the project Landscape Architect 
Landscape Plan and related Sections 

F:\ WPSO\BILL _ W\ UP\ UP3342.2 



======~( -/-

OF -, 

_~ M:>.~.LD/.I /-f'-../.7.l!!'.+e!X),z,t; -.-.,.,", -./ h>k_Z 

~~ :::;;-~ ~.:;;"''''':,~~!'*Q1'. U::~%S-r~~ 
~.,r-A. T~ACr FZS7 • ,LJ ....... ..f_s AIV_ 

_0. __ "~ ':"-4 SnlYr 6£",C# MIf'K ~ ~-I m -V
O;ItD. NO. ~,. _""" '_r Y_ 3Cr--..r __ ~ ~ (I:)'-r. 
.-:> . ..,.,. '1¢iI U17~, BI.J( .I, .7?.';1l ~,;J-I ltJ C.;.,f/ 
~ _ 65'" ~fJ'?'$~-"'7,_A.7~ioU:~I'IX;r.tW.¥lDJ'68.&A!A;;F#:T 

",·,(,.bJ~,p<"AJ(I.1~" ~R/!JW~-1Ic-t PPC 

\ 

~ 

""'~-7--9 • .f 
'-", 

" 

.... -.. ~-.- .......... /". \. 
....... _ .. ' 

DISTRICTING MAP 
NEWPORT BEACH - CALIFORNIA 

ctL) AGRICULTURAL RESIOENTTAL Em MULTIPLE RESIDENTIAL 

[B:J SINGLE FAMILY RESlDEPmAl 1>-1 LIGHT COM M(RCIAl 

L:8:J DUPLEX RESIDENTIAL CB:J GENERAL COMMERCIAL 

F<IT C8:J Rmb. MULTIPLE flI<MILY R£SlOENTIAL [EO MANUFACTURING 

= ~o GOGO COMBINING DISTRICTS CD UNCLAS$IFI EO , , 
Front Yard D. th In reat Shown Thus ;-10-

., 

............... -... 

" i Otto. NO, .U" 

DK. ft.,'.10 



!-" '. :': .. :', 

19 March 1990 

Mr. Bill Ward 
Planning Department 
City of Newport Beach 
P.O. Box 1768 
Newport Beach, CA 92659-1768 

Project: Emerald Village 
Corona del Mar, CA 
D/R Job No. 89083 

Dear Mr. Ward: 

I am writing this letter as explanation of drawings submitted for a 
review item of Emerald Village/Buck Gully edge. 

The city council approved the preliminary landscape plan, along with 
the architecture plans on June 22, 1989 (plan dated 5-8-89). As the 
design development phase progressed and more accurate information in 
regard to existing grading became available, the Buck Gulley edge of 
the project has shifted. 

, . . .. 

The plan illustrates the building footprint change, as well as the previously 
approved extent of development. In design of the promenade location, 
we used the 90 foot elevation of the canyon's existing grade to locate 
the edge. This is still the primary design criteria, however accurate 
grading and building alignment resulted in the present location as shown. 

The "backyard" area was extended into an area that was previously approved 
for rough grading. In design development, I elected to reduce the amount 
of hard surface paving at the building and add a turf and hedge treatment 
to soften this edge. The turf and hedge area will be of great benefit 
for lOW-key use by the residents of Emerald Village, and also visually 
link the other adjoining properties' backyards as they meet the gully. 

If you should require other information or support for this review item 
to be approved, please call me. I believe this adjustment benefits the 
residents of the project functionally, and benefits the public through 
a softer edge along the gully. 

Sincerely, 

Dr:::::": ZJ ~ 
Project La~ape Architect 

I LI\h. 1'1.1/.1_ \1111<' lOll 
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

LOCATION: 

ZONE: 

APPLICANT: 

OWNER: 

Application 

City Council JIIIing ~M~a~y~2~2~.-=l~9~8~9 __ _ 

Agenda Item No. D-1 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

City Council 

Planning Department 

A. Traffic Study No. 54 (Continued Public Hearing) 

Request to approve a traffic study so as to permit the 
construction of an 85 unit elderly personal care facility on 
property located in the P-C District. 

AND 

B. Use Permit No. 3342 (Continued Public Hearing) 

Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly 
personal care facility on property located in the P-C 
District. The proposal also includes a request to allow a 
portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot basic height 
limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District; a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a 
demonstrated formula; a modification to the Zoning Code so as 
to allow the use of tandem parking spaces ~n conjunction with 
a full time valet parking service; and the acceptance of an 
environmental document. 

Parcell of Parcel Map 85-257 (Resubdivision No. 811), located 
at 3901 East Coast Highway, on the southeasterly corner of 
East Coast Highway and Hazel Drive, in Corona del Mar. 

P-C 

Emerald Associates, Newport Beach 

Same as applicant 

This application involves a request to permit the construction of an 85 unit 
elderly personal care facility on property located in the P-C District. The 
proposal also includes: a request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed 
the basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District; a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula; a 
modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking spaces 
in conjunction with a full time valet parking service; and the approval of.a···· 
Traffic Study. In accordance with Section 20.02.040 of the Municipal Code, then 
City Council may approve structures in excess of the basic height limit provided 
that in each case a use permit is approved. Use permit procedures are set forth 
in Chapter 20.80, modification procedures are outlined in Chapter 20.81 and 
traffic study procedures are set forth in Chapter 15.40 of the Newport Beach 
Municipal Code. 



• TO: City~nCil - 2. 

Suggested Action 

Hold hearing; close hearing; if desired, 

A) Approve Traffic Study No. 54 and Use Permit No. 3342 with the 
Findings and subject to the Conditions of Approval set forth in the 
Planning Commission minutes dated March 9, 1989, with minor revisions 
as noted; 

OR 

B) Take no action on Traffic Study No. 54 and deny Use Permit No. 3342 
with the Findings set forth in Exhibit "B" of the Planning Commission 
staff report dated March 9, 1989. 

Background 

At the request of the applicant, this item was continued from the City Council 
meeting of April 24, 1989, so as to allow the applicant additional time to make 
further revisions to the proposed project which would address concerns relative 
to the "bulk and mass" of the proposed building. 

Proposed Project Reyisions 

Although the overall square footage of the proposed project and the number of 
units has remained the same, the applicant has removed almost all of the above 
grade portion of Wing "B", thereby creating a minimum 50 foot wide view corridor 
through the middle of the project. Said change is best depicted on Sheet Nos. 
I, 4, 6, and 7 of the attached plans. The square footage which comprised the 
upper two levels of Wing "B" has been relocated to the northwesterly portion of 
the site adjacent to Hazel Drive and is shown as Wing "D" on the attached plans. 
It should be noted that the original project, considered by the Planning 
Commission on June 9, 1988, included a Wing "D" adjacent to Hazel Drive .. 
However, it was removed in conjunction with the resubmittal of the revised 
project currently being considered. The addition of Wing "D" over the 
subterranean parking area will allow the applicant to maintain the 85 units 
which they have previously indicated is the bottom line which the project will 
support. Other changes to the project include: 

1. Four additional off-street parking spaces within the 
subterranean parking area, bringing the total number of 
parking spaces from 42 spaces to 46 spaces. An independent 
van storage area was included in both plans. 

2. An increased setback of 20 feet (previously 15 feet) on Wing 
"C" adjacent to the southerly R-l Lot fronting on Hazel Drive; 

3. A reduced setback of 23± feet (previously 30 feet) on Wing 
"A" adjacent to East Coast Highway; 

4. A reduced setback of 19± feet (previously 29± feet) on Wing 
"An adjacent to Buck Gully at East Coast Highway; and 

5. An overall reduction in height of 2 feet for the proposed 
elevator tower and cupola (from 41 feet to 39 feet). 



'\:0: • 
In order to assist the City Council's comparative analysis, staff has prepared 
the following outline which sets forth the major characteristics of the previous 
project and the revised project: 

Site Area: 1.487 acres 
&</773,72. 1 
~66,773.4'2 sq.ft.) 

Buildable Area: 1.487 acres (66,773.72 sq.ft.) 

Permitted Gross Structural Area 
(Established by General Plan) 

Gross Structural Area: 

Floor Area Ratio: 

Setbacks: 

E. Coast Highway 

Buck Gully (@ PCH) 

Buck Gully: 

Hazel Drive 

Southerly R-l Lot; 

Parking: 

.75 x site area or 
50, (lse sq. fc. l 

Previous Project 

50,060 sq.ft. 

.75 

30± ft. (Wing A) 
95± ft. (Wing C) 

29± ft. 

68± ft. 

Previous Project 

10 ft. 

15 ft. 

42 spaces in 
tandem (.49 spaces 
per unit) 

Revised Project 

50,050 sq. ft. 

.75 

23± ft. (Wing A); 
104± ft. (Wing C); 
Varies 30± ft. to 
43± ft. (Wing D) 

19± ft. 

68± ft. 

Revised Project 

13± ft. (Sublevel -
1); Varies 10 ft. 
to 48± ft. (Levels 
1 & 2); Varies 10± 
ft. to 27± ft. 
(Level 3) 

20 ft. 

46 spaces - 42 
spaces in tandem 
and 4 independently 
accessible spaces 
( . 54 spaces' per 
unit) 

l1'be attached plans incorrectly indicate the subject property contains 
66,900 sq. ft. 

2This figure does not include any portion of the subterranean parking 
structure in accordance with the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 
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Permitted Building 
Height: 

Building Heights of Previous 
Wing A 
Wing B 
Wing C 
Tower 
Cupola 

Avera~e 

32 ft. 

Project: 
±22 ft. 
±l6 ft. 
±24 ft. 
±33 ft. 
None 

Building Height of Revised Project: 
Wing A ±22 ft. -6 
Wing B ±6 ft. 
Wing C ±24 ft.-6 
Wing D ±24 ft. 
Tower ±3l ft. 
Cupola None 

Alternative Parking Proposal 

in. 

in. 

• 
Maximum Ridge 

37 ft. 

±28 ft. 
±22 ft. 
±30 ft. 
None 
±4l ft. 

±28 ft. -6 in. 
None 
±30 ft. 
±28 ft. 
None 
±39 ft. 

Maximum Flat 
32 ft. 

±24 ft. 
±24 ft. 
±28 ft. 
None 
None 

±24 ft. 
±10 ft. -6 in. 
±28 ft. 
None 
None 
None 

As indicated in the excerpt of the Planning Commission minutes dated March 9, 
1988 which were attached to the April 24, 1989 City Council staff report, 
Condition No. 52 of the Planning Commission's approval requires that the garden 
area above the subterranean parking lot to be constructed of building materials 
that will permit said garden area to be converted to additional parking spaces, 
if needed, in the future. Inasmuch as the applicant is now proposing to add 
Wing "D" into a portion of the previous garden area, it appears that the 
opportunity for additional parking spaces has been reduced by approximately 50 
percent. Based on staff's review, it appears that the remaining garden area 
could provide between 10 and 15 additional parking spaces to alleviate any 
future parking problem. 

Amended Condition of Approval 

If it is the desire of the City Council to approve this matter, staff recommends 
that Conditions of Approval No. 1 and No. 11 of Use Permit No. 3342 be revised 
as follows: 

1. That development shall be in substantial conformance with the 
approved plot plan, floor plans, elevations, and sections approved 
by the City Council on May 22, 1989, except as noted below. 

11. That a minimum of 46 off-street parking spaces shall be provided for 
the proposed development. 



, " 'TO: CitY~UnCil - 5. 

Respectfully submitted, 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
JAMES D. HEWICKER, Director 

by ~d:£~?0~Qh~I;.rcU(;r{lQ~_ 
W. ~AM WARD 
Senior Planner 

WWW/kk 
COUNCIL\UP3342.522 

Attachments for City Council Only: 

City Council Staff Report dated April 24, 1989 
City Council Minutes dated April 24, 1989 

• 

Revised Site Plan, Floor Plans, Elevations and Sections 



Present 

Motion 
All Ayes 

Motion 
All Ayes 

x x x x x 

x 

x 

_TV OF NEWPORT ~ACH 
MINUTES 

x x 

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 
PLACE: Council Chambers 
TIME: 7:30 P.M. 
DATE: May 22, 1989 

A pre entation of poppies was given to Mayor 
Strauss and Council Members in recognition of 
the ANNU POPPY DAY PROGRAM. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

ROLL C 

Reading of 'nutes of Meeting of May 8, 
1989, was wai d, approved with 
correction to 1 e 18 on Page 196 as 
follows, and orde d filed: 

"With regard to e Laventhol & 
Horwath report, Ma r Strauss 
stated ••••.. and that here are no 
cities in Orange Count that take 
part of the occupancy ta 
allocate it to a conventio 
visitors bureau;" 

Reading in full of all ordinances and 
resolutions under consideration was 
waived, and City Clerk was directed to 
read by titles only. 

D. HEARINGS: 

1. Mayor Strauss opened the continued 
public hearing and City Council review 
of: 

A. 

B. 

TRAFFIC STUDY NO. 54 - A request of 
EMERALD ASSOCIATES, Newport Beach, 
to approve a traffic study so as to 
permit the construction of an 85 
unit elderly personal care facility 
located at 3901 East Coast Highway, 
Corona del Mar; zoned P-C; 

AND 

USE PERMIT NO. 3342 - A request of 
EMERALD ASSOCIATES, Newport Beach, 
to permit the construction of an 85 
unit elderly personal care facility 
on property located in the P-C 
District. The proposal also 
includes a request to allow a 
portion of the structure to exceed 
the 32 foot basic height limit in 
the 32/50 Height Limitation 
District; a request to establish an 
off-street parking requirement 
based on a demonstrated formula; a 
modification to the Zoning Code so 
as to allow the use of tandem 
parking spaces in conjunction with 
a full-time valet parking service; 
and the acceptance of an 
Environmental Document. 

Report from the Planning Department. 

Volume 43 - Page 200 

INDEX 

Traffic 
Study 
No. 54 

ulp 3342 
(88) 
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MINUTES 

Letter from Doctors and Nurses Medical 
Management, Inc., dated May 1, 
suggesting Council deny the subject use 
permit • 

It was noted that at the request of the 
applicant, this item was continued from 
the City Council meeting of April 24, 
1989, to allow the applicant additional 
time to make further revisions to the 
proposed project which would address 
concerns relative to th~ "bulk and mass" 
of the proposed building. The applicant 
has removed almost all of the above 
grade portion of Wing "B," thereby 
creating a minimum 50 foot wide view 
corridor through the middle of the 
project. The square footage which 
comprised the upper two levels of Wing 
"B" has been relocated to the 
northwesterly portion of the site 
adjacent to Hazel Drive and is shown as 
Wing "D" on the plans. The addition of 
Wing "D" over the subterranean parking 
area will allow the applicant to 
maintain the 85 units which they have 
previously indicated is the bottom line 
that the project will Bupport. Other 
changes to the project include: 

1. Four additional off-street 
parking spaces within the 
subterranean parking area, 
bringing the total number of 
parking spaces from 42 to 46. 
An independent van storage 
area was included in both 
plans; 

2. An increased setback of 20 
feet (previously 15 feet) on 
Wing "e" adjacent to the 
southerly R-l Lot fronting on 
Hazel Drive; 

3. A reduced setback of 23± feet 
(previously 30 feet) on Wing 
"A" adjacent to East Coast 
Highway; 

4. A reduced setback of 19± feet 
(previously 29± feet) on Wing 
"A" adjacent to Buck Gully at 
East Coast Highway; and 

5. An overall reduction in height 
of 2 feet for the proposed 
elevator tower and cupola 
(from 41 feet to 39 feet). 

Volume 43 - Page 201 

INDEX 

U/P 3342 
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May 22, 1989 

It was further noted that if it is the 
desire of the City Council to approve 
this matter, staff recommends Conditions 
of Approval No. 1 and 11 of Use Permit 
No. 3342 be revised as follows: 

1. That development shall be in 
substantial conformance with 
the approved plot plan, floor 
plans, elevations, and 
sections approved by the City 
Council on May 22, 1989, 
except as noted below. 

11. That a minimum of 46 
off-street parking spaces 
shall be provided for the 
proposed development. 

John Christeson, Vice-President of 
Emerald Associates, addressed the 
Council and advised them of the 
following: They have redesigned the 
proposed building and are moving 
one-half of the view units out of what 
was previously Wing "C," placing them 
closer to the Five Crown property; and 
dividing the structure into two wings, 
which will provide a wide opening 
between the two buildings and create 
ocean views for residents living above 
the project, as well as views for 
pedestrians or motorists traveling down 
Pacific Coast Highway. They have also 
increased their parking by an additional 
10% (42 parking spaces vs. 46); large 
area for van space; and moved the 
loading dock to accommodate parking 
spaces for two panel trucks. They also 
felt they have the ability to add an 
additional 11 parking spaces if deemed 
necessary by the City Council. 

The following persons addressed the 
Council in opposition to the proposed 
project: 

James A. Crane, 323 Driftwood Road, 
stated his primary concern was what 
would happen to the property if the 
elderly care facility were to go 
defunct; and the traffic that would 
be created on Shorecliff Road. 

Volume 43 - Page 202 

INDEX 

vIp 3342 
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ROLL CALL:~\~ ~ ~ May 22, 1989 

Dick Nichols, 519 Iris Avenue, 
indicated he felt the loading area 
was inadequate; that refuse should 
not be stored inside the building; 
handicapped parking spaces should 
be increased; and that the 
developer should have proposed 
single-family residential for the 
property as an alternative, as he 
felt the property was not the 
appropriate location for an elderly 
care facility. 

Wally Ziglar, 327 Poppy Avenue, 
indicated it was his understanding 
the project was to be reduced by 
25% as a result of action taken on 
this item two weeks ago, and stated 
that this issue has not been 
addressed by the developer. He 
referred to the proposed 70-foot 
gap in the middle of the building; 
parking and density. 

Haskell Shapiro, 287 Evening Canyon 
Road, stated he felt the subject 
location was inappropriate for the 
proposed facility. 

Len Seltzer, 519 Hazel Drive, 
stated he felt that 95% of the 
residents in the immediate area of 
the proposed project are in 
opposition due to its llmassive tl 

size, and if approved, it will be 
much larger than any other 
structure in the vicinity and would 
not "fit with the ambience of 
Corona del Mar." 

The following persons addressed the 
Council in favor of the proposed 
project: 

Luvena Hayton, 235 Poppy Avenue, 
stated that she is a close neighbor 
to the proposed project; supports 
the concept of senior housing; the 
facility will greatly enhance the 
area; this type of elderly care is 
needed for senior residents who do 
not wish to move outside the City; 
the project will result in less 
traffic than any commercial 
venture; and the facility will be a 
tremendous asset to the community. 
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Resident of 2524 Ocean Boulevard, 
in response to comment by Mr. 
Nichols, stated he was in the 
restaurant business and that it was 
very common to store and compact 
trash within a building. He felt 
the existing structure on the 
subject property was an eyesore and 
fire hazard, and that the community 
will benefit from the proposed 
proj ect. 

Donald J. Regan, 924 W. Ocean 
Front, stated he was not speaking 
for, or against this project; that 
he is owner of and counsel to a 
company who owns 22 elderly care 
facilities throughout California 
and was not aware of a facility 
that would be "less" impactive on a 
municipality or a neighborhood than 
what is being proposed. He 
added that in their facilities, the 
average age is 82, which means 
there are no late night parties; 
very few residents with current 
driver's licenses; parking is more 
than sufficient; and deliveries are 
always made at off-peak hours. 

Mr. Christeson addressed the Council 
again, and summarized some of what he 
felt were the key benefits of the 
project as follows: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

It will be the lowest traffic 
generator of any use zoned for 
the site; 

The facility will be operated 
professionally by Trans
america, Inc., who have been 
in this type of business 
for 20 years; 

There are no other elderly 
care facilities in the City to 
serve the many long-time 
residents; 

They comply with the updated 
General Plan and all the 
requirements of the Zoning 
Code, and will be providing 
more parking than required by 
Code; 
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Motion x 

5. The building is residential in 
style and will be compatible 
with the village type of 
architecture in Corona del 
Mar; 

6. They have support from 
approximately 100 residents in 
the area; two past presidents 
of the Friends of the Oasis, 
and unanimous support from the 
Planning Commission. 

With regard to Fire Department access, 
the Planning Director advised that he 
had met with Fire Chief Reed and a 
representative from the Building 
Department, wherein it was noted that 
there will be two levels of concrete and 
steel construction under the frame 
construction, and the project is 
required to conform to all building and 
fire codes in any case. 

Hearing no others wishing to address the 
Council, the public hearing was closed. 

Council Member Turner commented that the 
applicant has complied with the criteria 
for this site set forth by the City 
Council last October when the General 
Plan was updated; the project complies 
with all development standards required 
by the City and will generate less 
traffic than any other USe for the 
property; and therefore, moved to 
sustain the decision of the Planning 
Commission; including revisions to 
Conditions of Approval No. 1 and No. II, 
as enumerated in the staff report dated 
May 22, 1989; adding a new Condition of 
Approval requiring the developer to be 
responsible for the improvement of the 
public right-of-way adjacent to the view 
lookout at Glen Drive and Pacific Coast 
Highway, subject to approval of the 
Parks, Beaches and Recreation 
Department; and further, that an 
additional Condition of Approval be 
added to require that a plan for the 
control and maintenance of vegetation on 
the slope of Buck Gully shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Fire 
Department. 

Council Member Sansone stated he could 
not support the motion. He commented 
that when the Council updated the 
General Plan last October, he had 
requested the staff provide a complete 
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review of all perimeters incident to a 
P-C district before development plans 
were accepted for processing on this 
site, which has not been done. It has 
been stated that this property is in the 
P-C Zone in the Land Use Element; 
however, pursuant to the Zoning Code, a 
minimum of 10 acres is needed for P-C 
Zoning, which the subject development 
does not have, and therefore, the Zoning 
Code should be amended. He also noted 
that many of the speakers and residents 
who spoke in favor of the project do not 
reside in old Corona del Mar. and 
consequently will not be affected by the 
impact this project will have on the 
area. He stated the site was 
inappropriate for the proposed use; the 
project was not supported by any of the 
homeowner associations in the area, nor 
the Corona del Mar Chamber of Commerce; 
the facility will be incompatible with 
the immediate area and will have a 
significant detrimental impact on the 
community; the facility will be 
understaffed to handle its residents; 
tandem parking will not work in this 
project; the employees will not use 
public transportation as mentioned 
previously; there is a lack of open 
space for recreational use by the 
patients; fire access is not adequate; 
and that traffic will be impacted on 
Pacific Coast Highway. 

In view of the foregoing comments, 
Council Member Sansone moved a 
substitute motion to overrule the 
deciSion of the Planning Commission and 
deny Use Permit No. 3342 and Traffic 
Study No. 54, stating the project under 
the circumstances will be detrimental to 
the health. safety, peace. morals. 
comfort and general welfare of persons 
residing and working in the 
neighborhood. as well as detrimental or 
injurious to the property and 
improvements in the neighborhood. 

Council Member Watt stated that when the 
General Plan was adopted. she felt some 
essential issues. not just in this 
project but others. were left for 
Council discretion over the use of 
property and the intensity of that use, 
as well as the compatibility with the 
site itself and the neighborhood. 
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She added that the Council could judge 
the proposed project's use and intensity 
raises questions of enough significance 
that it should be reduced or denied; 
questions about parking and safety 
consequences, and a failure of the exact 
use leads to more impacted use in the 
future; the size, bulk and scale of the 
structure and whether it is in keeping 
with the character and stability of the 
neighborhood. She felt the intensity 
was particularly out of scale on the 
Buck Gully side; that the developer 
could be induced to bring a project 
forth which would meet the basic .5 FAR 
standards, and that a project half the 
size as proposed would still be 
financially viable; that nearby 
residents have the most at stake as the 
future unfolds; and therefore, she will 
support the substitute motion made by 
Council Member Sansone. 

Mayor Pro Tern Plummer stated that if 
single-family residential housing was 
built on the site, as suggested by some 
speakers, there could be twice as much 
building and development, and because 
the housing would be on Pacific Coast 
Highway, a sound wall would have to be 
constructed. She felt the applicant has 
"bent over backwards" to meet the 
concerns of residents in old Corona del 
Mar, and inasmuch as the applicant has 
met all Code regulations, the City could 
be left open to a legal challenge if the 
use permit is not approved, and 
therefore, she will not support the 
substitute motion. 

Council Member Hart noted that employee 
parking is to be on site, which should 
alleviate the concerns of on-street 
parking in the residential areas; 
supports the subterranean parking 
garage; has reviewed the revised plans 
and feels that the redesigned project 
provides a great deal of public benefit, 
inasmuch as ocean views will be seen by 
passing motorists, as well as pedestrian 
traffic; all of which warrants her 
support of the project. 

Mayor Strauss commented that he felt the 
project did not fit into the 
neighborhood as he sees it, and 
therefore, he will be supporting the 
substitute motion. 
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The substitute motion was voted on and 
FAILED. 

In view of the foregoing, Council Member 
Sansone requested that the following 
Condition of Approval be added to 
Council Member Turner's motion: 

"That during the construction 
period, all construction parking 
shall be on-site, or on an approved 
off-site location. II 

Council Member Hart requested that the 
following Condition of Approval be added 
to the main motion: 

"That the applicant be responsible 
for grading the top portion of Buck 
Gully adjacent to the site, 
including installation of sidewalk 
and landscaping, subject to 
approval of the Parks, Beaches and 
Recreation Department." 

Council Member Turner indicated he had 
no objections to the foregoing two 
amendments to his motion. 

Council Member Sansone suggested the 
motion be revised to require that the 
applicant install a traffic signal at 
Seaward and Pacific Coast Highway, to 
which the City Attorney responded that 
the applicant does not have the power to 
install a signal at that location, and 
the City can only impose conditions that 
the property owner is capable of 
fulfilling. 

The Public Works Director stated it 
appears from the Traffic Studies and the 
amount of traffic generated as a result 
of the project, that there would be very 
minimal impact on the intersection of 
Seaward and Pacific Coast Highway. 
He added, however, that CalTrans has 
permitted the installation of traffic 
signals on State Highway intersections 
in accordance with the meeting of 
technical warrants for traffic signals. 

Following consideration of the 
foregoing, the City Attorney suggested 
that a Condition of Approval be added 
requiring the developer to pay his fair 
share of a traffic signal at the subject 
intersection should Cal Trans technical 
warrants for a signal are met. 
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May 22, 1989 

Council Member Turner agreed to 
include Council Member Sansone~s 
recommendations in his motion, and the 
motion, as amended, was voted on and 
carried. 

, 

MINUTES 

INDEX 

----t-t---lr-t-t-f-f-f----------------I---.--
Member Hart was excused from the 
at this time. 

Mayor Strauss opened the public hearing 
regarding GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
88-2(C), a request initiated by the City 
of Newport Beach to revise the HOUSING 

LEMENT OF THE NEWPORT BEACH GENERAL 

ort from the Planning Department. 

The City Manager pointed out that the 
Cit's current approval of this Draft 
Hous g Element is only an approval in 

and not the the adoption of the 
that after this approval in 
the draft revised Housing 

Element ill be sent to the State 
Departme~t of Housing and Community 
Developme\t (HCD) for their required 
review; arl9 after the Hen's review, the 
City Counc~ will hold a final public 
hearing at ~hich they will consider 
HeD's comme~\s, any staff recommended 
changes, and adopt the Housing Element. 
He added that"~hen the final action is 
taken on the H using Element, the 
Council will al 0 include acceptance of 
the Environment~ Document as 
recommended by t~e Planning Commission. 

\ 
Dave Dmohowski of*e Irvine Company, 
addressed the Coun i.l and stated that 
they have met on se eral occasions with 
City staff and parti\;:ipated in Planning 
Commission hearings ~ this matter, and 
are generally support ve of the Housing 
Element as currently p oposed. However, 
while they recognize t need for the 
City to maintain an ade uate Housing 
Element and update targe sand 
objectives, the strengthe ing of its 
criteria is coming at ate when there 
is actually a decrease in ederal and 
other forms of governmental subsidies 
that have been available in he past, 
such as mortgage revenue bon financing 
that help make affordable hou ing 
economically feasible. He sub itted a 
letter for the record that su 
his comments. 

Hearing no others wishing to add 
Council, the public hearing 
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FINAL FINDINGS A1~D CONDITIONS 

FOR USE PERMIT NO. 3342 
AS APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL 

ON MAY 22, 1989 

A. Environmental Document: Accept the environmental document, making the 
following findings: 

1. That an Initial Study and Negative Declaration have been prepared in 
compliance with the Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA 
Guidelines, and Council Policy K-3. 

2. That the contents of the environmental document have been considered in 
the various decisions on this project. 

3. The project will not have any significant environmental impact. 

B. Traffic Study No. 54: Approve the traffic study with the following 
findings: 

1. That a Traffic Study has been prepared which analyzes the impact of the 
proposed proj ect on the peak hour traffic and circulation system in 
accordance with Chapter 15.40 of the Newport Beach Municipal Code and City 
Policy S-1. 

2. The project, as proposed, will generate less traffic than the uses which 
currently exist on-site in the evening peak hour on a daily basis. 

3. The increased traffic in the morning peak hour is less than 10% of existing 
traffic on any approach leg of affected intersections. 

C. Use Permit No. 3342: Approve the use permit with the findings and subject 
to the following conditions of approval: 

Findings: 

1. The project will comply with all applicable City and State Building Codes 
and Zoning requirements for new building applicable to the district in 
which the proposed project is located, except the height of the proposed 
stair/elevator tower. 

2. That the proposed development is consistent with the General Plan and the 
adopted Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, and is compatible with 
surrounding land uses. 

3. That adequate off-street parking and related vehicular circulation are 
being provided in conjunction with the proposed development. 

4. The building height will result in more public visual open space and views 
than is required by the basic height limit. 
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5. The building height will result in a more desirable architectural treatment 
of the building and a stronger and more appealing visual character of the 
area than is required by the basic height limit. 

6. The building height will not result in undesirable or abrupt scale 
relationships being created between the structure and existing developments 
or public spaces inasmuch as the project has provided increased setbacks 
from public streets and adjoining residential property. 

7. The structure will have no more floor area than could have been achieved 
without the use permit for the building height. 

8. That the design of the proposed improvements will not conflict with any 
easements acquired by the public at large for access through or use of 
property with the proposed development. 

9. That the use of tandem parking spaces in conjunction with a full-time valet 
parking service will not, under the circumstances of this case be 
detrimental to the health, safety) peace, morals, comfort and general 
welfare of persons residing and working in the neighborhood or be 
detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in the neighborhood 
or the general welfare of the City, and further that the proposed 
modifications are consistent with the legislative intent of Title 20 of 
the Municipal Code. 

10. That public improvements may be required of a developer per Section 
20.80.060 of the Municipal Code. 

11. That Section 13.05.010 of the Municipal Code requires that public 
improvements be completed in commercial areas prior to the issuance of 
Building Permits for a new structure. 

12. That the sidewalk along East Coast Highway is the only pedestrian access 
between the Shorecliffs Development and the business district of Corona 
del Mar on the southerly side of East Coast Highway. 

13. That it has been demonstrated that the traffic to be generated by the 
proposed proj ect will not exceed that which would be generated if the base 
traffic generation rate were applied to a project developed at the base 
floor area ratio. 

14. That the projections of traffic to be generated by the project have been 
based on standard traffic generation rates generally applied to an elderly 
personal care facility. 
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15. That the proposed proj ect is a single use development that will be 
restricted to an 85 unit (100 bed) elderly personal care facility upon 
which the traffic equivalency was based. 

16. The proposed use and physical improvements are such that the approved 
project would not readily lend itself to conversion to a higher traffic 
generating use. 

17. The increased floor area ratio will not result in significant impairment 
of public views. 

18. That the site is physically suitable for the floor area proposed, 
considering that a 0.5 F.A.R. office or retail use with an additional 0.25 
above grade structure parking could be constructed on the site which would 
contain approx'imately the same building floor area and building bulk as 
the proposed project. 

19. The approval of Use Permit No. 3342 will not under the circumstances of 
this case be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, comfort and 
general welfare of persons residing and working in the neighborhood or be 
detrimental or ~nJurious to property or improvements in the neighborhood 
or the general welfare of the City. 

Conditions: 

1. That development shall be in substantial conformance with the approved plot 
plan, floor plans, elevations and sections approved by the City Council 
on May 22, 1989, except as noted below. 

2. That a hydrology and hydraulic study be prepared by the applicant and 
approved by the Public Works Department, along with a master plan of water, 
sewer and storm drain facilities for the on-site improvements prior to 
issuance of a grading permit. Any modifications or extension to the 
existing storm drain, water and sewer systems shown to be required by the 
study shall be the responsibility of the developer. 

3. That all improvements be constructed as required by ordinance and the 
Public Works Department. 

4. That a standard use permit agreement and accompanying surety be provided 
in order to guarantee satisfactory completion of the public improvements, 
if it is desired to obtain a building permit prior to completion of the 
public improvements. 

5. That the on-site parking, vehicular circulation and pedestrian circulation 
systems shall be subject to further review by the Traffic Engineer and 
shall be modified in the following manner: 

, 
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a. Access to the subterranean parking area shall be a minimum of 24 feet 
wide. 

b. Parking shall not be permitted within the circular motor court so 
as to provide required emergency vehicle access to the project. 

c. That the planter at the center of the circular motor court shall be 
redesigned to Fire Department standards. 

d. That the driveway design shall conform to Sight Distance Standard 
Plan 1l0-L. 

e. That the proposed drives and ramps shall not exceed a 15 percent 
slope with change of grade not to exceed 11 percent. 

f. A minimum five foot wide sidewalk shall be provided on the west side 
of the driveway. 

6. That an access ramp be constructed per City Standard No. 181-L at the 
intersection of East Coast Highway and Hazel Drive; that unused drive 
aprons be removed and replaced with curb, gutter and sidewalk along the 
East Coast Highway and Hazel Drive frontages; and that all deteriorated 
portions of curb, gutter and sidewalk be reconstructed along East Coast 
Highway and Hazel Drive frontages. 

7. That all work within the East Coast Highway right-of-way be 
an Encroachment Permit issued by the California 
Transportation. 

completed under 
Department of 

8. That the intersection of the East Coast Highway and drives be designed to 
provide sight distance for a speed of 40 mile per hour. Slopes, 
landscaping, walls and other obstruction shall be considered in the sight 
distance requirements. Landscaping with the sight distance line shall not 
exceed twenty-four inches in height. The sight distance requirement may 
be approximately modified at non-critical locations, subject to approval 
of the Traffic Engineer. 

9. That prior to issuance of any grading or building permits for the site, 
the applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Public Works 
Department and the Planning Department that adequate sewer facilities will 
be available for the project. Such demonstration shall include 
verification from the City's Utilities Department and the Orange County 
Sanitation District. 

10. County Sanitation District fees shall be paid prior to issuance of any 
building permits. 
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11. That a minimum of 46 off-street parking spaces shall be provided for the 
proposed development. 

12. Construction shall meet the requirements of the UBC and the California 
Administrative Codes - Titles 19 and 24. 

13. Fire Department access shall be approved by the Fire Department. 

14. The entire building shall be sprinklered. 

15. The building shall be equipped with smoke detectors and a fire alarm 
system. 

16. All exit stairways must lead to an exit path that is continuous to a public 
way. 

17. Access to the building for Fire Department use shall occur at each exit 
point and the main lobby. 

18. A Class I standpipe shall be required at locations to be designated by the 
Fire Department. 

19. Consideration of the use of ramps and exiting may have to be given in 
building design if non-ambulatory residents occupy the building. 

20. The planter shown on the site corner at East Coast Highway and Buck Gully 
shall not exceed 24 inches in height. 

21. That valet parking service be provided at all times. 

22. That all employees shall park their vehicles on-site. 

23. That all mechanical equipment and trash areas shall be screened from Hazel 
Drive, East Coast Highway and adjoining properties. 

24. That all signs shall be in conformance with the provision of Section 
20.06.050 A3 of the Newport Beach Municipal Code and shall be approved by 
the City Traffic Engineer if located adjacent to the vehicular ingress and 
egress. This shall not preclude the applicant from requesting a 
modification for the size, number and location of proposed project signs 
in accordance with Section 20.06.100 of the Newport Beach Municipal Code. 

25. That any proposed landscaping adj acent to the public right-of-way be 
approved by the Public Works Department. 

26. A landscape and irrigation plan for the project shall be prepared by a 
licensed landscape architect. The landscape plan shall integrate and phase 
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27. 

28. 

30. 

the installation of landscaping with the proposed construction schedule. 
Prior to occupancy, a licensed landscape architect shall certify to the 
Planning Department that the landscaping has been installed in accordance 
with the approved plan. 

The landscape plan shall be subject to the review of the Parks, Beaches 
and Recreation Department, and the approval of the Planning Department and 
Public Works Department. 

That the lighting system shall be designed and maintained in such a manner 
as to conceal the light source and to minimize light spillage and glare 
to the adjacent residential uses. The plans shall be prepared and signed 
by a Licensed Electrical Engineer; with a letter from the Engineer stating 
that, in his opinion, this requirement has been met. 

Development of site shall be subject to a grading permit to be approved 
by the Building and Planning Departlr.ents. 

That the grading plan shall include a complete plan for temporary and 
permanent drainage facilities, to minimize any potential impacts from silt, 
debris, and other water pollutants. 

31. The grading permit shall include a description of haul routes, access 
points to the site, watering, and sweeping program designed to minimize 
impact of haul operations. 

32. An erosion, siltation and dust control plan shall be submitted and be 
subject to the approval of the Building Department and a copy forwarded 
to the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region. 

33. The velocity of concentrated runoff from the project shall be evaluated 
and erosive velocities controlled as part of the project design. 

34. That grading, excavation and recompaction of the site shall be conducted 
in accordance with plans prepared by a Civil Engineer and based on 
recommendations of a soil engineer and an engineering geologist subsequent 
to the completion of a comprehensive soil and geologic investigation of 
the site. Permanent reproducible copies of the "Approved as Built" grading 
plans on standard size sheets shall be furnished to the Building 
Department. 

35. That any roof top or other mechanical equipment shall be sound attenuated 
in such a manner as to achieve a maximum sound level of 55 dBA at the 
property line. 

36. That units shall be sound attenuated to a maximum of 45 dBA CNEL for the 
interior living areas and 65 dBA CNEL for exterior living areas associated 
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with individual units, as measured from the area expected to experience 
the highest sound levels. Measurement and certification of compliance with 
this condition shall be completed prior to the issuance of the Certificate 
of Occupancy by a registered engineer practicing in acoustics. 

37. The excavation area shall be fenced to prevent safety hazards during the 
grading and building phases. 

38. Disruption caused by construction work along roadways and by movement of 
construction vehicles shall be minimized by proper use of traffic control 
equipment and flagmen. Traffic control and transportation of equipment 
and materials shall be conducted in accordance with state and local 
requirements. A traffic control plan shall be reviewed and approved by 
the Public Works Department. 

39. That the required number of handicapped parking spaces shall be designated 
within the on-site parking area and shall be used solely for handicapped 
self parking and shall be identified in a manner acceptable to the City 
Traffic Engineer. Said parking spaces shall be accessible to the 
handicapped at all times. One handicapped sign on a post shall be required 
for each handicapped space. 

40. That the Public Works Department plan check and inspection fee shall be 
paid. 

41. That the facility shall be limited to a maximum of 85 units and 100 beds. 
The applicant shall provide to the Planning Department a copy of the report 
that is submitted to the State of California indicating the number of 
individuals residing on the premises, and the number of available beds. 

42. That it is the intention of this usc permit to constitute the official 
zoning of the subject property in accordance with Title 20 of the Municipal 
Code, the Land Use Element of the General Plan and . the Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan and said use permit shall run with the life of the 
property or until such time as the Land Use Element of the General Plan 
and the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan are amended. 

43. Occupancy of the facility shall be limited to persons 62 years of age or 
older. (A younger spouse of a qualified resident may occupy the facility.) 
State law may further restrict occupancy to persons 62 years of age or 
older. 

44. Ancillary commercial uses in the structure shall be for the use of 
residents and their guests only and shall not be available to members of 
the general public. 
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45. That the residents of the project shall not be permitted to own cars that 
are parked or stored on the subject property. 

46. Prior to issuance of Building Grading Permits, the applicant shall enter 
into an agreement, the form and content of which is acceptable to the City 
Attorney, binding the applicant and successors-in-interest in perpetuity 
to an elderly personal care facility and shall be limited to an occupancy 
by persons 62 years of age or older. The only exception shall allow co
occupancy by the spouse of a qualified person. Restrictions shall be 
placed on the deed and in any other suitable binding document consistent 
with the provisions of the above agreement. 

47. That the proposed project shall be subject to the approval of the Coastal 
Commission. 

48. The Planning Commission may add and/or modify conditions of approval to 
this use permit, or recommend to the City Council the revocation of this 
use permit, upon a determination that the operation which is the subject 
of this use permit, causes injury, or is detrimental to the health, safety, 
peace, morals, comfort, or general welfare of the community_ 

49. That this facility be operated only as a personal care facility as is 
currently described to the Planning Commission. 

50. That the height of trees on the site shall be restricted to the height of 
the building excluding the height of the cupula above the main roofs of 
the structure. 

51. That when bus service is not available to the employees of the facility, 
the applicant shall be required to provide van service to and from the Park 
and Ride facility in Newport Center. 

52. That the garden area above the subterranean parking lot shall be 
constructed of building materials that will permit said garden area to be 
converted to additional parking spaces, if needed, in the future. 

53. That the applicant shall submit an onsite parking survey to the Planning 
Commission, to commence six months after the date of the opening of the 
facility for a period of six months. The survey hours shall be determined 
by the Planning Department staff. The survey shall consist of the number 
of automobiles onsite, 'the number of employees ansite, and the number of 
vehicles that are parked. 

54. That the developer shall be responsible for the improvement of the public 
right-of-way adjacent to the view lookout at Glen Drive and East Coast 
Highway, subject to the approval of the Parks, Beaches and Recreation 
Department. 
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55. That a plan for the control and maintenance of vegetation on the slope of 
Buck Gully shall be submitted to and approved by the Fire Department. 

56. That during the construction period, all construction parking shall be on
site, or on an approved off·site location. 

57. That the applicant shall be responsible for grading the top portion of Buck 
Gully adjacent to the site, including the installation of sidewalk and 
landscaping, subject to the approval of the Parks, Beaches and Recreation 
Department. 

58. That the developer shall pay his fair share of a traffic signal at the 
intersection of Seaward Road and East Coast Highway should CalTrans 
technical warrants for a signal are met. 

* * ·k 



MINUTES 
REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 
PLACE: Council Chambers 
TIME, 7,30 P.M. 
DATE: April 24, 1989 

StrauSS presented • Proclamation in 
recogn on of Professional Secretaries Week. 

Mayor Straus also presented Proclamations to 
the five Dr.ug se Res1stan~e Education 
Program. essay" con t winners. 

A reque:st of 
'i!'S':"l~e''''(>rt Beach, to 

approve a traffic study so as to permit 
the construction of an '85 unit elderly 
personal care facility located at 3901 
East Coast Highway, Corona del Mar; 
zoned P-C; 

A request of 
Newport Beach. to 

permit the construction of an 85 unit 
elderly personal care facility on 
prope~ty located in the P-C District. 
The proposal also includes a request to 
allow a portion of the structure to 
exceed the 32 foot basic height limit in 
the 32/50 Height Limitation District; a 
request to establish an off-street 
parking requirement based on a 
demonstrated formula; a modification to 
the, Zoning Code so as to allow the use 
of,tandem parking spaces in conjunction 
with's full-time valet parking service; 
and the acceptance of an Environmental 
DOCUUlent •. 

Report from the Planning Pepartmsnt. 

Letters to Council with 75 signatures in 
favor of subject project. 

Letters 'to Council with 130 signatures 
in' opp,oe1t1on to subject project. 
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The City Clerk advised that after the 
agenda was print'ed. 56 additional 
signatures were' received in favor of the 
subject project, and 148 signatures in 
opposition. ---

David Neish, representing the 
applicants, addressed the Council and 
summarized the proposal. He stated they 
felt the facility is unique to the 
property and 1s compatible with the 
recently adopted General Plan. The 
project represents a 300% reduct·ion in 
traffic, compared with present use on 
the site, Bnd has been reduced in size 
from 120 to 85 units. The building was 
originally designed with 66,500 sq. ft., 
but has been reduced to 50,060 sq. ft.; 
landscaped areas have increased from 57% 
to 63%; and heights have been lowered 
and setbacks increased. After a land 
use analysis was completed on the site, 
th~ felt the proposed elderly care 
facility was the best use for the 
property. ' 

John Christeson. Vice-President of 
Emerald Associates, addressed the 
Council in support of their request. He 
stated they were aware that traffic was 
a major concern. but inasmuch as the 
residents residing at the facility would 
not be driVing, there would be one-tenth 
of the traffiC currently generated by a 
commercial uee permitted under the new 
General Plan. With regard to open 
space, they propose a 22,000 sq. ft. 
front yard with 63% landscaped as open 
area. He compared the differences 
between single~famlly use and senior 
housing on the site relating to traffic. 
building beightl parking. floor area 
ratios, etc. He stated be felt the City 
needs a personal care facility of this 
type and that it would be a definite 
asset to the community. 

Victor Regnier. Associate Professor of 
Gerontology and Architecture at USC, 
addressed the Council on behalf of the 
applicants and stated that he has 
visited approximately 200-250 senior 
care facilities in the United States and 
Europe, and in the past 10 years, he has 
worked on approximately 80 senior 
projects varying in size from 20 to 1400 
units. He felt the site was excellent 
for the proposed project. inasmuch a8 it 
provides access to Pacific Coast Highway 
as well as easy access to visitors of 
the facility. He stated that older 
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persone have a desire to be located in 
an area where there is street activity. 
and also where there is a passive view 
of the ocean. Be advised that there is 
a crisis as to the need for senior 
housing _for those persons older than 75 
years of age. and that the proposed 
project will only fulfill one-third of 
the demand. In conclusion, he commented 
that the City "desperately" needs .this 
type of facility, and urged approval. 

Emily Ueadly, Vice-President of 
Transameries Retirement Propertie8~ 
addressed the Council on behalf, of the 
applicants, and stated that if the 
project is approved. their property 
management company would operate the 
facility. She explained the difference 
between residential. convalescent and 
congregate care pursuant to State 
regulations. With regard to employee 
parking, she felt that less than half of 
the staff would be driving their own 
automobiles and others would be 
carpooling, or using public 
transportation. Concerning any increase 
in traffic, their bUsiest time would be 
the change in shifts at 9;00 a.m. and 
7:00 p.m. She also estimates only eight 
deliveries per week. She summarized the 
"manning" of the facility,· and indicated 
there would be one skilled attendant per 
25 occupants. She stated that the 
average age of residents in a personal 
care facility is 77, but that legally 
they are required to acce'pt anyone 62 
years of age or older. 

In response to question raised by 
Council Member Sansone, Mr. Regnier 
stated that noise is a major issue which 
they attempt to mitigate when designing 
a building. As to air pollution and 
emission from vehicles along Pacific 
Coast Highway. Mr. Regnier indica,ted he 
felt it was not a serious problem~ 
inasmuch as the resident,s would be 
living near'the ocean, which could be of 
some benefit to those parsons who may 
have emphysema. respiratory' problems, 
etc. 

Mr. Naish addressed the Council again 
and closed his remarks as follows: 

1) The proposal will generate 
considerable less traffic than the 
current existing project; 
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2) The proposal represents the 
least intense project in terms of 
overall traffic generation as 
compared with any other land use; 

3) 63% of site will be open space. 

With :r~gard to the proposed 42 parking 
spaces, ·Mr. Neish stated that if all the 
employees drive individually to the 
facility each day, there will still be 
ample ,parking space to accommodate them .. 
He stated they concur in the findings 
and recommendations of the staff and 
request the City Council to uphold the 
recommendation of the Planning 
Commission. 

In response to question raised by Mayor 
Pro Tem PlUmmer, Mr. Neish stated that 
the 'applicant will commit to improving 
the City-owned open space area adjacent 
to the subject property for a view park 
purpose. He also stated they would 
donate to the City any trees currently 
on the ,site that they could not use in 
the project. 

With regard to the parking question 
raised by Council Member Turner. Mr. 
Neish advised that a condition was added 
by the Planning Commission, which states 
that ".the garden area above the 
subterranean parking lot shall be 
constructed of building materials that 
will permit said ,garden area to be 
converted to additional parking spaces~ 
1£ needed. in the future." He also 
commented that they are looking into the 
feasibility of allowing some of the Five 
Crown Restaurnnt employcc!:; t~) park at 
the proposed senior facility in the 
evening, and therefore. they would Dot 
have to park on the public streets. 

In response to inquiry of Council Member 
Rart regarding possible development 
standards for this pro.ject. the Planning 
Director stated that the subject 
property is in a P-C Zone. snd there are 
three methods in which a development 
plan can be 4dopted for a 
planned-community distri~t. i.e., 1) 
reference to an existing zoning 
district, or 8 combination of different 
zoning districts. 2) a leustOlll" zoning 
ordinance for this particular piece of 
property which would set forth 
development standat'ds for a specific 
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type of use; or 3) be site specific and 
come back to the City Council with a 
specific proposal. He stated it is not 
the staff's intention to come ba,ck to 
the City Council at any future date with 
specific development standards for 
assisted living or congregate' care 
facilities outside of what has already 
been presented. 

In re,sponse to question raised by 
Coune!·l Member Hart regarding total 
gr088 area footage, Mr. Neish reported 

, that said amount is 50,06,0 sq. ft •• not 
including the covered parking which 1s 
13,480 -sq. ft. The footprint of' the 
bUilding'is 16.858 sq. ft . 

. 

The ,Planning Director advised that 
covered ,parking, mechanical spaces • 
rooms devoted to telephone swit'ching. 
electrical and plumbing spaces, et,c •• 
have'never been'included in computing 
total gross floor area ratio within a 
building. 

With regard to height limit, Mr. Neish 
stated that the only area which exceeds 
the height limit is the "cupola." an 
arehi~ectural feature which. by code. 1s 
allowed to exceed the basic height 
limit • 

The following persons addressed the 
Council in opposition to the project: 

Len Seltzer. 519 Hazel Drive. 
indicated the community felt this 
facility was inappropriate for the 
site due to its size. related 
traffic and parking problems', and 
could set a precedent for the area. 
They also felt the building should 
be constructed 'at a more "logical" 
location, and that the site should 
be utilized as a park. or 
single-family housins. 

Jim Crane. 323 Driftwood Road, 
stated he resides within two blocks 
of the proposed project and has 
lived tn the City his entire 6~ 
years. He expressed his concerns 
with reg8t'd to increased traffic_ ' 
the possibility of the facility 
going out of businels. employee 
parking, and number of deliveries 
to the site • 
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Dick Nichols. 519 Iris Avenue, 
President. Corona del Mar Community 
Association •. discussed the height 
limit and floor area ratio for the 
proposed project. trash and 
delivery areas. parking" and 
setback areas. He indicated the 
proposed facility was not viable 
for this property, inasmuch as it 
is adjacent to residential use. 

Mary Gilchrist. 441 Seaward Road, 
stated she has been in the field of 
nursing for 27 years. and has not 
heard anyone mention such items as 
patients in wheelchairs. number of 
trips for medical treatment, number 
of parking speces to be required 
for family visitors and 
recreational activities. She 
stated that the proposed one 
attendant for every 25 patients for 
medication was inadequate according 
to finding of Attorney General Van 
de Kamp. She also commented that 
it was her understanding that the 
Kirkwood Motel has recently been 
sold and there is a proposal to 
convert the building into 
condominiums which would be another 
impact on traffic in the area. 

The following persons addressed the 
Council in favor of the project: 

Luvena Hayton. 235 Poppy Avenue. 
stated she has lived in Corona del 
Mar for 38 years and has seen nine 
restaurants fail at the subject 
site due to the location being too 
far removed from the business 
district. She felt it was time the 
site was used for the IIgood of the 
area," and that the proposal of 
Emerald Associates will fill the 
need in the community, 8S well as 
greatly enhance the beauty of the 
site. She was opposed to the 
property being converted ,to a park 
or used for single family housing. 

Jack Dunn~ 114 Shorecliff Road, 
stated he bas lived in the area for 
25 years and has seen a number of 
businesses come and go on the site. 
He felt the proposed project was 
the best suited for the propertY9 
and would be of gr,est benefit to 
the community. 
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Phil DeCarion, 2524 Ocean 
Boulevard. stated that he has 
failed twice as a restauranteur at 
the subject loeation, and that 
Emerald Associates has put together 
a project which will have les8 
traffic problems as well as 1es8 
deliveries than a restaurant. 

nel Bunu. Physician in the 
community. stated there is a 
definite need for this type,of 
facility, and be felt that people 
will oppose the project no matter 
Where it is located. He stated it 
is very frustrating to him to have 
to recommend an elderly care 
facility that is located outside 
the city to a patient who resides 
in Newport Beach and who would like 
to remain here. 

Irving Burg. 2301 Bayside Drive, 
stated that persons who choose to 
continue living in the City in 
their later years do not have a 
place to go unless a project such 
as the one being proposed is 
allowed. 

Dee Masters, 140 Fernleaf Avenue, 
stated that tbe developer has 
complied with all of the City's 
regulations for the use requested, 
and should. therefore, be allowed 
to proceed. She stated she 
welcomed the proposed project as 
she felt it would clean up the 
existing "tackyU appearing 
building. She also felt the 
applicants should be applauded for 
their efforts and time spent with 
the individual community groups. 

John Killefer. 161 Shoreel!ff Road, 
stated he has been a resident for 
23 years and felt the proposal was 
a very viable. workable project. 
He highlighted lome of the nuisance 
problems 8S a result of the various 
restaurants that ~ave been located 
on the site. He indicated the City 
now has the ,opportunity of "aet;tin,g 
rid of an absolutely abominable 
building," which contains a 
restaurant. flower shop, nail salon 
and dog grooming shop. and urged 
the Counc'il' to sustain, the action of 
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the Planning Commission and approve 
the project. He added that the 
Shereel!ff Community Association 
took no position on this proposal. 

Robert J. Moore~ 1216 Sandpoint 
Way. stated that he was opposed to 
this project initially. but after 
reviewing it in detail, he strongly 
recommends its approval. 

Elizabeth Skinner, 1233 Ports ide 
Way, stated she and her husband 
have been residents for 37 years; 
are in their early eighties; and 
would very much like to be one of 
the first occupants of the proposed 
·facility if it is approved. She 
stated it is their desire to spend 
their golden years near their 
famUy in Newport Beach. 

Renfro Newcomb •. 3 Sandbar. stated 
he has been a resident of Corona 
del Mar for almost 32 years, and 
felt the pro-posed project was the 
"best thing that could happen" to 
the subject property. 

The following additional persons spoke 
in opposition to the project: 

Walter Ziglar, 327 Poppy Avenue, 
stated that many of those speaking 
in favor of the project do not live 
within 1.000 feet of the subject 
area. He also does not feel the 
development will rpduee traffic as 
stated by the applicant, and 
disputed many of the remarks made 
by previous speakers regarding 
parking, use of public 
transportation. etc. He submitted 
a petition with 40 signatures in 
opposition to the project from 
residents in Shorecliff . 

Alana Peters (no address ~jvl'n) 
stated she has a Mafltel's Degrl'c in 
Gerontology and is an advocate for 
senior citizens; however. she felt 
the subject proposal could be a 
"disaster" socially Bnd 
environmentally. She indicated 
that due to ,past experience, she 
believes the project as proposed 
will be short-term and transitio~l 
between an active life and a higher 
level of care or death. The cost 
would be,prohibitive to most 
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seniors 8S they do not waat to pay 'ufp 3342 
out hard earned money for this type 
of care. She' felt the owner! 
bUilder would be in financial 
straits within two years at which 
time they could possibly turn the 
senior residency into a hQtel. 

Marian Parks t 233 Morning Canyout 
indicated she was ·opposed to the 
project primarily because of 
increased traffic generation, 
parking problems for Shorecliff 
residents. and noise. She also 
felt that since the facility was 
legally required to accept seniors 
62 years of age or older, tbh 
"opened wide" the possibility of a 
totally different type of facility 
than what is currently proposed. 
She urged the Council to deny the 
project and any other facility for 
the elderly in Corona del -Mar. 

Dan Wiseman. 336 Hazel Drfve. 
stated he cannot dispute the need 
for senior housing. and 
cOlllplimanted the developer for his 
efforts. but felt the location was 
a poor choice and the project 
should be denied. 

John Christeson addressed the Council 
again, and' responded to previous 
comments regarding subterranean parking, 
trash and delivery areas, wheel chair 
,patient~t visitor parking spaces. 
traffic volumes. etc. 

In response to question raised by 
CounCil Member Turner regarding the 
Housing £lemen't. Craig Bluell of the 
Planning Department. stated that the 
City's Housing' Element addresses all the 
legal requirements of State law. and 
those requirements specify that the City 
provide a variety of housing types for 
all income segments of the community. 
There are two programs in the Housing 
~lement, which address the issue. i.e •• 
1) the City will achieve 8 variety of 
housing types; and 2) senior hous~ng 
programs. On the issue of the a~unt of 
housing, State law does not specify the 
City provide any specific amount to 
senior citizens; however, it does 
specify housing shall ,be provided in 
total to meet a specific target and that 
those unite, be p,rovided, to meet the 
income segments of the cOIIUDUnity. 
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Council Member Sansone cOllDllented, in 
part, that he felt the majority of 
opposition to this project is a result 
of frustration that has been developed 
in old Corona del Mar due to the already 
exiating parking problems in the area. 
The City haa allowed an intenaification 
of land uae in old corona del Mar 
through the commercial district and also 
an intensification of mass and bulk 
through the residential area, which is 
destroying some of that community. If 
building continues in this area. as has 
been in the past. it will no longer be a 
"lovely" area much longer. He also felt 
that the majority of residential 
property constructed in old Corona del 
Mar is speculation, with no 
consideration being given to the 
community. He expressed his concerns 
regarding fire access to the site, 
operation of the facility, parking and 
traffic. In closing, he indicated he 
could poaaibly aupport the project, to 
some degree, if the bulk and mass were 
reduced. 

Council Member Watt commented that she 
has viewed the site and is aware of the 
residents' desire to protect their 
residential neighborhood and views. She 
also recognizes the need fell' elderly 
care facilities. but feels the proposed 
use is ''wrong'' for this site, and that 
there are other sites available in the 
City for thb type of facility. Sh" 
f"lt the best use for the subject 
property would be open space, or 
single-family residential. 

Council Member Hart ssked the applicsnt 
if the building could be reduced to .75 
x buildable including parking, whereupon 
Mr. Christeson replied "no." 

Council Member Bart stated she was very 
disappointed in Mr. Christeson's answer. 
aa she thought the project was .75 x 
buildable, including parking, until this 
evening. She also doee not think 
aingle-family homes would be appropriate 
at the site; therefore. if th .... re 1s no 
way to reduce the "bulk and mass" to 
something approximately .75 x buildable. 
she will have to oppose it. 

Council Member Turner stated that in ths 
recent adoption of the General Plan 
Amendment, the Council approved a 
program whereby building is allowed up 
to .75, with parking below ground not 
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included in the calculation, and th1$ 
applicant has designed a project which 
complies with the requiremen·ts of the 
General Plan "to the letter. II 

Bearing no others wishing, to address the 
Council,. the public hearing waS Closed. 

Mr. Christeson addressed the Council 
again and stated he was aware of the 
concerns regarding the "bulk and mass,lt 
and H ,there were no objections, they 
would like to continue the public 
hearing and look into the feasibility of 
comina back with a more I'palatable" 
looking ,structure. 

from the Planning Department. 

Re"u .... t from "Street People In Need tl 

(Sl,rlll\,fo,r assistance. 

The summari2ed the funding 
set forth as Item~ 1 
stated the total funding 

1s $423,000; however, 

the .~:;":~~:~::~ amount for social 
services is 15%9 or $63.450. 

that three late 
from the 

1) S.P.LN. -
Need 9 Newport 

People in' 

2) Assessment aUd 'l;,rea"m.mt 
Services Center; 

3) Y.H.C.A •• Newport 

Charlene M. Turco, 
for S.P.I.N ••. addressed the c~F"~~ 
support of their request 
She stated the funds would 

p
r

9V
1de 

free services .~~o';:::::1::~:~~ol people. S.P.LN.,'was 
a group of Newport Beach 
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Agenda Item No. D-1 

" 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

LOCATION: 

ZONE: 

APPLICANT: 

OWNER: 

Application 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

City Council 

Planning Department 

A. Traffic Study No. 54 

Request to approve a traffic study so as to permit the 
construction of an 85 unit elderly personal care facility on 
property located in the P-C District. 

AND 

E t Use Permit No. 3342 

Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly 
personal care facility on property located in the P-C District. 
The proposal also includes a request to allow a portion of the 
structure to exceed the 32 foot basic height limit in the 32/50 
Height Limitation District; a request to establish an off
street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula; 
a modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of 
tandem parking spaces in conjunction with a full~time valet 
parking service; and the acceptance of an envirorunental 
document. 

Parcel 1 of Parcel Map 85~257 (Resubdivision No. 811), located 
at 3901 East Coast Highway, on the southeasterly corner of East 
Coast Highway and Hazel Drive, in Corona del Mar. 

p-c 

Emerald Associates, Newport Beach 

Same as applicant 

This application involves a request to permit the construction of an 85 unit 
elderly personal care facility on property located in the P-C District. The 
proposal also includes: A request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed 
the basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District; a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula; a 
modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking spaces 
in conjunction with a full-time valet parking service; and the approval of a 
Traffic Study. In accordance with Section 20.02.040 of the Municipal Code, the 
Planning Commission may approve structures in excess of the basic height limit 
provided that in each case a use permit is approved. Use Permit procedures are 
set forth in Chapter 20.80, Modifications procedures are outlined in Chapter 
20.81, and Traffic Study procedures are set forth in Chapter 15.40 of the Newport 
Beach Municipal Code. 

--



TO: - 2 

Suggested Action 

Hold hearing; close hearing; if desired, 

A) Approve Traffic Study No. 54 and Use Permit No. 3342 with the 
Findings and subject to the Conditions of Approval set forth in 
Exhibit "A" of the attached Planning Commission staff report; 

OR 

B) Take no action on Traffic Study No. 54 and deny Use Permit No. 3342 
with the Findings set forth in Exhibit "B" of the attached Planning 
Commission staff report. 

Planning Commission Recommendation 

At its meeting of March 9, 1989, the Planning Commission voted unanimously to 
recommend the approval of Traffic Study No. 54 and Use Permit No. 3342 to the 
City Council. It was the feeling of the Commission that the project, as 
conditioned, would maintain a minimal impact on the adjoining residential and 
commercial areas. 

Requirement of City Council Approval 

The General Plan provides that the development of the subject property shall be 
subj ect to the approval of Planned Community District Regulations and Development 
Plan, which the applicant is accomplishing through the use permit approval 
process. Inasmuch as the approval of a P-C Development Plan requires City 
Council approval, it will be necessary for the City Council to approve the 
subject use permit and related Traffic Study, whereas use permits and traffic 
studies normally do not require City Council action. It is staff's opinion that 
the use permit rather than a P-C Development Plan procedure will allow the City 
the opportunity to review the specifics of a proposed project based on the 
operational characteristics of the specific type of senior housing being 
proposed, and establish the appropriate development standards relative to the 
specific nature of the project. 

Respectfully submitted, 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
JAMES D. HEWICKER, Director 

by 

Senior Planner 
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ubdivi ion No 889 Pub ie earin 

to resubdivide four existing lots into a single 
land for commercial development. 

ZONE: 

APPLICANT: 

OWNER: 

ENGINEER: 

ts 25-28. Block 23, Newport Beach, located 
111-117 23rd Street, on the northwesterly 

of 23rd Stree-t, between West Ocean Front 
and est Balboa Boulevard, in the Cannery 
Villag McFadden Square Specific Plan Area. 

Piero Beach 

James Hewicker, Planning Director, that the 
applicant has requested that this item continued to the 
March 23, 1989, Planning Commission meetl 

Motion was made and voted on to continue tern No. 
General Plan Amendment No. 88·2(A), Local COSS 

Land Use Plan Amendment No. IS, Amendment No. 74, Use 
Permit No. 3195 (Amended), and Resubdivision No. 88 
March 23, 1989, Planning Commission meeting. 
CARRIED. 

MINUTES 

INDEX 

A. Traffic Study No, 54 (Public Hearing) It8m No.5 

Request to approve a traffic study so as to permit the TS ~)4 

construction of an 85 unit elderly personal care facility 
on property located in the P·C District. UP334c: 

B, Use Permit No. 3342 (Public Hearing) 

Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly 
personal care facility on property located in the P-G 
District. The proposal also includes a request to allow 
a portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot basic 
height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District; a 
request to establish an off-street parking requirement 
based on a demonstrated formula; a modification to the 
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Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking spaces 
in conjunction with a full time valet parking service; and 
the acceptance of an environmental document. 

LOCATION: Parcel I of Parcel Map 85-257 (Resubdivision 
No. 811), located at 3901 East Coast Highway, 
on the southeasterly corner of East Coast 
Highway and Hazel Drive, in Corona del Mar. 

ZONE: P-C 

APPLICANT: Emerald Associates, Newport Beach 

OWNER: Same as applicant 

James Hewicker, Planning Director, stated that inasmuch as 
the subject use permit constitutes a Planned Conununity 
Development Plan for the property in question, the Planning 
Commission's action shall be to make a recommendation to 
the City Council. Mr. Hewicker submitted four letters of 
cQ,rrespondence to the Planning Commission that were 
presented to him prior to the subject public hearing. 

The public hearing WaS opened in connection with this item, 
and Mr. David Neish, appeared before the Planning 
Commission to represent the applicants. Mr. Neish 
explained that the applicants' presentation will consist 
of concerns expressed by area residents prior to the 
subject public hearing. He stated that Mr. Victor Regnier, 
Associate Professor of Gerontology and Architecture at USC 
will address the appropriateness of the site and the need 
for the use. He stated that Emily Headly, Vice President 
of Transamerica Retirement Properties I will address the 
concerns regarding the facility's operation. 

Mr. Neish addressed the previous senior care proposals that 
were submitted to the Planning Commission, lIe ('xpla i ned 
that subsequent to the approval of Use Permit No. 3312 by 
the Planning Commission on June 9, 1988, Lhat the 
applicants withdrew the application prior to the City 
Council public hearing pending the adoption of the General 
Plan update. Mr. Neish stated that as a result of the 
previous opposition by the residents to the previous 
proposals, and the adopted General Plan, that the land use 
analysis that the applicants prepared considers floor area 
ratios, percentage of property that would remain in open 
space, traffic and parking statistics. He stated that 
after completion of the study, the applicants considered 
uses such as restaurants, retail facilities, office 
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facilities, hotel, residential, senior congregate care, and 
the proposed senior personal care facility. Mr. Neish 
explained that as a result of the study, the applicants 
decided that the senior personal care facility was the use 
they desired to pursue. 

Mr. Neish compared the proposed project to the foregoing 
Use Permit No. 3312, and he stated that there is a 25 
percent reduction in the gross floor area, and a deletion 
of 23 units. He explained that the proposal consists of 
approximately 55,000 square feet, the footprint is 16,858 
square feet, resulting in 63.2 percent of the site to be 
open space and landscaping. He stated that the westerly 
wing has been removed, the building has been reduced, and 
the setbacks have been increased at East Coast Highway and 
Hazel Drive. 

Mr. Neish explained that the proposed project complies with 
the adopted General Plan inasmuch as the General Plan 
recognizes the need for additional senior housing 
throughout the City. He stated that the Land Use Element 
of the adopted General Plan encourages property owners to 
build senior housing based on uses that attract a lower 
traffic generation. He explained that a low trip generation 
use may exceed the base floor area ratio of 0.5 up to a 
maximum of 0.75 floor area ratio. 

Mr. Victor Regnier, Gerontology and Architecture Professor 
at USC appeared before the Planning Commission on behalf 
of the applicants. Mr. Regnier stated that senior care 
facilities are often located on major streets similar to 
East Coast Highway for reasons that include a better access 
to public transportation for employees, and as an easy 
access for families and friends of the residents. He 
advised that the residents have a desire to be located in 
areas that include both a passive side such as the ocean, 
and the activity of an urban area. Mr. Regnier indicated 
that there is a need for senior housing inasmuch as the 
City consists of 10,000 senior citizens, 4,500 residents 
older than 75 years of age, resulting in four to five times 
the number of qualified applicants that is needed to fill 
the facility. Mr. Regnier commented that statistically 20 
to 25% of the residents would move to the facility in 
Newport Beach so as to be closer to their children. Mr. 
Regnier concluded that the number of residents 75 years of 
age or older is growing eight times faster than the general 
public. 
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In response to questions posed by Commissioner Debay 
regarding residents who oppose a senior facility in their 
residential community, Mr. Regnier commented that residents 
are often concerned about the financial impact that a 
senior facility would have in the neighborhood, and also 
what the affect would be on the lifestyle of the 
neighborhood. 

In response to a question posed by Commissioner Winburn 
regarding the economic feasibility of "freestanding" senior 
facilities, Mr. Regnier indicated that there are a number 
of "freestanding" facilities throughout the State of 
California that are economically successful. He explained 
that the subject facility is designed to be financially 
viable conSidering the demand in the community for senior 
facilities. 

In response to questions posed by Chairman Pomeroy 
concerning the length of ti~ of residency per apartment, 
Mr. Regnier replied that depending upon other alternatives, 
that the estimated tenure is from two and one-half years 
to five years. Mr. Regnier further replied that the 
quality of life in a personal care facility is much better 
than in a nursing home. and he forecasted a great demand 
for similar facilities. 

Ms. Emily Headly, Vice President of Transamerica Properties 
Management, appeared before the Planning Commission on 
behalf of the applicants. Ms. Headly presented personal 
and management background information concerning the 
property management company that operates senior housing 
facilities exclusively. Ms. Headly explained that the 
personal care facility must adhere to numerous Government 
medical care regulations, and the facility is also 
controlled by the types of residents that the facility may 
admit. 

Mr. Neish reappeared before the Planning COllllllission to 
summarize the proposed project. He concurred with the 
findings and conditions in Exhibit "A". 

In response to questions posed by Commissioner Pers6n 
regarding Condition No. 41 which states that the facility 
shall be limited to a maximum of 85 units and 100 beds, Mr. 
Hewicker explained that the City could request that the 
applicant submit a report verifying the number of persons 
or beds that are occupied on a semi-annual or annual basis, 
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Mr. Neish advised that the applicants would be willing to 
produce reports to the Planning Department when the reports 
are submitted to the State of California. 

In response to questions posed by Commissioner Edwards 
regarding concerns that have been expressed by residents 
regarding fire access along the southwesterly and western 
property lines, Mr. Hewicker and Mr. Neish explained that 
the Fire Department will be reviewing preliminary plans and 
final plans of the project and the applicants will be 
required to adhere to all of the recommendations by the 
Fire Department. 

In response to Commissioner Pers6n's statements concerning 
the possible need for an increase in the number of parking 
spaces, Mr. Neish explained that there is ample parking for 
the facility; however, he said that the front garden and 
entry area could be converted to accommodate additional 
parking spaces. Mr. Neish requested that the Planning 
Commission approve the parking plan as submitted by the 
applicant with the option to review the available parking 
periodically. Commissioner Pers6n asked if the applicants 
would accept a condition requesting that the garden area 
above the subterranean parking lot be constructed in such 
a manner that there would be an area for additional parking 
spaces if needed in the future. Mr. Neish advised that the 
area that the applicants had considered for additional 
parking, if needed, would be the landscaped courtyard area 
at the intersection of Hazel Drive and East Coast Highway. 

Commissioner Debay commented that Condition No. 45 states 
that the residents of the project shall not be permitted 
to own cars that are parked or stored on the subj ect 
property. Mr. Neish commented that the parking area would 
only be for the staff and visitors. 

In response to a question posed by Commissioner Winburn 
regarding the aforementioned analysis chart that was 
submitted by the applicants that is attached to the staff 
report, Mr. Hewicker replied that the applicants submitted 
the results of the analysis between October and December, 
1988, for staff's review. Mr. Hewicker stated that staff 
was agreeable to the applicants' results after staff 
considered all of the uses and intensities that would be 
permitted on the site. 

In reference to Condition No. 46 regarding an agreement 
binding the applicant to an elderly personal care facility, 
Commissioner Winburn asked if the applicant would agree to 
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limit the use to an assist care or personal care facility 
so the operation could not be converted into a congregate 
care or convalescent facility. Mr. Neish agreed to the 
request. 

In response to questions posed by Commissioner Debay, Mr. 
Neish stated that if the applicants constructed 20 
residential units as an alte~nate use, that each unit would 
be marketed in the range of $750,000. to $1 million. 

The Planning Commission recessed at 8:50 p.m. and 
reconvened at 9:05 p.m. 

In response to a question posed by Conunissioner Pers6n 
regarding the height, bulk, and mass of the cupula portion 
of the project, Mr. Kermit Dorius, architect, appeared 
before the Planning Commission. Mr. Dorius explained that 
the height of the cupula that houses the elevator and 
stairway could be reduced; however, the cupula is the focal 
point of the project's design. 

Commissioner Debay asked how the residents could be 
monitored to be assured that they would not park their 
automobiles on the adjacent streets. Mr. Hewicker stated 
that it would be necessary for the residents to park or 
store their automobiles at another location. Ms. Headly 
reappeared before the Planning Commission to state that 
assist living residents do not drive automobiles, and that 
is one reason why they move into this type of a facility. 
She stated that if a resident wanted to drive an automobile 
that the individual would move into a congregate care 
facility. 

Commissioner Winburn and Ms. Headly discussed the 
relationship of the individuals to each other who reside 
together, and if their would be an attendant that would be 
driving an automobile. 

In response to a question posed by ChairmaIl Pomeroy 
regarding the 15 double occupancy rooms, Ms. Headly 
explained that the applicants are required to designate the 
maximum number of beds when they are applying for a 
license. 

Mrs. Marian Parks, 233 Morning Canyon Drive, appeared 
before the Planning Commission to address the following 
concerns. Mrs, Parks referred to Condition No. 43 that 
states that ·Occupancy of the facility shall be limited to 
persons 62 years of age or older. (A younger spouse of a 
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qualified residenc may occupy che faciliCy,) SCate law may 
furCher rescricc occupancy Co persons 62 years of age or 
older.", and she stated that the condition maintains that 
individuals other than what the applicants have indicated 
could reside at the facility. Mrs. Parks inquired if the 
facility will provide linen and laundry service, and if the 
operators of the beauty and barber shop have been included 
as a part of the staff. Mrs. Parks stated that no bus 
service would be provided for the evening and night 
employees after 8:00 p.m., and she indicated that inasmuch 
as it is nearly impossible for a van to make a "U" turn at 
the intersection of Seaward Road and East Coast Highway 
that the van would be required to drive through the 
Shorecliffs area so as to turn north at the signal at the 
intersection of Morning Canyon Road and Eas t Coas t Highway. 

Mr. Jon Christeson, applicant, appeared before the Planning 
Commission to address the foregoing concerns. Mr. 
Christeson advised that Condition No. 43 would not directly 
affect their operation, but that the condition is a 
standard requirement used by the City and tested by the 
courts inasmuch as it is a valid age restriction. In 
response to a question posed by Commissioner Person, Mr. 
Christeson stated that he would not be opposed to the 
deletion of "a younger spouse of a qualified resident may 
occupy the facility". Robert Burnham, City Attorney, 
stated that provisions of the Unruh Act allow the City to 
establish conditions which require occupancy for persons 
of a certain age or more depending upon the size of the 
project. Mr. Burnham stated that he would have a concern 
if the foregoing statement were deleted inasmuch as it 
would be infringing upon the freedom of individuals who are 
otherwise qualified to reside in the establishment. 

Mr. Christeson stated that the residents' personal laundry 
needs will be performed on the premises, and that the 
beauty salon staff was not included as a part of the staff 
inasmuch as the operators would not be on the premises on 
a full time basis. He stated that the evening shift 
consists of ten employees and the late night shift consists 
of five employees, indicating that there would be adequate 
parking spaces if the employees drove automobiles. In 
reference to the "U" turn at Seaward Road and East Coast 
Highway, Mr. Christeson maintained that any business that 
would be located on the site would have the same 
difficulty, but that the subject facility would be making 
the fewest "U" turns. In response to questions posed by 
Commissioner Pers6n, Mr. Christeson replied that the 
evening and late night employees could be picked up and 
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delivered to the Park and Ride facility located in Newport 
Center. Mr. Christeson stated that he would agree to a 
condition stating "that employees who travel on the bus 
when bus service is not available to the site would be 
picked up at Park and Ride facility in Newport Center." 

Mrs. Betty Felling, 309 Grand Canal, appeared before the 
Planning Commission to address concerns regarding the cost 
of emergency equipment to the City, emergency exits for the 
senior residents, and modes of transportation to the site 
by the visitors and employees. Mr. Hewicker commented that 
there are stringent emergency standards that need to be met 
in accordance with the Fire and Building Departments. 

Mr. Dick Nichols, representing the Corona del Mar Community 
Association Board of Directors, appeared before the 
Planning Commission to state that the Association 
unanimously opposes the proposed project, and he referred 
to the letter that they submitted to the Newport Beach City 
Council. Mr. Nichols objected to the commercial project 
extending into an R-l residential area. Mr. Nichols 
proposed the subject site be developed for residential at 
six to 10 units per acre. He addressed the bulk of the 
project, that the building would be an imposing structure 
in Corona del Mar, that no service entrances have been 
provided and that there are no provisions for a trash 
dumpster, that there is not a service road access from East 
Coast Highway, and that the roof line would exceed the 
height of a residential development. Mr. Nichols stated 
that the Association did not study the proposed plans 
because the developers did not submit project plans to 
them. Commissioner Winburn and Mr. Nichols discussed a 
condition requesting that the facility be limited to 
personal care only. 

Mrs. Dottie Valentine, 307 Driftwood Road, appeared before 
the Planning Commission, to personally state her support 
of the project. As a member of the Board of Directors of 
the Shorecliffs Community Association, Mrs. Valentine 
stated that the Board of Directors met and voted on March 
1, 1989, to not oppose the proposed project. In response 
to a question posed by Commissioner Winburn, Mrs. Valentine 
concurred that the Shorec1iffs Community Association 
opposed the previous project. 

Mr. Lars DeJounge, 208 Marigold Avenue, appeared before the 
Planning Commission. Mr. DeJounge stated that there is a 
need for privately owned senior facilities in the 
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community, and he emphasized that the need is going to 
become greater in the future. 

Mr. John Killifer, resident of Shorecliffs in Corona del 
Mar, appeared before the Planning Commission in support of 
the proposed project. Mr. Killifer stated that when 
restaurants were proposed for the subject site many years 
ago, the residents stated their concerns regarding nu" 
turns at Seaward Road and East Coast Highway. Mr. Killifer 
emphasized that there is a need for a senior housing 
facility in Corona del Mar, and for a "decent" development 
on the subject property. He stated that the subject site 
is ideal for the facility, and the disruption to the 
neighborhood would be minimal. 

Mr. Bill DeMayo , 511 Hazel Drive, appeared before the 
Planning Commission to state that his preference would be 
that the subject site consist of residential units. Mr. 
DeMayo pointed out that the proposed project will be in a 
view plane, and he requested that a condition be 
established that the trees on the property not be allowed 
over the roof line. Mr. Christeson reappeared before the 
Planning Commisston to state that the applicants would 
agree to the condition. 

Mr. Haskel Shaparo, resident of Shorecliffs in Corona del 
Mar, appeared before the Planning Commission, to state his 
concern regarding the traffic impact that the project would 
have on the neighborhood during the summer when the 
residents will have many visitors. 

Ms. Kay Hull, resident of Shorecliffs in Corona del Mar, 
appeared before the Planning Commission to state her 
opposition to the proposed project. She stated that the 
opinion of the Shorecliffs Community Association Board of 
Director is not the opinion of all of the residents in 
Shorecliffs. Ms. Hull expressed her concern that if the 
facility is not properly fenced that the residents could 
wander away from the facility. Ms. Head1y reappeared before 
the Planning Commission to explain that staff will take a 
resident roll call at each meal. She stated that a member 
of the staff will escort any resident outside who needs 
assistance. She commented that the majority of the 
residents are individuals who are capable of taking care 
of themselves 'inasmuch as residents must meet that 
requirement before they are accepted by management to 
reside at the facility. 
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Mr. Jon Christeson reappeared before the Planning 
Commission, He stated that the project is proposed to have 
a fence that will be designed to blend in with the English 
Country Garden theme. He explained that the access points 
will be controlled, and that there will be two outdoor 
recreational areas away from the egress of the site. Mr. 
Christeson stated that the combination of staff 
supervision, the architectural design of the facility, and 
the entrance requirements of the residents should address 
the concerns regarding residents wandering from the site. 

There being no others desiring to appear and be heard, the 
public hearing was closed at this time. 

Commissioner Pers6n compared the proposed project to the 
previous projects that have come before the Planning 
Commission. He stated thllt he supported Use Permit No. 
3312 that was approved by the Planning COllUliission on June 
9, 1988, and he commented that the proposed development 
has been reduced from that project. Commissioner Pers6n 
indicated that the Planning Commission has the ability to 
impose controls on the proposed project that are necessary 
to insure that the facility maintains itself, to be assured 
that it is properly operated, and to maintain a minimal 
impact on the commercial and residential communities. 

Motion was made to approve Traffic Study No. 54 and Use 
Permit No. 3342 subject to the findings and conditions in 
Exhibit "A", includ~ng the following modifications and 
additions to the conditions: 

Modify Condition No. 41: add "The applicant shall 
provide to the Planning Department a copy of the report 
that is submitted to the State of California indicating 
the number of individuals residing on the prelllist~s. and the 
number of available beds." 

Add Condition No. 49: "That this facility be operated 
only as a personal care facility as is currently described 
to the Planning Commission. II Commissioner Winburn 
suggested that lIor similar use with the same trip 
generation characteristics which" be deleted in Condition 
No. 46, and that Condition No. 46 be modified to state 
" .. . binding the applicant and successors- in- interest in 
perpetuity to an elderly personal care facility, and shall 
be limited to an occupancy by persons 62 years of age or 
older. .." Commissioner Pers6n explained that modified 
Condition No. 46 and added Condition No. 49 would require 
the applicants to come back to the Planning Commission for 
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a modification if there would be lIny 
operational characteristics to any other 
facility or any other type of residential 

ClilHlg(> in the 
type of senIor 
facility. 

Add Condition No. 50: "That the height of trees on the 
site shall be restricted to the height of the building." 
The maker of the motion explained that the height of the 
building does not include the height of the cupula. 

Add Condition No. 51: "That the cupula be substantially 
reduced in height." 

Add Condition No. 52: "That when bus service is not 
available to the employees of the facility. the applicant 
shall be required to provide van service to and from the 
Park and Ride facility in Newport Center." 

Add Condition No. 53: "That the garden area above the 
subterranean parking lot shall be constructed of building 
materials that will permit said garden area to be converted 
to additional parking spaces, if needed! in thp future. II 

Commissioner Pers6n explained that if it is found by the 
Planning Commission that there is a need for additional 
automobiles on site that adequate parki ng spaces would 
outweigh the aesthetics of the project. 

Add Condi tion No. 54: "That the applicant shall submit 
an on-site parking survey to the Planning Commission, to 
commence six months after the date of the opening of the 
facility for a period of six months. The survey hours shall 
be determined by the staff. .The survey shall consist of the 
number of automobiles onsite, the number of employees 
onsite, and the number of vehicles that are parked. II 

Commissioner Debay stated that she concurred with the 
foregoing motion with the exception of Condition No. 51 
regarding the reduced height of the cupula. 

Commissioner Di Sano stated that he would support the 
motion with the exception of Condition No. 51 as stated by 
Commissioner Debay inasmuch as the cupula maintains the 
theme for the project, and it is aesthetically pleasing. 
He stated his support of Use Permit No. 3312 as approved 
in June, 1988. and the propose4 project. He commented that 
the applicants have been especially responsive to the needs 
and concerns of the people who have been supportive of the 
project, and the people who were not supportive of the 
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project. Commissioner Di Sano emphasized that the 
residents of the City should be totally responsible for 
their own citizens through their senior years. 

Commissioner Pers6n stated that the cupula is 11 feet, or 
one story, taller than the maximum ridge of any other 
element in the project. He stated that the cupula could be 
reasonably reduced to be aesthetically pleasing. 
Discussion ensued between the Planning Commission regarding 
what they would consider a "reasonable" height reduction. 

Substitute motion was made and voted on to delete the 
foregoing Condition No. 51 regarding the height of the 
cupula, and to request that the height of the cupula remain 
as it exists on the plans that were submitted by the 
applicant. MOTION CARRIED. 

Motion was voted on to approve Traffic Study No. 54 and Use 
Permit No. 3342, subject to the findings and conditions in 
Exhibit "A", as previously stated. MOTION CARRIED. 

A. Environmental Document: Accept the envirorunental 
document, making the following findings: 

1. That an Initial Study and Negative Declaration have 
been prepared in compliance with the Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines, and 
Council Policy K-3. 

2. That the contents of the environmental document have 
been considered in the various decisions on this 
project. 

3. The project will not have any significant 
environmental impact. 

B. Traffic Study No. 54: Approve the traffic study with 
the following findings: 

1. That a Traffic Study has been prepared which analyzes 
the impact of the proposed project on the peak hour 
traffic and circulation system in accordance with 
Chapter 15.40 of the Newport Beach Municipal Code and 
City Policy S-1. 

2. The project, as proposed, will generate less traffic 
than the uses which currently exist on-site in the 
evening peak hour on a daily basis. 

- 28 -

INDEX 



·C'9MMISSIONERS 

ROLL CALL 

• • March 9, 1989 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

3. The increased traffic in the morning peak hour is 
less than 10% of existing traffic on any approach 
leg of affected intersections. 

C. Use Permit No. 3342: Approve the use permit with the 
findings and subject to the following conditions of 
approval: 

Findings: 

1. The project will comply with all applicable City and 
State Building Codes and Zoning requirements for new 
building applicable to the district in which the 
proposed project is located, except the height of the 
proposed stair/elevator tower. 

2. That the proposed development is consistent with the 
General Plan and the adopted Local Coastal Program, 
Land Use Plan, and is compatible wi th surrounding 
land uses. 

3. That adequate off-street parking and related 
vehicular circulation are being provided in 
conjunction with the proposed development. 

4. The building height will result in more public visual 
open space and views than is required by the basic 
height limit. 

5. The building height will result in a more desirable 
architectural treatment of the building and a 
stronger and more appealing visual character of the 
area than is required by the basic height limit. 

6. The building height will not result in undesirable 
or abrupt scale relationships being created between 
the structure and existing developments or public 
spaces inasmuch as the project has provided increased 
setbacks from public streets and adjoining 
residential property. 

7. The structure will have no more floor area than could 
have been achieved without the use permit for the 
building height. 

8. That the design of the proposed improvements will 
not conflict with any easements acquired by the 
public at large for access through or use of property 
with the proposed development. 
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9. That the use of tandem parking spaces in conjunction 
with a full-time valet parking service will not, 
under the circumstances of this case be detrimental 
to the health, safety, peace I morals, comfort and 
general welfare of persons residing and working in 
the neighborhood or be detrimental or injurious to 
property or improvements in the neighborhood or the 
general welfare of the City, and further that the 
proposed modifications are consistent with the 
legislative intent of Title 20 of the Municipal Code. 

10. That public improvements may be required of a 
developer per Section 20.80.060 of the Municipal 
Code. 

11. That Section 13.05.010 of the Municipal Code requires 
that public improvements be completed in commercial 
areas prior to the issuance of Building Permits for 
a new structure. 

12. That the sidewalk along East Coast Highway is the 
only pedestrian access between the Shorecliffs 
Development and the business district of Corona del 
Mar on the southerly side of East Coast Highway. 

13. That it has been demonstrated that the traffic to be 
generated by the proposed project will not exceed 
that which would be generated if the base traffic 
generation rate were applied to a project developed 
at the base floor area ratio. 

14. That the projections of traffic to be generated by 
the project have been based on standard traffic 
generation rates generally applied to an elderly 
personal care facility. 

15. That the proposed project is a single use development 
that will be restricted to an 85 unit (100 bed) 
elderly personal care facility upon which the traffic 
eqUivalency was based. 

16. The proposed use and physical improvements are such 
that the approved project would not readily lend 
itself to conversion to a higher traffic generating 
use. 

17. The increased floor area ratio will not result in 
significant impairment of public views. 
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18. 

19. 

That the site is physically suitable for the floor 
area proposed, considering that a 0.5 F.A.R. office 
or retail use with an additional 0.25 above grade 
structure parking could be constructed on the site 
which would contain approximately the same building 
floor area and building bulk as the proposed project. 

The approval of Use Permit No. 3342 will not under 
the circumstances of this case be detrimental to the 
health, safety, peace, morals, comfort and general 
welfare of persons residing and working in the 
neighborhood or be detrimental or injurious to 
property or improvements in the neighborhood or the 
general welfare of the City. 

Conditions: 

1. That development shall be in substantial conformance 
with the approved plot plan, floor plans, elevations 
and sections, except as noted below. 

2. That a hydrology and hydraulic study be prepared by 
the applicant and approved by the Public Works 
Department, along with a master plan of water, sewer 
and storm drain facilities for the on-site improve
ments prior to issuance of a grading permit. Any 
modifications or extension to the existing storm 
drain, water and sewer systems shown to be required 
by the study shall be the responsibility of the 
developer. 

3. That all improvements be constructed as required by 
ordinance and the Public Works Department. 

4. That a standard use permit agreement and accompanying 
surety be provided in order to guarantee satisfactory 
completion of the public improvements, if it is 
desired to obtain a building permit prior to comple
tion of the public improvements. 

5. That the on-site parking, vehicular circulation and 
pedestrian circulation systems shall be subject to 
further review by the Traffic Engineer and shall be 
modified in the following manner: 

a. Access to the subterranean parking area shall 
be a minimum of 24 feet wide. 
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b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Parking shall not be permitted within the 
circular motor court so as to provide required 
emergency vehicle access to the project. 

That the planter at the center of the circular 
motor court shall be redesigned to Fire 
Department standards. 

That the driveway design shall conform to Sight 
Distance Standard Plan 110-L. 

That the proposed drives and ramps shall not 
exceed a 15 percent slope with change of grade 
not to exceed 11 percent. 

A minimum five foot wide sidewalk shall be 
provided on the west side of the driveway. 

6. That an access ramp be constructed per City Standard 
No. l8l-L at the intersection of East Coast Highway 
and Hazel Drive; that unused drive aprons be removed 
and replaced with curb, gutter and sidewalk along the 
East Coast Highway and Hazel Drive frontages; and 
that all deteriorated portions of curb, gutter and 
sidewalk be reconstructed along East Coast Highway 
and Hazel Drive frontages. 

7. That all work within the East Coast Highway right
of.way be completed under an Encroachment Permit 
issued by the California Department of 
Transportation. 

8. That the intersection of the East Coast Highway and 
drives be designed to provide sight distance for a 
speed of 40 mile per hour. Slopes, landscaping, 
walls and other obstruction shall be considered i.n 
the sight distance requirements. Landscaping with 
the sight distance line shall not exceed twenty-four 
inches in height. The sight distance requirement may 
be approximately modified at non-critical locations, 
subject to approval of the Traffic Engineer. 

9. That prior to issuance of any grading or building 
permits for the site, the applicant shall demonstrate 
to the satisfaction of the Public Works Department 
and the Planning Department that adequate sewer 
facilities will be available for the project. Such 
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demonstration shall include verification from the 
City's Utilities Department and the Orange County 
Sanitation District. 

10. County Sanitation District fees shall be paid prior 
to issuance of any building permits. 

11. That a minimum of 40 offstreet parking spaces shall 
be provided for the proposed development. 

12. Construction shall meet the requirements of the UBC 
and the California Administrative Codes - Titles 19 
and 24. 

13. Fire Department access shall be approved by the Fire 
Department. 

14. The entire building shall be sprinklered. 

15. The building shall be equipped with smoke detectors 
and a fire alarm system. 

16. All exit stairways must lead to an exit path that is 
continuous to a public way. 

17. Access to the building for Fire Department use shall 
occur at each exit point and the main lobby. 

18. A Class. I standpipe shall be required at locations 
to be designated by the Fire Department. 

19. Consideration of the use of ramps and exiting may 
have to be given in building design if non-ambulatory 
residents occupy the building. 

20. The planter shown on the site corner at East Coast 
Highway and Buck Gully shall not exceed 24 inches in 
height. 

21. That valet parking service be provided at all times. 

22. That all employees shall park their vehicles on-site. 

23. That all mechanical eqUipment and trash areas shall 
be screened from Hazel Drive, East Coast Highway and 
adjoining properties. 

24. That all signs shall be in conformance with the 
provision of Section 20.06.050 A3 of the Newport 
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Beach Municipal Code and shall be approved by the 
City Traffic Engineer if located adj acent to the 
vehicular ingress and egress. This shall not 
preclude the applicant from requesting a modification 
for the size, number and location of proposed proj ect 
tigns in accordance with Section 20.06.100 of the 
Newport Beach Municipal Code. 

25. That any proposed landscaping adjacent to the public 
right-of-way be approved by the Public Works Depart
ment. 

26. A landscape and irrigation plan for the project shall 
be prepared by a licensed landscape architect. The 
landscape plan shall integrate and phase the instal
lation of landscaping with the proposed construction 
schedule. Prior to occupancy, a licensed landscape 
architect shall certify to the Planning Department 
that the landscaping has been installed in accordance 
with the approved plan. 

27. The landscape plan shall be subject to the review of 
the Parks, Beaches and Recreation Department, and the 
approval of the Planning Department and Public Works 
Department. 

28. That the lighting system shall be designed and 
maintained in such a manner as to conceal the light 
source and to minimize light spillage and glare to 
the adjacent residential uses. The plans shall be 
prepared and signed by a Licensed Electrical En
gineer; with a letter from the Engineer stating that, 
in his opinion, this requirement has been met. 

29. Development of site shall be subject to a grading 
permit to be approved by the Building and Planning 
Departments. 

30. That the grading plan shall include a complete plan 
for temporary and permanent drainage facilities, to 
minimize any potential impacts from silt, debris, 
and other water pollutants, 

31. The grading permit shall inclUde a description of 
haul routes, access .points to the site, watering, 
and sweeping program designed to minimize impact of 
haul operations. 
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32. An erosion, siltation and dust control plan shall be 
submitted and be subject to the approval of the 
Building Department and a copy forwarded to the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Santa Ana Region. 

33. The velocity of concentrated runoff from the project 
shall be evaluated and erosive velocities controlled 
as part of the project design. 

34. That grading, excavation and recompaction of the site 
shall be conducted in accordance with plans prepared 
by a Civil Engineer and based on recommendations of 
a soil engineer and an engineering geologist 
subsequent to the completion of a comprehensive soil 
and geologic investigation of the site. Permanent 
reproducible copies of the "APP1Ooved as Built" 
grading plans on standard size sheets shall be 
furnished to the Building Department. 

35. That any roof top or other mechanical equipment shall 
be sound attenuated in such a manner as to achieve 
a maximum sound level of 55 dBA at the property line. 

-

36. That units shall be sound attenuated to a maximum of 
45 dBA CNEL for the interior living areas and 65 uBA 
CNEL for exterior living areas associated with 
individual units, as ,.-measured from the area expectec'l 
to experience the highest sound levels. Measurement 
and certification of compliance with this cOlldi· i.ou 
shall be completed prior to the issuance of -.,. 
Certificate of Occupancy by a registered engi.nh' 
practicing in acoustics. 

37. The excavation area shall be fenced to prevent safety 
hazards during the grading and building phases. 

38. Disruption caused by construction work along roadways 
and by movement of construction vehicles shallot 
minimized by proper use of traffic control equipment 
and flagmen. Traffic control and transpol'tation of 
equipment and materials shall be conducted in 
accordance with state and local requir'ernent.::) _ A 

traffic control plan shall be reviewed and approve" 
by the Public Works Department. 

39. That the required number of handicapped purki,jr, 
spaces shall be design&:ted within the on-si'Ct;! parking 
area and shall be used',solely for handic.app"(! ",_,If 
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parking and shall be identified in a manner 
acceptable to the City Traffic Engineer. Said 
parking spaces shall be accessible to the handicapped 
at all times. One handicapped sign on a post shall 
be required for each handicapped space. 

40. That the Public Works Department plan check and 
inspection fee shall be paid. 

41. That the facility shall be limited to a maximum of 
85 units and 100 beds. The applicant shall provide 
to the Planning Department a copy of the report that 
is submitted to the State of California indicating 
the number of individuals residing on the premises, 
and the number of available beds. 

42. That it is the intention of this use permit to 
constitute the official zoning of the subject 
property in accordance with Title 20 of the Municipal 
Code, the Land Use Element of the General Plan and 
the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan and said use 
permit shall run with the life of the property or 
until such time as the Land Use Element of the 
General Plan and the Local Coastal Program Land Use 
Plan are amended. 

43. Occupancy of the facility shall be limited to persons 
62 years of age or older. (A younger spouse of a 
qualified resident may occupy the facility.) State 
law may further restrict occupancy to persons 62 
years of age or older. 

44. Ancillary commercial uses in the structure shall be 
for the use of residents and their guests only and 
shall not be available to members of the general 
public. 

45. That the residents of the proj ect shall not be 
permitted to own cars that are parked or stored on 
the subject property. 

46. Prior to issuance of Building Grading Permits, the 
applicant shall enter into an agreement, the form 
and content of which is acceptable to the City 
Attorney, binding the applicant and successors-in
interest in perpetuity to an elderly personal care 
facility and shall be limited to an occupancy by 
persons 62 years of age or older. The only exception 
shall allow co-occupancy by the spouse of a qualified 
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person. Restrictions shall be placed on the deed and 
in any other suitable binding document consistent 
with the provisions of the above agreement. 

47. That the proposed project shall be subject to the 
approval of the Coastal Commission. 

48. The Planning Commission may add and/or modify 
conditions of approval to this use permit, or 
recommend to the City Council the revocation of this 
use permit, upon a determination that the operation 
which is the subject of this use permit, causes 
injury, or is detrimental to the health, safety, 
peace, morals, comfort I or general welfare of the 
community. 

49. That this facility be operated only as a personal 
care facility as is currently described to the 
Planning Commission. 

50. That the height of trees on the site shall be 
restricted to the height of the building excluding 
the height of the cupula above the main roofs of the 
structure. 

51. That when bus service is not available to the 
employees of the facility, the applicant shall be 
required to provide van service to and from the Park 
and Ride facility in Newport Center. 

52. That the garden area above the subterranean parking 
lot shall be constructed of building materials that 
will permit said garden area to be converted to 
additional parking spaces, if needed, in the future. 

53. That the applicant shall submit an onsi te parking 
survey to the Planning Commission, to commence six 
months after the date of the opening of the facility 
for a period of six months. The survey hours shall 
be determined by the Planning Department staff. The 
survey shall consist of the number of automobiles 
onsite, the number of employees onsite, and the 
number of vehicles that are parked. 

* * * 
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Transamenca 
Real Estate Sennces 

March 8, 1989 

Mr. Hewicker 
Planning Director 
3300 Newport Beach Blvd. 

• Ttansamel'lCil 

A~irement Msnagemant CorPQflltion 

190 S. O(chara, Suits 205 
Vaca'YiUe. California 95688 
(707) 447·1873 

Carolyn O. Horrell 
President 

Newport Beach, California 92658-8915 

Dear Mr. Hewicker: 

I recently spoke with Ms. Joan Windburn and she suggested that I 
send you some copies of the brochure that our management company 
distributes. We are the organization that will be operating 
Emerald Village in Corona Del Mar for Emerald Associates. 

please note that our company has been in the industry over 8 
years and I, as president, have approximately 18 years 
experience. The company was sold to Transamerica Realty 
Services, Inc. 2 1/2 years ago and we opted to change the name 
from Investment Property Management to Transamerica Retirement 
Management in the latter part of 1988. 

Enclosed are copies of our brochure to distribute to Staff and 
Planning Commissioners for the purpose of review prior to the 
Planning Commission meeting. The Emerald Village project is Item 
#5 on the agenda. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

!!M<djIN A ~ 
Carolyn D. Horrell 
President 

cc: Emerald Associates 
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Planning Commission Meeting March 9. 1989 

Agenda Item No. 5 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

Planning Commission 

Planning Department 

A. Traffic Study No. 54 (Public Hearing) 

Request to approve a traffic study so as to permit the 
construction of an 85 unit elderly personal care facility on 
property located in the P-C District. 

AND 

B. Use Permit No. 3342 (Public Hearing) 

Request to permit the constrqction of an 85 unit elderly 
personal care facility on property located in the P-C 
District. The proposal also includes a request to allow a 
portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot basic height 
limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District; a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a 
demonstrated formula; a modification to the Zoning Code so as 
to allow the use of tandem parking spaces in conjunction with 
a full time valet parking service; and the acceptance of an 
environmental document. 

Parcel 1 of Parcel Map 85-257 (Resubdivision No. 811), 
located at 3901 East Coast Highway, on the southeasterly 
corner of East Coast Highway and Hazel Drive, in Corona del 
Mar. 

P-C 

Emerald Associates, Newport Beach 

Same as applicant 

This application involves a request to permit the construction of an 85 unit 
elderly personal care facility on property located in the P-C District. The 
proposal also includes: a request to allow a portion of the structure to 
exceed the basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District; a 
request to establish an off-street parking requirement based on a 
demonstrated formula; a modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the 

• 
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Letter of Information from Transamerica dated 3/8/89 
Letters of Support 
Letters of Opposition 
Typical Floor Plans of Proposed Units 
Site Plan, Floor Plans, Elevations and Sections 
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use of tandem parking spaces in conjunction with a full time valet parking 
service; and the approval of a Traffic Study. In accordance with Section 
20.02.040 of the Municipal Code, the Planning Commission may approve 
structures in excess of the basic height limit provided that in each case a 
use permit is approved. Use permit procedures are set forth in Chapter 
20.80, modification procedures are outlined in Chapter 20.81 and traffic 
study procedures are set forth in Chapter 15.40 of the Newport Reach 
Municipal Code. 

Environmental Significance 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the 
State CEQA Guidelines and City Council Policy K-3, an Initial Study has been 
prepared for the proposed project. Rased on the information contained in 
the Initial Study, it has been determined that the project will not have a 
significant effect on the environment. Therefore, a Negative Declaration 
has been prepared for the project and is attached for the Planning 
Commission's information. 

Subject Property and Surrounding Land Use 

The subject property is currently developed with a commercial building which 
contains a restaurant and a variety of retail and service related commercial 
uses. To the northeast, across East Coast Highway, are a combination of 
retail and office uses; to the southeast is Ruck Gully with single family 
residential uses beyond; to the southwest is a single family dwelling; and 
to the northwest, across Hazel Drive, is the Five Crowns Restaurant. 

Extended Background 

At its meeting of October 10, 1985, the Planning Commission denied the 
following applications associated with the proposed development of a 77 unit 
senior congregate living facility on the subject property. Said development 
was originally considered at the Planning Commission meeting of August 22, 
1985; however, because of several concerns expressed by the Planning 
Commission, relative to the size and bulk of the building, proximity to East 
Coast Highway, and the overall intensity of development, the item was 
continued to the Planning Commission meeting of October 10, 1985 so as to 
allow the applicant to make revisions to the proposed project. Excerpts of 
the Planning Commission minutes dated August 22, 1985 and October 10, 1985 
are attached for the Commission's review. 

1. General Plan Amendment 85-l(C): A request to consider an amendment to 
the Land Use Element of the City of Newport Beach General Plan, so as to 
redesignate a portion of the property located at 3901 East Coast Highway, 
Corona del Mar, from "Low Density Residential" and a mixture of "Administra
tive, Professional and Financial Commercial" and "Retail and Service 
Commercial" to a combined designation of "Administrative, Profess ional and 
Financial Commercial" and "Multi-Family Residential" uses. 
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2. Amendment No.7 to the Local Coastal Program: A request to consider an 
amendment to the Certified Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, so as to 
redesignate a portion of the property located at 3901 East Coast Highway, 
Corona del Mar, from "Low Density Residential" and "Retail and Service 
Commercial" to a combined designation of "Administrative, Professional and 
Financial Commercial" and "Multi-Family Residential" uses. 

3. Amendment No. 620: Request to amend a portion of Districting Map. 
No. 18 so as to reclassify the subject property from the R"l District and 
the C-1 District to the Planned Community District. 

4. Traffic Study: Request to consider a traffic study so as to permit a 77 
unit (reduced from 80) senior congregate living facility on the site. 

5. Use Permit No. 3155: Request to permit the construction of a 77 unit 
(reduced from 80) senior congregate living facility on property located in 
the R-l and the C-l District (proposed to be rezoned to P-C). The proposal 
also includes: a request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed the 
basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District; a request to 
establish an off-site parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula; 
and a request to allow the use of a full time valet parking service. 

At its meeting of December 9, 1985, the City Council overruled the decision 
of the Planning Commission and approved the applicant's appeal of the above 
described applications. Attached for the Planning Commission's information, 
is an excerpt of the City Council minutes dated December 9, 1985. Inasmuch 
as the previous applicant did not implement his project within two years of 
the City Council's approval, the Traffic Study and Use Permit No. 3155 
expired on December 9, 1987. In accordance with the provisions of Section 
20.80.090 A and 15.40.030 F of the Municipal Code, projects that have 
required the approval of a Traffic Study and a use permit, are required to 
obtain Building Permits within 24 months of the effective date of approval 
or said approvals expire. 

Due to the expiration of the previously approved applications, the previous 
applicant filed Use Permit No. 3303 which involved the resubmitta1 of the 
preViously approved project so that he could proceed with its construction. 
Said project was consistent with the previous approval, with the exception 
that additional tandem parking spaces were added to the approved garage area 
as a requirement of the California Coastal Commission and the project floor 
area increased slightly. At its meeting of December 10, 1987, the Planning 
Commission denied Use Permit No. 3303. Said action was subject to the 
findings set forth in the attached excerpt of the Planning Commission 
minutes dated December 10, 1987. 

Recent Background 

At its meeting of June 9, 1988, the Planning Commission approved Use Permit 
No. 3312 and related traffic study at a public hearing which was continued 
from the April 21, 1988 Planning Commission meeting. The applicant's 
proposal originally included a 120 unit project with a Parking Ratio of .33 
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parking spaces per unit (40 spaces), a Floor Area Ratio of .99 which 
included the Buck Gully portion of the site (FAR excluding the Buck Gully 
portion of the site is 1.28) and approximately 17.2 percent of the building 
that exceeded the 32 foot basic height limit. However, as a result of 
concerns expressed by the Planning Commission, relative to the size and 
height of the bUilding, the number of units and the amount of off-street 
parking spaces provided, the Planning Commission allowed the applicant the 
opportunity to redesign the project in order to address these concerns. As 
a result of the redesign effort, the applicant presented a revised project 
at the June 9, 1988 Planning Commission meeting which included 108 units, a 
Parking Ratio of .47 (51 spaces), a Floor Area Ratio of .849 and a 6 foot 
reduction of the overall building height with the exception of the elevator 
tower and cupola which were lowered 2± feet. It should also be noted that 
the Planning Commission's approval of the project included the additional 
Condition No. 71 which limited the project to a .80 FAR and which resulted 
in a net reduction of 3,272 square feet of bUilding area which was to be 
converted into a minimum of 3 additional parking spaces within the 
subterranean parking area. 

At its meeting of June 27, 1988, the City Council called up for review Use 
Permit No. 3312 and the related traffic study. However, prior to the City 
Council public hearing, the applicant withdrew his application pending 
adoption of the General Plan update which was in progress at the time. 

Conformance with the General Plan and the Local Coastal Pro~ram 

Lsnd Use Element of the General Plan and the Local Coastal Program Lsnd Use 
Plan designate the subject property for "Retail and Service Commercial" uses 
as part of the Corona del Mar commercial strip (Statistical Area F-9). The 
allowable Floor Area Ratio within this area is a variable F.A.R. of 
0.5/0.75. The Land Use Element of the General Plan provides that certain 
uses which demonstrate a lower trip generation than 60 trips per 1,000 
square feet, may exceed the base F.A.R. of 0.5, up to a maximum of 0.75. At 
its meeting of February 23, 1989, the Planning Commission reviewed the Draft 
Floor Area Ratio and Building Bulk Ordinance which is intended to be the 
implementing ordinance for the flexible F .A. R. provis ions included in the 
General Plan. Included within the Draft Ordinance are suggested findings 
which the Planning Commission would have to make in order to approve the 
maximum F.A.R. for a given project. Said findings are listed as follows: 

1. It has been demonstrated that the traffic to be generated by the 
proposed Maximum FAR use will not exceed that which would be 
generated if the base traffic generation rate were applied to a 
project developed at the base floor area ratio. 

2. The projections of traffic to be generated utilize standard 
traffic generation rates generally applied to a use of the type 
proposed. 

3. The building tenants would be restricted to the uses upon which 
the traffic equivalency was based. 
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The proposed use and physical improvements are such that the 
approved project would not readily lend itself to conversion to a 
higher traffic generating use. 

The increased floor area ratio does not create abrupt changes in 
scale between the proposed development and development in the 
surrounding area. 

6. That the proposed structure and use are compatible with the 
surrounding area. 

7. The increased floor area ratio will not result in significant 
impairment of public views. 

8. That the site is physically suitable for the floor area proposed, 
taking into consideration site characteristics including, but not 
limited to, slopes, submerged areas, and sensitive resources. 

Although the above required findings have not been adopted yet, it is 
staff's opinion that it is appropriate to use these findings as a basis for 
evaluating the subject project, inasmuch as they are consistent with the 
intent and spirit of the General Plan language concerning variable Floor 
Area Ratio limits. It is staff's further opinion that the subject project 
fully conforms with the above findings, including Finding No.8, considering 
that a 0.5 F.A.R. office or retail use with 0.25 above grade structure 
parking could be constructed on the site which would contain approximately 
the same bUilding floor area and building bulk as the proposed project, and 
would not be required to comply with any of the above findings. It should 
also be noted that the applicant has included his comments concerning this 
issue on pages 2-7 of his attached letter. 

The General Plan also provides that the development of the property shall be 
subject to the approval of Planned Community District Regulations and 
Development Plan, which the applicant is accomplishing through the use 
permit approval process. Inasmuch as the approval of a P-C Development Plan 
requires City Council approval, it will be necessary for the City Council to 
approve the subject use permit, whereas use permits normally do not require 
City Council action. It is staff's opinion that the use permit rather than 
a P-C Development Plan procedure will allow the City the opportunity to 
review the specifics of a proposed project based on the operational 
characteristics of the specific type of senior housing being proposed, and 
establish the appropriate development standards relative to the specific 
nature of the project. 

The General Plan Housing Element recognizes and supports the provision of 
senior citizen housing (Objective 11) in all areas of the City in order to 
provide increased housing opportunities for elderly residents of the 
community. Based on the above information, it is staff's opinion that the 
project is consistent with the Newport Beach General Plan. 

7 
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Analysis 

In light of the adoption of the General Plan update, the applicant has 
revised his project in accordance with the new Land Use Element. The 
revised project includes a proposal to construct an 85 unit elderly personal 
care facility which will contain a maximum of 100 beds. The applicant 
describes "personal care" facilities as having a level of service which is a 
step above that provided by a "congregate care" facility. The latter is 
primarily aimed at single persons, ages 75 to 85, which are frail.but fully 
ambulatory and require no nursing assistance. Whereas the former provides a 
staff of personal aides which provide assistance with a myriad of personal 
care activities. The activities of the personal aides are supervised by a 
nurse, however the facility is not a licensed nursing home. 

Project facilities will include a common dining area for full daily meal 
service, a beautyfbarber shop and linen/laundry services. As is common for 
senior care facilities, services include a full time staff and 
transportation services. The following outline has been prepared which 
describes the major characteristics of the proposed project, as well as the 
characteristics of the previous project. 

Site Area: 

Buildable Area: 

1.487 acres (66,773.72 sq.ft.)l 

1.487 acres (66,773.72 sq.ft.) 

Permitted Gross Structural Area 
(Established by General Plan) .75 x site area or 

50,080 sq. ft. 

Gross Structural Area: 

Floor Area Ratio: 

Setbacks: 

E. Coast Highway 

Buck Gully (@ PCH) 

Buck Gully: 

Proposed Project 
Use Permit No. 3342 

50,060 sq.ft. 

.75 

30 ft. (Wing A) 
95± ft. (Wing C) 

29± ft. 

68± ft. 

Previous Project 
Use Permit No. 3312 

66,145 sq.ft. 

.99 

27 ft. (Wing A) 
14 ft. (Wing D)2 

29± ft. 

68± ft. 

1The attached plans incorrectly indicate the subject property contains 
66,900 sq.ft. 

2Wing "D" of the previous project has been removed. 

.'. 
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Hazel Drive 

Southerly R-l Lot; 

Parking: 

Proposed Project 
Use Permit No. 3342 

10 ft. 

15 ft. 

42 spaces in 
tandem (.49 spaces 
per unit) 

• 
Previous Project 
Use Permit No. 3312 

o ft. (Sublevel -1); 
Varies 7 ft. to 17± ft. 

(Levels 1, 2 & 3);26± ft. 

15 ft. 

40 spaces in tandem 
(.33 spaces per unit) 

Permitted Building Average Maximum R;i.dile Maximum Flat 
32 ft. Height: 32 ft. 

Building Height of Previous Project: 
Wing A ±28 ft.-6 in. 
Wing B ±25 ft. 
Wing C ±29 ft. -6 in. 
Wing D ±30 ft. 
Tower ±35 ft. 
Cupola ±46 ft. 

Building Heights of Proposed Project: 
Wing A ±16 ft. 
Wing B ±l6 ft. 
Wing C ±24 ft. 
Tower ±33 ft. 
Cupola None 

37 ft. 

±33 ft. -6 
±30 ft. 
±36 ft. -6 
±34 ft. 
±39 ft. 
±49 ft. 

±22 ft. 
±22 ft. 
±30 ft. 
None 
±41 ft. 

in. 

in. 

±29 ft. 
None 
±34 ft.-6 in. 
±30 ft. 
None 
None 

±24 ft. 
±24 ft. 
±28 ft. 
None 
None 

As indicated from the above outline, the proposed project represents a 24.4 
percent decrease in gross floor area and a reduction of 35 units when 
compared to the previous proj ect. Another significant change worth noting 
is the increased setbacks being provided adjacent to East Coast Highway and 
Hazel Drive as a result of the deletion of the westerly wing of the bUilding 
and the provision of the large garden and entry area which provides varying 
setbacks between 95± feet and l27± feet from East Coast Highway or over 65 
percent of the site frontage. 

Applicant's Statement of Support and Alternative Land Use Comparison 

On pages 7 -10 of the applicant's attached letter, as well as the attached 
Use Analysis Table, the applicant has provided a comparison of alternative 
land uses and the extent of development for each land use included. Staff 
has reviewed this comparison and have found it to be accurate in its content 
with the exception that under the existing General Plan language, any 
development of the subject property will require discretionary approval from 
the City, in the form of a Planned Community Development Plan or a use 
permit. It is important to note that the proposed development represents 
the least intense project in terms of overall traffic generation, with 
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approximately the same overall floor area and building bulk as would be 
permitted for an office or retail commercial development of the site 
(approximately 50,000 square feet of gross floor area). 

It should also be noted that the Planning Department staff has met with a 
group of homeowners from Corona del Mar who are opposed to the subject 
project on the basis that the site location is improper for such a use and 
that based on their information, the economic viability of the project is 
somewhat questionable. As an alternative use, these homeowners have 
suggested to the applicant that a residential townhome development would be 
an acceptable development of the site. The applicant has rejected such a 
proposal on the basis that the construction of luxury homes on property 
directly adjacent to East Coast Highway is not desirable and that depending 
on the number and size of the dwelling units, a residential development on 
the site could result in 20,000 to 30,000 square feet of additional floor 
area when compared to the proposed project. It should also be noted that 
any consideration of a residential alternative would require a further 
amendment to the Land Use Element of the General Plan and the Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan. The applicant's response to this issue is contained 
on page 9 of the attached letter from the applicant. 

Traffic Study 

In conjunction with the previous 120 unit proposal, a Traffic Study was 
prepared in conformance with the City's Traffic Phasing Ordinance and City 
Policy S-l; however, final action was not taken on the traffic study prior 
to the applicant's withdrawal of his previous applications. Therefore, the 
applicant has resubmitted the traffic study in conjunction with his current 
project. 

The Traffic Phasing Ordinance procedures allow for credit to be granted for 
existing development in redevelopment projects. The traffic generated by 
existing land uses compares to the proposed project as follows: 

TRAFFIC GENERATION COMPARISON 
EXISTING MIXED USE VS. PROPOSED PROJECT 

Time Period 

Morning Peak Hour 

Evening Peak Hour 

Morning Peak 2.5 Hours 

Evening Peak 2.5 Hours 

TwO-Yay Traffic Total 

Total Trips 
Existing Mixed 

Use Retail 
Commercial and 

Restaurant 

18 

66 

34 

131 

670 

Generated 
Proposed Project 

Single Use 
Retirement 
Apartments 

15 

20 

31 

42 

338 

\1) 
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The above comparison indicates that during all time periods. the project 
will generate less traffic than generated currently by the existing retail 
shops and restaurant. On a daily basis, the project will generate only half 
as much traffic as currently generated by the site. Based on the above 
figures, the proposed project will not produce traffic impacts greater than 
those that currently exist for the site; they will in fact be reduced. The 
overall level of service for the intersections in the vicinity of the 
project should not be impaired by the project. For this reason, the one 
percent analysis was not required. It should also be noted that the above 
trip generation figures were taken from the previous Traffic Study which was 
based on 130 units within the project. Therefore, the actual trip 
generation for the 85 unit project will be approximately 34 percent lower 
than the above figures. 

Use Permit No. 3342 

A Use Permit is required for the proposed project to serve as the P-C 
Development Plan for the site. A Use Permit is also required to allow the 
stair and elevator tower with cupola to be constructed to a height of 4l± 
feet in the 32/50 Foot Height Limitation District; and to allow parking to 
be provided based upon a demonstrated formula. A modification to the Zoning 
Code is required to allow tandem parking spaces in conjunction with a full 
time valet parking service. The issues associated with the project are in 
the areas of building height and views, visual intensity and building mass, 
parking and emergency access. 

Building Height and Views 

The site is located in the 32/50 Foot Height Limitation District. As 
indicated in the previous outline, the only portion of the proposed building 
which exceeds the 32 foot basic height limit is the stair and elevator tower 
located in the center of the project. In accordance with Section 20.02.040 
of the Newport Beach Municipal Code, structures may exceed the 32 foot basic 
height limit up to a maximum of 50 feet, subject to the approval of a use 
permit in each case. It is also required that the Planning Commission 
determine that the proposed project fully complies with each of the 
following findings: 

a. The increased bUilding height would result in more public visual 
open space and views than is required by the basic height limit in 
any zone. Particular attention shall be given to the location of 
the structure on the lot, the percentage of ground cover, and the 
treatment of all setback and open areas. 

b. The increased building height would result in a more desirable 
architectural treatment of the building and a stronger and more 
appealing visual character of the area than is required by the 
basic height limit in any zone. 

c. The increased building height would not result in any undesirable 
or abrupt scale relationships being created between the structure 

If 
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and existing developments or public spaces. Particular attention 
shall be given to the total bulk of the structure including both 
horizonal and vertical dimensions. 

d. The structure shall have no more floor area than could have been 
achieved without the Use Permit. 

The project is no more intense than would be allowed in the C-l District, 
which is the designation of the other areas along East Coast Highway in Old 
Corona del Mar. None of the proposed buildings will be located in Buck 
Gully portion of the site, which is approximately 20% of the site. The 
first above grade level is set back approximately 30± feet from the Buck 
Gully property line, providing some visual open space to the Buck Gully and 
the ocean beyond. The views down Buck Gully will be reduced, but not 
eliminated, by the project. It should also be noted that approximately 63.2 
percent of the site is open space, a large amount of which is provided 
adjacent to East Coast Highway, in the form of a large motor court entrance 
and garden area which separates the two portions of the building which 
exceed the basic height limit from East Coast Highway. As a final note, it 
should be mentioned that the portions of the proposed building which exceed 
the basic height limit represent only 4 percent of the total roof area. 
Said portion of the building is well away from East Coast Highway (1l7± 
feet) and from the southerly R-l property (43± feet). It is staff's opinion 
that the proposed project has been designed sO as to substantially conform 
with the required findings necessary to approve the construction in excess 
of the basic height limit. 

Visual Intensitv and Building Mass 

The project has a Floor Area Ratio (exclusive of subterranean parking) of 
.75 when calculated over the entire building site. It should be noted that 
the Buck Gully portion of the site is designated for "Recreational and 
Environmental Open Space" and is defined as an environmentally sensitive 
area. If this area is omitted from the FAR calculation, the project 
building intensity is approximately .998. It should be noted, however, that 
there is no provision within the Zoning Code, General Plan or Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan which requires the removal of the "Environmental Open 
Space" area from the Floor Area Ratio calculation, nor has it been the 
policy of the Planning Department to calculate the Floor Area Ratio i.n such 
a manner. As indicated in the attached elevations and sections, the 
proposed structure includes four different levels directly adjacent to Buck 
Gully which will be visible from the Buck Gully side of the project; 
however, it will appear as a two level structure from East Coast Highway. 

Required Off-Street Parking 

The Zoning Code does not include a specific parking requirement for personal 
care, elderly housing projects; therefore, staff required in conjunction 
with the previous project submittal, the preparation of a parking demand 
study which compares the proposed project to several similar existing 

\'"r 
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facilities, for the purpose of establishing a demonstrated parking demand. 
A copy of the parking study is contained on pages 9-11 of the attached 
Traffic Study. 

Based on the observations and data gathered from the various projects, it is 
the consulting traffic engineer's opinion that the parking ratio which 
provides adequate capacity for a given facility may vary widely and may be 
influenced by a variety of factors. The critical factors appear to be the 
age of the residents, the size of the dwelling units, and the availability 
of transportation and full meal service. Larger dwelling units with more 
active seniors require higher parking ratios, typically 0.6 to .75 spaces 
per residential unit because they are more likely to maintain a car. Senior 
residential complexes which cater to a slightly older age group, have 
smaller dwelling units and provide a full spectrum of services, especially 
transportation and full meal preparation, require lower parking ratios, 
typically 0.2 to 0.3 spaces per residential unit. The parking demand at 
these complexes is due as much or more to the staff parking demand as it is 
to the resident parking. Based on such a parking formula, the proposed 
facility would require between 17 and 26 parking spaces. 

The attached plans indicate that there are 44 parking spaces located within 
the subterranean parking area, two of which will be used for van storage. 
The attached parking study indicates that there will be a maximum of 23 
employees at the facility during peak daytime periods; however, the 
applicant has reduced that number to 18 in light of the deletion of 35 
units. Assuming that all employees will drive a car to work (which they 
may not) and considering that two of the parking spaces will be used to 
store the project shuttle vans, there will be 24 parking spaces available 
for guests inasmuch as residents will not be permitted to own vehicles that 
will be parked or stored on-site. It should also be noted that the proposed 
parking design includes a tandem handicap parking space which is not 
independently accessible. Therefore, should the State require self-park 
handicap spaces, the available guest parking spaces will be reduced to 22. 
Not including the two parking spaces used for van storage, the remaining 42 
available parking spaces will result in an actual ratio of 0.49 parking 
spaces per dwelling unit which should be adequate for a personal care 
facility of this type. 

Proposed Parking Design 

In conjunction with his review of the proposed parking design, the City 
Traffic Engineer has submitted the following comments and corrections: 

1. Access to the subterranean parking area shall be a minimum of 24 
feet wide. 

2. Parking shall not be permitted within the circular motor court so 
as to provide required emergency vehicle access to the project. 

3. That the planter at the center of the circular motor court shall 
be redesigned to Fire Department standards. 

r:3 
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That two handicap parking spaces are required unless otherwise 
waived by the Building Department and that each handicap parking 
space shall be independently accessible unless otherwise permitted 
by the Building Department. 

That the driveway design shall conform to Sight Distance Standard 
Plan llO-L. 

That the proposed drives and ramps shall not exceed a 15 percent 
slope with change of grade not to exceed 11 percent. 

A minimum five foot sidewalk shall be provided on the west side of 
the driveway. 

The City Traffic Engineer has also suggested that the overall site 
circulation and parking design should be subject to his further review and 
approval, so as to allow further alteration to the proposed parking design 
relative to the above mentioned comments and corrections. 

As indicated on Sheet 3 of the attached plans, all of the proposed on-site 
parking is designed in a tandem configuration which the applicant intends to 
use in conjunction with a full time valet parking service. Tandem parking 
is usually allowed in conjunction with valet parking. Therefore, staff has 
no objections to the use of tandem parking, provided that the valet parking 
service is on duty at all times, and the valet parking plan is reviewed and 
approved by the City Traffic Engineer. 

Emergency Access 

In the review of the original project, the Fire Department expressed concern 
relative to the accessibility of portions of the building. The Fire 
Department recommended additional setbacks which have been incorporated into 
the new project design. 

Conclusion and Recommendation 

In order to grant any Use Permit, the Planning Commission must find that the 
establishment, maintenance or operation of the use or building will not, 
under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the 
health, safety, peace, morals, comfort or general welfare of persons 
residing or working in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the City. 
Additionally, specific findings in regards to public visual open space and 
views, architectural treatment, scale relationships and floor area must be 
made to approve a Use Permit to exceed the basic height limit. 

The use proposed for the property meets the criteria of the Traffic Phasing 
Ordinance, will decrease traffic generated by the site and is a use which is 
permitted by the Land Use Element of the General Plan and the Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan. The use is generally residential in character, which 
should minimize conflicts with adjacent residential areas. The project also 
maintains an open space corridor along Buck Gully. Should the Commission 

,. . 
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wish to approve the subject applications, the findings and conditions set 
forth in the attached Exhibit "A" are suggested. Should the Planning 
Commission wish to deny the applications, the findings set forth in the 
attached Exhibit "B" are suggested. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
JAMES D. HEWICKER, Director 

B~h~(QQ12 
w:wu:a;;: W~~d 
Senior Planner 

Attachments: Exhibit "A" 
Exhibit "B" 
Vicinity Map 
Planning Commission Minutes dated 

August 22, 1985 and October 10, 1985 
for Use Permit No. 3155 and related applications 

City Council Minutes dated December 9, 1985 
for Use Permit No. 3155 and related applications 

Planning Commission Minutes dated 
December 10, 1987 for Use Permit No. 3303 

Planning Commission Minutes dated April 21, 1988 
and June 9, 1988 for Use Permit No. 3312 

Applicant's Letter of Support and Alternative Use Analysis 
Letter from Victor Regnier 
Traffic and Parking Study 
Revised Staffing Plan 
Letter of Support 
Letter of Opposition 
Initial Study and Negative Declaration 
Site Plan, Floor Plans, Elevations, Sections and Typical Unit 
Floor Plans 

I~ 
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EXHIBIT "A" 
FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

TRAFFIC STUDY NO.54, 
USE PERMIT NO. 3342 AND 

RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT 

A. Environmental Docwnent: Accept the environmental 
docwnent, making the following findings: 

1. That an Initial Study and Negative Declaration have 
been prepared in compliance with the Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) , the State CEQA Guidelines, and 
Council Policy K-3. 

2. That the contents of the environmental docwnent 
have been considered in the various decisions on 
this project. 

3. The project will not have any significant 
environmental impact. 

B. Traffic Study No. 54: Approve the traffic study 
with the following findings: 

1. That a Traffic Study has been prepared which 
analyzes the impact of the proposed project on the 
peak hour traffic and circulation system in 
accordance with Chapter 15.40 of the Newport Beach 
Municipal Code and City Policy S-l. 

2. The project, as proposed, will generate less 
traffic than the uses which currently exist on-site 
in the evening peak hour on a daily basis. 

3. The increased traffic in the morning peak hour is 
less than 10% of existing traffic on any approach 
leg of affected intersections. 

C. Use Permit No, 3342: Approve 
the findings and subject 
conditions of approval: 

Findings: 

the use permit with 
to the following 

1. The project will comply with all applicable City 
and State Building Codes and Zoning requirements 
for new building applicable to the district in 
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which the proposed project is located, except the 
height of the proposed stair/elevator tower. 

2. That the proposed development is consistent with 
the General Plan and the adopted Local Coastal 
Program, Land Use Plan, and is compatible with 
surrounding land uses. 

3. That adequate off-street parking snd related 
vehicular circulation are being provided in 
conjunction with the proposed development. 

4. The building height will result in more public 
visual open space and views than is required by the 
basic height limit. 

5. The building height will result in 
architectural treatment of the 
stronger and more appealing visual 
area than is required by the basic 

a more desirable 
building and a 
character of the 
height limit. 

6. The building height will not result in undesirable 
or abrupt scale relationships being created between 
the structure and existing developments or public 
spaces inasmuch as the project has provided 
increased setbacks from public streets and 
adjoining residential property. 

7. The structure will have no more floor area than 
could have been achieved without the use permit for 
the building height. 

8. That the design of the proposed improvements wi 11 
not conflict with any easements acquired by the 
public at large for access through or use of 
property with the proposed development. 

9. That the use of tandem parking spaces in 
conjunction with a full-time valet parking service 
will not, under the circumstances of this case be 
detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, 
comfort and general welfare of persons residing and 
working in the neighborhood or be detrimental or 
injurious to property or improvements in the 
neighborhood or the general welfare of the City, 
and further that the proposed modifications are 
consistent with the legislative intent of Title 20 
of the Municipal Code. 

t1 
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10. That public improvements may be required of a 
developer per Section 20.80.060 of the Municipal 
Code. 

11. That Section 13.05.010 of the Municipal Code 
requires that public improvements be completed in 
commercial areas prior to the issuance of Building 
Permits for a new structure. 

12. That the sidewalk along East Coast Highway is the 
only pedestrian access between the Shorecliffs 
Development and the business district of Corona del 
Mar on the southerly side of East Coast Highway. 

13. That it has been demonstrated that the traffic to 
be generated by the proposed project will not 
exceed that which would be generated if the base 
traffic generation rate were applied to a project 
developed at the base floor area ratio. 

14. That the projections of traffic to be generated by 
the project have been based on standard traffic 
generation rates generally applied to an elderly 
personal care facility. 

15. That the proposed project is a single use 
development that will be restricted to an 85 unit 
(100 bed) elderly personal care facility upon which 
the traffic equivalency was based. 

16. The proposed use and physical improvements are such 
that the approved project would not readily lend 
itself to conversion to a higher traffic generating 
use. 

17. The increased floor area ratio will not result in 
significant impairment of public views. 

18. That the site is physically suitable for the floor 
area proposed, considering that a 0.5 F.A.R. office 
or retail use with an additional 0.25 above grade 
structure parking could be constructed on the site 
which would contain approximately the same building 
floor area and building bulk as the proposed 
project. 

19. The approval of Use Permit No. 3342 will not under 
the circumstances of this case be detrimental to 
the health, safety, peace, morals, comfort and 
general welfare of persons residing and working in 
the neighborhood or be detrimental or injurious to 
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property or improvements in the neighborhood or the 
general welfare of the City. 

Conditions: 

1. That development shall be in substantial 
conformance with the approved plot plan, floor 
plans, elevations and sections, except as noted 
below. 

2. That a hydrology and hydraulic study be prepared by 
the applicant and approved by the Public Works 
Department, along with a master plan of water, 
sewer and storm drain facilities for the on-site 
improvements prior to issuance of a grading permit. 
Any modifications or extension to the existing 
storm drain, water and sewer systems shown to be 
required by the study shall be the responsibility 
of the developer. 

3. That all improvements be constructed as required by 
ordinance and the Public Works Department. 

4. That a standard use permit agreement and 
accompanying surety be provided in order to 
guarantee satisfactory completion of the public 
improvements, if it is desired to obtain a building 
permit prior to completion of the public 
improvements. 

5. That the on-site parking, vehicular circulation and 
pedestrian circulation systems shall be subject to 
further review by the Traffic Engineer and shall be 
modified in the following manner: 

a. Access to the subterranean parking area shall 
be a minimum of 24 feet wide. 

b. Parking shall not be permitted within the 
circular motor court so as to provide required 
emergency vehicle access to the project. 

c. That the planter at the center of the 
motor court shall be redesigned 
Department standards. 

circular 
to Fire 

d. That the driveway design shall conform to 
Sight Distance Standard Plan 110-L. 

11 
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e. That the proposed drives and ramps shall not 
exceed a 15 percent slope with change of grade 
not to exceed 11 percent. 

f. A minimum five foot wide sidewalk shall be 
provided on the west side of the driveway. 

6. That an access ramp be constructed per City 
Standard No. l8l-L at the intersection of East 
Coast Highway and Hazel Drive; that unused drive 
aprons be removed and replaced with curb, gutter 
and sidewalk along the East Coast Highway and Hazel 
Drive frontages; and that all deteriorated portions 
of curb, gutter and sidewalk be reconstructed along 
East Coast Highway and Hazel Drive frontages. 

7. That all work within the East Coast Highway right
of-way be completed under an Encroachment Permit 
issued by the California Department of 
Transportation. 

8. That the intersection of the East Coast Highway and 
drives be designed to provide sight distance for a 
speed of 40 mile per hour. Slopes, landscaping, 
walls and other obstruction shall be considered in 
the sight distance requirements. Landscaping with 
the sight distance line shall not exceed twenty
four inches in height. The sight distance 
requirement may be approximately modified at non
critical locations, subject to approval of the 
Traffic Engineer. 

9. That prior to issuance of any grading or building 
permits for the site, the applicant shall 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Public Works 
Department and the Planning Department that 
adequate sewer facilities will be available for the 
proj ect. Such demonstration shall include 
verification from the City's Utilities Department 
and the Orange County Sanitation District. 

10. County Sanitation District fees shall be paid prior 
to issuance of any building permits. 

11. That a minimum of 40 offstreet parking spaces shall 
be provided for the proposed development. 

12. Construction shall meet the requirements of the UBC 
and the California Administrative Codes - Titles 19 
and 24. 
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Fire Department access shall be approved by the 
Fire Department. 

The entire building shall be sprink1ered. 

The building shall be equipped with smoke detectors 
and a fire alarm system. 

All exit stairways must lead to an exit path that 
is continuous to a public way. 

Access to the building for Fire Department use 
shall occur at each exit point and the main lobby. 

A Class I standpipe shall be required at locations 
to be designated by the Fire Department. 

19. Consideration of the use of ramps and exiting may 
have to be given in building design if non
ambulatory residents occupy the building. 

20. The planter shown on the site corner at East Coast 
Highway and Buck Gully shall not exceed 24 inches 
in height. 

21. That valet parking service be provided at all 
times. 

22. That all employees shall park their vehicles on
site. 

23. That all mechanical equipment and trash areas shall 
be screened from Hazel Drive, East Coast Highway 
and adjoining properties. 

24. That all signs shall be in conformance with the 
provision of Section 20.06.050 A3 of the Newport 
Beach Municipal Code and shall be approved by the 
City Traffic Engineer if located adjacent to the 
vehicular ingress and egress. This shall not 
preclude the applicant from requesting a 
modification for the size, number and location of 
proposed project signs in accordance with Section 
20.06.100 of the Newport Beach Municipal Code. 

25. That any proposed landscaping adjacent to the 
public right-of-way be approved by the Public Works 
Department. 

26. A landscape and irrigation plan for the project 
shall be prepared by a licensed landscape 
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architect. The landscape plan shall integrate and 
phase the installation of landscaping with the 
proposed construction schedule. Prior to 
occupancy, a licensed landscape architect shall 
certify to the Planning Department that the 
landscaping has been installed in accordance with 
the approved plan. 

27. The landscape plan shall be subject to the review 
of the Parks, Beaches and Recreation Department, 
and the approval of the Planning Department and 
Public Works Department. 

28. That the lighting system shall be designed and 
maintained in such a manner as to conceal the light 
source and to minimize light spillage and glare to 
the adjacent residential uses. The plans shall be 
prepared and signed by a Licensed Electrical En
gineer; with a letter from the Engineer stating 
that, in his opinion, this requirement has been 
met. 

29. Development of site shall be subject to a grading 
permit to be approved by the Building and Planning 
Departments. 

30. That the grading plan shall include s complete plan 
for temporary and permanent drainage facilities, to 
minimize any potential impacts from silt, debris, 
and other water pollutants. 

31. The grading permit shall include a description of 
haul routes, access points to the site, watering, 
and sweeping program designed to minimize impact of 
haul operations. 

32. An erosion, siltation and dust control plan shall 
be submitted and be subject to the approval of the 
Building Department and a copy forwarded to the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Santa Ana Region. 

33. The velocity of concentrated runoff from the 
project shall be evaluated and erosive velocities 
controlled as part of the project design. 

34. That grading, excavation and recompaction of the 
site shall be conducted in accordance with plans 
prepared by a Civil Engineer and based on 
recommendations of a soil engineer and an 
engineering geologist subsequent to the completion 
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of a comprehensive soil and geologic investigation 
of the site. Permanent reproducible copies of the 
"Approved ss Built" grading plans on standard size 
sheets shall be furnished to the Building 
Department. 

35. That any roof top or other mechanical equipment 
shall be sound attenuated in such a manner as to 
achieve a maximum sound level of 55 dBA at the 
property line. 

36. That units shall be sound attenuated to a maximum 
of 45 dBA CNEL for the interior living areas and 65 
dBA CNEL for exterior living areas associated with 
individual units, as measured from the area 
expected to experience the highest sound levels. 
Measurement and certification of compliance with 
this condition shall be completed prior to the 
issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy by a 
registered engineer practicing in acoustics. 

37. The excavation 
safety hazards 
phases. 

area shall be fenced to prevent 
during the grading and building 

38. Disruption caused by construction work along 
roadways and by movement of construction vehicles 
shall be minimized by proper use of traffic control 
equipment and flagmen. Traffic control and 
transportation of equipment and materials shall be 
conducted in accordance with state and local 
requirements. A traffic control plan shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Public Works 
Department. 

39. That the required number of handicapped parking 
spaces shall be designated within the on-site 
parking area and shall be used solely for 
handicapped self parking and shall be identified in 
a manner acceptable to the City Traffic Engineer. 
Said parking spaces shall be accessible to the 
handicapped at all times. One handicapped sign on 
a post shall be required for each handicapped 
space. 

40. That the Public Works Department plan check and 
inspection fee shall be paid. 

41. That the facility shall be limited to a maximum of 
85 units and 100 beds. 



• • 
TO: Planning Commission-22. 

42. That it is the intention of this use permit to 
constitute the official zoning of the subject 
property in accordance with Title 20 of the 
Municipal Code, the Land Use Element of the General 
Plan and the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 
and said use permit shall run with the life of the 
property or until such time as the Land Use Element 
of the General Plan and the Local Coastal Program 
Land Use Plan are amended. 

43. Occupancy of the facility shall be limited to 
persons 62 years of age or older. (A younger 
spouse of a qualified resident may occupy the 
facility. ) State law may further restrict 
occupancy to persons 62 years of age or older. 

44. Ancillary commercial uses in the structure shall be 
for the use of residents and their guests only and 
shall not be available to members of the general 
public. 

45. That the residents of the project shall not be 
permitted to own cars that are parked or stored on 
the subject property. 

46. Prior to issuance of Building Grading Permits, the 
applicant shall enter into an agreement, the form 
and content of which is acceptable to the City 
Attorney, binding the applicant and successors-in
interest in perpetuity to an elderly personal care 
facility or similar use with the same trip 
generation characteristics which shall be limited 
to an occupancy by persons 62 years of age or 
older. The only exception shall allow co-occupancy 
by the spouse of a qualified person. Restrictions 
shall be placed on the deed and in any other 
suitable binding document consistent with the 
provisions of the above agreement. 

47. That the proposed project shall be subject to the 
approval of the Coastal Commission. 

48. The Planning Commission may add and/or modify 
conditions of approval to this use permit, or 
recommend to the City Council the revocation of 
this use permit, upon a determination that the 
operation which is the subject of this use permit, 
causes injury, or is detrimental to the health, 
safety, peace, morals, comfort, or general welfare 
of the community. 



TO: 

• • 
Planning Commission-23. 

EXHIBIT "B" 
FINDINGS FOR DENIAL OF 

TRAFFIC STUDY NO 54 AND 
USE PERMIT NO. 3342 

A. TRAFFIC STUDY 

Findings: 

1. A Traffic Study is not required for a project which 
is denied. 

B. Use Permit No. 3342 

Findings: 

1. That the project will be visually imposing and out 
of scale with the surrounding neighborhood. 

2. That the intensity of the proposed project results 
in difficult site access. 

3. That construction of the project will require a 
significant amount of grading which may affect the 
sensitive resources in Buck Gully. 

4. The proposed use and the physical improvements of 
the site are such that the approved project would 
readily lend itself to conversion to a higher 
traffic generating use. 

5. That the site is not physically suitable for the 
floor area proposed. 

6. That the project will, under the circumstances of 
this case, be detrimental to the health, safety, 
peace, morals, comfort and general welfare of 
persons residing and working in the neighborhood or 
be detrimental or injurious to property and 
improvements in the neighborhood or the general 
welfare of the City in that the structure exceeds 
the basic height limit and is larger and has more 
bulk than other uses in Corona del Mar and will 
reduce public views of Buck Gully from East Coast 
Highway. 
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• ~ CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 
MINUTES 

March 27, 1989 

TAFF AND COMMISSION REPORTS -

information and approval: 

(a) Remove rom the Consent Calendar. 

(b) Removed Calendar. 

For Council filing: 

(c) Report to the City Manager 
regarding ACTIONS TAKEN BY TH 
PLANNING COMMISSION ON MARCH 9, 
1989. 

10. PUBLIC HEARING SCHEDULING - April 10, 1989: 

11. 

12. 

13. 

(a) Removed from the Consent Calendar. 

(b) ORANGE COUNTY HAZARDOUS WASTE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN - TANNER REGULATION 
- A request to recommend that the 
City Council approve the Orange 
County Hazardous Waste Management 
Plan and accept the Environmental 
Document. (Report ,from the 
Planning Department) 

THUR BOULEVARD TO SEA LANE SIDEWALK 
CTION (CONTRACT NO. 2707) - Affirm 

gative Declaration and Categorical 
Exemp ons of Environmental Impact; 
(Jambo e Road Slough Wall between 
Bayside rive and Pacific Coast Highway; 
Bayside ive Slough Wall between County 
Road and rnation Avenue; Bayside Drive 
Parking Lo Improvements; and Dahlia 
Avenue Park g Lot Meters) approve the 
plans and sp cifications; and authorize 
the City Cler to advertise for bids to 
be opened at 1 :00 a.m. on April 14, 
1989. (Report rom Public Works 
Department) 

PHASE II, OCEAN FR NT SIDEWALK REPAIR 
1988/89 (CONTRACT . 2740) - Approve 
the plans and speci cations; and 
authorize the City cr rk to advertise 
for bids to be opened t 11:00 a.m. on 
April 13, 1989. (Repo from Public 
Works Department) 

RESUBDIVISION NO. 734 - A *ove a 
subdivision agreement and companying 
surety guaranteeing complet n of the 
public improvements required ith 
Resubdivision No. 734 (portio of Block 
97 of Irvine's Subdivision, 10 
the easterly side of Ridgeline 
approximately 200 feet south of 
in Harbor Ridge); authorize the 
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• • CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 
MINUTES 

March 27, 1989 

3. 

mind the "highest and best use" for the 
property. She stated she had concerns 
regarding the current lease 
arrangements; James Irvine's intentions 

or the property when deeded to City; 
p rchase of the Irvine Coast Country 
Cl b; the Tidelands Trust issue; and the 
Ter ace Apartments located at the BBC. 

Sid fer, 900 Arbor Street, Costa 
dressed the Council and asked 

of the City Attorney relative 
r of tenants rights. 

Carol Bro 
Island, add 
that due to 

Avenue, Balboa 
ssed the Council and stated 

losing of open space and 
the water to the south, 
wish to consider whether 

or not apartment is still the best use 
for the subject b front property when 
the BBC lease expi es. 

Irene Black, 1646 Ir 'ne Avenue, 
addressed the Council nd discussed the 
lease extension relati to the 
Tidelands Trust; improv free of 
encumbrances; and insura 
indemnification clauses, 

In response to the above, t 
Attorney stated that the onl 
being pledged to security is t e 
leasehold interest; there are n 
encumbrances contemplated by thi 
transaction or any other transact 
the real property itself; and the 
lease does address Tidelands issues, 
especially as they relate to the dis 
concerning the nature of the property 
underlying the Terrace Apartments. 

Following conSideration, motion was 
to authorize the City Attorney, and the 
City Auditor, to review and revise where 
necessary, the proposed documents for 
considerat~?n on Aeril 10, 1989. 

Report from the Planning Department 
concerning public hearing scheduling for 
Council review of request by EMERALD 
ASSOCIATES, Newport Beach for: 

TRAFFIC STUDY NO. 54 - Request to 
approve a traffic study so as to 
permit the construction of an 85 
unit elderly. personal care facility 
on property located at 3901 East 
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• CITY OF NEWPORT 
MINUTES 

March 27, 1989 

company level. One of the assets 
it is hypothecating for this 
purpose is the BBC Lease. 
Concurrently the parent company is 
pledging other assets in very 
substantial amounts. They have not 
specifically listed how they intend 
to use the funds, due to the fact 
it is not required in the lease; 
however, a large amount of the 
funds will be used to retire an 
xisting debt on the BBC. If they 

e able to proceed with their 
r development plan for the BBC, the 
le der has informally agreed to 
in ease their financing in the 

re for that purpose; 

"4) the proposed MOU 
which was introduced at the March 
13 Cit Council meeting, they would 
like t withdraw the document from 

iously scheduled Council 
meeting f April 24 in order to 
completel separate that 
transacti from the proposed 

Assignment and 
refinancin proposal; 

"5) Regardin comments made by the 
City Attome pertaining to 
insurance, th do agree there may 
be some points that need to be 
clarified in tn proposed Consent 
document; howev ,they felt that 
the new insuranc provisions were a 
substantial impro ement for the 
City's position, asmuch as a 
variety of protect ve requirements 
were increased and arthquake 
insurance was added." 

Mr. Ray stated that it is 
to negotiate the items of ncern, as 
this transaction is very 1m ortant to 
them as well as the timing. If they 
cannot complete the transact 
contemplated, it will cost th 
substantial amount of money an , 
will have to "scramble" to avo 
in default under existing loan 
agreements previously approved 
City Council. 

Janie Arnold, 1701 Highland Drive, 
addressed the Council and indicate 
felt more information was needed 
regarding the subject request of 
BBC, and reminded the Council to 
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'ITY OF NEWPORT IACH 
MINUTES 

x 

March 27, 1989 

5. 

Coast Highway, Corona del Mar; 
zoned P-C; 

AND 

USE PERMIT NO. 3342 - Request to 
permit the construction of an 85 
unit elderly personal care facility 
on property located in the P-C 
District. The proposal also 
includes a request to allow a 
portion of the structure to exceed 
the 32 foot basic height limit in 
the 32/50 Height Limitation 
District; a request to establish an 
off-street parking requirement 
based on a demonstrated formula; a 
modification to the Zoning Code so 
as to allow the use of tandem 
parking spaces in conjunction with 
a full-time valet parking 
service; and the acceptance of an 
Environmental Document. 

The City Clerk advised _that a letter was 
received this date from Jon E. 
Christeson, Vice President, Emerald 
Associates, requesting the public 
hearing date be changed to April 24, 
1989; and there being no objections, 
motion was made to schedule the public 
hearing for April 24, as requested. 

Report from the Planning Department 
regarding MODIFICATION NO. 3514, a 
request to permit the construction of a 
13± foot high satellite dish antenna 
hich will encroach three feet into a 

quired four foot side yard setback, 
ap roved by the Modifications Committee 

bruary 28, 1989 for 1633 Bayside 
Newport Beach, zoned R-1. 

Motion 
hearing 
1989. 

made to schedule public 
the above item for April 10, 

Report from e Marine Department 
regarding HA R PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 
259-1 of Wallac Hunt to revise the 
residential pier and float bayward of 1 
Collins Island. 

Council Member Watt 
Tidelands Affairs Co 

that the 
has reviewed 

the subject applicatio visited the 
site; however, due to c cerns raised 
since that time, she woul recommend 
this item be referred back to the 
Committee for further repor 
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MINUTES 

x 

March 27, 1989 

6. 

Attorney Bruce Bevan, representing his 
wife, Sharon Bevan, 106 S. Bayfront, 
addressed the Council and discussed the 
proposal. He stated that there are 
three residents who are "violently" 
pposed to the request, and if this item 

going to be deferred, he would like 
be notified as to when it will be 
onsidered. In addition, he expressed 

Tony Melum, Tidelands Administra
very helpful and amiable City 

Simandl, 100 S. Bayfront, 
the Council and requested that 

be notified when this item will 
the Council. 

There bei g 
was made 
to the Tid 
report 

no further comments, motion 
refer this application back 
ands Affairs Committee for 

8, 1989. 

Report from 
HARBOR PERMIT 
PACIFIC BELL t 
coverings over 
at the street 
Bayside 

regarding 
105-117 by 

construct concrete 
xisting telephone cables 

at the corner of 
Bayside Place. 

Carolyn Martin, 1 Bayside Place, 
addressed the Coun i1 and stated she has 
no objection to Pac fic Bell covering 
the existing cables; however, she is 
concerned that the 4 foot high abutment 
will cause more probl IDS with silt than 
currently exists, and hat they will not 
be protected from poss Ie storm drain 
damage. 

The Public Works Directo 
the proposed encasement b 
is located perpendicular t 
and parallel to the storm 
and approximately 20 feet a 
storm drain. He did not fee 
encasement of the cable woul 
affect the behavior of the st 
discharge, or the sand regime n the 
Cove; and therefore, the propos\ work 
would not be detrimental to sli owners 
in the area. , 

\ 

Howard Martin, 109 Bayside Place, 
addressed the Council and concurre 
the remarks of his wife. He state 
they have had to dredge their slip 
number of times due to silt coming 
the Spyglass area to Carnation Cove. 

\ 
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'lTV OF NEWPORT IACH 
MINUTES 

March 27, 1989 

CONTRACTS/AGREEMENTS: 

Find that the lowest bidder, Pascal & 
Ludwig Engineers, can meet the 
requirements for completing the 
proposed contract work and declare 
him the "low bidder;" award 
Contract No. 2697-B to Pascal & 

udwig Engineers in the amount of 
79,800; and authorize the Mayor 

a City Clerk to execute said 
Con ract for CONSTRUCTION OF 
METR POLITAN WATER DISTRICT SERVICE 
CONNE TION (CM-13) AT BONITA CREEK 
PARK. (Report from Public Works 
and Uti ties Departments) 

(b) Authorize Mayor and City Clerk 
greement regarding 

OBILEHOME SPACE AND 
COMPENSATION R SERVICES AND COSTS 
FOR SPACE NO. R. 

4. COMMUNICATIONS - For 
indicated: 

(a) To Public Works Depar 
inclusion in the recor 
opposed to RELOCATING P 
RESTROOM to the east sid 
Newport Pier from Jean Kni ht, 
Marjorie Hayden, Evelyn Adl r, Jack 
Chanoux, and Central Newport each 
Community Association. 

(b) To staff for response, 
Allan Beek suggesting a survey t 
obtain a broad base of response 
from Newport Beach employers 
concerning a SUBSIDY FOR EMPLOYEE 
HOUSING PROGRAM towards reducing 
commuter miles driven. 

(c) To Planning Department for 
incl'i,a:"" 1,,"cnerec6"ids, letters 
from Phil Lansdale, and Irving Burg 
expressing pleasure that the 
EMERALD VILLAGE project has been 
approved by the Planning 
Commission. 

(d) To General Services Department for 
response, letter from Central 
Newport Beach Community Association 
concerning 15TH STREET RESTROOMS 

nd landscaping of the area. 
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• CITY OF NEWPORT • BEACH 
MINUTES 

March 27. 1989 

5. 

6. 

(e) To Marine Department for reply. 
letter from Central Newport Beach 
Community Association concerning 
the parking of vehicles relative to 
the DORY FISHING FLEET at Newport 
Pier. 

To Traffic Affairs Committee for 
response. letter from Central 
Newport Beach Community Association 
requesting STOP SIGNS ON BALBOA 
BOULEVARD. 

(g) ~o Environmental Services 
~oordinator for inclusion in the 
r~cords. letter from James Culhane 

ressing his support for THE 
LAGE INN RESTAURANT. 

COMMUNIC 
City 

For referral to the 
for inclusion in the records: 

(a) Copy o~telegram delivered by phone 
regard g Peter Urpin's request for 
technic I evaluation of Lee Lake 
Water Di\trict Pollution Control 
Facility ~roposed discharge and 
upper Ten~cal Creek. 

CLAIMS FOR DAMA~S - For denial and 
confirmation of -\he City Clerk's 
referral to the c'aims adjuster: 

\ 
(a) Jonathan H. B~t.ts seeking indemnity 

from claim fil~d by Margaret 
Thielemeir who vas involved in 
accident on Dec ber 11. 1985. at 
Pacific Coast Hi hway and Larkspur. 

(b) Jim Fournier aIle ing loss of tooth 
due to fall over b nch at foot of 
Balboa Pier on Feb 21. 1989. 

(c) Michael Genera allegng City Police 
Department lost his llet and 
money contained there 
arrested on October 1, 
Jamboree Road; seeking 
reimbursement. 

(d) Stan G. Leon alleging 
picked up his bicycle 
March 9. 1989 at 2309 
seeking reimbursement. 

(e) International Onion, Inc •• d~.a The 
Red Onion for indemnification 
contribution and declartory r ief 
pursuant to Govt. Code Section 
901/910; Superior Court Case 
#540443 (re: Vicki Louise Parson~ 
claim of June 22. 1987). 
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PHIL LANSDALE, 242 HAZEL DRIVE, COROJ!lbEL MAR, CALIFORNIA 92625-3059. PHONE'1!1!'4 760-0695

NO
.L -'11. C=-) _ 

/if 

March 17. 1989 

('ity cC)unciJ 
3300 J\ewpol't Blvd 
'"ewport Beach, CA 92663 

VE:ar Council Members: 

Mrs Lansdale and I are pleased that the Emerald \0 Wage project has been 
approved by the Planning Commission. 

It has surprised us that a small but very aggressive no-growth minorit~ of 
('OI:ona del Mar residents have been ahle to prevent improvement 01' the shabby 
former ,\ T Leo property at the southeast corner of Coast HiglHvay and Hazel 
Drive. We feel sure that if you separately polled, every resident in this 
general area you would find that only a small minorIty opp()ses correctIng 
this problem eyesore. 

w~, will attend the City Council meeting on April 10 and be available for 
f:Umment. it requested. "'e have no connection of any kInd wlth the developers 
and have ne\'~r met any of them. 

Sincereiy. 

969CK)91 .~13NOHd '6SO&-S<;~ V1NHO:fI1VO 'H~ 130 VNOHOO '3f\IHO 13ZVH l.l '31VOSNV1 NV3f 
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

LOCATION: 

ZONE: 

APPLICANT: 

OWNER: 

Application 

• City Council MeeJlil __ ~M~a~r~ch~~2L7~.~lL98~9~ 
Agenda Item No. lO(a) 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

City Council 

Planning Department 

A. Traffic Study No. 54 

Request to approve a traffic study so as to permit the 
construction of an 85 unit elderly personal care facility on 
property located in the P-C District. 

AND 

B. Use Permit No. 3342 

Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly 
personal care facility on property located in the P-C District. 
The proposal also includes a request to allow a portion of the 
structure to exceed the 32 foot basic height limit in the 32/50 
Height Limitation District; a request to establish an off
street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula; 
a modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of 
tandem parking spaces in conjunction with a full-time valet 
parking service; and the acceptance of an environmental 
document. 

Parcell of Parcel Map 85-257 (Resubdivision No. 811), located 
at 3901 East Coast Highway, on the southeasterly corner of East 
Coast Highway and Hazel Drive, in Corona del Mar. 

P-C 

Emerald Associates, Newport Beach 

Same as applicant 

This application involves a request to permit the construction of an 85 unit 
elderly personal care facility on property located in the P-C District. The 
proposal also includes: A request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed 
the basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District; a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula; a 
modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking spaces 
in conjunction with a full-time valet parking service; and the approval of a 
Traffic Study, In accordance with Section 20.02,040 of the Municipal Code, the 
Planning Commission may approve structures in excess of the basic height limit 
provided that in each case a use permit is approved. Use Permit procedures are 
set forth in Chapter 20.80, Modifications procedures are outlined in Chapter 
20.81, and Traffic Study procedures are set forth in Chapter 15.40 of the Newport 
Beach Municipal Code. 



. 
TO: • Suggested Action·· 

If desired, set for public hearing onApril 10,1989. 

Planning Commission Recmninenciation 

At its meeting of March 9, 1989, the Planriing Commission voted unanimously. to 
recommend the approval of Traffic Study No. 54 and Use Permit No. 3342 to the 
City Council. It was the feeling of the Commission that the project,as 
conditioned, would mainta:l.n.a minimal impact on the adjoining residential and 
commercial areas. 

Requirement of City Council ApprOVal 

The General Plan provides that the development of the subject property shall be 
subject to the approval of Planned Community DiStrict Regulations and Development 
Plan, which the applicant is accomplishing through the use permit approval· 
process. . Inasmuch . as . the approval of a P~C Development planrE!quiresCity 
Council approval, it will be necessary for the City Council to approve . the 
subject use permit and relat.ed Traffic Study, whereas use permits and traffic 
studies normally do not require City Council action.· It is staff's opinion that 
the use permit rather than a P-C Development plan procedure will allow theClty 
the opportunity to review the specifics of a proposed projE!ct based on the 
operational . characteristics of the specific type of· senior housing being 
proposE!d, and E!stablishthe appropriate devE!lopment standards rE!lativeto the 
specific nature of the project. 

Copies of the plans, the Planning Commission staff report, and an excerpt of the 
Planning Commission minutes will be forwarded to the City Council at the. time 
of the hearing. 

Respectfully submitted, 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
JAMES D. HEWICKER, Director 

by 1J1/'~ 1(. ~~ 
WILLIAM R. !AYCOCK . .. 
Current Planning Manager 

WRLfkk 
COUNCIL\UP3342.324 

Attachment: Vicinity Map 

L-____ -' _______________ -'-----______ ~~_ 
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OF NEWPORT 
MINUTES 

March 13, 1989 

concerning the intersection at 
BALBOA BOULEVARD and Bay Avenue and 
traffic on Balboa Boulevard and 
ISLAND AVENUE. 

(d) To eneral Services Director for 
reply, letters from Diana Brookes 
and Ta a Leslie concerning 
RECYCLING EWSPAPER, GLASS AND 
CANS. 

(e) To staff for re onse, letter from 
Orange County Supe yisor Tom Riley 
regarding the County position in 
response to the City's oncerns 
about the MONORAIL PROJE 

INDEX 

General Srvs 
(44) 

Orange Cnty 
Airport/ 

onorail 
(54) 

General Srvs 
(44) 

(f) To General Services for repl • 
letter from Barry H. Walshe "
concerning drinking fountains an~ 
restroom maintenance at the FERRY 6N 
BALBOA ISLAND. 

----+--+--+--l--l--+-+-+---.=.::.::::.::::.:....:.::.::::.::.:.:--------I.-.~ .. -.. ~-.-

5. 

(g) To Planning Department for 
inclusion in the reco·rds, 
suggestions from Corona del Mar 
Community Association for 
appropriate usage for EMERALD 
ASSOCIATES PROPERTY and letter from 
John B. Heffernan in support of 
proposed care facility. 

(hf·T-;;-P~;;-di;gLegisi;tion - and-----··-· ...... . 

Procedural Ethics Committee, letter 
soliciting support of SB 103 
(Senator Alan Robbins) relating to 
automobile insurance renewal. 

( To Planning Department for 
inclusion in the records, letter 
from Management Service Company 

garding Linda Isle Community 
ociation's continuing protest on 

the additional development of the 
rant and parking area at the 
st corner of Pacific Coast 

and Bayside Drive. 

(j) To Parks, eaches and Recreation 
Director fo reply, letter from 

Newport Park. 

COMMUNICATIONS 
City Clerk for 

None. 

e regarding proposed 
facilities at West 

erral to the 
in the records: 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

CLAIMS FOR DAMAGES - For denial and 
confirmation of the City Clerk's 
referral to the claims adjuster: 

(a) William Boyce for towing 
reimbursement and storage fees, 
alleging his vehicle towed in error 
on February 17, 1989 at 10th & 
Balboa Boulevard. 

(b) Judy Dillman for reimbursement of 
impound fee, alleging her vehicle 
was towed in error from 109 43rd 

treete 

(c) B rbara Sandberg Johnson alleging 
d age to property as a result of 
Ci y sewer backup at 1109 N. Bay 
Fro t on December 5, 1988. 

(d) Paul Kelly alleging vehicle towed 
from 800 Seashore Drive on 
Febru ry 14, 1989, in error due to 
previa s citations issued to prior 
owner f vehicle; seeking 
reimbur ement of $159 for tickets 
incurre by previous owner of 
automobi e. 

(e) Gregg Mic ael Padovan alleging 
false arrc't and vehicle towed in 
error on D cember 3D, 1988. 

(f) Harold V. R eberry alleging 
excessive ph sical abuse by five 
Newport Beach Police Officers at 
11th and Balb~BOUlevard on 
November 26, I 88. 

SUMMONS AND COMPLAIN S - For denial and 
confirmation of the ~ty Clerk's 
referral to the claim~ adjuster: 

\ 
None. \ 

\ 
REQUEST TO APPROVE/FILL ~ERSONNEL 
VACANCIES: (Report from\the City 

\, 
"\ Manager) 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

One Maintenance work~\ I, Field 
Maintenance Division. 

\ 

Two Refuse Workers I, ~neral 
Services Department. \ 
One Utilities Equipment Specialist, 
Utilities Department. 

One Equipment Operator 
Maintenance Division. 
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In response to a question posed by Commissioner Debay. 
Hr. Hewicker replied that p~c zoning will only permit 
this type of project on the subject site. 

Commissioner Koppelman and Kr. Hewicker discussed the 
General plan up-date that will be heard by the Planning 
Commission this sUlIlIIIer I and the procedures required to 
make the zoning internally consistent with the Land Use 
Element. 

Carol Korade, Assistant City Attorney, responded to the 
legal issues that have been raised by the opposition to 
the proposed project as follows: 

The Land Use Element contains building intensicies or 
density standards for virtually all property within the 
City. and it is staff's position that the Land Use 
Element is not rendered legally inadequate because one 
or two parcels do not have the specific intensity 
limits. 

The Circulation Element satisfies State Law and it was 
the product of the "state of the art" transportation 
studies. The Circulation Element insures that roadways 
within the City are adequate to accommodate traffic 
generated by development only authori:ted in the City. 
and if there are regional traffic implications or 
problems generated by development outside of the City. 
that does not make a Circulation Element legally 
inadequate. 

In reference to the General Plan inadequacies relating 
to a use pennit concerning a specific project on a 
specific site, Ks. Korade explained that the use permit 
can be invalidated only where there is a connection 
between a defect in the General Plan and the use permit. 
Ks. Korade explained that it is staff's position that 
the proposed project's Floor Area Ratio would not serve 
any real purpose because of the diverse nature of the 
senior housing project and the single use allowed by the 
project. 

Ms. Korade stated that the Planning staff has concluded 
that there is no significant adverse impact on the 
environment; however, she said that the Planning 
Coromission could reject the Negative Declaration o[ 
require an Environmental Impact Report (ErR) Sh", 
explained that the facts determining that there \01-.:(", no 
significant adverse impacts, is based on a dete'Culin .. thm 

that there has been no change in envievruu;<;ou.1 
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conditions that warrant a conclusion different from that 
reached with respect to the prior project. This 
determination was supported by a traffic study. Ms. 
Korade addressed the following environmental concerns: 

1. Growth-inducing/cumulative effects. This project 
is more like a residential use than a commercial 
project. That approval of 1.0 Floor Area Ratio for 
the senior housing project use would not set a 
precedent for commercial sites in Corona del Mar. 

2. Buck Gully. The impact of the project on Buck 
Gully has been evaluated in comparison to existing 
copditions, and the mitigation measures will reduce 
all potential impacts on Buck Gully to a level of 
insignificance. 

3. Traffic apd parking. That traffic generation 
figures utilized for this project are accurate; 
however, restrictions against automobile owners may 
not be valid and they may be difficult to enforce. 

In conclusion, Ms. Korade stated that the Land Use and 
Circulation Elements of the General Plan are legally 
defensible. She said that the size and bulk of the 
proposed project may form a basis for denial of the 
project for planning reasons,' or if the Planning 
Commission believes that the factors are related to the 
absence of a specific Floor Area Ratio for the site. 
Ms. Korade advised that the decision to prepare a 
Negative Declaration was correct; however, the Planning 
Commission may require an EIR if the evidence made at or 
before the public hearing would support the argument 
that the project could have a substantial adverse affect 
on the environment. 

Commissioner Koppelman questioned the adoption of a 
legally adequate Circulation Element that addresses 
circulation within the City when dealing with parcels of 
property that have no intensity of development 
specified? Ms. Korade respopded that adequacy of the 
Circulation Element 1s then needed to address the 
circulation and the proposed traffic which could be 
generated if the City were built out to its maximum. 
She referred to the traffic studies that were conducted 
by a Traffic Consulting firm taking the Land Use 
designation into consideration in the City. and 
generated traffic models which would envision the build· 
out of the City and whether the roadways are sufficient 
to handle same. 

·8· 
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Comniissioner Koppelman asked if no intensity of 
development was on a project, how is the traffic 
projected into a model to determine how many automobiles 
the project would produce? Mr. Hewicker replied that he 
was not certain if a model was used when the Traffic 
Study· was conducted on the proposed project. He 
explained that at the time of the early adoption of the 
Circulation Element, the subject property had a mix of 
commercial and residential zoning on the property. He 
said that the projects concerning senior citizen 
facilities proposed on the subject site over the past 
few years have had substantially less impacts than the 
traffic generated characteristics on any project that 
has been previously considered. Mr. Hewicker stated 
that staff is not anticipating any development on the 
subject property which exceeds the intensity of 
development of any other parcels in Corona 001 Mar. 
Commissioner Koppelman commented that the traffic is 
factored in at a higher traffic ratio than the proposed 
project. Mr. Hewicker commented that the traffic model 
considers what is being developed in the area. 

Commissioner Pomeroy discussed with staff the Traffic 
Study, the affect of the traffic impacts from outside of 
the City and how said traffic is measured within the 
City. Ms. Korade stated that a legally aOOquate 
Circulation Element does ·not mean that the Planning 
Commission is bound to find that the traffic generated 
is acceptable or the traffic generated satisfies the 
Traffic Phasing Ordinance or that the traffic generated 
should not be mitigated or analyzed in the EIR, and that 
the Circulation Element is only referring to the legal 
standards of the Circulation Element. 

The public hearing was opened in connection with this 
item. 

Mr. Jon Christeson, applicant, appeared before the 
Planning Commission. Mr. Christeson addressed the 
follOWing concerns expressed by persons opposing the 
project: that they are not building the project into 
Ruck Gully; that they are not building 5 stories above 
graOO; and that they are not increasing traffic on East 
Coast Highway. Mr. Christeson referred to his 
background as a local resident of Corona del Mar. and he 
said that members of his family have needed to move 
outside of Newport Reach because there was not a similar 
facility available to them. He referred to Use Permit 
No. 3155, a request to develop a similar senior facility 
on the subject property and to Chairman Pers6n's and 
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Commissioner Koppelman's statements during the December 
10, 1987 and October 10, 1985, public hearings 
concerning Floor Area Ratio. Mr. Christeson stated that 
"residential care" as proposed for the senior housing 
facility falls between congregate care and nursing care, 
and meets the needs of the largest segment of the senior 
citizen market. He explained that the typical resident 
is about 83 years old, a widoW, her health is an on
going concern b\.lt she is ambulatory, that there is a 
modest amount of'physical impairment, and she remains an 
independent member of the community. Mr. Christeson 
commented that there are 10,000 senior citizens in 
Newport 8each divided b.etween the age groups of 65 years 
to 75 years, and the over 75 age group. 

Mr. Christeson referred to the original plans that were 
reviewed by the City staff and members of the community, 
and that beeause mistakes were made in the original 
plans, the applicant revised and submitted new plans to 
the City staff and to the members of the community. He 
commented that the plans were well received by everyone. 
Mr. Christeson stated that the opponents to the project 
have been referring to the original design which has 
placed a negative impact on the project. 

Mr. Christeson stated that the revised plan includes 
removing the building from Buck Gully, that the 
structure has been moved entirely behind the existing 
fence on the property, the average rear yard setback is 
about 80 feet, the average height was reduced to 30 feet 
including one section of 150 feet that runs along East 
Coast Highway that was reduced to 36 feet. He stated 
that the structure was lowered 1-1/2 floors into the 
site so that the portions of the structure would not be 
visible from most vantage points, the visible portion of 
the bUilding represents a Floor Area Ratio of .67, that 
10 units were removed which lowered the square footage 
to 66,000 square feet or a total Floor Area Ratio of 
.99, creating a front yard that averages 120 feet by 160 
feet, the front yard is 22,000 square feet or one-third 
of the site, and the total open space is 57 percent, not 
counting the driveway, or 70 percent of open space 
including the driveway. 

Mr. Christeson stated that because the facility will be 
for personal care residents who will be prohibited from 
driving, the traffic counts projected by the City's 
Traffic Engineer and the ·U" turns at Seaward Road will 
be reduced conSiderably. He stated that the total trips 
generated by the existing uses are 670 trips daily, and 
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the proposed generated trips for the subject facility 
are 338 trips daily. In reference to concerns regarding 
on-site parking, Hr. Christeson stated that surveys of 
similar facilities have shown that similar facilities 
provide for 1.4 parking spaces per bed to .11 and .12 
parking space per unit. He commented that the Emerald 
Village parking lot will provide a total of 40 parking 
spaces that will include 18 parking spaces for the 
residents. He commented that a staff of 40 employees 
will arrive in three different shifts including 20 
employees during the peak hours, and that the kitchen 
and housekeeping employees are projected to arrive on 
the bus that will stop at The Five Crowns Restaurant. 

In reference to concerns that have been expressed 
regarding safety, Hr. Christeson stated that the 
proposed project will be surrounded by a fence with a 
three foot base of masonry and 2 feet to 3 feet of 
wrought iron similar to an English country garden, which 
is the theme of the landscaping in the courtyards. He 
stated that the residents must pass by the front desk to 
exit the grounds, and the desk will be staffed by two to 
four persons, 24 hours a day. Mr. Christeson advised 
that the facility will not be licensed for Alzheimer 
patients, and that the residents will be ambulatory so 
they will be able to walk without incident. 

Hr. Christeson referred to the concerns expressed 
regarding the proposed Floor Area Ratio, and he compared 
the proposed residential project to commercial 
structures in Corona del Mar and to communities similar 
to Corona del Mar along the California coastline. He 
stated that the average Floor Area Ratio in Corona del 
Mar is 1.5 including residential and commercial, and the 
proposed project has a .99 Floor Area Ratio. 

Mr. Christeson stated that the proposed structure will 
not be constructed five stories. He scaced that more 
than 80 percent of the building averages 30 feet, 17 
percent of the elevation averages 2 feet 6 inches under 
the base height, and the entire structure is under 50 
feet. He explained that from East Coast Highway the 
structure is visually 2 and 3 stories, although there 
are 4 story wings which are either concealed in the roof 
or in the basement level. 

Hr. Christeson stated that the applicants' goal is to 
house 120 Corona del Har neighbors in their own 
community. He pointed out that the applicants could 
redesign the roof if the proposed roof is offensive; 
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that if the structure is built lower than the adjacent 
Five Crowns Restaurant there should be no grounds for 
disapproval; and he described how he could redesign the 
structure so that Emerald Village would be more 
compatible with the neighborhood. 

Chairman Person and Commissioner Koppelman discussed 
with Mr. Christeson statements that he had quoted from 
them during the foregoing public hearings regarding 
suggested Floor Area Ratio for the subject site. 

Ms. Karen Ferri, Director of Operations of IPK, the 
management company and subsidiary of TransAmerica, who 
manage and operate only retirement property, appeared 
before the Planning Commission. In response to a 
question posed by Commissioner Debay, Ms. Ferri 
explained that her experience has been that none of the 
residents who reside at any of their similar facilities 
drives their own automobile. She stated that there is no 
mandate or rules to say that no one is allowed to have 
their own automobile. Ms. Ferri explained that the 
residents do not need to provide transportation because 
the faCility provides transportation for the residents. 

In response to numerous questions posed by Commissioner 
Koppelman, Mr. Christeson and Ms. 'Ferri replied that the 
valet parking will be provided 1ust for the visitors; 
that the residents will be informed that they are not 
permitted to have automobiles on the site and if they 
insist, then family members will be called; that the 
proposed rental fee will be in proportion to the 
geographic area such as the management company has 
applied in other locations; and the proposed Danville 
facility will 1::Ie comparable to the subject facility. 

Commissioner Winburn referred to the Sunridge facility 
at Regent's Point in Irvine, and she stated that there 
are 58 residents in the personal care facility. She 
discussed the facility's employee shifts, the number of 
employees needed for the 58 residents, that two of said 
residents have automobiles on-site, the type of 
transportation used by the employees, and she concluded 
that the proposed facility may require more employees 
than the num1::ler suggested 1::Iy the applicant. Ms. Ferri 
explained employee responsibilities, why there will not 
be as many employees reqUired at the subject facility as 
at the Sunridge facility, and the hours that will be 
staggered and overlapped shifts. 
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Commissioner Pomeroy referred to the four facilities 
managed by the IPK Kanagement Company, and asked for 
comparisons of the proposed studio unit at the subject 
facility. Ks. Ferri replied that the highest rent for a 
325 square foot utrit is $1,600.00, and the lowest rent 
is $1,325.00. Commissioner Pomeroy commented that the 
vroposed rent for the subject facility is $2,300.00. 
Commissioner Ilinburn stated that Sunridge at Regent's 
Point, which would be the most comparable to the subject 
facility because of the geographic area, the monthly fee 
is $2,270.00 per month, or the resident may deposit 
$29,000.00 over a period of 5 years, or $6,000.00 a 
year, and the maintenance fee is $1,750.00 per month. 

Commissioner Debay commented that CalTrans has stated 
that people of higher income are more likely to be 
driving in more advanced years than people with lower 
income. 

In response to a question posed by Commissioner 
Koppelman regarding a Floor Area Ratio reduction, Mr. 
Christeson explained that if all of the corridors and 
lobbies would be eliminated in Iling "C" and 6 units were 
moved, that the building would be reduced by about 1,000 
square feet, or a reduction of about 1-1/2 percent. 

Chairman Pers6n stated that· the. three elements causing 
the main concern are height, bulk, and density. Mr. 
Christeson commented that the roof could be redesigned 
and the height could be reduced so as to be comparable 
with The Five Crowns Restaurant. 

In response to questions posed by Commissioner Merrill 
regarding transportation and emergency equipment, Mr. 
Christeson and Ms. Ferri replied that the facility will 
provide a van and a private automobile for the 
residents; that the employees are licensed through the 
Department of Social Service Community Care and they are 
capable of minor medical treatment or to monitor 
treatment until the paramedics arrive at the site; that 
an employee must make a judgement call if an ambulance 
should be called to the facility; and Ms. Ferri stated 
that she did not know what the travel time was from the 
subject site to the hospital. 

The Planning Commission recessed at 8:55 p.m. and 
reconvened at 9:10 p.m. 

In response to questions posed by Commissioner Di Sano, 
Ms. Ferri replied that the four facilities operated by 
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her management company are located in Orangeville, 
Antioch, Dixon, and Vallejo; that traffic and parking 
were important issues before the facilities were built 
because the residential care unit was a new concept to 
the communities; that the proposed facility in Danville 
is located on a site that is adjacent to heavy traffic 
comparable to East Coast Highway; that the Diablo 
facility is located the farthest from a hospital which 
is six to eight miles away; and that the staff is 
required to have current first aid training so that each 
staff member may assist in minor medical treatment. 

Mr. Christeson stated that the applicants did not 
prepare or hire the Traffic Engineer who provided the 
Traffic Study. Me commented that Villa West which is a 
senior citizen facility, currently has 11 automobiles in 
the parking lot. 

Mr. Kermit Dorius, architect, appeared before the 
Planning Commission. Mr. Dorius explained that the 
proposed project was designed so as to blend in 
aesthetically with Corona del Mar. 

Chairman Pers6n asked that if the project were redrawn 
if there could be a decrease in the bulk and to provide 
more parking all at the same time? Mr. Dorius explained 
that there may have to be a sacrifice of open space and 
to thfl front yard setback so as to allow for the same 
number of beds. 

In response to questions posed by Commissioner Merrill, 
Mr. Dorius replied that only sketches of the units are 
available. He explained that the choice of two plans 
consists of a 15 foot by 20 foot studio unit including 
bath and combination living room and bedroom, and the 20 
foot by 20 foot junior one bedroom includes a bathroom 
and a living room, Mr. Dorius stated that 90 percent of 
the units are occupied by a single person. 

Mr. Len Seltzer, 519 Hazel Drive, appeared before the 
Planning Commission as Chairman of the Neighbors to 
Preserve Corona del Mar that Was formed to oppose the 
subject project. Mr. Seltzer presented their concerns 
as follows: that this is a commercial project; that the 
mass structure would not be appropriate for the site; 
that the structure would be too tall and too intense; 
does not fit in with the village atmosphere of Corona 
del Mar; inadequate parking; would generate traffic; 
poses a safety threat to the senior residents; the 
proximity to Buck Gully is unacceptable; it evades an 
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EIR; avoids being a part of the General Plan Review 
process; a portion of the project will be on fill 
ground; and it serves as a precedent for increased 
density and height throughout Corona del Mar. He 
requested that the Planning Commission digest the 
substantial planning and legal problems rising from the 
project, to either deny the project noW or continue the 
item so that it could be examined by the General Plan 
Review process and be assigned an appropriate density at 
a later date. 

Mr. Bill de Mayo, 519 Hazel Drive, appeared before the 
Planning Commission to oppose the project because the 
massive structure does not blend in with the village 
atmosphere of Corona del Mar; that the structure would 
set a precedent for high density projects; there are 
traffic and parking problems existing on Hazel Drive and 
East Coast Highway; and he had concerns for the safety 
of the senior residents crossing East Coast Highway on 
foot. Mr. de Mayo questioned the number of parking 
spaces that would be available to the employees during 
shift changes, that the residents will attract a large 
number of viSitors, and there may be residents who will 
want to keep a car on the premises for availability even 
if they do not drive. In response to a question posed 
by Chairman Pers6n, Mr. de Mayo replied that he does not 
have an objection to a senior housing facility; however, 
the structure is about twice the size of what he would 
consider acceptable. 

Mrs. Sally Peterson, 249 Evening Canyon Drive, appeared 
before the Planning Commission to oppose the project. 
Her primary concern was that it would be dangerous for 
the residents to walk in the area. She stated that 
there are no sidewalks south of the facility so the 
residents would have to walk on East Coast Highway, that 
the only traffic signal that they could use to cross 
East Coast Highway would be on Poppy Street, and she had 
concerns regarding emergency vehicle access to the 
facility. In response to a question posed by Chairman 
Pers6n, Mrs. Peterson replied that she could not 
recommend another use for the project, but that maybe 
condominiums would be acceptable. 

Mr. Oakley Frost, 416 Hazel Drive, appeared before the 
Planning Commission as a member of the steering 
committee to oppose the proposed project. Mr. Frost and 
Ms. Korade discussed the City Attorney's Office response 
to Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger's letter dated April 15, 
1988, as previously presented by Ms. Korade. Mr. Frost 
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addressed the use permit vs. General Plan process to 
designate density for specific sites; that the Planning 
Commission should consider all possible uses for the 
subject site through an EIR in connection with the 
General Plan update; that the Planning Commission should 
consider alternate sites for a senior citizen project; 
what happens to the structure if the proposed project is 
not financially or operationally successful because 
there are not many alternative uses for the building; 
and he emphasized that economics of the project should 
be a primary consideration of the Planning Commission. 
In response to a request by Chairman Pers6n, Ms. Korade 
explained that the Planning Commission only applies the 
rules regulating the General Plan and zoning of the City 
and that the Planning Commission does not have any 
authority to analyze the economics of a project. 
Chairman Pers6n commented that does not mean that the 
Planning Commission is not interested in the economics 
of the project. Commissioner Debay conunented that the 
present zoning precludes any other use for the proposed 
building, and that another use on the property would 
have to .come back to the Planning Commission for 
approval. 

Mr. Ron Centra, 405 Columbus Circle, appeared before the 
Planning Commission to state his concerns regarding the 
potential loss of residential prqperty values, traffic, 
and how difficult it is for a senior citizen to give up 
an automobile even if the automobile is parked. 

Mr. Dick Nichols, 519 Iris Avenue, appeared before the 
Planning Commission to oppose the proposed project as 
follows: that the property should be considered 
commercial; that 15 feet separates the proposed four 
story building to the adjacent residential property; 
that approximately one-half of the proposed building is 
above the 32 foot ridge height; that the difference 
between congregate care and personal care is subjective; 
he compared the foregoing use permit regarding senior 
housing that was denied by the Planning Commission and 
approved by the City Council; he questioned the number 
of employees that would serve 120 residents; that the 
project would be constructed on fill land; he defined 
how the subject building could be considered a 5 or 6 
story building if Buck Gully is taken into 
consideration; that there is no difference between the 
revised plan and the original plan; the density of the 
project; that the employees will park off-site; and he 
concluded that the reality of the project will adversely 
affect the residents. 
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Mrs. Jean Watt, 4 Harbor Island, appeared before the 
Planning Commission representing SPON, and she referred 
to the foregoing letter from Shute, Mihaley, & 
Weinberger dated April 15, 1988. She stated the 
following concerns: that the proposed project would be a 
large project • crammed" onto a small site in a very 
special neighborhood; that the financial aspects of the 
development should be considered; the mobility of the 
residents and emergency equipment; that a 1.5 Floor Area 
Ratio residential neighborhood should not be equated to 
a 1.0 Floor Area Ratio congregate care facility; that 
large scale commercial buildings are crOWding 
residential suburban neighborhoods; and the Planning 
Commission should consider the General Plan Review and 
EIR to achieve zoning that will stand the test of time, 
and that will be consistent with the site. 

Mr. Don Christeson, 1501 Sabrina Terrace, applicant and 
contractor, appeared before the Planning Commission. In 
rebuttal to previous testimony, Mr. Christeson stated 
that most of Corona del Mar is on fill land; the 
applicants are concerned about the community; that 
10,000 senior citizens reside in Newport Beach who could 
qualify for the facility; condominiums could mean 
children, pets and more automobiles on the site; that 
the residents may want to drive but because of a 
physical impairment they are not capable of driving an 
automobile; that 20 employees will be on duty during a 
peak shift; and that one-half of the employees will 
arrive at the facility on the bus. 

Mr. Walter Ziglar, 327 Poppy Avenue, appeared before the 
Planning Commission in opposition to the proposed 
project. He stated his concerns regarding the lack of 
parking for local residents on Poppy Avenue and Hazel 
Drive; that the ratio of 120 units to 40 parking spaces 
is not adequate and he compared the proposed facility 
with the Mesa Verde Senior facility's current parking 
need; and that the kitchen employees at Five Crowns 
Restaurant drive their own automobiles and park on the 
residential streets. 

Mr. Ran Newcomb, 3 Sandbar, appeared before the Planning 
Commission in support of the project. He stated that he 
had heard only negative comments concerning the project 
during a local SPON meeting; that the traffic generated 
would be reduced by half; that the zoning is the highest 
and best use; that there does not appear to be a view 
obstruction to anyone; that there would be no fill; he 
would have to agree with the Traffic Engineers' opinion 
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regarding required parking; that the majority of the 
residents would be over 70 years old; that the bright 
lights would be controlled; that the subject site needs 
a good looking project; and he concluded that the 
setback design should not be objectionable. 

Mr. Steve Prough, 527 Hazel Drive, appeared before the 
Planning Commission. Mr. Prough recommended an EIR and 
General Plan Review for the subject site that would 
include overall development of Corona del Mar; the 
project would not be economically feasible unless the 
applicant develops the number of units requested; that a 
General Plan would consider the highest and best use for 
the site; that he may be in support of the project if 
the height would be lowered; if the project should fail 
what would occur; and the applicant should provide an 
interior design and how the facility could be converted 
from its current use. 

Mr. Gared Smith, 424 Rivera Terrace, appeared before the 
Planning Commission. He stated that from his experience 
as an architect which has included numerous multiple 
residential units, that the residents have a viable 
concern regarding the future of the proposed building if 
it should not be economically successful. He supported 
the use for the site, the architectural characteristics, 
and the proposed landscaping. He ,had concerns regarding 
the setback adjacent to Hazel Drive and the southerly 
property line because no area is planned for 
landscaping; that the parking plan does not show any 
columns which will reduce the parking widths; the 
applicant is requesting a residential use with a 
commercial setback; the parking structure grade is 
proposed to be below Hazel Drive; and he stated his 
concern regarding the 8 foot hole; there is no elevation 
on the plan to show what the building is going to look 
like along Hazel Drive or the southerly porcion of the 
si te; the units that will be looking out at masonry 
walls; 8 feet is provided for a fire access; and the 
height of the building from the terrace level is 60 feet 
and six stories. He stated that the Planning Commission 
will be able to put conditions on the project concerning 
architecture, landscaping, and underground utilities. 
Commissioner Debay complimented Mr. Smith on his letter 
that he had previously submitted to the Planning 
Commission regarding the project. 

Mr. Don Jacobs, 309 Poppy Avenue, appeared before the 
Planning Commission in support of the project. He 
stated that the project will be locally owned and is 
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designed by local residents; the project fits in 
architecturally with the neighborhood; it provides views 
of the ocean and is within walking distance of the 
stores; the residents would be able to walk on Poppy 
Street to Ocean Boulevard; that the present site 
consists of an unsightly building; and that the proposed 
project is an opportunity to provide an asset to the 
community providing an important facility. 

The Planning Commission recessed at 10:20 p.m. and 
reconvened at 10:30 p.m. 

Mr. George Thagard, 4545 Gorham Drive, representing the 
Cameo Community Association, appeared before the 
Planning Commission to support the project. He stated 
that the project would satisfy the community; it is a 
permanent residential-type facility, nota high traffic 
generator; it is not loud; it would fit in with the 
community; it would be a good buffer between the 
commercial area and the residential area; that the 
development would be an added landmark; that the current 
site has gone from bad to worse; and that an EIR would 
show that the natural habitat would return to the area 
after the reconstruction. 

Mr. Dan Wiseman, 336 Hazel Drive, appeared before the 
Planning Commission in opposition to the project. He 
stated that he is concerned about the density, height, 
parking, and the environment of Buck Gully. He stated 
that from his house he will be looking at the full six 
stories of the proposed project; that the natural 
habitat may not return after the project has been 
developed; that the applicants should contact The Irvine 
Company to develop the project in the Downcoast area; 
that there would be a more suitable project in the 
future; that the project would impact the village 
atmosphere; that the financial feasibility is important; 
and that the employees from The Five Crowns Restaurant 
park on the local residential streets. In response to a 
question posed by Commissioner Koppelman· asking what he 
would build on the site inasmuch as he is a builder. Mr. 
Wiseman replied that he had not taken the site into 
consideration but that maybe a nice quaint commercial 
use with English roofs would be appropriate. 

Ms. Wendy Crimp, Seaward Road, appeared before the 
Planning Commission in support of the proposed project. 
She approved the architecture and landscaping, and she 
stated that the current building is an eyesore. As a 
registered nurse at a local hospital, Ms. Crimp 
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emphasized the need for this type of facility so that 
the local residents would be able to remain in the 
community, and that they would continue to have an ocean 
view. 

Mr. Phillip de Carion, 2524. Ocean Boulevard, property 
owner, appeared before the Planning Commission. Mr. de 
Car ion stated that he is very concerned about the best 
use and what would be acceptable to the neighborhood for 
the subject property. He stated that the subject 
faCility would be the most appropriate, and the 
applicants are local and respond to the concerns of the 
community. Mr. de Carion commented that the current 
structure on the subject property needs to be improved. 
In response to questions posed by Chairman Pers6n, Mr. 
de Carion stated that the property owners will not be 
making a profit on the sale of the property after 10 
years of improvements. 

Mr. Al Mayo, A. T. Leo's Restaurant and property owner, 
appeared before the Planning Commission in support of 
the project, and confirmed that the property owners 
would not be making a profit on the sale of the 
property. He supports the applicants because they are 
local residents, and he questioned what types of uses 
would be suggested for the property after the General 
Plan Review. 

Mr. Bill Todd, applicant, appeared before the Planning 
Commission. Mr. Todd stated that the applicants 
attempted to address the concerns of the local residents 
and the Planning Commission. He addressed the parking 
study that was done for the site; the applicants meeting 
with Chairman Pers6n and Commissioner Winburn regarding 
what they thought may be acceptable on the site; and the 
compromises that the applicants made to appease the 
residents and the Planning Commission. In response to 
questions posed by Chairman Pers6n, Mr. Todd stated that 
the original plans were shown to the Planning staff and 
to a group of residents including Mr. Dick Nichols. Mr. 
Todd commented that the applicants recently met with 
their professional advisers so as to provide a building 
that would be aesthetically pleasing. including a 
modified roof style and reducing the height of the 
building. Mr. Todd stated that the economics for the 
project are ntight". He said that there is a wealthy 
resident, a British Trust Company, and a major health 
care financier that are interested in financing the 
proj ect. He stated that if the Floor Area Ratio would 
be reduced to .8 no one would see the difference but it 
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would ruin the economics of the pro j ec t. Mr. Todd 
emphasized that Old Corona del Mar is the only area in 
Newport Beach that has a specific residential Floor Area 
Ratio of 1.5. He suggested modifications to the plan 
that could reduce the Floor Area RatiO, and he referred 
to residences on Poppy Avenue and Hazel Drive that are 
three stories above parking. Mr. Todd emphasized that 
the developers must deal with the facts. In response to 
Commissioner Winburn, Mr. Todd commented that the site 
should not be considered a commercial site. 

Mr. John Rabun, 419 Poppy Avenue, appeared before the 
Planning Commission to state his concerns regarding the 
propose size of the structure, the parking, and safety 
for the residents. 

Mrs. Carol Frost, 416 Hazel Drive, appeared before the 
Planning Commission to oppose the proposed project. 
Mrs. Frost compared the proposed project to the size of 
The Five Crowns Restaurant, and she concluded that said 
restaurant would be minute compared to the proposed 
project. She questioned the Cameo Community 
Association's support of the proposed project and if the 
homeowners concurred with the Association's approval of 
the project; she referred to the proposed development of 
the Downcoast area and what the aesthetics would be upon 
entering Corona del Mar; she questioned if 70 percent of 
the open space that the developers do not intend to 
develop includes Buck Gully inasmuch as no one develops 
said gully even though they may own the property. In 
response to numerous questions posed by Chairman Pers6n , 
Mrs. Frost replied that she would like to see a park, a 
church, or three residential homes on the site; and that 
she does not believe that the project will be 
financially feasible for the developers. 

Scott Centra, 620 Jasmine Avenue. appeared before the 
Planning Commission to oppose the project because it 
would not fit in with the village atmosphere; traffic; 
access for emergency vehicles; Corona del Mar is a 
tourist attraction and the site should have something 
creative on it; and the parking is becoming more 
prohibitive for the residents in the area. 

Mr. Ronald Kennedy. 550 Hazel Drive, appeared before the 
Planning Commission to request an EIR so that concerns 
regarding land fill could be addressed. In response to 
a question posed by Chairman Pers6n, Mr. Kennedy stated 
that he would agree with any use on the site if the 
project meets all of the requirements for the property. 
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and he stated that there are questions that remain 
unanswered. Mr. Hewicker responded to Mr. Kennedy's 
concern regarding land fill, and he stated that the 
height of any new structure on the subject site can be 
measured from the existing grade inasmuch as the grade 
was there when the height limits were established. Mr. 
Hewicker commented that if retaining walls or changing 
the grade of the property Were being considered, then 
staff would measure the height of the new building from 
the previous existing grade. Mr. Kennedy commented on 
his concerns regarding impairment of views, and Chairman 
Pers6n responded that the Planning Commission does not 
protect private views, only public views from public 
places. Commissioner Debay asked Mr. Kennedy if he had 
read the Initial Study and the Environmental Report for 
the previous project that was approved for the site, and 
what could be addressed in a new EIR that was not 
already addressed in the previous one? Mr. Kennedy 
replied that he had not read the reports. 

Mr. Jim Schindler, 409 Cabrillo Terrace, appeared before 
the Planning Commission to oppose the proposed project 
because the project would not fit in aesthetically with 
the community; that to impede the residents' view of the 
ocean would be a disaster and would affect the property 
values; that a project tha.t would add to the congestion 
on East Coast Highway and creates' traffic safety hazards 
and parking problems should be opposed; precedent 
established by this project would destroy the character 
of Corona del Mar; and the project should not be located 
in an old established residential community. 

Mr. Jim Crane, 323 Driftwood Road, appeared before the 
Planning Commission to state his conCerns regarding the 
length of time that it could take an emergency vehicle 
to go from the subject site to a hospital, and that many 
senior citizens just want to keep an automobile even if 
they do not drive. 

Mrs. Betty Felling, 309 Grand Canal, appeared before the 
Planning Commission to state that the Planning 
Commission should consider the cost of emergency 
services to the City that the facility will require; and 
the increased amount of water that will be used by the 
residents. 

Mr. Don Peterson, 249 Evening Canyon Road, appeared 
before the Planning Commission to state that his 
concerns are the bulk; that to realize the economic 
feasibility of the project that there needs to be a high 
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density; that a compromise should be considered between 
the developer and the property owner so that the density 
could be reduced considerably; that the residents will 
need to be selected to meet all of the requirements to 
live in the facility; that senior citizens do like to 
drive automobiles; and he stated his concerns regarding 
·U· turns at Seaward Drive or to drive through the 
Shorecliffs Community to approach the traffic signal at 
East Coast Highway and Morning Canyon Road, 

Mr. Jon Christeson reappeared before the Planning 
Commission in response to previous testimony as follows: 
emergency vehicle use will not dramatically increase; 
setbacks off of Hazel Drive average between 12 to 17 
feet; landscaping can be planted on top of parking 
structures; legal threats - the applicants would prefer 
to work within the process estahlished by the City; to 
establish a park the City would have to purchase the 
property, parking would have to be provided, there would 
be an increase in traffic, and children would be playing 
on the site; 'if a post office would be established on 
the site there would be a heavy traffic impact; to use 
the 360 foot length of the property they have developed 
a long building; TransAmerica has never lost a project 
and they operate the facilities at about 99 percent full 
capacity so the facility should be on the site for many 
years; the applicants cannot be responsible for everyone 
that would make a ·UH turn on Seaward Road, the project 
will not create additional automobile traffic on-site; 
and the applicants would cooperate with CalTrans if they 
wanted to make any intersection changes; that the roof 
heights conform with the City's regulations; that the 
residents will not be packed into the one bedroom units; 
that there is a distinct difference between congregate 
care and residential care; the land fill dates back to 
1935 when much of Corona del Mar was developed; and that 
the six levels are not contiguous. 

Commissioner Debay suggested that the applicants could 
develop the project in increments so as to prove to the 
residents that the facility could be successfuL Mr, 
Christeson replied that the applicants will pursue the 
facts from the Traffic Study that was done through the 
City to verify what was projected is correct. 

In response to Commissioner Pomeroy's request, Mr. 
Christeson described from the drawings how the 
applicants could redraw the project so as to move 6 
units from Wing Hen; to reduce the structure's height to 
comply with the height limit; and to modify the roof. 
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In response Co quesCions posed by Commissioner Merrill, 
Mr _ Chrisceson replied chac if che projecc would be 
modified as stated, that the facility would remain at 
120 units, and between 1,000 squsre feet to 1,200 square 
feet would be eliminated. 

In response to questions posed by Commissioner Koppelman 
and Commissioner Merrill regarding the setbacks along 
Hazel Drive and the fire access, Mr. Christeson 
described the setback distances between the proposed 
structure and the dwellings on Hazel Drive. 

Mr. Christeson advised Chairman Pers6n that he would be 
willing to redraw the plans if the Planning Commission 
could give che applicants' guidelines. Chairman Pers6n 
stated that he had a concern regarding the parking 
formula. 

Commissioner Pomeroy scated that chree years ago he had 
an opportunity to process plans for a senior cicizen 
facility that included congregate care, personal care, 
and nursing care which prompted him to investigace 
thoroughly this type of a project. He confirmed Mr. 
Christeson's statements regarding parking inasmuch as 
the residencs of congregate care had automobiles, but 
when they moved to a personal care unit chey were 
willing to get rid of their. aucomobiles and CO change 
their lifestyle. He stated thac che parking 
requirements for personal care were one - tenth of what 
they were in the congregaCe care faciliCy. He suggested 
chat che residents opposing the projecc take advantage 
of technical information that is available to understand 
the lifestyle, and he suggested the University of 
Southern California Geriatrics Study Group. 

Commissioner Pomeroy stated thac he does not question 
the parking formula, the traffic would be less than the 
current permitted USB, and he commented that it appears 
that there are residents who do not want che proposed 
project on the site. 

Commissioner Koppelman stated that her concerns are to 
keep the special community characcer of Corona del Mar, 
and to reduce the bulk of che projecc specifically off 
of Buck Gully. 

Commissioner Di Sana addressed Che sensitivity chaC che 
applicants have for the projecc on the proposed site; 
chat there is a need for a senior citizen facility 
somewhere in Newport Beach; and he suggested that the 

-24-

INDEX 



':. <:OMMISSIONERS 

ROLL CALL 

MINUTES 

April 21, 1988 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

applicant return with a redrawing of the project. 

Commissioner Debay stated that as a registered nurse, 
she. is aware of the need for a personal care facility, 
and that she would like to see the project work. She 
requested that the applicants reduce the project, and to 
go back and review the financial feasibility to see if 
there would be a way to decrease the density further so 
that the Planning Commission would know that the 
neighbors' concerns are being considered. 

Commissioner Winburn questioned the number of employees 
that the applicants have considered during the peak 
shift hours, and where, if needed, the additional 
employees would park their automobiles. She commented 
that personal care residents do not drive automobiles, 
that she agrees with the concept of the faCility, and 
that personal care would be better than congregate care 
because the senior citizens would not be driving on to 
the street. Commissioner Winburn stated that if the 
applicants reduced the intensity, that would increase 
the parking area. 

Commissioner Pomeroy suggested that the applicants 
reduce the overall height, reduce the mass, and that 
they consider changing the mix of the studio unit and 
one bedroom unit. He explained that the same number of 
units would be available, but it would cut down the 
floor area. He commented that there may not be a major 
impact on the income but it would be a method of finding 
extra space for parking and to cut down the Floor Area 
Ratio at the same time. 

The Planning Commission recessed at 11:58 p.m. and 
reconvened at 12:00 midnight. 

Mr. Christeson and Chairman Pers6n discussed a 
continuance of the subject use permit, and the 
additional time that the applicant would need to redraw 
the plans, and to meet with the community and staff. 

Mr. Seltzer reappeared before the Planning Commission 
and he stated that the Steering Committee of the 
Neighbors to Preserve Corona del Mar would be willing to 
meet with the applicants, and he suggested that the 
applicants come back with a proposal that would be half 
the size that is currently proposed. He commented that 
the community feels that cosmetic changes would not be 
enough. He stated that it would have to be substantive 
or the residents will fight the project. 
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No 
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Kotion was made and voted on to continue Use Permit No. 
3312 and Traffic Study to the Planning Commission 
meeting of June 9, 1988. KOTION CARRIED. 

* * * 

IN:lT1"'T'ED BY: The City of Newport Beach 

motion 
providing 
without 

a discussion by the Planning Commissioners, a 
made to maintain the current status of 

reports to the Planning Commission 
recommendations. Motion was voted on, 

KOTION W\lUU .. U.", 

* * * 

ADDITIONAL BUSINESS: 

INDEX 

tional 

excuse Chairman Pers6n J£~!£~!!-
nann1nJ!l ... Commission meeting. Person 

Kotion was made and voted 
from the Kay 5, 1988. 
KOTION CARRIED. excused 

* * * 
ADJOURNMENT: 12:08 a.m. Adjournment 

* * * 
JAN DEBAY. SECRETARY 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH PLANNING COI4KISS:lONi\ 
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ROLL CALL 

Motion 
Ayes 
Absent 

I ~ ... ~L Planning Direct:or, stated t:hat: the 
applicant: h:;;--";;'~~~::~t~~hat this item be continued to 
the June 23, 1988, • Commission meeting. 

Motion was made and voted on to Use Permit No. 

!~~~O~oC::I:.ne 23, 1988, Planning ~<~ 

A. Traffic Study (Cont:inued Public Hearing) 

Request to approve a traffic study so as to permit: t:he 
construction of 120 unit elderly personal care facility 
on property located in the P-C District. 

AND 

B. Use Permit No; 3312 (Continued Public Hearing) 

Request to permit the construction of a 120 unit elderly 
personal care facility on property located in the P-C 
District. The proposal also includes: a request to 
allow a portion of the structure to exceed the basic 
height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District; a 
request to construct a flag pole on top of the structure 
which exceeds 50 feet in height; a request to establish 
an off-street parking requirement based on a 
demonstrated formula; and a modification to the Zoning 
Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking spaces in 
conjunction with a full time valet parking service. 

LOCATION: 

ZONE: 

APPLICANT: 

OWNER: 

Parcel No. 1 of Parcel Map 85-257 
(Resubdivision No. 811), located at 3901 
East Coast Highway, on the southeasterly 
corner of East Coast Highway and Hazel 
Drive, in Corona del Mar. 

P-C 

Emerald Associates, Newport Beach 

A.T. Leo's Inc .• Irvine 
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Mr. Jon Christeson, applicant, appeared before the 
Planning Commission. He stated that subsequent to the 
April 21, 1988, Planning Commission meeting, the 
applicants met with the TransAmerica representatives who 
would be operating the facility, Mr. Victor Regnier, 
Architect, and the property owners in the area. Mr. 
Christeson stated that the meetings resulted in 11 
design changes, and he withdrew to the display area to 
address said changes. Mr. Christeson explained that 
units were removed and shifted; front and rear yard 
setbacks were increased; that 11 parking spaces were 
added; the building height was reduced; thst the number 
of units was reduced from 120 to 108; that the square 
footage of the building was reduced from 66,000 square 
feet to 56,740 square feet; the Floor Area Ratio was 
reduced from .99 FAR to .849 FAR; that the open space 
was increased from 57 percent to 60 percent; that the 
existing restaurant and shops generate 670 trips per day 
compared to the proposed 278 trips per day; and the 
Victor Regnier, Architect, study states that the 
proposed project will produce 162 trips per day. Mr. 
Christeson referred to Mr. Regnier's study dated June 3, 
1988, that compares facilities in the Beverly Hills area 
to the proposed project, and he stated that the highest 
parking demand of the facilities was .17 parking spaces 
per unit compared to the proposed 51 parking spaces for 
108 units or a ratio of .47 .spaces per unit. 

Mr. Christeson compared the building height of The Five 
Crowns Restaurant of 32.5 feet to the proposed project's 
eastern most Wings A & B of 28 feet, and Wings C & D, 
the western most portion of the site, of 29 feet. Mr. 
Christeson stated that the proposed project with the 
exception of the cupola is under the height of The Five 
Crowns Restaurant. Mr. Christeson stated that the 
proposed project is similar to a two-story building; 
that the third story is hidden in the roof so that what 
is seen is a two-story building; that the elevation 
closest to East Coast Highway is 14 feet above the 
sidewalk; and that the elevation adjacent to The Five 
Crowns Restaurant is 18 feet above the sidewalk. He 
described the project's frontage area; that 35 percent 
of the building is sunken into two lower basements that 
are below the plane of the sidewalk; and that the Floor 
Area Ratio of the above grade portion including the 
unseen attic in the third floor is .55 FAR. 

In conclusion, Mr. Christeson quoted from Mr. Regnier's 
foregoing letter in which Mr. Regnier stated that .... 1 
am impressed with the careful approach you have taken in 
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developing both the architectural and the human services 
concept. It is an exemplary development that will set a 
precedent for quality and innovation." 

In response to a question posed by Commissioner Pomeroy, 
Mr. Christeson replied that the applicants met with 
representatives of the Shore Cliffs Homeowner's 
Association, Cameo Highlands Homeowner's Association, 
and the Neighbors to Preserve Corona del Mar on three 
separate occasions following the April 21, 1988, 
Planning Commission meeting. 

Mr. Jim Crane, 323 Driftwood Road, appeared before the 
Planning Commission. Mr. Crane stated that he had 
conducted a delivery truck traffic survey of The Five 
Crowns Restaurant from June 2 through June 7, and that 
the number of trucks that had entered and departed said 
site numbered from 10 trucks to 18 trucks on a daily 
basis. He concluded that the proposed project would 
have similar delivery truck service; however, said 
trucks would have to make a U-turn at either Seaward 
Road or Morning Canyon Road. Discussion ensued between 
Mr. Crane, Chairman Pers6n, and Commissioner Pomeroy 
regarding the subject site which has an approved use 
permit allowing a restaurant operation, and that the 
subject restaurant has an equal number of delivery 
trucks as the proposed project. 

Mr. Len Seltzer, Chairman of the Neighbors to Preserve 
Corona del Mar, appeared before the Planning Commission. 
He stated that the committee met with the applicants on 
June 1, 1988, that they were denied access to the plans, 
and that they did not have input into the proposed 
project. He stated that the committee concluded that 
the applicants made minimal changes to the proposed 
proj ect since the April 21, 1988, Planning Commission 
meeting, including proximities to Buck Gully, inadequate 
parking, traffic congestion, safety, and precedent 
setting nature of the development. He commented that 
the committee is concerned that the General Plan review 
does not include the subject site, and they have 
requested an intensity and density be established on the 
site to recognize the special nature of Corona del Mar. 
Mr. Seltzer stated that the traffic on East Coast 
Highway through Corona del Mar is overloaded, and the 
denSity should be thoroughly investigated before any 
increase is warranted. Mr. Seltzer stated that the 
committee opposes the proposed project; however, if the 
applicants constructed a facility that would include a 
low profile building in keeping with the character of 
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Corona del Mar, it could then answer the environmental 
concerns, parking, traffic and safety problems that 
concern the residents. He contended that the applicants 
have underestimated the number proposed for staff and 
the parking needs for the 122 residents, and he 
commented on the concerns that the residents have 
regarding emergency vehicles. 

Mr. Seltzer requested a citizen's panel to discuss the 
best use of the subject site that would satisfy the 
Planning Commission and serve the community. Mr. 
Seltzer referred to the reasons why the Planning 
Commission denied the Crown House project on the site in 
October, 1985, and he stated that the same reasons 
should be applied for the proposed project. Mr. Seltzer 
stated that the Steering Committee for the Neighbors to 
Preserve Corona del Mar consists of Marian Parks, Fred 
Andresen, Oakley Frost, Dick Nichols, and Bill De Mayo. 

Mrs. Marian Parks, resident of Shore Cliffs, appeared 
before the Planning Commission on behalf of the Shore 
Cliffs Homeowner's Association. She referred to said 
Association's letter dated June 7, 1988, opposing the 
subject project because of the size and scope of the 
development, the probability that Shore Cliffs will be 
used for employee and visitor psrking, and the increased 
traffic impact in Shore Cliffs. 

Mr . Fred Andresen appeared before the Planning 
Commission to read a letter that had been submitted to 
the Planning Commission by Mrs. Judy Dobbs, a resident 
of Shore Cliffs. The letter stated that Mr. and Mrs. 
Dobbs owned and operated a similar facility to Emerald 
Village in Orange County, and she stated their concerns 
regarding the project based on their experiences as 
follows: the parking lot was filled with resident, 
visitor, and employee vehicles; traffic from delivery 
trucks and resident transportation throughout the day; 
safety for the residents who need additional care 
inasmuch as the facility would be on a busy 
thoroughfare; daily trash pickups; emergency equipment 
several times a week; community meetings and special 
events were held at the facility on a regular basis; and 
consideration for the safety of the Shore Cliffs 
residents. 

Mr. Oakley Frost, 416 Hazel Drive, appeared before the 
Planning Commission. He referred to the Shute, Mihaly & 
Weinberger letter dated June 6, 1988, which states that 
based on the population and building intensities set 
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forth in the General Plan Land Use Element, it is not 
possible for the Planning Commission to proceed with the 
project. He stated that the applicants informed the ad 
hoc committee that economically they could not reduce 
the project. Mr. Frost contended that the subject 
facility is not an appropriate use of the property, and 
he explained why an Environmental Impact Report is 
necessary. He further stated his concerns regarding the 
financial success of the project. 

Discussion ensued between Mr. Frost and Chairman Person 
if the Planning Commission has the right to consider the 
economic feasibility of a project. Mr. Frost stated that 
the City could be legally liable for residents residing 
in the facility who are not capable of taking care of 
themselves and who could wander from the site. 

Commissioner Debay referred to the Initial Study 
conducted on the Crown House, and to a memorandum dated 
April 21, 1988, from Robert Burnham, City Attorney to 
the Planning Commission in response to concerns 
expressed by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, Attorneys, that 
the City is currently in the process of updating the 
General Plan Land Use Element for the purpose of 
establishing non-residential intensities. She indicated 
that the proposed project. is almost classified as 
residential, and that multi-residential was mentioned by 
the Corona del Mar ad hoc committee. Commissioner Debay 
commented that the environment has not changed since the 
Initial Study was written. 

Assistant City Attorney Korade stated that the economics 
of a project are not part of a particular factor to be 
considered in granting a particular use permit or review 
a particular traffic study, that it is outside of the 
scope of the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission as 
defined by the Municipal Code. In reference to 
potential liability, Ms. Korade explained that there are 
discretionary immunities that the City carries in 
granting use permits, and presuming that the Planning 
Commission is acting in good faith, the Commission would 
be immune from any type of liability for its actions. 

In response to a concern posed by Mr. Frost, Chairman 
Person explained that if the application would be 
approved by the Planning Commission, that the subject 
facility would be the only approved use, and another use 
would have to come back to the Planning Commission for 
discretionary approval. 
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Mr. Hewicker advised that a letter had been received 
from Mr. James T. Capretz, Capretz & Kasdan, Attorneys, 
regarding the subject project. 

Mr. Dick Nichols, 519 Iris Avenue, appeared before the 
Planning Commission. Mr. Nichols presented a history of 
development for the subject site because he felt thet it 
was important while the Planning Commission was 
considering the zoning of the property. He addressed the 
buffer that existed between the commercial and 
residential areas; the setbacks; the lot lines; the 
previous uses on the subject property; he suggested that 
the property should be restored; that the property had 
been previously used as a parking lot and he indicated 
that parking lots previously have been approved in the 
R-2 District adjacent to commercial areas throughout 
Corona del Mar; that the natural grade on the rear 
portion of the property is below the existing grade; 
that the proposed wing of the structure closest to Buck 
Gully is over the allowable height on the residential 
property; the residential property height limit is still 
shown on the City Map and anything in the residential 
area should be that height; that the natural grade has 
been enforced throughout the City; and that it is not 
possible to tell the proposed height of the structure 
from the building plans. 

Mrs. Karen Cross, 525 Hazei Drive, appeared before the 
Planning Commission. Mrs. Cross stated that her husband 
is a member of t,he Los Angeles Fire Department and she 
addressed the following concerns: that the residents 
will increase the medical responses of the Fire 
Department; traffic will be increased into and out of 
the complex; that it would be difficult to maneuver 
emergency equipment at the rear of the facility adjacent 
to Hazel Drive; and emergency equipment on East Coast 
Highway will create additional traffic problems. 

Mr. Cole Behringer, 421 Surrey Drive, appeared before 
the Planning Commission. Mr. Behringer stated that his 
profession relates to geriatrics, and that it is his 
opinion the proposed ratio of staff to patients is 
under-mentioned. 

Mrs. Pat Shapiro, 287 Evening Canyon Road, appeared 
before the Planning Commission. She stated that the 
proposed use would create more traffic than the current 
uses, that there WOUld be more delivery traffic; and 
that the employees would deplete the proposed parking 
spaces. Chairman Pers6n and Mrs. Shapiro compared the 
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proposed use with the previous restaurants that have 
operated on the site, and the traffic and parking that 
could be created by a successful restaurant in the 
future. 

The Planning Commission recessed at 6:55 p.m. and 
reconvened at 9:05 p.m. 

Mr. Sernard Berg, 532 Hazel Drive, appeared before the 
Planning Commission. Mr. Berg questioned the analogy of 
previous statements regarding the number of trips, 
required parking spaces, and employee parking of the 
proposed project to a successful restaurant. Discussion 
ensued between Chairman Pers6n and Mr. Berg regarding 
the comparisons. Commissioner Debay commented that the 
Planning Commission depends upon data received from 
experts for professional advise to determine traffic 
analysis, etc. 

Mr. Haskel Shapiro, appeared before the Planning 
Commission. He stated that he is an engineer who has 
given expert advise, and he explained that it would be 
very difficult to predict traffic comparisons between a 
successful restaurant and the visitor traffic generated 
during the spring or summer to the proposed facility. 

Ms. Deborah Grosher, 703 Poinsettia Avenue, appeared 
before the Planning Commission. She questioned the 
comparison to the intersections of the Beverly Hills 
facilities inasmuch as the East Coast Highway traffic 
is the only inlet and outlet going to Laguna Beach. She 
stated that East Coast Highway cannot accommodate any 
increase in traffic. 

Mr. Dan Wiseman, 336 Hazel Drive, appeared before the 
Planning Commission. He stated that he is concerned 
that there will be employee parking on Hazel Drive, and 
he suggested that the facility should be penalized if 
the employees parked illegally. Mr. Wiseman commented 
that the proposed development would encroach into Buck 
Gully and he stated his concerns regarding the 
environment. 

Mr. Dick Spehn, 2666 Bayshore Drive, appeared before the 
Planning Commission. He stated that the traffic would 
be incredible considering the proposed development in 
the Downcoast area adjacent to Corona del Mar. 

Mr. Jon Christeson, applicant, reappeared before the 
Planning Commission in rebuttal to previous testimony. 
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He stated that the bus transportation goes in front of 
the site; that the staff ratio was developed by 
TransAmerica who operate 22 facilities; that the Fire 
Department will review the plans for the highest 
possible fire rating; that the staff is trained to 
prevent emergencies; that there is a 1.5 FAR for 
residential use in Corona del Mar and the applicants are 
requesting a .849 FAR; that the proj ect would reduce 
traffic; that the employee shift changes would be made 
so there would not be an overlap for employee parking; 
that based on a survey that the applicants had taken 
there would be s~fficient parking spaces considering the 
number of visitors that would be visiting the residents; 
that the original Crown House project proposed 111,000 
square feet and the proposed project has been reduced to 
one-half of that project; that a precedent has been set 
inasmuch as a residence has been constructed four to 
five stories into Ruck Gully; that there is a visual .55 
FAR; and he concluded by stating that the proposed 
project has achieved architectural and traffic 
solutions. 

Dr. Len Seltzer, reappeared before the Planning 
Commission and he emphasized that the vast majority of 
the residents of Corona del Mar oppose the project 
inasmuch as the impact on the community would be 
enormous. 

There being no others desiring to appear and be heard, 
the public hearing was closed at this time. 

Discussion ensued between the Planning Commission and 
staff regarding the buildable area not including Buck 
Gully. 

Commissioner Di Sano stated that the applicants and the 
residents have made legitimate points; the site has been 
designated for a senior citizen housing facility; that 
the residents in the area do have a right to a 
particular ambience; the uses that have been on the site 
have not preViously been successful; that he would like 
to see a similar project to the subject facility 
succeed; and that the applicants have attempted to bring 
some form of acceptance to the residents. 

Motion was made to approve the Traffic Study and Use 
Permit No. 3312 subject to the findings and conditions 
in Exhibit "An; however, the Floor Area Ratio shall be 
reduced from .849 FAR to .80 FAR. 
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Commissioner Merrill stated that he would not support 
the motion inasmuch as he had concerns that problems 
emanating from the facility could be locked-in and it 
would be difficult to solve any problems once the 
complex is built. 

Commissioner Debay stated that she would support the 
motion. She considered private property rights; that 
residents have the right to request what they desire in 
their neighborhood; that the developer has attempted to 
produce a fine project that is needed; and that she has 
to believe the information that was provided to the 
Planning Commission by experts. 

Commissioner Pomeroy stated that he would support the 
motion, and he addressed the high quality of the 
architecture that is in character with the neighborhood; 
the reduction of the buildable area; the increase in 
setbacks; the additional parking spaces; the reduction 
in traffic that the project would generate; that the 
residents do not want the project there but they do not 
know what they want; that the proposed use would be 
better than the present uses; that there is a need to 
provide this type of housing for Newport Beach 
residents; and that there is more safety in the proposed 
use than having a restaurant with people leaving 
intoxicated between 10:00 p.m. and 12:00 midnight. 

Commissioner Winburn requested that the motion be 
amended to include the increase in the square footage of 
parking spaces proportionately from the reduced FAR as 
stated in the motion. The maker of the motion concurred 
with the request to the amendment. In response to a 
question posed by Mr. Hewicker, Commissioner Winburn 
stated that there would be no change in the number of 
dwelling units. 

Chairman Pers6n stated that he would support the motion 
hesitantly; that the developer has reasonable rights to 
develop the property; that the project has been reduced 
to approximately one-half of the square footage that the 
Planning Commission denied for the Crown House and that 
was subsequently approved by the City Council; that the 
Floor Area Ratio would be reduced and the number of 
parking spaces would be increased; in comparison to 
alternative uses, the traffic could be far worse; that 
historically the subject site is difficult to develop; 
and that Condition No. 69 states that if it is 
determined that the health, safety, or welfare of the 
community is damaged, the Planning Commission has the 
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ability to bring the use permit back to the Planning 
Commission so as to modify the conditions of approval, 
or recommend to the City Council the revocation of the 
use permit. 

Kotion was voted on to approve Traffic Study and Use 
Permit No. 3312 subject to the findings and conditions 
in Exhibit "Aft including Condition No. 71 requesting 
that the Floor Area Ratio be reduced from .849 FAR to 
.80 FAR, and that the reduced buildable area be 
converted into parking spaces. MOTION CARRIED. 

A. Traffic Study 

Findings: 

1. That a Traffic Study has been prepared which 
analyzes the impact of the proposed project on the 
peak hour traffic and circulation system in 
accordance with Chapter 15.40 of the Newport Beach 
Municipal Code and City Policy S-l. 

2. The project, as proposed, will generate less 
traffic than the uses which currently exist on-site 
in the evening peak hour on a daily basis. 

3. The increased traffic in the morning peak hour is 
less than 10% of exiSting traffic on any approach 
leg of affected intersections. 

B. Use Permit No. 3312 

Findings: 

1. The project will comply with all applicable City 
and State Building -Codes and Zoning requirements 
for new building applicable to the district in 
which the proposed project is located, except those 
items requested in conjunction with the proposed 
modifications, the height of the flag pole, and the 
use permit for the excess building height. 

2. That the proposed development is consistent with 
the General Plan and the adopted Local Coastal 
Program, Land Use Plan, and is compatible with 
surrounding land uses. 

3. Adequate off-street parking and related vehicular 
circulation are being provided in conjunction with 
the proposed development. 
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4. The building height will result in more public 
visual open space and views than is required by the 
basic height limit. 

5. The bUilding height will result in a more desirable 
architectural treatment of the building and a 
stronger and more appealing visual character of the 
area than is required by the basic height limit. 

6. The building height will not result in undesirable 
or abrupt scale relationships being created between 
the structure and existing developments or public 
spaces inasmuch as the project has provided 
increased setbacks from public streets and 
adjoining residential property. 

7. The structure will have no more floor area than 
could have been achieved without the use permit for 
the building height. 

8. That the height of the flag pole located on top of 
the proposed elevator and stair tower is acceptable 
inasmuch as it is a minor architectural feature 
which is in keeping with the style and architecture 
of the bUilding. 

9. That the design of the proposed improvements will 
not conflict with any easements acquired by the 
public at large for access through or use of 
property with the proposed development. 

10. That the use of tandem parking spaces in 
conjunction with a full-time valet parking service 
will not, under the circumstances of this case be 
detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, 
comfort and general welfare of persons residing and 
working in the neighborhood or be detrimental or 
injurious to property or improvements in the 
neighborhood or the general welfare of the City, 
and further that the proposed modifications are 
consistent with the legislative intent of Title 20 
of the Municipal Code. . 

11. That public improvements may be required of a 
developer per Section 20.80.060 of the Municipal 
Code. 

12. That Section 13.05.010 of the Municipal Code 
requires that public improvements be completed in 
commercial areas prior to the issuance of Building 
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Permits for'a new structure. 

13. That the sidewalk along East Coast Highway is the 
only pedestrian access between the Shorecliffs 
Development and the business district of Corona del 
Kar on the southerly side of East Coast Highway. 

14. That a Negative Declaration with supporting Initial 
Study was previously certified by the City Council 
in conjunction with the approval of Use Permit No. 
3155. The information contained in that 
environmental document is adequate for this project 
in that the environmental effects are similar to 
the previous project and no additional mitigation 
measures are needed. No additional environmental 
documentation is required. 

15. The approval of Use Permit No. 3312 will not under 
the circumstances of this case be detrimental to 
the health, safety, peace, morals, comfort and 
general welfare of persons residing and working in 
the neighborhood or be detrimental or injurious to 
property or improvements in the neighborhood or the 
general welfare of the City; and further, the 
proposed modification so as to allow tandem parking 
spaces is consistent with the legislative intent of 
Title 20 of the Kunicipsl Code. 

Conditions: 

1. That development shall be in substantial 
conformance with the approved plot plan, floor 
plans, elevations and sections, except as noted 
below. 

2. That a hydrology and hydraulic study be prepared by 
the applicant and approved by the Public Works 
Department, along with a master plan of water, 
sewer and storm drain facilities for the on-site 
improvements prior to issuance of a grading permit. 
Any modifications or extension to the existing 
storm drain, water and sewer systems shown to be 
required by the study shall be the responsibility 
of the developer. 

3. That all improvements be constructed as required by 
ordinance and the Public Works Department. 

4. That a standard 
accompanying surety 

use 
be 
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guarantee satisfactory completion of the public 
improvements,if it is desired to obtain a building 
permit prior to completion of the public 
improvements. 

5. That the on-site parking, vehicular circulation and 
pedestrian circulation systems shall be subject to 
further review by the Traffic Engineer and shall be 
modified in the following manner: 

a. Access to the subterranean parking area shall 
be a minimum of 24 feet wide. 

b. Parking shall not be permitted within the 
circular motor court so as to provide required 
emergency vehicle access to the project. 

c. That the planter at the center of the circular 
motor court shall be redesigned to Fire 
Department standards. 

d. That the driveway design shall conform to 
Standard Plan 110-L. 

e. That the proposed drives and ramps shall not 
exceed a 15 percent slope with change of grade 
not to exceed 12 percent. 

f. A minimum five foot sidewalk shall be provided 
on the west side of the driveway. 

6. That an access ramp be constructed per City 
Standard No. ISl-L at the intersection of East 
Coast Highway and Hazel Drive; that unused drive 
aprons be removed and replaced with curb, gutter 
and sidewalk along the East Coast Highway and Hazel 
Drive frontages; and that all deteriorated portions 
of curb, gutter and sidewalk be reconstructed along 
East Coast Highway and Hazel Drive frontages. 

7. That all work within the East Coast Highway right
of-way be completed under an Encroachment Permit 
issued by the California Department of 
Transportation. 

S. That the intersection of the East Coast Highway and 
drives be designed to provide Sight distance for a 
speed of 40 mile per hour. Slopes, landscaping, 
walls and other obstructions shall be considered in 
the sight distance requirements. Landscaping 
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within the sight distance line shall not exceed 
twenty-four inches in height. The sight distance 
requirement may be approximately modified at non
critical locations, subject to approval of the 
Traffic Engineer. 

9. That prior to issuance of any grading or building 
permits for the site, the applicant shall 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Public Works 
Department and the Planning Department that 
adequate sewer facilities will be available for the 
project. Such demonstration shall include 
verification from the City's Utilities Department 
and the Orange County Sanitation District. 

10. County Sanitation District fees be paid prior to 
issuance of any building permits. 

11. That a minimum of 51 offstreet parking spaces sball 
be provided for the proposed development. 

12. Construction shall meet the requirements of the UBC 
and the California Administrative Codes - Titles 19 
and 24. 

13. Fire Department access shall be approved by the 
Fire Department. 

14. The entire building shall be sprinklered. 

15. The building shall be equipped with smoke detectors 
and a fire alarm system. 

16. All exit stairways must lead to an exit path that 
is continuous to a public way. 

17. Access to the building for Fire Department use 
shall occur at each exit point and the main lobby. 

18. Class I standpipes shall be required at locations 
to be designated by the Fire Department. 

19. Consideration of the use of ramps and exiting may 
have to be given in building design if non
ambulatory residents occupy the building. 

20. Final plans shall be 
Department. pte Fire 
additional setbacks on 
provide emergency access. 
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21. That valet 
times. 

parking service be provided at all 

22. That all employees shall park their vehicles on
site. 

23. That all mechanical equipment and trash areas shall 
be screened from Hazel Drive, East Coast Highway 
and adjoining properties. 

24. That all signs shall be in conformance with the 
provision of Section 20.06.050 A3 of the Newport 
Beach Municipal Code and shall be approved by the 
City Traffic Engineer if located adjacent to the 
vehicular ingress and egress. This shall not 
preclude the applicant from requesting a 
modification for the size, number and location of 
proposed project signs in accordance with Section 
20.06.100 of the Newport Beach Municipal Code. 

25. That any proposed landscaping adjacent to the 
public right-of-way be approved by the Public Works 
Department. 

26. A landscape and irrigation plan for the project 
shall be prepared by a licensed landscape 
architect. The landscape plan shall integrate and 
phase the installation of 'landscaping with the 
proposed construction schedule. Prior to 
occupancy, a licensed landscape architect shall 
certify to the Planning Department that the 
landscaping has been installed in accordance with 
the approved plan. 

27. The landscape plan shall be subject to the review 
of the Parks, Beaches and Recreation Department, 
and the approval of the Planning Department and 
Public Works Department. 

28. The landscape plan shall include a maintenance 
program which controls the use of fertilizers and 
pesticides. 

29. The landscape plan shall place heavy emphasis on 
the use of drought-resistant native vegetation, and 
be irrigated with a system designed to avoid 
surface runoff and over-watering. 

30. That the lighting system shall be designed and 
maintained in such a manner as to conceal the light 
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source and to minimize light spillage and glare to 
the adjacent residential uses. The plans shall be 
prepared and signed by a Licensed Electrical En
gineer; with a letter from the Engineer stating 
that, in his opinion, this requirement has been 
met. 

31. Development of site shall be subject to a grading 
permit to be approved by the Building and Planning 
Departments. 

32. That a grading plan, if required, shall include a 
complete plan for temporary and permanent drainage 
facilities, to minimize any potential impacts from 
silt, debris, and other water pollutants. 

33. The grading permit shall inclUde, if required, a 
description of haul routes, access points to the 
Site, watering, and sweeping program designed to 
minimize impact of haul operations. 

34. An erosion, siltation and dust control plan, if 
required, shall be submitted and be subject to the 
approval of the Building Department. 

35. The velocity of concentrated runoff from the 
project shai.l be evalusted and erosive velocities 
controlled as part of the project design. 

36. That grading shall be conducted in accordance with 
plans prepared by a Civil Engineer and based on 
recommendations of a 80ils engineer and an 
engineering geologist subsequent to the completion 
of a comprehensive soil and geologic investigation 
of the site. Permanent reproducible copies of the 
"Approved a8 Built" grading plans on standard size 
sheets shall be furnished to the Building 
Department. 

37. Prior to the issuance of the grading permit, the 
design engineer shall review and state that the 
discharge of surface runoff from the project will 
be performed in a manner to assure that increased 
peak flows from the project will not increase 
erosion immediately downstream of the system. This 
report shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Planning and Building Departments. 

38. That erosion control measures shall be done on any 
exposed slopes within thirty days after grading or 
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as approved by the Grading Engineer. 

39. That any roof top or other mechanical equipment 
shall be sound attenuated in such a manner as to 
achieve a maximum sound level of 55 dBA at the 
property 11ne. 

40. That any mechanical equipment and emergency power 
generators shall be screened from view and noise 
associated with said installations shall be sound 
attenuated to acceptable levels in receptor areas. 
The latter shall be based upon the recommendations 
of a qualified engineer, practicing in acoustics, 
and be approved by the Planning Department. 

41. Final design of the project shall provide for the 
incorporation of water-saving devices for project 
lavatories and other water-using facilities. 

42. All on-site drainage shall be approved by the City 
Grading Engineer. 

43. The interior noise levels of the units shall not 
exceed 45 dB CNEL, and shall be verified by 
acoustical studies for all units. 

44. The exterior living areas of the units shall not 
exceed 65 dB CNEL, and' shall be verified by an 
engineer specializing in acoustics. 

45. A notice of start of construction and a proposed 
construction schedule shall be provided to all 
residents and property owners within 300 feet in a 
manner acceptable to the Planning Department. 

46. A haul route permit, approved by the City Traffic 
Engineer, shall be required prior to approval of a 
grading permit. 

47. All parking and other on-site paved surfaces shall 
be routinely vacuum-swept weekly and cleaned to 
reduce debris and pollutants carried into the 
drainage system. 

48. Drainage facilities shall be properly maintained by 
the applicant and all subsequent owners/operators. 

49. Drainage improvements shall divert runoff from the 
adjacent natural slope to reduce water seepage and 
the risk of potential slope instability problems. 
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50. Mechanical ventilation shall be provided to enable 
windows to be closed. 

51. All windows and doors facing East Coast Highway 
shall have a sound transmission class rating of at 
least 27. 

52. 1Ia1cony walls may be required to be raised or 
balconies enclosed with green houses to sound 
attenuate exterior living areas to 65 dB CNEL or 
less. 

53. Party walls and floor/ceiling assemblies must be 
designed to have a sound transmission class rating 
of 50. Floor/ceiling assemblies must be designed 
to have a impact insulation class (IIC) rating of 
50. 

54. All windows and doors of all units in the project 
shall be tight fitting, well sealed, and weather
stripped assemblies. 

55. Openings in the building shells such as wall
mounted air conditioners, exhausts, vents, etc .. 
must be eliminated or acoustically treated to 
prevent noise leaks to the interiors. 

56. Construction activitfes' shall be limited to the 
hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., Monday through Friday, 
and 8 a.m. to 5 ·p.m. on Saturday. Construction 
activities shall not be allowed on Sunday or 
holidays. 

57. The excavation 
safety hazards 
phases. 

area shall be fenced to prevent 
during the grading and building 

58. Control techniques shall be used to reduce fugitive 
dust generation including watering or the reduction 
of surface 'wind speed using windbreaks or source 
enclosures. Watering, the most common and 
generally least expensive method for dust control, 
provides up to 50 percent control. 

59. Disruption caused by construction work along 
roadways and by movement of construction vehicles 
shall be minimized by proper use of traffic control 
equipment and flagmen. Traffic control and 
transportation of equipment and materials shall be 
conducted in accordance with state and local 
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requirements. 
reviewed and 
Department. 

A traffic control 
approved by the 

plan shall be 
Public \Jorks 

60. That construction equipment and operations shall 
not block or utilize any of the parkway area, 
except during the time the sidewalk and drives are 
being reperred and replaced. A plan shall be 
submitted showing how tbe building will be 
constructed without using the public right-of-way 
for shoring, excavation, material storage, or any 
other operation that will interfere with pedestrian 
movement in the parkway area. This requirement lIlay 
require that the proposed building and underground 
parking structure maintain an increased setback 
from Hazel Drive and East Coast Highway. This plan 
shall be approved by the Building and Public Yorks 
Departments prior to the issuance of grading 
permits. 

61. That off-street parking be provided either on-site 
or in an off-site parking location during 
construction of the project with a convenient 
shuttle for all construction personnel. 

62. That a lane closure permit shall be obtained froll 
the Business License Department and the California 
Department of Transportation for all off-site 
deliveries of materials to the subject property. 

63. That the required number of handicapped parking 
spaces shall be designated within the on-site 
parking area and shall be used solely for 
handicapped self parking and shall be identified in 
a manner acceptable to the City Traffic Engineer. 
Said parking spaces shall be accessible to the 
handicapped at all times. One handicapped sign on 
a post shall be required for each handicapped 
space. 

64. That the Public Yorks Department plan check and 
inspection fee shall be paid. 

65. That the plans be modified to show the existing 
corner cut-off at the southeasterly corner of East 
Coast Highway and Hazel Drive and that the proposed 
building shall not encroach into the corner cut-off 
area. 
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66. That it is the intention of this use pet1Dit to 
constitute the official zoning of the subject 
property in accordance with Title 20 of the 
Municipal Code, the Land Use Element of the General 
Plan and the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 
and said use permit shall run with the life of the 
property or until such time as the Land Use Element 
of the General Plan and the Local Coastal Program 
Land Use Plan are amended. 

67. Occupancy of the facility shall be limited to 
persons ,62 years of age or older. (A younger 

,spouse of a qualified resident may occupy the 
facility.) State 'law may further restrict 
occupancy to persons 62 years of age or older. 

68. Ancillary commercial uses in the structure shall be 
for the use of residents and their guests and shall 
not be available to members of the general public. 

69. The Planning Commiss ion may add/or modify 
conditions of approval to this use permit, or 
reco_nd to the City Council the revocation of 
this use perDIit, upon a determination that the 
operation which is the subject of this use pet1Dit, 
causes injury, or is detrimental to the health, 
safety, peace, morals, comfort, or general welfare 
of the community. 

70. That this use permit shall expire unless exercised 
within 24 months from the date of approval as 
specified il\ Section 20.08.090 A of the Newport 
Reach Municipal Code. 

71. That the Floor Area Ratio of the project shall be 
reduced from .849 FAR to .80 FAR, and that the 
reduction of buildable area (1.e .. 049 FAR) shall 
be converted into additional parking spaces. (This 
results in a net reduction of 3,272 square feet and 
a net increase of 3 parking spaces). 

* * * 
The Planning Commission recessed at 9:50 p.m. and 
reconvened at 10:00 p.m. 

* * * 
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8. 

9. 

That a 6 foot wide sidewalk be constructed along 
West Coast Hiqhway frontage I and that unused 

depressions be removed and existing drive 
aPlro.~»e reconstructed per City Standard l66-'L 

West Coast Highway frontage under an 

e:~~:::~~~~pe~~rm~i~t~r,i~S~SU~~ed by the California 
Department 

That this Use Perm~~lml.l expire unless exercised 
within 24 months date of approval as 
specified in Section 090 A of the Newport 
Beach Municipal Code. 

That the Planning Commission mav'~dd to or modify 
conditions of approval to this Permit or 
reCOllQllend to the City Council the of 
this Use Pexmit, upon a determination the 
operation which is the subject of this Use 
causes injury, or is detrilltental to the he,a'l!C<h 
safety, peace, morals, comfort, or general weLra~~ 
of 

• * * 

A. Traffic study (Public Hearing) 

Request to approve a traffic study in conjunction with 
the construction of a 77 unit senior congregate living 
facility. 

AND 

B. Use Permit No. 3303 (Public Hearing) 

Request to permit the construction of a 77 unit 
senior congregate living facility on property located 
in the P-C District. The proposal also includes. a 
request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed 
the basic height limit in the 32/50 Foot Height Limita
tion District; a request to establish an off-street 
parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula; 
and 'a modification to the Zoning Code SO as to allow 
the use of tandem parking spaces in conjunction with a 
full-time valet parking service. The proposed project 
is similar to a previous project approved by the City 
Council and which is scheduled to expire on December 9, 
1987. 
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LOCATION: 

ZONE. 

APPLICANT: 

OWNER. 

Parcel 1 of Parcel Map 85-257 (Resub
division No. 811), located at 3901 
East Coast Highway. on the southeasterly 
corner of East Coast Highway and Hazel 
Drive, in Corona del Mar. 

P-C 

S.J.S. Development Corp., Beverly Hills 

A.T. Leo's, Inc •• Irvine 

2'he public bearing- was opened in connection with this 
item and Mr. Earl Sherman. applicant, appeared before 
the Planning Commission. Mr. Sherman summarized the 
backg-round of the subject use permit. He explained 
that the final permit was held up by the Coastal 
Commission. which is a requirement to obtain financing-, 
because one of the existing lenders on the property 
refused to sign a Subordination Agreement required by 
the Coastal Commission in recording a Deed of 
Restrictions on the property. Mr. Sherman said that 
the Subordination Agreement bas been received and that 
they are prepared for the final Coastal Commission 
permit· so as to proceed with the project. 

Mr. Sherman stated that there is a need for senior 
housing in Corona del Mar, that Corona del Mar has a 
high percentage of senior citizens, that the subject 
site is well adapted for senior citizens, that the site 
has previously had numerous problems with the 
neighborhood, that the proposed project would be 
compatible to tbe area, that the traffic would be less 
than the current use, that this is the same project 
that was previously approved by the City Council on 
December 9. 1985. tbat there would be a financial 
hardship if the use permit would not be extended, and 
that he has reviewed and concurred with the findings 
and conditions for approval in Exhibit wSw. 

In response to numerous questions posed by Commissioner 
Koppelman regarding here say that the applicants have 
marketed the proposed project, and that twice as IMllY 
rooms could be available if the two bedroom units would 
be modified. Mr. Sberman replied that the applicants 
intend to comply with the use permit. that they bave 
discussed the project with financial associates and at 
present there are no plans to sell the facility. that 
in tbe process of financing the project, the applicant 
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has spoken to many financial people and that they have 
received offers from people who would like to purchase 
the facility. Mr. Sherman concluded that the 
applicants intend to be owner/operators of the 
facility. 

Mr. Dan Wiseman, 336 Hazel Drive, appeared before the 
Planninq C.-.ission so as to recommend denial of the 
proposed project for the follawinq reasons: that the 
proposed 77 unit project could become a 146 unit 
project, that the parkinq requirements would not be 
accurate if the project did contain 146 units, that he 
was concerned where the employees of the proposed 
facility would park, and that the proposed project 
would impose a visual impact in the Buck Gully 
corridor. 

Mr. Dick Nichols, 519 Iris Avenue, appeared before the 
Planninq C.-.ission to reCOlQll\end denial of the proposed 
project. A primary concern of Mr. Nichols was that the 
bedroollls in the COllllllOn li vinq area could be used by 
lIIOre than one person. He maintained that several of the 
lenders have requested that this be allowed in the 
rules, which he commented could be accomplished in a 
lease •. Mr. Nichols cOll1lDented that more occupants would 
create additional traffic, which would increase the 
already heavy traffic on East Coast Hiqhway throuqh 
Corona del Mar. He commented that the Corona Hiqhlands 
COIIUIIUnity Association has requested that no ·U· turns 
be permitted at the Seaward Avenue/East Coast Hiqhway 
intersection which would force traffic to use the 
traffic siqnal at the Morninq Canyon Road/East Coast 
Hiqhway intersection, and that would increase the 
traffic at said intersection. Mr. Nichols stated that 
the proposed project's density would be hiqher th41l 
many hotels within the City, and he commented on the 
structure's encroachment into Buck Gully. 

In response to a question posed by Commissioner 
Pomeroy, Mr. Nichols replied that the Corona del Mar 
Community Association, which he is representinq as a 
member of the Board in addition to himself, continue to 
have mixed views of the proposed project similar to 
those views that they expressed two years aqo: the 
project's density; that they are not aqainst senior 
housinq in Corona del Mar but that other areas in 
Corona del Mar may be more appropriate, that the 
project is beautiful; and that many of the project's 
proposed amenities previously approved have been cut 
back. 
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In response to questions posed by COIII\Ilissioner Debay 
regarding the restriction of the number of automobiles 
that the residents may have. Mr. Nichols replied that 
the occupants Who will be paying high rent will be very 
mobile residents and that even if they do not 
personally drive. they will be associated with 
individuals who do drive. 

Mr. Sid Soffer, 900 Arbor Street, Costa Mesa, appeared 
before the Planning COIIIIIIission to cOllllllent on staff's 
recommendations of approval or denial as stated in the 
Exh1l>lts of all staff reports. 

Mr. Walter Ziglar, 327 Poppy Avenue, appeared before 
the Planning Commission as a ~er of the Board of the 
Corona del Mar COIIIIIIUnity Association. He referred to 
the 160 residents Who signed the petition opposing the 
project that was submitted to the Planning Commission 
at the August 25, 1985, Planning COlIIPIission meeting. 
He commented that originally the project looked good, 
the majority of the residents thought the project was 
high density; that the developers did not compromise 
with the residents; that automobile restrictions would 
be difficult to enforce, heavy traffic on East Coast 
Highway, and he emphasized that the residents had 
concerns regarding employee -and -valet parking which 
would overcrowd their residential area with parking. 

In response to questions posed by Commissioner Winburn. 
Mr. Ziglar replied that the petition was not 
recirculated, however. there was discussion among the 
residents during the past two months and that he is not 
repeating concerns from two years ago. 

Mr. Sherman. applicant, reappeared before the Planning 
Commission in rebuttal to the aforementioned comments. 
He stated that the City Traffic Engineer has informed 
him that the proposed project would be a good use for 
the site because there would be less traffic than if 
the site contained a commercial use, that less than 25' 
nf the senior citizens have automobiles; that the 
number of parking spaces has been calculated to be more ( 
than adequate, that there will be no more than 15 
employees on-site at one time; that the project was 
designed so as to protect the Buck CUlly view corridor, 
that 95\ of the residents gave their support; and that 
senior citizens have contacted the applicants stating 
that they are interested in moving into the facility. 
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In response to a question posed by Commissioner Debay 
regarding the restriction of the number of automobiles 
permitted by the residents, Mr. Sherman replied that 
because the Coastal Commission requested that the 
applicants increase the garage area, the applicants 
have planned tandem parking, that an advantage of 
congregate living is that the residents do not have to 
provide their own transportation, and that it would be 
difficult to limit the number of automobiles. 

There being no others desiring to appear and be heard, 
the public bearing was closed at this time. 

In response to a question posed by ComMissioner Debay 
regarding a requirell\ent to restore excavation if the 
project did not proceed as planned, Mr. Hewicker 
replied that there was a requirement on a previous 
project that the applicant must restore the excavation 
1f the applicants lost their financing. 

The Planning Commission and Mr. Hewicker discussed the 
Floor Area Ratio of the proposed project as opposed to 
projects that have been developed in Corona del Mar. 
Mr. Hewicker concurred that the typical approved 
density by the Planning COlIIIIission in Corona del Mar 
has been .75 - .83 Floor Area Ratio and that the 
proposed project is 1.98 ,Floor Area RatiO, or 1.60± 
including the subject property located in Buck Gully. 

In response to a question posed by Chairman Person, 
Patricia Temple, Principal Planner, explained that the 
square footage calculations have been adjusted but that 
it appears that there are increases of square footage 
within the service areas. 

COIIIlIIissioner Koppelman stated that she did not 
previously support the proposed project and that she 
would not support the project now. She explained that 
the intensity is twice that of any structure in Corona 
del Mar, that there would be no extra parking available 
in the area if extra parking would be needed, she 
described the traffic patterns that would take place' 
which would create heavy traffic on East Coast Highway 
and in the residential areas, that the project is too 
bulky for the site and is inappropriate for the site, 
and that the two bedroom units could be feasibly 
occupied by four people. 

Motion was made to deny Use Permit No. 3303 and Traffic 
Study subject to the Findings in Exhibit "A". 
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In response to questions posed by Commissioner Pomeroy 
regarding the use permit process and the applicant's 
request for an exten"ion to the use permit, Chaiman 
Person explained that previous applications that have 
been more complex than the subject use permit have 
successfully been approved by the City and the Coastal 
Commission within two years. 

Commissioner Winburn stated that she would support the 
IIIOtion because there is no difference between the 
previous projeet denied by the Planning Commission and 
the subject application, that the traffic problems 
remain the same, and that there remains concerns from 
the homeowners as previously stated. 

COIIuIIissioner Debay stated that she would support the 
motion, but that she also has a concern regarding 
senior citizen housing. 

Chairman Person stated that he would support the 
motion. He eoaanented that he does not disagree with 
the concept of senior housing, however, this project is 
too dense on a site which is difficult because of lack 
of on-site parking, and if the applicant would come 
back with a smaller Floor Area Ratio that maybe he 
could support the project' but it would have to be 
within the Floor Area Ratio that has been previously 
approved by the Planning Commission in Corona del Mar. 

Commissioner Merrill stated that he would support the 
motion. He co_nted that he supports senior citizen 
housing, however, he opposed the project because of the 
intensity, the employee parking, the traffic p,roblems, 
automobile restrietions would not be suceessful, and 
that the project is not in a good location. 

Motion was voted on to deny Use Permit No. 3303 and 
Traffic Study subject to the Findings in Exhibit "A". 
MOTION CARRIED. 

A. TRAFFIC STUDY 

Finding: 

1. A. Traffic Study is not required for a project 
which is denied. 
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B. USE PERMIT NO. 3303 

Findinqs: 

1. The project will be detrilllental to the health, 
safety, peace, comfort, and qenera1 welfare of 
persons residinq or workinq in the neiqhborhood of 
the proposed use and detrilllental or injurious to 
property and illlproveaents in the neiqhborhood or . 
the qeneral welfare of the City in that the 
structure exceeds the basic heiqht limit and is 
1arqer and bas IIIOre bulk than other uses in COrona 
del Mar and will reduce pUblic views of Buck Gully 
fro. East coast Hiqhway. 

2. The structure will be visually imposing and out of 
scale with the surroundinq community. 

3. 

4. 

The intensity of the project results in difficult 
site access. 

Construction of the project will require intensive 
qradinq, which may affect the sensitive resources 
in Buck Gully. 

• •• 

~~e,st to permit the installation of a neW auto spray 
in conjunction with an existinq custom car 

mallufa;~~r:Lng and repair facility on property located 
Il-~"'I\ District. 

LOCATION: 

ZONE: 

APPLICANT: 

OWNER: 

Record of Survey 5264-451 
(~~ibdiv:LslLon No. 105), located at 1577 

Avenue, on the westerly side 
of Pla~~1:ia Avenue, between 16th Street 

C, 

and Place, in the West 
Newport area. 

M-I-A 

Gaffoqlio Family Metalb.raft"rs, Newport 
Beach 

Prillle Properties Development 
Newport Beach 

The public hearinq was opened in connection with 
item, and Mr. Gordon Holcomb appeared before 
Planninq COIIIIBission on behalf of the applicant. Mr. 
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A. Traffic Study (Continued Public Hearing) 

Request to approve a traffic study so as to permit the 
construction of 120 unit elderly personal care facility 
on property located in the P-C District. 

AND 

B. Use Permit No. 3312 (Continued Public Hearing) 

Request to permit the construction of a 120 unit elderly 
personal care facility on property located in the P-C 
District. The proposal also includes: a request to 
allow a portion of the structure to exceed the basic 
height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District; a 
request to construct a flag pole on top of the structure 
which exceeds 5Q feet in height; a request to establish 
an off-street parking requirement based on a 
demonstrated formula; and a modification to the Zoning 
Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking spaces in 
conjunction with a full time valet parking service. 

LOCATION: 

ZONE: 

APPLICANT: 

OWNER: 

Parcel 1 of Parcel Map 85-257 
(Resubdivision No. 811), located at 3901 
East Coast Highway, on the southeasterly 
corner of East Coast Highway and Hazel 
Drive, in Corona del Mar. 

P-C 

Emerald Associates, Newport Beach 

A.T. Leo's Inc., Irvine 

James Hewicker, Planning Director, referred to the staff 
report addendum distributed to the Planning Commission 
regarding the Floor Area Ratios of previous projects 
approved in Corona del Mar, and to the Memorandum 
addressed to the Planning Commission from the City 
Attorney's Office dated April 21, 1988, in response to a 
letter from Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, attorneys at 
law, dated April 15, 1988. Mr. Hewicker acknowledged 
the letters of opposition to the proposed project 
received by staff from the residents of Corona del Mar, 
and he requested that said residents inform staff what 
they would propose as an alternative to the site 
inasmuch as staff is preparing a review of the General 
Plan. 
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date of 
of 

approval as 
the Newport 

A. General Plan Alnendme:nt 85-1 (el (Public Hearif!C]l 

Consideration of an amendment to the Land Use Element 
of the Newport Beach General Plan so as to redesignate 
a portion of the subject property froID. "Low Density 
Residential" to a ~in&d desi<p\ation of "Ade;inistra
tlve, Professional and Financial ConIrIercial" .and 
"Retail and service Commercial", and the acceptance of 
an environmental document. 

B. 1uDendPlent No. 7 to the Local Coastal Program (PUblic 
Hearing) 

Consideration of an amendment to the Certified I.ocal 
Cqastal Proqram, Land Use Plan, so as to redesi9Mte a 
portion of the property from "'Low Density Residential" 
to "Retail and Service Cocnmercial". 

ANI> 

c. Amendment No. 620 (Public Hearing) 

Request to amend a portion of District Map No. 18 so as 
to reclassify certain property from the R-l District to 
the C-l District. 

D. Traffic Study (PUblic Hearing) 

Request to consider a traffic study so as to permit the 
construction of an 60 unit senior congreqate livinq 
facility in the R-l (proposed to be rezoned to C-l) and 
the C-l Districts. 

ANI> 

-9-

Item No.5 

GPA 8S-1(c) 

AlDend.No.7 

Amend.No. 
620 

Traffic 

~ 

UP3155 

Continue'd 
to 
Oct.lO, 

~ 



COMMI$SIONERS 

ROll CAll 

",. ~:: .. -
<;0 

! ... ~~:: ~ 
ze_,."" a 
.:allllZ"'OZ 
c··oROO » .. 0"',.. .. ... 
Z. z 21 ... III 

-- - ---------

. MINUTES·' 

City of Newport Beach 

B. Use Permit No. 3lSS (Public Rearinq) 

Request to permit the construction of an 80 unit senior 
congreqate living facility on property located in the 
R-l (proposed to be rezoned to C-l) and the C-l Dist
ricts. The propoaal also includes; a req>leet to allov 
a portion of the structure to exceed the basic height 
limit in the 32/50 Poot Height Limitation District, a 
request to establish an off-street parking requirement 
based on a demonstrated formula, and a modification to 
the ZOning Code SO as to allow the use of tand_ 
parking spaces in conjunction with a full-time valet 
parking service. 

LOCATION. 

ZONEs: 

APPLICANT, 

OWNER; 

Lots 58-67 and a portion of Lot 68, 
Block A, Tract No. 673, located at 3901 
East Coast Highway, on the southeasterly 
corner of East Coast Highway and Huel 
Drive, in Corona del ~ar. 

R-l and C-l 

S.J.S. Development Corporation, Beverly 
Hills 

A.T. Leo's, Ltd., Irvine 

James Hewicker, Planning Director cOl1Qllented that copies 
of correspondence in support of the Crown House vert! 

subadtted to the staff on Tuesday afternoo~. August 20, 
1985. He referred to the addendum to the staff repor~ 
reCOllllDending revisions to Condition No. 22 and 
Condition No. 57 as requested by the applicant, and 
Condi tion No. 67 and Condition No. 68 as rec01llll\ended by 
staff. Mr. Hewicker stated that to limit the use of 
the site to a senior living facility as is bein9 
discussed, staff has concerns relative to uniformity of 
penDitted uses in C-l Districts throughout the City. 
Mr. Hewicker expressed concerns that staff has relative 
to the proposed Land Use Element of the General Plan 
Amendl!lent specifically referring to the view 
preservation and aesthetics of the proposal. 

In response to a question posed by COIIIIlIiss loner 
Kurlander regarding the proposed Condition No. 61 
stating "that the facility shall be limited to persons 
age 55 or older,· Patricia Telllple, Environmer.ta t 
Coordinator, replied that age 55 or older was suggested 
by staff for consistency with previous senior housing 
approvals granted by the City. 
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eo..1ssioner Xoppe~n asked What residential projects 
have been approved that would be in comparison to the 
S3.3 density unit buildable per acre of this project. 
Hr.. BWicker replied. that he does not consider this a 
residential project. instead as a residential care 
facility. He pointed out that the Lutheran Church 
Senior Citizen housing facility, ~ Apartments and 
the Villa Balboa-Versailles residential projects would 
all be 40.0 units per buildable acre or hiC)her. He 
further cc:8Ient.e4 that the proposed project could be 
cOlDptlrec1 to a hotel but the rooms are larger.. Chaixman 
Person opined Utat the proposed project ra.ay have the 
ancillary facilities of a hotel but that the occupants 
would not be lDOVing in and out on a dd,ly basis. 

The public hearing was opened in connection with this 
item, and Mrs. Jodie Sherman, 602 North Maple Drive, 
Beverly Hills, applicant, appeared before the Planning 
Coamission. Mrs. Shennan presented an over-view of 
the Crown House proposal and introduced Ron Yeo r 
Architect. She said that occupancy of the facility 
will be on a rental basis, and three 1tIeals a day will 
be provided in add! tion to many personal and 
recreational services. Mrs. Shennan described the 
project's design, and the advantages that the location 
has f~r senior citizen housing. 

Mrs. Sheman stated that the applicants and Kr. Yeo 
have met with many of the homeowners on Hazel Drive and 
Evening Canyon Drive at which time they presented the 
proposed project and Il'IOdel. She said that the 
applicants have ~t with the Corona Highlands 
Homeowners Association, Shorecliffs Homeowners 
Association, Corona del Mar civic Association, Corona 
del Mar C'baJI'Iber of COlIIIllerce, and OASIS. Mrs. Sherman 
commented that Mrs. Phipps on Hazel Drive, Shorecliffs 
Homeowners Association, Mr. John Killifer, and OASIS 
have written letters in favor of the project. 

On behalf of the applicants, Mr. Ron Yeo stated that 
the applicants concur with the findings and conditLona 
of approval in Exhibit -8-, including the two modified 
conditions and the two added conditions. He further 
stated that the applicants would also agree to raise 
the age It.1t to 62 years or older. 

In response to a question posed by CoIamissioner TUrner, 
Mrs. Sherman replied that the beauty shop would not be 
open to the public but only to residents and quests of 
the facility, and that the beauty shop would be open 
only a few days during the \lleek. 
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Hr. Ron Covinqt.on, 707 Orchid Street, appeared before 
the Planning Coadssion on behalf of the Corona del Mar 
Civic Association. Mr. Covinqt.on stated that the 
Association is requesting that the public headnq be 
continued to give the Association additional tillle for 
review of the project. He coa=ented that the 
Association feels that the project does have potential 
and could fit the need$ of Corona del Mar, but several 
of the Association's recommendations and concerns 
are that the parking requirement be increased I that the 
age limit be at least 62 years or older, that the food 
service should be a part of the resident' s lease 
agreement, that there be wider setbacks on Hazel Drive 
and Eaat Coast Highway I and that the project is too 
dense. 

Chairman Person asked Mr. Covington if staff's 
reCOl\lllH!nded Condition No. 67 stating "that the 
occupancy of the facility shall be limited to persons 
age 55 or older. State law may further restrict 
occupancy to persons age 62 or older" , would be 
acceptable. Mr. Covington replied that he would agree 
to this condition however he could not speak for the 
Association. Chairman PersOn also pointed out staff's 
recOllUllended Condition No. 68 stating "ancillary 
commercial uses in the st,ructure shall be for the use 
of residents and their quests and shall not be 
available to members of the qeneral public." He 
requested Mr. Covington and others to give their 
opinions regarding this added condition. 

Further discussion followed between Commissioner Turner 
and Mr. Covington regarding the proposed project's 
parking requirements. In SUlllllliU'y, Mr. Covington 
commented that the Association is concerned that there 
will be IIIOre traffic and parking than what has been 
projected. 

Mr. Walter Zigler, 327 Poppy, appeared before the 
Planning Commission. Mr. Zigler cOlDlllented that he 
likes the project, but he feels that the density may be 
too great. He COIIIpared the proposed facility with the 
Mesa Verde Senior residence, and stated that after 
discussing the parking situation with the owner of the 
Mesa Verde facility that one to one parkin9 would not 
be adequate because senior citizens have many visitors. 
Mr. Z!9ler also stated his concern regarding the 
possibility of valet and employee parking on Huel 
Street and Poppy Street. 
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In response to inquiries frOlll Coonadssioner Koppelman, 
Kr. Zigler replied that he would be looking directly 
over 5 Crowns Restaurant into the proposed Crown House 
facility. He said that he does not object to the bulk 
of the building but he does object to the nWllber of 
units and residents proposed for the facility, and the 
recoaaended parkin<J. 

Commissioner TUrner asked Mr. Zigler how the proposed 
facility could be compared to the Mesa Verde Senior 
facility. Mr. Zigler replied that Mesa Verde has a 
convalescent area and an apartment building on a two 
acre site, and that he believes that the two facilities 
>IOUld be comparable. 

Dr. Paul Johnson, 1425 Santanella Terrace, appeared 
before the Planning Commission. Or. Johnson stated his 
concerns and recommendations for the proposed facility 
sU9<]esting that considerin<J the residents average age 
wOuld be between 70 years to 7S years, that the ingress 
- egress of East Coast Highway could be extreaely 
dangerous and that he would recoaauend a change in the 
traffic pattern; he asked if the applicants have owned 
or managed a similar facility, and if so, could the 
facility be visited; he asked if a feasibility study 
had be.en done and if so, could it be made available to 
the Planning commission and to the publiCI he opined 
that the projected rental rate in excess of $2,000.00 
is double that of the average rental rate for a 
congregate care facility. He compared this rental rate 
with Regent's Point, Irvine, by stating that Regent's 
point is a life' care facility, and that The Irvine 
Company is considering a similar facility to the 
proposed facility adjacent to Regent's Point, Irvine. 
Dr. Johnson pointed out that the proposed project is a 
single use facility, that as the facility is proposed, 
and if it is not successful, that it could be a white 
elephant in Corona del Mar because there would not be 
another use for the building. Dr. Johnson asked that 
the public hearing be continued for further study and 
review. 

Chairman Person asked Dr. Johnson how this facility 
compares with the facility that Dr. Johnson has 
developed in Fountain Valley. Dr. Johnson replied that 
the main difference would be in the projected rental 
rates, that the level of services are about the same 
and that he recOllllbends a feasibility study to justify 
the projected rental rate. He also stated that the 
parking ratio is similar to the Fountain Valley 
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facility, however he reCOllllllended that a professional 
Traffic Engineering study be done comparing the 
proposed facUity with similar facilities in Southern 
California. 

Commissioner Turner and Dr. Johnson discussed the 
~its of a feasibility study. Commissioner Turner 
ppined that the City does not have the right to demand 
a feasibility study, whereas Dr. Johnson opined that 
the City has the obligation to protect the residents in 
the event the single use facility does not succeed and 
becomes an eye-sore. 

In response to Commissioner Winburn's inquiry regarding 
the proposed congregate care facility in Irvine, Dr. 
Johnson replied that the facility will be silltilar to 
Villa Valencia in Laguna Hills and the start of 
construction will be in approximately 3 to 6 months. 

Ms. Deedee Masters, 140 Fernleaf, appeared before the 
Planning Couaission, supporting the proposed project. 
Ms. Masters cOllllllented that she does not believe that 
the project is too huge, that the $2,000.00 monthly 
rental fee is not too high, that there is a need for 
the proposed concept, that the development would 
elimiriate previous problems that the City has had 
regarding useage of the property,' and that anywhere in 
Corona del Mar the ingress-egress is bad. 

Mr. Ray Sanford, 703 Narcissus, appeared before the 
Planning Couaission, in support of the proposed 
project. Mr. Sanford coomnented that his business 
research has shown that because the population of the 
elderly is increasing that affordable senior housing is 
a high priority and there is a need for the proposed 
concept. 

Mr. Larry Chang, 3901 East Coast Hi.,hway, appeared 
before the Planning Couaission to address Ming Dynasty 
restaurant's on-site parking problems. Chairman Person 
advised Mr. Chang to contact the Planning Department 
staff regarding the restaurant's operation. 

Mr. Min., Ching Chow, 3901 East Coast Highway, appeared 
before the Planning Couaission stating that he favors 
the subject site for a restaurant facility. 

The public hearing was closed at this time. 
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Oomm1ssioner Koppelman commented that she believes the 
project is appropriate to this particular site, and 
that this type of project should be encouraged. She 
discussed several of her concerns regarding the 
proposed develoPMnt stating that the pr:oject's 
intensity is not consistent with the neighboring 
businesses in Corona del Mar, that the project's four 
floors adjacent to East Coast Highway gives the 
i.q>ression of a so11d wall and that visually the 
building is IIIOre appropriate for a larger site, that 
the proposed building obscures the view throuqh Buck 
Gully, and that natural view corridors should be 
encouraged, that she was concerned as to whether the 
parking requirement of one parking space per unit is 
sufficient, that the building's intensity be reduced to 
1.25 buildable acre to COnfOnll with the surrounding 
area and to increase the parking so that staff 
concerns are taken into consideration as well as the 
requirements for the residential apartment renters, and 
to lllaXimize the setbacks to apen up the view corridors. 
Oomm1ssioner Koppelman suggested that . the public 
hearing be continued so that the applicant. could have 
81IIPle time to resul:llDi t plans that would meet the 
~idelines the Planning Collllllission recommend to the 
applicant. 

Discussion foll~ed between ~. Hewicker and 
ColIIIIIissioner Koppelman. Mr. Hewicker requested 
verification of the lot size a'iJainst which the 1.25 
floor area ratio would be calculated. ColIIIIIissioner 
Koppelman replied 1 times total lot size, 1.25 as it 
relates to the buildable area. 

In reference to the staff's Traffic Study, Rich 
Edmonston, Traffic Engineer, advised Commissioner Goff 
that the project's 320 traffic total is trip ends and 
not round trips. 

Mr. Hewicker stated that staff is concerned with the 
zonin'iJ chan'iJe AIlIendlllent to C-l ZOne. and the future use 
of the property if the proposed project is not built. 
Another project could then be proposed that may not 
need discretionary approval. If the project is built 
and could not continue, the C-1 District may allow uses 
which may not be acceptable on this site. He said that 
one possibility would be to reclassify the site to a 
Planned Co~nity ZOne. In accordance with the zoning 
standards. the property is too I!IIIIAll to be zoned to a 
Planned Community District but there are prOVisions in 
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the Code allowinq the City to lllalte a waiver in respect 
to the 8ize ot the parcel. If the parcel 18 zoned to 'a 
Planned Conm'nity Di8trict, then the use pendt QOUld 
~ the devel~nt plan for this particular Planned 
Conmmity and' no other use of the property could be 
achieved without _ndinq the Planned OoauWdty 
Devel~tlt plan. He said that one reason the zoninq 
chell<Je to ~rcial would be desireable for the 
applicant is because the applicant could 'let a 32/50 
foot helqht lilllit, but he further stated that under the 
Planned ec-amity zone the applicant could also 'let a 
32/50 foot heiqht limit. Hr. Hew1c:ker cOllllllented that 
typically busine8ses are not pez:m1tte4 in a residential 
district, however the Park Newport development vas 
developed under an unclassified zone and the developers 
came to the City with a use pendt wherein the 
re8idential project vas built and commercial uses were 
established in the OOIIIplex. 

'!'be public hearinq va8 reopened, and Chai:rman Person 
aaked Mr. Yeo to reappear before the Planninq 
CClllllliSBlon. Chail:lllall Person and Hr. Yeo discussed the 
appllcant's vlliinqneBS to continue the public hearinq 
and the time fr_ necessary to reaubadt new plans. 
Mi. Yeo stated that the applicant would aqree to the 
Planning Commission's decision. . 

CCIIIIIIissioner ltUrlander advlsed the applicant of his 
concern regardinq parkinq, specifically that if the 
parking is based on 16 employees in addition to 
occupants of the 80 units, that one parking space per 
unit may not be adequate and asked the applicant to 
subID1t an alternate parking plan. Hr. Yeo replied that 
the applicant would supply whatever parking the City 
requires, but that based on the re8ults of research by 
a professional Traffic Enqineer that 0.65 parking space 
per unit is UlPle and that 8111111ar facilities bave 
shown thl8 figure to be c:orrect. He 8aid that the 
Traffic Enqineer and the applicant aqreed that one 
parking 8pace per unit would be reasonable. Mr. Yeo 
asked statt on what basis the one parking space per 
unit was ba8ed. Ms. '1'eIIIp1e responded that the one to 
one parlcinq ratio include8 employee parking assuming· 
that not all of the residents have automobile8. 
CoIIa188ioner Kurlander stated that hi8 other concerns 
include ingress-egre88 on East Coast Highway, and the 
ma8Bive structure. 
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ec-1sBioner Winburn stated her concern J:e9ar4iJIcJ the 
project: 1Dgzess-egress on East Coast Hi'lhway, that the 
density of the {m)P08ed deve10JDe1lt is out of character 
with the Corona del Mar nei'lhbozbood, and that abe is 
requestinq a4ditiona1 infonation reqarding the 
nei'lhborbood structures hei'lht. Ccaai6sioner Winburn 
requested that the applicant lIISke the decisiOil 
reqardinq where the cuts should be in the pEOpoeed 
development. She opined that there is a need for this 
type of facility and that the location would be a 
deairaable location. In response to a question posed by 
Mr. Yeo, Coan!ssioner winburn stated that abe ls 
requesting a cut in .the mass of the structure and not 
the nUlllber of units. 

Coan!ssioner Goff stated that he is not as concerned 
with the visual 1I\8SS of the buUdin'l, but that he is 
concerned with what the density 1I\8y iJDp1y, an BXUlPle 
beinq the inqress-eqress on East Coast Highway. In 
reference to Condition No. 23 which states that "valet 
parking service be provided at 'all tilllea durinq the 
proposed development's hours of operation", 
eo-isBioner Goff reeamnended that the condition state 
"that valet parkin'l service be provided at all tiDes·. 
He coamented that if fiqurin'l the development's 320 
triPil in per day is baaed on a 16 hour period, that 
there \iOIlld be a trip' in . every 3 mnutes, and he 
s~izad these facts by statinq that he was not 
comfortable with the valet service coupled with a trip 
in every 3 minutes. Commissioner GOff opined that the 
solution may be to cut beck on the number of units. 

Commissioner 'rumer stated that in regard to the 
ingress-eqress, that there is a center divider in the 
middle of East Coast Hi'lbway, that Hazel Street is a 
narrow one-way street, and that in sUllllll8ry there is no 
otherw.y to drive on and off the slte. He c:onc:urred 
that -·there is a hazard on Bast Coast Hi'lbway and 
auqqestad that maybe a siqnal could be installed to 
alert the inqress-eqress traffic. In reference to view 
corridors, Coan!ssiolller Turner opined that the lllajodty 
of people are po •• ibly talkinq about the view throuqh 
Buck Gully, and l;6\X111111i8nded that the setback be moved 
beck on the left side of the project. He recOllllllendeci 
that the 5 foot sethac:k be _ad back on East Coast 
Hi'lhway to open up a view corridor and stated that the 
.buildinq could be brOken up with landscaping or 
architectural feature.. Ccaaieeioner Turner suqqeated 
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thAt as a sinllle purpose builcUng thAt the proposad 
davelOl88nt not be confuae4 w:l.th a hotel or an 
apartaIallt hut thAt the project _in as senior c:l.t1J:en 
hOWlinq OIIly. 

Cba:I.man Penson IIade a motion to cont1nue the pubUc 
hear:l.ng to October 10, 1985. 

~ssioner W:l.nburn III8de a subst:l.tute mot:l.on to 
continue the public hearing to september 19, 1985. 
MotiOIl voted on, JIOI1'I00 PAlLED. 

Motion voted 01\ to colltinlle the public heari"'l to 
Octcber 10, 1985, MOTION CAJtiIIBD. 

* * * 
The Planninq eo.ai.ssion recessed at 8.50 p.lII. and 
reconvened at 9.00 p.lII. 

cl 
subje 

• * • 

at to establish a photography stud:l.o which ill
clas~ instruction ill photography and related 

on property located ill the M-1-A District. 

LOCATION. Lots 11, 12, 50 and 51, Tract No. 3201, 
located at 2032 Quail Street between 

s Drive and Birch Street, aCl:OBS 
f the John Wayne Airport. 

ZOIfE. 11-1-1. 

l14urice She , Newport Beach 

OWIIBR. Wesley' Nutten III, Trustee c/o Seeley 
CO., Los Angeles 

JaDeS Hewicker, Planning Director, 
application is the relocation 
photoqraphy school. 

" ........... lIted that the 
of exist1nq 

TIle public bearinq was epened in connection wi this 
itea, and Mr. l14urice Sherman, 1940 Port Prove , 
appeared before the Planning ca=iesion. Mr. She. __ .... 
stated that he concurs with the findings and conditions'" 
in Exhibit -1.-. 
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• * • 

icker, Planning Director 
, City Attomey 

* * * 

Patricia Temple, Enviro 
W. William Ward, Senior PIa 
Donald Webb, City Engineer 
Rich Edmonston, Traffic Enginee 
Dee Edwards, Secretary 

• * * 

Minutes of September 19, 1985: 

Motion was IIWlde for approval of the September 1 1985, 
Planning CoIIIIdssion Minutes, which MOTION CARRIED. 

•. * • 

A. General Plan Amendment 85-1 (c) 
(Continued Public Hearing) 

Consideration of an amendment to the Land Use Element 
of the Newport Beach General Plan so as to redesignate 
a portion of the subject property from "Low Density 
Residential" to a combined designation of "Administra
ti ve. Professional and Financia 1 CoII\Inercial" and 
"Retail and Service Commercial", and the acceptance of 
an environmental document. 

AND 

B. Amendment No.7 to the Local Coastal 
Program (Continued Public Hearing) 

Consideration of an amendment to the Certified Local 
Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, so as to redesiqnate a 
portion of the property fro. "Low Density Residential" 
to "Retail and Service eo.mercial". 

INDEX 

.. 
Minutes of 
9-19-85 

Item No.1 

GPA 85-1(c) 

J\mendment 
No.7 to the 
Local 
Coastal 
Program 

Amendment 
No. 620 

Traffic 
Study 

Use l'ermit 
No. 3155 
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C. Amendment No. 620 (Continued Public Hearing) 

Request to _nd a portion of District Map No. 18 so as 
to reclassify certain property from the R-I District to 
the C-I District. 

D. Traffic Study (Continued Public Hparing) 

Request to consider a traffic study so as to permit the 
construction of an 80 unit senior congregate livinCJ 
facility in the R-l (proposed to be rezoned to C-l) and 
tbe C-I Districts. 

E. Use Permit No. 3155 (Continued Public Hearing) 

Request to permit the construction of an 80 unit senior 
congregate living facility on property located in the 
R-I (proposed to be rezoned to C-l) and the C-l Dist
ricts. The proposal also includes. a request to allow 
a port,ion of the structure to exceed the basic height 
limit in the 32/50 Foot ,Height ~imitation District, a 
request to establish an off-street parking requirement 
based on a demonstrated formula, and a modification to 
the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem 
parking spaces in conjunction with a full-time valet 
parking service. 

LOCATION. Lots 58-67 and a portion of Lot 68, 
Block A, Tract No. 673, located at 3901 
East Coast Highway, on the southeasterly 
comer of East Coast Highway and Hazel 
Drive, in Corona del Mar. 

R-I and C-I 

.( " 

Denied 

( 

APPLICANT. S.J.S. Development Corporation, Beverly Hi Is 

OWNER. A. T. Leo' 5, Ltd., Irvine 

Jall\es Hewicker, Planning Director, commented on the 
Septelllber 9, 1985, petition signed by 32 residents 
residing on Hazel Street and Poppy Street opposing the 
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proposed project, and the petition dated October 10, 
1985, representing 60 residents opposing a proposed 
convalescent hospital. Hr. Hewicker stated that the 
proposed project does not include a convalescent 
hospital. 

Patricia Temple, advised Chairman Person that staff has 
prepared floor area ratio infontlAtion based on the 
entire site size and the buildable area of the site. 

The public hearing was opened in connection with this 
item, and Hr. Earl Sherman, 602 North Maple, £Ieverly 
Hills, applicant, appeared before the Planning 
COIIIIaission. Hr. Sherman described the proposed 
project, and he advised that the redesign as requested 
by the Planning Coaaission at the August 22, 1985, 
meeting includes a modification to the previous design 
relating to the view corridor adjacent to Buck Gully, 
public safety access, and lessening of the visual bulk 
of the easterly wing of the building. Hr. Sherman 
stated that the applicant concurs with the findings and 
conditions for approval in Exhibit "An. 

Mr. Ron Yeo, architect, appeared before the Planning 
Coaais,sion. Hr. Yeo described the redesign of the 
proposed project adjacent,to Buck, Cully to expand the 
visual corridor, and he stated that the proposed 
facility'S traffic would be less than the site 
currently generates by the existing development. 

In response to questions posed by cOlllllli.ssioner 
Koppelman, Mr. Yeo described the proposed basement 
area, and he stated that the dwelling units in the 
basement area will be two bedrOOOll units with patios, 
and that there will be a slight slope to the second 
level parking area. 

Mr. Walter Zigler, 327 Poppy Street, appeared before 
the Planning Commission opposing the proposed project. 
He referred to the petition that he submitted. on 
September 9, 1985, and stated that he only found one 
resident on Poppy Street or liazel Street that was in 
favor of the project. Mr. zigler COIIIpared the proposed 
project's number of units and number of parking spaces 
to the nine hotels listed in the staff report by 
stating that seven of the hotels consist of one bed~ 
units and two of the hotels have a lIIinimal nUlllber of 
two bedrOOll\ units. He stated that Crown House requires 
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a .48 parking ratio for 77 two bedroom units or 154 
units parking ratio, which he stated is a lower parking 
ratio than the aforetnentiOned coarparable hotels.' Mr. 
Zigler stated that the .48 parking ratio does not 
include ""'Ployee or guest parking, and that there is 
virtually no off-street parking in the surrounding area 
because of the beacb parking and Five Crown Restaurant 
employee parking on Poppy Street and Hazel Street. He 
further stated that the proposed structure would be too 
dense for the low-profile ~ity. 

In response to a question posed by Commissioner Turner, 
Mr. Zigler repUed th.at he did not inquire how lIlany of 
the parking spaces were not beinq utilir.ed at the 
aforelllentioned hotels, whereby Commissioner Turner 
referred to the number of hotel unused parkinq spaces 
all stated in the staff report. Mr. Ziqler cOllllllented 
that he was informed by the Mesa Verde Senior Citizen 
IfOIIIe that one-balf Car space is provided per room for 
quests. 

In response to a question posed by Commissioner 
J:oppellllan, Mr.Zigler replied that the Mesa Verde Senior 
Citizen Home bas 40 parkinq spaces for 40 rooIIlS, 2 beds 
per room, and that there are 10 units of 2 bedroaas 
each in an adjacent building that has a SIIlllll parking 
lot. He opined that there is ample off-street parking 
in the Mesa Verde Senior Citizen Home area. 

Or. Paul R. Johnson, 1425 Santanella Terrace, appeared 
before the Planninq Cowaission in opposition to the 
proposed project. Or. Johnson ~lilllented the 
applicants on a well desiqned project and a project 
that is needed in the COIIIIIWtity; however, he strongly 
'emphasized that because many of the residents of the 
facility may not be ambulatory and who are elderly, he 
was concerned about their safety and that they should 
be protected from any possible danqer related to 
traffic on Bast Coast Hiqhway. 

In response to COIIIDissioner Winbum, Or. Johnson 
confirmed that the proposed project is silllilar to the 
personal care facility at Reqents Point, Irvine, and ( 
Villa valencia, Laquna Hills, and that the averaqe \ 
resident's aqe will be 7S years old to 80 years old. He 
cited that because many of the residents will not be 
driving that he has no problem with the nUlllber of 
proposed parking spaces. Commissioner Winburn informed 
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Dr. Johnson that the Plannil\9 Coaaission is aware of 
the dangers to the residents exitil\9 and entering East 
Coast Highway. Dr. Johnson opined that there is no 
solution to the danger problem. 

Callmissioner Turner aslced the applicant or staff to 
a<Jvise the nwnber of employees anticipated to be on 
site at one time and the physical capabilities of the 
individuals involved. He stated that he was of the 
opinion that the residents would not have advanced 
stages of physical disabilities. 

Mr. Dick Nichols appeared before the Planning 
eo.aission on behalf of the Corona del ~r ~nity 
ASsociation whereby he referred to a letter by the 
~ssociation supporting the proposed project because of 
the project's design, and the neighbors were in favor 
of the project. He cited that because of the 
aforementioned petitions that the ~ssociation's support 
could be swayed and turned around. He commented on 
several concerns of the ~ssociati6n, that each bedroom 
has a separate access to the living area and a totally 
independent person could reside there i.ncluding a nurse 
who is a mObile person, that there could be engineering 
problems because of the excavation of bedroclc and the 
possibility of sand, and how .the ~roposed project could 
be maintained as an elderly facility and not as a 
singles project if the facility should bankrupt. 

In response to questions posed by Commissioner Turner, 
Mr. Nichols stated that the Corona del Mar Community 
ASsociation has extensively reviewed and voted on the 
proj ect • and that he is the swing vote. He cOllllllCl\ted 
that prior to the aforementioned petitions opposing the 
project that the ~ssociation Board had only seen 
petitions that were in favor of the project. 

Mr. Hewiclcer stated that staff has r~nded that the 
site be zoned as a Planned Community District, and that 
a use pentit would govern the project operating on that 
site. He explained that if the proposed project does 
not succeed than each SUCceSsor on that site would need 
to operate within the conditions of a use pertnit. Mr. 
Hewiclcer stated that his personal research on similar 
Lutheran Church senior housing is that the average 
entry level age for a man and wife is 78 years old 
living in a two. bed1'OOlll, two bath unit. and each 
individual enjoys a separate bedroom and bath. He 
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cited that the Luthern housing facilities plan includes 
1/2 parkillCJ space per dwelling unit which includes 
employees and guests. 

Coamissioner Koppelman asked Hr. Webb if the traffic 
staff has developed a mitigation access on East Coast 
Highway and a U-turn on Seaward Road? Hr. Webb cited 
that records over the past four years have shown that 
only one accident may have been related to a U-turn, 
and that there are no records of accidents coming out 
of the driveway of the previous restaurants that have 
operated on the subject site. He said that because of 
past records that the area is not considered a high 
danger area, and that the normal standard used by the 
City and Cal-Trans to allow U-turns is barely met. Hr. 
Webb ~nted further that the City is hesitant ~t 
restricting U-turns in advance of seeing the problem 
occur because of the routing to the businesses across 
East Coast Highway from the proposed project. He said 
that the City has not ruled out prohibiting U-turns at 
Seaward Road and allow U-turns at' the traffic signal at 
Morning Canyon; or to make more room for a u-turn at 
seaward Road by prohibiting parking on the 5Cutherly 
side of East Coast Highway and shifting the striping 
slightly. eo-issioner Koppelman and Hr. Webb discussed 
the t'raffic pattern options on East Coast Highway at 
seaward Road. In repiy' to Commissioner Turner's 
inquiry regarding future definitive traffic 
recommendations, Hr. Webb stated that the problem is a 
subjective situation, and that the City waul" have to 
rely heavily on an in-house educational program for the 
residents. C01I1IIIissioner Koppelman inquired about the 
long traffic signal at Horning Canyon Road, and Hr. 
Webb stated that the State of California has set the 
traffic lights for a continuous flow of traffic on East 
Coast Highway I however, if the State received a 
reasonable request to change the traffic lights on 
Morning Canyon Road then the timing could be corrected 
in a short period of time. 

Hr. Ron Yeo reappeared before the Planning Coamission. 
Hr. Yeo stated that the applicants have projected 14 
day employees who will be driving an automobile, 6 
night employees who will be driving an automobile, and 
12 housekeeping employees who will probably not have an 
automobile but who will utilize public transportation. 
He opined that after the residents become accustomed to 
other conveniences offered by the facility that fewer 
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occupants will drive their own autOlIIObiles. Mr. Yeo 
said that the applicants are willing to cooperate with 
any finding that would IIIIlke the area safer for the 
residents. Mr. Yeo advised that the three bedroom 
unita were ClIIIitted in the projects redesiqn. He 
stated that the applicants did not canvas Poppy Street 
with a petition because they did not feel that the area 
would be hlpacted by the facility. COIIUIIissioner Goff 
discussed with Mr. Yeo and Mr. Webb.the feasibility of 
~ress on Hazel Street and ingress on East Coast 
Highway. 

The public hearing was closed at this t~. 
ComOBissioner Eichenhofer advised that she has listened 
to the August 22, 1985, Planning comOBission Meeting 
tape and she has read the minutes relating to the 
subject application. 

C.-dssioner Turner cOll1lllented that because the proposed 
project would create less traffic than other operations 
that would be developed on the subject property, that 
there have been noise problelllS on the site frOlll 
previous restaurant operations, that senior citizens 
have expressed a need for senior citizen housing, and 
that the proposed parking is adequate, he made a IIIOtion 
to approve General Plan l\IIIendment 85-1IC), Amendment 
No.7 to the Local Coastal 'program, Amendment No. 620, 
Traffic Study, and Use Permit No. 3155. 

~ssioner Koppelman stated that she has studied the 
traffic impact in the area since the August 22, 1985, 
Planning C.-dssion meeting and is concerned with the 
egress out of the project and the dangers to the senior 
citizens. She said that the 1.74 floor area ratio is 
higher than any structure approved in the area and 
would have' desired the project to be cut down to 1.25 
times buildable area. COIIIIIIissioner Koppelman made a 
substitute lIIOtion to approve General Plan Amendaaent 
as-lIC), Amendaaent No.1 to the Local Coastal Program, 
Amendment No. 620, Traffic Study, and Use Permit No. 
3lSS that would limit the floor area ratio of 1.25 
times buildable area of the site. 

Ms. Telllple advised that based on the standard Zoning 
Code definition of -buildable area- and the 
calculations of the building, that, the building is 
1.21 times buildable area. She stated that 1.74 times 
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buildable area referred to was deleting certain 
portions of the site which were in the slope area, and 
that Commissioner Koppellllan needed to clarify what to 
delete fran that specific calculation. Ms. Temple 
explained that 1. 27 times buildable area as defined in 
the Zoning Code is different from buildable 
acreage in the General Plan and she clarified that 
difference to COIIIIIissioner Koppelman. Chairman Person 
clarified the motion by reducing the floor area ratio 
1.27 times buildable area to 1.00 times buildable area. 
In response to a question posed by Commissioner 
Winburn, Ms. Temple advised that the difference between 
1.25 times the flat area of the site or 1.00 times full 
size of the site is 13 ,000 square feet. COIIIIIlissioner 
Koppelman clarified her motion by stating the building 
area would be 1.00 times the total site. 

Chaiman Person made a substitute substitute motion 
based on the size and bulk of the project, traffic 
problems and the concerns of the surrounding residents, 
to deny General Plan Amendment 85"'-1 (C), Amendment No. 7 
to the Local Coastal Program, Amendment No. 620, 
Traffic Study, and Use Permit No. 3155, subject to the 
findings for denial as set forth in Exhibit "A" and 
Exhibit -B" of the staff report of August 22, 1985. 

ComIlIissioner TUrner asked Ch;'i"";"n Person if he would 
consider a redesign of the project? Chaiman Person 
replied that the applicant has come back with a 
redesign and the applicant did not go far enough as 
suggested at the August 22, 1985 Planning Commission 
Keeting and there is still a difficulty with the mass 
and the traffic on East Coast Highway. Chairman Person 
commented that there has been concern among several of 
the Commissioners that if the project is approved that 
the City could possibly be held liable for the safety 
of .the residents on East Coast Highway, and based on 
that scenario he would not approve continuance of the 
project. 

Commissioner Koppelman advised that she would withdraw 
her substitute motion after hearing the reasons of the 

INDEX 

( 

substitute substitute motion, and she would support the \ 
substitute 5ubstitute motion. 

City Attorney Burnham stated that the Planning 
Commission and the Ci ty would not be liable for any 
facet of the proposed project. 

-(1-

" 



. tQM~. .;.;.;..;.fIN_SSK.-.· ~NRS...;' ;;;.;' ... 
71::/111 ;:" •• 
co .. 
.... % 

t..~r.l0. . . ],985 

! ~ 
z c .... 
c z .... 
za 

.... r.. "' 
III >-... z 
::0 zr-QX 

~ ;: ~: City of Newport Beach 

~. MINUTES 

.(\_C_M_L~~~~~ ________________________________ .I~N~~X ___ 

I 

! r 

Ayes 
Noes 

( 
\ 

~ x x x I~ 
x , 

The substitute IDOtion to deny General Plan lIIIIendillent 
No. 85-1 (C), AlMndaoent No. 7 to the Local Coastal 
Program, I\menC!JQent No. 620. Traffic Study, and Use 
Pemit No. 3155. subject to the findings in l!Xhibit -A
and l!Xh1bit -B- of the original staff report was voted 
on. and HO'l'ION CARRIED. 

A. General Plan AlMndment 85-1 (C) 

Findings: 

1. The proposed USe does not necessitate approval of 
a General Plan AlMndillent. 

2. Approval of a cOll'lllercial land use designation may 
enable development of a land use which is incom
patible with the existing residential neighbor
hood. 

B. Local Coastal PrO<JrUl lIIIIenc:sm<,nt No. 7 

Findings: 

1. The proposed use does not necessitate approval of 
a J.ocal Coastal progr;ua. Atne~dment. 

2. Approval of a commercial land use designation may 
enable development of a land use which is incom
patible with the existing residential neighbor
hood. 

C. Amendment No. 620 

Finding: 

1. The requested AlMndment is inConsistent with the 
Newport Beach General Plan and Certified Local 
Coastal Program Land Use Plan. 

D. Traffic Study 

Finding: 

1. A ~affic Study is not r~ired for projects which 
are denied. 
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E. Use Per.it No. 3155 

Findings. 

1. The project will be detrimental to the health, 
safety, peace comfort, and general welfare of 
persons residing or working in the neighborhood of 
the proposed use and detrimental or injurious to 
property and improvements in the neighborhood or 
the general welfare, of the City in that the 
structure exceeds both the basic and use pendt 
height lilDit, does not provide adequate emergency 
access and blocks pubUc views from East Coast 
Highway. 

2. The structure will be visually imposing and out of 
scale with the surrounding community. 

3. Environmental Documents are not required for 
projects which are denied. 

• • • 
The Planning Commission recessed at 8:55 p.m. and 
reconvened at 9:10 p.m. 

• • • 

est to approve the Final Map of Tract No. 12245, 
subd ding 9.604 acres of land into 47 numbered lots 
for sing family attached residential development, one 
numbered 1 for private recreational purposes I one 
numbered lot r public park purposes, and three 
lettered lots for ivate street purposes. 

LOCATION. Portions Blocks 93 and 96, 
Irvine's S ision, located at 875 
MaJ:<}Uerite Aven on the southwesterly 
corner of Marquer Avenue and Harbor 
View Drive, adjacent to Harbor View 
Hills. 

ZONE, P-C 

APPLICANT: LDM Development, Inc., Laguna Hills 
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I£CULAR COUNCIL KEtTING 
PLACE: COI,lRcil Cb .... e'l":;- ,....... •• ." 
nNE: 1:30 P.H. -::t .. ",:; 
DAtE; Dec •• be. 9, 1~5 

IUlLL tALL. 

The City ClerK presided for tbe election 
of the ftew HAYOa. and placed all .emhers 
of the Council on &Q equal ba,is to 
ao.1nate and elect. 

HotlO1l w& .... de co coa.duc:.t oral 
DOtIla.atlons for Kayor and ccnduct 
election by roll call vote. 

CoUllcll Kembel:' Strauss commented thac: 
Pbtllp Haurer has been Kayor for one 
rear uow, for what baa traditionally 
been a two-year tsr.. Be stated that 
'Phil has done an excellent job t and. "1t 

IIJ pleasure to noainate him .s Kayor 
fo the COII1ng year." 

s .. de to conduct otal 
~1D4tl0 for Mayor Pro Tem and 
coaduct tbe lection by roll call vote. 

Motion was .. de to adopt eeolucion ~:o. 
85-95 authorizing an allov ce of 
$287.79 per aDnth to the Kay 
accordance with Seetion 404 of 
Charter. 

8. the read ins of che Kln~es of the 
Meetina of November 25. 1985. vas 
vaived. approved .a written. ano ord~Lad 
filed, 

C. The read1uI in full of all ordinances 
and resolutiona under ~ons1deratioD WeB 

walved, and the City Clerk vas directed 
to read by titles ooly. 

D. HEARINGS: 

1. Mayor Maurer opened the public bearini 
"carding: 

GENEIW. PLAN AHEIIDHENT BS-I(C) 
COnsideration of aD amend.ent to the 
Laud Use Element of the Newport Beacn 
Ceneral Plan so .8 to redesignate a 
portion of the property located at 3901 
Eaat Coast Highway. Corona del Mar. !r02 
"Low-Denslty R.esidential" and a mixture 
of "Mminhtrative. Professlonal and 
Financial eo_ereiallt and "Ret.il and 
Seevice Commercial" to • combined 
destsnation of "Ad.inlstrative, 
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D.c •• ar 9... 1985 

1. 
Prole •• tonal and Ptnanct.l Commercial" 
aa4 "Multi-Faaily "sld.Gtlal," and the 
aceeptance of an !a.vlromaental t>ocueenq 
and 

aG 
Local Coastal Prolraa, 

LaDd Ua. Plaa, 80 •• to redesignate & 
portloa ot the property loeated at 3901 
leat eoast Il1gbwey, CQrona del Mar, fro. 
"Low-Oenslty aeatdent1.l" and "aetaU 
Ad SeC'Vtc:e C=-ercl.r' to • c:ocablned 
d •• lanation of "Adm!n18traclve, 
hofes.toacl aDd Pi:n.anc1.al Co_rcial" 
cad "Multi-r .. lly Restdential;'1 and 

__ NO, 620 (PlIOPOSEII ORIllNAIIC! 
IIO~ 85-311 - l.equ. •• t to amend. a porttOCl 
of Dt.trtct Hap No. 18 &0 a. to 
reela •• 1fy eertain property froa the a-I 
Diatrict and the C-l bistrict to the 
Pl&na&d Comaunlty District. and 

TIArF[C StuDY - Aequeat to consider • 
traffic. nudy 80 a. to penalt tbe 
coa8truct10Q of • aeventy-seven unit 
aeQtor congrecate living facility; and 

US! rERKIT NO, 3155 - lequ •• t to per.!t 
tbe cou8tructioQ of a .eventy-.even unit 
eeGlo~ CODlreaate living facility On 
property located 1n the ll-1 and tbe C-l 
Dtstricts (proposed to be rezone4 to 
P-C). The propos.l also includes: A 
~.qU8.t to allow • porclon of tbe 
structure to exceed the basic beight 
liatt iG the 32/50 Foot «.lSh. 
Lt.itat1on District; a request to 
e.tablish an off-street parking 
requirement baaed on a deeon.trated 
for.ula: and a modification to the 
Zon:1118 Cod. 80 a. to allow the use of 
taad .. parking apace. 1n conjunction 
with a full-time valet parking service. 

.. pon from. the Planaing Department, v •• 
presented. 

Letter. from Wally Zillar, Michael 
Cbaadler. and Cornelia and Walter Roy. 
opposing the project. vere presented. 

Letter fram Frtends of Oas1s in .upport 
of the proposed Crown Sou •• 
Hotel/Apartment ~.tdent1al Complex for 
today'. tndependent, active .entors, ~ •• 
pc •• ented. 
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Dec ..... 9,. 1985 

The City Cler~ reported t~'t ~fter the 
• cead. vaa printed, & petition 
contalntng 53 siln.curea, as weU a's" 
letter fro. A. K. HeOougal. Trust 
Officer for the Finch f.aily. whose 
property 18 located at 344-356 Hazel, 
u.. received 1n favor of the proposed 
project; and a letter of opposition to 
the proposed project vas received frO. 
~oaatbaQ Lehrer-Graiver of Westarn 
Center on Law and Poverty, Inc. 

It va. noted by the staff t~t this 
project vas before tbe City Councll on 
.pp •• 1 due to Plaaning Commission denial 
On Oeto~er 10, 198'. 

David Net.h. U~.Q Adslst, Inc., 
r.-pr .... U.ng tbe .ppllc.nt, S.J.5. 
Developaent. addressed the Council and 
revteWed tbe proposed project notinl 
there vould be 17 URits; 68 units with 2 
be4rocnn and 9 OIle-bedroolll units. All 
uaita would be for reut aud tbere vould 
be RO "for aale1

' uuits. The ten&b.U 
vou14 b. provided three mea1& each day, 
1n.addition to dally .. id serviee. The 
CeQaD~. would a180 have available to 
them a van and lteousioe for local 
tr~.portat1on Deeds. A fuil-tiae valec 
will be on s1te to park caTS for the 
tenants, guests aad ttaff. The coaplex 
Vill contain a room for recreacion and 
crafts. as vell aa a beauty salon. 
barber ahop aDd ... 11 ,flower shop. The 
facl11ty 1s for' aenlor ':cltizens who at. 
active and ill good health. It 18 not a 
convalescent hospital. A Swimming pool 
will a1ao be offered to the tenants, 
along with other numerous exercise 
proaras. 

With recard to parkiag, Mr. Neisb stated 
tb4t they will be prov141Dg 77 parkins 
space. undersrouDd with access anto 
'aciftc Coast Highway. and that tbeir 
proposed us. at 100% occupancy will 
seucrate 51% le •• traffic than tbe use 
which exists On the alte today. They 
expect to employ 15 staff people during 
"ydae bours who vill be required to 
park 1n cbe un4er,roun4 IAra,e. 

In conclusion. Hr. Nei8b .ta~ed th4t the 
City stoff 1s in .Sreeeeat witb the 
pTopa.ed use .s bein, a coapatible U5e 
for tbe area, as well .s the comaunity 
.urrounding the .tte. He submitted two 
additional letters in favor of tbe 
project from Hr. , Mrs. C. Kerton 
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J 
Johnson. 'Hn. ! .. ~:t: ... ~ fie i·:f~ •• ,,,d t'I.r 4 A. r.:. 
Kc:Oou&al. tr\':H t::fftccr :or {'t'opcrt.y at 
l44-1S6 Haze!, "'rive. :-{e; seated cn.ac 
the City has .a It~cf'iOli:;t rocco" f.,r this 
type of prQlccc. And urged the "Council 
to approve 1 ~ • 

Carl It'Vin, }"I·chlucc:.. lb40C e"ac1f!c 
Coa8t lUghvay, U~nt1nsto:\ ~.ucbl 
addres8e4 the r.ouncil ~nd stst~d that be 
has been lnvoh'cd 1.n senior citizen 
hoU8tn~ prajec:s for over 20 re4rs. and 
1. a ~er of the Ca11,o~n1~ 
~aoclatloft of Hoaes for the hling. as 
veil a •• me~3r of d~v~ral other 
.~lar oraani=~el~s. H3 8t~ced that 
there Is & snor~.8e in the United States 
of between 12 and 17 ~~11~on ~nit. for 
.. niot housing, QUG Cited statistics 
justifying his 8tatet1~t's. '.nth regard 
to parking, be ielt tnat approx1aatcly 
two-tbl~da of tha !enants will bring 
cheir own cars to the fsciltty even 
though they 'tfI4Y .\ot drive the:l. He felt 
(be residents wocld generate one-half 
t~lp per day. 8e also felc tbe 71-unit 
Size for this type of facil1~y was 
... ller than average. 

The follow1nS ~arso"3 ~ddres~ed the 
Couuc:l1 in favor of t~ project: 

Pac Sha91to. 
R.oad 

Ed Williams", 
Oos1s 

287 E-/enlag Canyon 

Praside~t. Friends of ::- . 
LuVena" Hay ton. 235 Poppy Avenue 
Sherry l.ocfbourrov I 4606 lo-xbury 
Hunter Cook, ~ice President • 

S~oreeliff~ 30GeowPcrs Assoc. 
Dee D&~ ilast,ers. 140 'Fer:\!e;af 

Avenua (submitted two letters in 
favor) 

He I.en Mcl.auahl in, 544 S~awa rd ltd. 
aobert S~lt~n, 470 Surrey Dr. 

the foll~in= persoo$ addressed tbe 
Council in u')oollir.1.on to thE: project: 

Wally Z1zlar, 321 poppy Avenue 
Melinda ~andler. ~18 PO?P7 Avenu~ 

(reed hctc,: !n Opjlos:tc1on frota. 
J!= And Pacey McOonald. residents 
on :bZol 1 0 •• ) 

Oan •• Vl&e~n. 336 H8zel Drive. 
addreaded the CounCil anc $t~ted he had 
QO obj.ctinn co the p(opGca!.: bovever, 
he did f~el the parking was very 
laadequ3t~ and should be loo~ed at 
tUl"cht!(. 
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Dick Nichols. S19 Iris Avenue. 
repteseating COrona del Har tlom.eowne:n 
Aa.aciation, addressed the Council and 
.tated that tbeir as.ociation was 
"falrly" split in tbeir vote for this 
project. Their basic concern 1s that 
the tvo-bedroom units shOuld be designed 
... logle-feally uaits. and not as 
•• parate I1viac units, which could 
double the u8age. He also stated "tbere 
t. QO traffic circulation in the area. II 

In response to Council inquiry, the 
staff noted that the building would be 
•• t back a 81ntmu. of ten feet from 
Pacific Coast Highway. 

leariA, no others wishing to address the 
CounCil. the public hea~lng was closed. 

In response to Council Hembet Hart 
(reaardlng the letter In opposition from 
w.stern Center on Law and Poverty, 
Inc.), the City Attorney advised that 
there are provision. in State taw which 
,lace restrictions on the number of 
t1aas Certain cities can .~nd the 
various elements of the Ceneral Plan. 
those restrictions. we have determined. 
are Dot applicable to Charter Cities, 
and ve have reviewed the authority for 
that &5 well as ora guidelines. 
Therefore. the City Council is free to 
take action on·che 9roposal unGer 
consideration. 

.~ , 

Couacil Member Strauss commented that 
.calor citizen housing vas a defintte 
Deed in the City; however. he did feel 
this project was "too" dens.!: and would 
like to eee it reduced to approximateLy 
a 55-unit .1ze. 

In reapoftse to que.tion raised by 
CoUtlcil Hember Heather. the Plannins 
Director stated tbat if this ?roject is 
.pproved. there will be a PC Zonioa on 
the property. and pursuant to the 
provisions of the U .. Permit. 1f the 
developcent 1s sold and a change of use 
19 desired. the project would be 
required to CaGe back to the Planning 
Co.-i •• ton and City Counctl for an 
...ad_nt to the Planued-ccnu.unity 
01atriet .p. 
Couaetl Keaber Kart .tated t~at she feLt 
tbis proposal was a very beautiful and 
tiae project; however, she could not 
.upport it because of the traffic 
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c.lrcu1at1on~ Sbe comoaented .he did not 
feel the tenants of tbe facility would 
be &tv1B& up their car. and that there 
would be a nu-ocr of visitors to tbe 
81te. 

Kotton was .. d~ co redl~ect tbe action 
of the Plann!na C~~slon ~ad adopt 
"8olutton No. 8S-96. adopting an 
_1l4IM.o.t to the L&Ad Use .Eleaent of the 
'.wport Beach Genaral Plen for 3901 EaSt 
Co&8t H1&lway in Corona del Mar 
(GPA as-ICC»). and accept ina an 
Environmental Docuoent; and adopt 
ae~olutlon No. 8~-91. ~doptlng AaenGmeat 
110. 7 to the Newport Beach L()Qal Co.etal 
Pro;ru Land Use Plan for 3901 !ast 
Coast Hl1bway in Co-cona del Mar; and 
adopt proposed ORDINANCE NO. as-31. 
be1u,. 

All ORDINAIICE OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT 
BEACH AMENDING A PORTION OF 
DISTRICTL'IG HAP NO. 18 SO AS '[0 
IECLASSIFY CERTAIN PROPERTY FROM 
TIll! R-I AIIl) C-I DISTRICTS TO THE 
P-C DISTRICT CPLARMING COHKISSION 
AKItNDM!ltt NO. 620): and approve. a 
Traffic Study per=lttlng tbe 
construction of a 77-unit senior 
cougTesste living f.cility with the 
F1ttdia&s contained 111 Exhibit itA;" 
and .ppTove U •• Permit No. 3155. 
allovicg conat.uccion of a 17 unit 
lenior congre'J&te' ~iYlng facility. 
with t~ lind ins. InB subject to 
the Conditions contained in Exhibit 
"A. II 

Mayor HaureT opeaed the public bearing 
'.aarding ~'lIING COMMISSION ~ENDMENT 
80. 626, a Teque&t of THE IRVINE 
COHPA.'fY. NeVport Eeacb, to a_ad tho! 
itOLL CEIITER nEWPORT PLANNEl) COHMUNITY 
DEVELOE'K!NT STANDAIU)S 80 as to ellow up 
to two restaurants vic" a total floor 
area noc to exceed l.2SO sq. ft. within 
"Office Site e" o~ the Planned 
Coaauolcy. 7roject located on the 
e •• ter1y aide of Y~elTchur Boulevard. 
between Campus Orive aad !lrcn Street. 
to. "Office Sice C" ot: Itoll Center 
Newport Planned COGauaicy. 

lepo frum tn~ Pleoninz D~partaent, w •• 
preseGt 
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TO:l::] Office of Planning and Research FROM: Planning Department 
1400 Tenth street, Room 121 city of Newport Beach 

. 

. Sacramento, CA 95814 P.O. Box 1768 
Newport Beach, CA 92658-8915 

(;] 
County Clerk of the County 

of Orange 
P.O. Box 838 
Santa Ana~ cA 92702 

NAME OF PROJECT: Emerald VU1ageU~e" l'ennitNo.:3 3 ~ZJ 
PROJECT LOCATION: 3901 East Coast Highway, Corona del. Mar, CA 92625 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construction of an 85 unit senior citizen' personal care 
re.sidence and related off Street parking. 

FINDING: Pursuant to the provisions of City Council Policy K..,3. pertaining to 
procedures and guidelines .to implement the california Environmental Quality 
Act, the Environmental Affairs Committee has evaluated the proposed project' 
and determined that the proposed project will not have a significant effect 
on the environment. 

MITIGATION MEASURES: 
See attached Initial Study. 

INITIAL STUDY PREPARED BY: 
City of Newport Beach 

INITIAL STUDY AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW AT: 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, CA I 

DATE RECEIVED FOR FILIjij: ( S TED ,fA {,~, .~ 

F I L E D r tpatdcia L TeJIII)le . 
, '. .' '.. EnVl.rOnmental COordl.nator. 

. DATE'· . _______ ...... .....,..;... ____ .pc.III:'B 'February 8, 1989 . 

FEB -81989 CW\Y UlMN\/lLlE; Courily QII1c . 

GARY l. GRANVILLE. County Clert< ., 0£PUl'Y . 

By 0EPUlY 
3300 N~wPort Boulevard, NewportBeach . 
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KNVIRONKENTAL CHECKLIST FORK 

I. Background 

1. Name of Proponent ...JfiO:...!..M:.LEIO..L8!.!AJ.CL'=JD~-L.4L'7L'7OC~~/A:l.T£LE~S,,--_____ _ 

2. 

3. 

Address and Phone Number of Proponent 1001 J)OVE '57 . S {,( IT&' 200 
NEUJPf)I!.T !3E-Aal, 04 92(';1,0 (71'1)417f;-OggO ; 

Date Checklist Submitted ______________________________________ __ 

4. Agency Requiring Checklist Cay Or LVelldf),l![ 8£AC# 

5. Name of Proposal, if applicable £MEMbD 1/ILI../lV-E, {jf> If , 

II. Environmental Impacts 

(Explanations of all "yes" and "maybe" answers are required on attached 
sheets.) 

1. Earth. Will the proposal result in: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

Unstable earth conditions or in changes in 
geologic substructures? 

Disruptions, displacements, compaction or 
overcovering of the soil? 

Change in topography or ground surface 
relief features? 

The destruction, covering or modification 
of any unique geologic or physical features? 

Any increase in wind or water erosion of 
Soils, either on or off the site? ~ 

Changes in deposition or erosion of beach 
sands, or changes in siltation, deposition or 
erosion which may modify the channel of a 
river or stream or the bed of the ocean or 
any bay, inlet or lake? ___ ~ 

Expo~~re of people or property to geologic 
hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, 
mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards? ___ ~ 

- 1 -
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2. Air. Will the proposal result in: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Substantial air emissions or deterioration 
of ambient air quality? 

The creation of objectionable odors? 

Alteration of air movement, moisture, or 
temperature, or any change in climate, 
either locally or regionally? 

3. Water. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Changes in currents, or the course of 
direction of water movements, in either 
marine or fresh waters? 

b. Changes in absorption rates, drainage 
patterns, or the rate and amount of 
surface runoff? 

c. Alterations to the course or flow of 
flood waters? 

d. Change in the amount of surface water 
in any water body? 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

i. 

Discharge into surface waters, or in any 
alteration of surface water quality, 
including but not limited to temperature, 
dissolved oxygen or turbidity? 

Alteration of the direction or rate of 
flow of ground water? 

Change in the quantity of ground waters, 
either through direct additions or with
drawals, or through interception of an 
aquifer by cuts or excavations? 

Substantial reduction in the amount of 
water otherwise available for public 
water supplies? 

Exposure of people or property to water 
related hazards such as flooding or tidal 
waves? 

- 2 -
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4. Plant Life. Will the proposal result in: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Change in the diversity of species, or num
ber of any species of plants (including trees, 
shrubs, grass, crops, and aquatic plants)? 

Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare 
or endangered species of plants? 

Introduction of new species of plants into 
an area, or in a barrier to the normal 
replenishment of existing species? 

d. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop? __ _ 

L 
I 

5. Animal Life. Will the proposal result in: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Change in the diversity of species, or num
bers of any species of animals (birds, land 
animals including reptiles, fish and shell
fish, benthic organisms or insects)? 

Reduction of the numbers of any unique, 
rare or endangered species of animals? 

Introduction of new species of animals into 
an area, or result in a barrier to the migra
tion or movement of animals? 

Deterioration to existing fish or wildlife 
habitat? 

6. Noise. Will the proposal result in: 

7. 

8. 

a. Increases in existing noise levels? 

b. Exposure of people to severe noise levels? 

Light and Glare. Will the proposal produce new 
light or glare? 

Land Use. Will the proposal result in a sub
stantial alteration of the present or planned 
land use of an area? 

- 3 -
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9. Natural Resources. Will the proposal result in: 

a, Increase in the rate of use of any natural 
resources? 

10. Risk of Upset. Will the proposal involve: 

11. 

12. 

a. 

b. 

A risk of an explosion or the release of 
hazardous substances (including, but not 
limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals or 
radiation) in the event of an accident or 
upset conditions? 

Possible interference with an emergency 
response plan or an emergency evacuation 
plan? 

Population. Will the proposal alter the location, 
distribution, density, or growth rate of the human 
population of an area? 

Housing. Will the proposal affect existing housing 
or create a demand for additional housing? 

13. Transportation/Circulation. Will the proposal 
result in: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Generation of substantial additional 
vehicular movement? 

Effects on existing parking facilities, or 
demand for new parking? 

Substantial impact upon existing trans
portation systems? 

Alterations to present patterns of circula
tion or movement of people and/or goods? 

Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic? __ _ 

Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, 
bicyclists, or pedestrians? 

14. Public Services. Will the proposal have an effect 
upon, or result in a need for new or altered gov
ernmental services in any of the following areas: 

- 4 -
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a. Fire protection? 

b. Police protection? 

c. Schools? 

d. Parks or other recreational facilities? 

e. Maintenance of public facilities, including 
roads? 

f. Other governmental services? 

15. Energy. Will the proposal result in: 

a. 

b. 

Use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy? 

Substantial increase in demand upon existing 
sources or energy, or require the development 
of new sources of energy? 

16. Utilites. Will the proposal result in a need for 
new systems, or substantial alterations to the 
following utilities: 

a. Power or natural gas? 

b. Communications systems? 

c. Water? 

d. Sewer or septic tanks? 

e. Storm water drainage? 

f. Solid waste and disposal? 

17. Human Health. Will the proposal result in? 

a. 

b. 

Creation of any health~azard or potential 
health heazard (excluding mental health)? 

Exposure of people to potential health 
hazards? 

- 5 -
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18. 

19. 

• • 
Aesthetics. Will the proposal result in the 
obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to 
the public, or will the proposal result in the 
creation of an aesthetically offensive site open 
to public view? 

Recreation. Will the proposal result in an 
impact upon the quality or quantity of existing 
recreational opportunities? 

20. Cultural Resources. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Will the proposal result in the alteration 
of or the destruction of a prehistoric or 
historic archaeological site? 

Will the proposal result in adverse physical 
or aesthetic effects to a prehistoric or 
historic building, structure, or object? 

Does the proposal have the potential to 
cause a physical change which would affect 
unique ethnic cultural values? 

Will the proposal restrict existing religious 
or sacred uses with the potential impact 
area? 

21. Mandatory Findings of Significance. 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade 
the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self sustaining levels, threaten 
to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a 
rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

- 6 -
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b. 

c. 

d. 

• • 
Does the project have the potential to achieve 
short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term. 
environmental goals? (A short-term impact on 
the environment is one which occurs in a rela
tively brief, definitive period of time while 
long-term impacts will endure well into the 
future.) 

Does the project have impacts which are 
individually limited, but cumulatively con
siderable? (A project may impact on two or 
more separate resources where the impact on 
each resource is relatively small, but where 
the effect of the total of those impacts on 
the environment is significant.) 

Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or indirectly? __ _ 

Ill. Discussion of Environmental Evaluation 
(Narrative description of environmental impacts.) 

IV. Determination 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant 

L 

effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION WILL BE 0 
PREPARED. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a signif
icant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant 
effect in this case because the mitigation measures described 
on an attached sheet have been added to the project. 
A NEGATIVE DECLARATION WILL BE PREPARED. Ixl 

I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on r---l 
the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is reqUired. L---J 

~w~ 
Signature ~ 

C\PLT\EIRLIST.FRM For 

- 7 -



• • 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The subject site is located at 3901 E. Coast Highway. The site is 1.54 
acres in size, and is between Hazel Drive and Buck Gully on the southerly 
side of East Coast Highway. A portion of the site consists of engineered 
and natural slopes leading down to the gully. 

The proposed project would eliminate the existing on-site land uses (res
taurant and retail stores) and allow construction of a new 85 room elderly 
personal care facility. The building would be constructed on five levels 
and would include 42 parking spaces in a subterranean parking structure. 
The applications necessary include the approval of a Use Permit to allow the 
elderly personal care facility, to establish the Planned Community develop
ment Standards for the property and to allow the building to exceed the 
basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District. Also required 
is the approval of a Traffic Study and the acceptance and certification of 
this environmental document. 

INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE 

This site has been the subject of prior environmental analysis for a project 
of a similar but more intense nature. A Negative Declaration with support
ing Initial Study was previously certified on three occasions. The techni
cal information prepared previously forms the basis of this initial study, 
and the previous initial study is hereby incorporated by reference into this 
document as if fully set forth. 

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 

lao The proposed project will require the excavation of the project site 
for construction of the elderly personal facility and related subter
ranean parking structure. In association with this grading, the City 
of Newport Beach will review and approve a detailed soils report. 
Based on previous studies conducted on the site, the bedrock underlying 
fill areas of the site is stable and suitable for support of multi
story structures. However, should any fill remain on the site after 
excavation, it should be recompacted, or replaced with compacted 
engineered fill. No impacts to the environment are expected since the 
City of Newport Beach will require a detailed soils report and the 
issuance of a grading permit prior to commencement of construction of 
the project, which will assure that the project meets the standards of 
current building codes. 

lb. The construction of the proposed project will result in the disruption, 
displacement, compaction and overcovering of the soil, due to grading 
and the construction of the proposed building. The project area is, 
however, in a developed urban environment and no adverse impacts are 
anticipated (See discussion la above). 

lc. The project site is currently covered with a retail building and 
surface parking lot. There will be a change in topography due to the 
excavation for the new building and parking structure. This effect is 
considered insignificant due to the fact that topographic changes will 
be noticeable only during early construction phases, and will be 
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eventually hidden by the new structure. The project site is in an 
urbanized area, and the surrounding development has similarly altered 
the topography. 

Ie. The project has the potential to increase wind and water erosion, both 
on and off site. Wind erosion may occur on site during construction. 
Site watering during excavation will reduce the adverse effect to a 
level of insignificance. Water erosion could occur as the result of 
the new construction by possible changes in the drainage patterns of 
the site, and may also occur during grading. This effect will be 
reduced to a level of insignificance by specific provisions of an 
erosion and siltation control plan which will be required as part of 
the grading permit. 

If. If soils erosion occurs, the resultant siltation could affect the 
stream course of Buck Gully. This effect will be reduced to a level of 
insignificance by specific prOV1S10ns of an erosion and siltation 
control plan which will be required as part of the grading permit. 

19. In the past, the portion of the property leading down to Buck Gully has 
experienced slope instability and failure. In the late 1970's, the 
slope was completely re-engineered. Since that time the slope has been 
stable. No impacts to the environment are expected since the City of 
Newport Beach will require a detailed soils report and the issuance of 
a grading permit prior to commencement of construction of the project, 
which will assure that the project meets the standards of current 
building codes. 

2a,b.The preparation of the site for building construction will produce two 
types of air contaminants: exhaust emissions from construction 
equipment and fugitive dust generated as a result of soil movement. 

Exhaust Emissions From Construction Equipment - Exhaust emissions from 
construction activities include those associated with the transport of 
workers and machinery to the site as well as those produced on site as 
the equipment is used. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions Construction activities are a source of 
fugitive dust emissions that may have a substantial temporary impact on 
local air quality. Emissions are associated with land clearing, ground 
excavation, grading operations and construction of structures. Dust 
emissions vary substantially from day to day, depending on the level of 
activity, the specific operations and the prevailing weather. Based 
upon field measurements of suspended dust emissions from apartment and 
shopping center construction proj ects, an approximate emission factor 
for construction operations is 1.2 tons of fugitive dust per acre of 
construction per month of activity (U.S. EPA, AP-42, 1977). 

The emissions produced during grading and construction activities, 
although of short-term duration, could be troublesome to workers and 
adjacent developments, even though prescribed wetting procedures are 
followed. These emissions are not, however, expected to cause ambient 
air quality standards to be exceeded on site. 
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3b. Development of the proposed project will have an impact on drainage and 

water quality conditions both during the construction period and on a 
long-term basis. An increase in the volume of runoff generated on site 
will be expected due to an increase in impermeable surfaces. The on 
site drainage pattern for the site is expected to be altered by the 
proposed new building and parking facility. On site drainage improve
ments will be required to drain the subterranean parking facility and 
divert storm flows to the appropriate facilities. 

As discussed previously, the potential for slope failure exists along 
the Buck Gully portion of the property if not mitigated properly. 
Therefore, it will be required that runoff from the site be diverted to 
Coast Highway or to the bottom of Buck Gully through a system of catch 
basins and pipelines to reduce the amount of water seepage or erosion 
affecting the slope. 

The quality of the surface runoff water from the site is expected to 
improve since less traffic will be generated by the proposed use than 
the existing, and no surface parking lots are included in the site 
plan. 

6b. The construction and operation of the proposed project will result in 
short-term construction noise impacts. Additionally, traffic noise 
from Coast Highway will expose some of the Emerald Village units to 
adverse noise impacts, even though the project will not contribute to 
long term increases in the noise environment. The traffic projections 
for the area indicate that virtually all of the site will experience 
noise levels in excess of 65 dB CNEL (unmitigated). As a result, all 
units which are exposed to Coast Highway will require sound attenua
tion. Interior units will receive mitigation by the shielding of 
exterior units. No adverse effects are expected from the project since 
all units will be sound attenuated to acceptable noise level standards. 

7. Construction of the project will change the light and glare currently 
produced by the site from that of a commercial land use with surface 
parking to a residential-style use with subterranean parking. This 
change is not considerd significant. In order to assure that no 
adverse effect is engendered by the project, external lighting will be 
required to be designed to prevent light spillage on adjacent proper
ties. 

8. Construction of the proposed proj ect will result in a substantial 
change from the existing land use. The project is, however, consistent 
with the Newport Beach General Plan and the use is compatible with the 
surrounding properties. No adverse effects on the land use of the 
surrounding area are anticipated. 

l3a. The project involves the demolition of an existing commercial building 
and the construction of a senior personal care facility. Two traffic 
studies have been completed on similar projects in the past. In each 
case the study showed that the change in land use would result in a 
reduction in the potential number of traffic trips from that which 
would be expected from the existing land uses. No impact is, therefore 
expected from the proposed project. 
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13b. The proposed use will generate the demand for parking to serve the 

residents, visitors and employees of the project. During the course of 
previous environmental review for similar projects, detailed analyses 
of the parking for specialized senior citizen housing were conducted. 
These studies document a parking demand substantially lower than 
required by regular residential or hotel type uses. This is due 
primarily to the fact that the market for senior citizen housing with 
enhanced care is among older and more frail persons who are unlikely to 
drive. The range of required parking projected for this type of land 
use ranges from .2 to .4 parking space per room. The proposed parking 
provision of .5 parking space per unit is considered adequate and no 
adverse effects on the environment due to parking are anticipated. 

14. Conversion of the existing land use to senior citizen housing may 
change the characteristics of police and fire service provision to the 
site. There is, however, adequate ability of the City to serve this 
project and no adverse effects are anticipated. 

18. The project involves the replacement of the existing structure on site. 
The existing structure is a single level and is approximately 26'6" in 
height. The new structure will be five levels and is approximately 40 
feet high at the highest point of the roof. The building presents a 
two to three story elevation from East Coast Highway and a four story, 
split level elevation from Buck Gully. The project represents a 
significant intensification from the existing land use in terms of 
building mass and bulk. 

The assessment of the aesthetic impacts of the project flow from the 
setting of the building in relation to adjoining structures and uses. 
The site is at the easterly end of the Corona del Mar commercial strip, 
an area with an allowed floor area ratio of .5/.75. The project meets 
the floor area standard of .75 allowed for uses with particularly low 
traffic generating characteristics. The adjacent residential uses in 
the Corona del Mar area have an allowed floor area intensity of 1. 5, 
which is substantially higher than the proposed project. The Shore
cliffs area across Buck Gully allows approximately 1. 2 FAR. Many of 
the existing developments in the Corona del Mar commercial and residen
tial areas are developed at or above the currently allowed floor area 
ratios. 

The proposed building incorporates the use of wood and sloping roof 
angles, which is compatible with the nearby commercial and residential 
highway, since a "window" towards the ocean is being maintained along 
the Coast Highway elevation. The most significant change in the visual 
environment due to the proposed project is the view of the project from 
residential properties along Buck Gully. These residences will have a 
single story elevation replaced with a four story, split level eleva
tion, with the proximity of the building shifted closer to the edge of 
Buck Gully. 

The aesthetic trade-offs between the existing and proposed project are 
between the physical bulk of the building which is more "residential" 
in its aesthetic character and the existing commercial land use with 
lighted commercial parking areas, signage and commercial operational 
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characteristics. The proposed project incorporates into the design 
several amenities which enhance the visual character of the structure. 
The most important of these are the garden at grade level which is over 
the subterranean parking lot and the view corridor from the public 
sidewalk on East Coast Highway to the ocean. It is important to note 
that there are no views from autos on the highway to the ocean in this 
area. The aesthetic impacts of the project are considered an insig
nificant adverse impact. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

1. Development of the site shall be subject to a grading permit to be 
approved by the Building and Planning Departments. 

2. The grading plan shall include a complete plan for temporary and 
permanent drainage facilities, to minimize impacts from silt, debris 
and other water pollutants. 

3. The grading permit shall include a description of haul routes, access 
points to the site, watering and sweeping program designed to minimize 
the impact of haul operations. 

4. An erosion, siltation and dust control plan shall be submitted and be 
subject to the approval of the Building Department and a copy forwarded 
to the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana 
Region. 

5. The grading, excavation and recompaction of the site shall be con
ducted in accordance with plans prepared by a Civil Engineer and based 
on the recommendations of a soil engineer or an engineering geologist 
subsequent to the completion of a comprehensive soil and geologic 
investigation of the site. Permanent reproducible copies of the 
"Approved as Built" grading plans on standard size sheets shall be 
furnished to the Building Department. 

6. A landscape and irrigation plan for the project shall be prepared by a 
licensed landscape architect. The landscape plan shall integrate and 
phase the installation of the landscaping with the proposed construc
tion schedule. Prior to the occupancy of any structure, the licensed 
landscape architect shall certify to the Planning Department that the 
landscaping has been installed in accordance with the prepared plan. 

7. The landscape plan shall be subject to the review of the Parks, 
Beaches, and Recreation Department and the approval of the Planning and 
Public Works Departments. 

8. All rooftop and other mechanical equipment shall be sound attenuated in 
such a manner as to achieve a maximwn sound level of 55 dBA at the 
property line, and that all mechanical equipment shall be screened from 
view. 

9. All units shall be sound attenuated to a maximwn of 45 dBA CNEL for 
interior living areas and 65 dBA CNEL for exterior living areas 
associated with individual units, as measured from the area expected to 
experience the highest sound levels. Measurement and certification of 
compliance with this condition shall be completed prior to the issuance 
of the Certificate of Occupancy by a registered engineer practicing in 
acoustics. 

10. The lighting system shall be designed, directed, and maintained in such 
a manner as to conceal light sources and to minimize light spillage and 
glare to the adjacent residential areas. The plans shall be prepared 
and signed by a licensed Electrical Engineer; with a letter stating 
that, in his opinion, this requirement has been met. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING 

Mitigation measures 1-5 shall be verified for compliance prior to the 
issuance of the grading permit by the City of Newport Beach. Measures 6 and 
7 shall be verified for compliance prior to the issuance of the building 
permit by the City of Newport Beach. Measures 8-10 shall be verified for 
compliance prior to the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy by the City 
of Newport Beach. 

D:\WP\ED\EM-TERR.IS 



• • ~. CORONA DEL MAR • @ 
~- COMMUNITY ASSOClA TION 

Newport Reaell City Council 

He: APPROPRIATE USAGE FOR EMEllALD ASSOCIATES PROPERT 

Rm~rald 

represents n 
rf~sidential. 

HISTORY 

Associates pr"opased elderly care 
rather substantial extension of 

This project has been encouraged by excesses the City has 
allowed over the years and not .by any will of the community. 
In fnct the community has continuously fought the problems 
caused by Newport Beach's lack of enforcement of zoning 
conditions with respect to the subject property. 

The underlying property consisted of a number of frontage 
commcr(~ial lots, a 20' wide U-shaped alley to serve the 
commercial and residential, and 3 large residential lots. 

The presellt commercial buildin« was built without setback 
from tile 20' wide alley, and we understand the building even 
cllcroRchnd on the alley at one point. Whether the building was 
built llefore zoning, we ItBVe not 8Rcerlnined, it nevertheless 
vic)[ated current zoninR rules requiring, we believe, a 10 ft 
~eth:1ck. 

The builder filled the gully in leveling the lot and for 
most of tile property's history AS restautant usage used the 
t'csicientiAI lots as parking lots. Our understanding is such 
nlternate uSRge is 0111y supposed to be done by variance and 
tile Rltnrnnle usage should noL impose a greater hardship on 
Ileighbors than the underlying zoning. 

TIle ReHchcomber, Sam's Seafood, and pspeciBlly A.T. 
Lpn's, imposed by their overuse of the property, only allowed 
hy tileir 1150 ()f the residential for parking, considerable 
problems on the neighborhood. The fact that there,was no 
setback betwC'pn pnrking and Mrs. Finch's residence must have 
presented considerable burden to her. This never should have 
been Allowed even though she owned all the property. 

Using this commercial precedent, the Council approved a 
massive CongregAte Care facility, Crown House, for the 
pr"operty. The CiLy allowe(i tilO property to be zoned P-C for 
plderly 11011sing without requiring Rny alley for service 
vehicles and/or even a buffer strip for residential. This was 
terrillle planning. There 1s no reasonable circulation pattern 
for tile property and there is no acceptable service entrance. 
Thr commercial lots were never successful because of their low 
Iisahility. Tn turn the whole property commercial without 
service a(:cess, setbacks, et,c. will only compound previous 
problems. 
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The new General Plan, wiLllout benefit of full public 

he"rings or public vote on the project, designated the 
property '·Commercial". The property is not talked about Lo our 
knowledgp anywhere In tile proposed General Plan with the 
exception of the EIR and that document said it was Staff's 
intent to show the property on the General Plan as Commercial. 
When the specific property came up at the General Plan 
hearings the Council was rushing to a vote. The people were 
assured that no final decision on the property was being made 
and similar Lo Balboa Penninsula and other controversial areas 
it would be considered later. It now appears on the General 
Plan as Commercial P-C. The P-C zoning details are to be 
ironed out with the slightly downsized Emerald Associates 
project as a basis. 

The proposed elderly care facility is built like a huge 
fence along the residential property boundary (excuse me 
approximately 10 ft. back). The average roof highth we 
understand is 32 ft. With the Parapet roof this means the 
ridge line is closer to 35 ft. The residential highth limits 
shown on city maps for this portion of the property allows a 
24 ft average, 28 ft maximum, fully 7 ft lower. Further, 
residential development almost universally has back yard set 
backs and so the houses would be no closer to current 
residential than proposed commercial. Residential units also 
would not be continuous and therefore would not present the 
hugh bulk and mass of this building, which we understand is 
nearly a block long. One of the. General Plan criteria the 
project must pass to be allowed the 50% floor a~ea nus the 
project assumes is that the development is not out of scale 
with surrounding community. The facts are, nowhere in Corona 
del mar is there a building of this highth, breadth and mass, 
much less at the extreme end of the commercial district 
bounded on nearly three sides by single family residential. 

We believe the proposed resident care or more ap~ropriate 
congregate care facility will generate approximately 5-6 
trips/day per unit. 85 units will generate between 425 - 510 
trips/day. Residential even at 20 units, (IO/acre) would 
generate Ht most 260 trips / day. At 6/acre, the average of 
surrounding R-l, 10-12 units would generate between 130~150 
trips/day. Further, residential would most probably have an 
~ccess road and therefore present minimal Pacific Coast 
Highway traffic problems. Additionally commercial truck 
traffic would be mini~ized. Note: The 5-6 trip/day elderly 
care eslimai:e is based on regular hotel rooms having 10 
trips/day, .and destination resorL 6.5 trips/day. Of the latter 
most mllst he employee trips, with elderly care the number of 
employee trips/unit should be comparable. 



CORONA DEL 1<1AR • @ 
GOMlylUNITY ASSOGLA TlON 

:! 
TI.e proposed elderly care facility will be visited by 

people and commercial vehicles catering to the elderly needs. 
If any facility needs multiple handicapped parking this is it. 
The facility shows only one possibly tandem space. The 
remainder tandem parking is ill suited for either resident.or 
employee use. 

The proposed facility has a large restaurant serving both 
residents and guests. There is a loading dock shown maybe 5ft 
x 10 ft, which is not conLigupus with eilher restaurant or 
storage. All food and goods must be unloaded to this cramped 
area and then again moved across the parking area to the front 
door or across the. underground lot to the parking entrance. 
Restaurant~ generate garbage, raw food, bottles, etc. We see 
no provisions for Dewey dumpsters, wash out facilities etc. 
This has been a major problem in Corona del Mar where 
restaurants and delicatessens have been allowed in previous 
retail hard goods stores. We believe restaurants need rear 
service entrances for trash and delivery trucks. 

The proposed building has considerable stairs and is 
located near high traffic dangerous pedestrian areas. The 
building does not appear suitable for n "resident assist". 
According to developers "resident assist" means ambulatory 
residents, those mobile enough to exit the facility in case of 
fire, but who are not capable of fully caring for themselves 
(cook, dress, remember to toke medicine, elc.) Our 
understanding is that the state has no such definition and 
conditions previously proposed by staff do not limit the 
facility to those fitting this definition. We believe the the 
propused restrictions were lhot at least one resident/room be 
over 62. For more active congregate care, parking and 
recreational facilities are deficient. Poor driving access and 
too much higl. speed traffic for walking remain problems. Since 
these facilities experience a high rate of failure, nothing 
prevpnts an initi~l "resident c~re· facility from changing to 
congrp.gnte care. 

There is no precedent for this extension of commercial 
use inlo the residential area of Corona Del Mar. The lack of 
appropriate facilities and access, as well as the major 
up-zoning violates all of the principles the new General Plan 
is supposed to support. We urge you to redesignate the 
property Residential P-C at 6 units/buildable acre and resolve 
the problem. We suggest if a General Plan Ammendmenl is 
necess~ry for this, the EIR and documentation used to support 
Lhe present designation equally well supports this 

des i g nat ion . '(;;::Z/,~_ ....... ""' 
.", ~rd A. 

'~lO CDMGA Board of Direclors 
, F- . 

('r t:- c: .~ "!=-a; r ,"*,'SI' (J 0.:-,;0:,-

f\"" ~ 1 .f.-] ~ ~~;: ~ 0 g~B.= 
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DELIVERED TO: 

• • 
JOHN B. HEFFERNAN 

610 NEWPORT CENTER DRNE, SUITE 700 
NEWPORT BEACH, CALIFORNIA 92660 

TELEPHONE (714) 640-4300 
TELECOPIER (714) 721-1140 

March 7, 1989 

city Clerk, city of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Blvd. 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

WUNCIL AGENDA 
NO. F . ,j r,' ) .. 

RE: Emerald Village Associates - 3901 East Coast Hwy, Corona del 
Mar - Application for Personal Care Elderly Personal Care Facility 

City Clerk: 

The purpose of this letter is to convey my personal support 
for this proposed senior care facility which is before the 
Planning Commission for consent and subsequent submission to the 
city Council for final approval. 

Having been a past president of the Newport Hills Community 
Association and being the current president of the 552 Club at 
Hoag Hospital, I have taken an active interest in the affairs of 
our community. I have lived for the past 10 years at 1937 Port 
Claridge in Newport Beach. 

It is my personal opinion that our city needs a personal 
care senior care facility within the boundaries of our City to 
service our own elderly citizens and to serve the relatives. of 
our other citizens. The need for a senior care facility within 
Newport Beach is great and that need grows each year. The 
other apparent use of this Site is for Retail improvements which 
will not address the current and future personal care needs of the 
senior community. Hoag Hospital also does not address this need. 

I have discussed the project proposed by Emerald Village 
Associates with the principals and studied the renderings. I 
thoroughly support approval of this project. I believe that the 
Applicant has expended great effort to address the concerns of 
the city and those of the neighbors surrounding this Site. Once 
built, this facility will help serve the existing and future 
needs for senior care in the city of Newport Beach and also 
improve the quality of that portion of the Coast Highway, while 
having a minimal impact on the surrounding neighborhood. 

Thank you. 
Very Truly Yours, 

Cf:ef~ 
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CORONA DEL MAR REALTY CO. EM P.O. BOX 116, CORONA DEL MAR,CA 92625 TELEPHONE 714 67J-41ZO 

Honorable Mayor and Council 
City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Blvd. 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Members 

Honorable Mayor and Council Members: 

+ 
RECEIVED 
lARao19l9 
.3!.t. 

We are owners of commercial property directly across the street from the 
project. 

We have looked at the elevations and renderings of the Emerald Village 
Project. In our opinion, it is a definite asset to Corona del Mar (Newport 
Beach). It will replace an obsolescent building with an attractive, well 
lighted and landscaped building at the very beginning of the commercial strip. 

It will provide a much needed facility for seniors. 

We support the project and urge approval by the City Council. 

DM/js 

Copy to: Jon Christeson 
Emerald Village 

Very truly yours, 

?rwp~ ~ 'W.U,<tu.c 
Mr. and Mrs. Charles W. Masters 
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Newport Beach City Council 
3300 Newport Boulevard 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

SUBJECT: Emerald Village 

• 
235 Poppy Avenue 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 
March 31, 1989 

In view of the down~scaling of the above project in accord~ 
ance with the neWly-adopted city general plan, and with all 
restrictions met by the developer, I feel this project should be approved. 

It is felt that this type Of project is the best Possible 
solution to the land Use aVailable and being greatly needed 
in this city Of aging residents who want to continue living 
here but who may eventually need assisted care. 

I also believe that the traffic involved will be consider~ 
ably less than commercial retail Use. It is very disheart~ 
ening to see bUsinesses come and go in that location as 
failures. I have perSOnally observed these failures for the past 30 years. 

My mother is in a similar retirement facility in Tennessee, 
and I am grateful that such a lovely home for her was avail
able there. We need such a facility in corona del Mar. 

Most sincerely, . 
, L// 

,~c£,~ /7_~_j 7V ~r~ 
Luvena Hayton 6 
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March 29, 1989 

City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Blvd. 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Re: Emerald Village 

• 
lile ~ 

4/>/( ;'l'I'D 
~tpr~ --

Mr. & Mrs. Donald Jacobs 
309 Poppy Avenue 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council: 

As residents of Corona del Mar, my wife and I live within a 
block of the proposed project. We have carefully studied the 
plans submitted by Emerald Associates and heartily recommend 
that you approve the project for construction. 

The existing buildings are an eyesore and do not seem 
appropriate for such a beautiful and unique location. Any 
use other than the one proposed for the site would appear to 
generate additional and unnecessary amounts of traffic •• 

• • 
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• • LARS de JOUNGE 
208 MARIGOLD AVENUE CORONA DEL MAR, CA 92625 USA 

(714) 673-8253 

Mayor Don Strauss and 
Members of the City Council 

3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach. CA 92663 

April 5. 1989 

RE: Emerald Associates Use Permit #3342 

Dear Mr. Mayor and Council Memb~rs: 

It is with great regret we see some of our citizens try to agitate our Corona 
del Mar neighbors in OPPosition to a very needed project. As with most new 
construction there will be reduced views and changes. Surely we all are for 
parks, but it seems few are willing to pay for them. Residential use is not 
suitable right on P.D.H. and the zoning speaks for that. We feel the 
proposed site for an elderly care project is most proper and should be bUilt to all of our benefit. 

1. It blends in properly between the busy Coast Highway and the tranquil canyon below. 

2. The two-story frontage is not higher than surrounding buildings and 
is well set back from the Coast Highway with nice looking garden frontage. 

3. The slope of the canyon allows four-story construction with a nice 
View for our elderly without bothering anyone. 

3. We believe the trdffic will be less from this project than any other 
use that the zoning would allow like retail stores. restaurants. etc. 

non-desirdble homes. 

5. last but probably most important. we owe it to our elderly to take 
better care of them here in our "village atmosphere." Right now we 
chase them out in the desert or to far-removed, overcrowded, 

Please listen to reason and not to nOise. 

mls 
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• 
Newport Beach City Council 
3300 Newport Boulevard 
Newport Beach, California 92663 

Dear Council Members: 

• 
Apri 1 6, 1989 

I have been a home owner and resident in Corona del Mar for 
sixteen years and I have been following the situation re
garding a proposed senior-care facility at PCH and Hazel 
Drive. 

Frankly, the currently serious traffic and parking situation 
in Corona del Mar led me to an investigation of the proposed 
facility in that my initial reaction was completely negative. 
I contacted Emerald Associates to request information and 
must advise you that my inquiry was handled very courteously 
and promptly. I was provided with completely detailed docu
mentation, including a project summary, understanding senior 
housing options, facts about traffic, and questions and an
swers. The relatively few additional questions that I had 
were answered very efficiently via telephone. 

The bottom-line is that I am completely satisfied with 
Emerald Associates' proposed senior care facility, II':lfd I 
endorse its approval ,jl.Inequivocally. It's my considered and 
professional opinion that this facility will be a notable 
asset to Corona del Mar, preferable to all other known 
alternatives. 

It's my understanding that this project will be reviewed at 
the April 10 City Council Meeting. I plan to attend this 
meeti ng. 

1216 Sandpoint Way 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

y 

R. J. Moore 
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Mayor Don Strauss 
3300 Newport Ave. 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Dear Mayor Strauss; 

• 

520 de Anza Dr. 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 
April 4, 1989 

We are writing to you in favor of the retirement hotel 
that the Emerald Associates are proposing to build in Corona 
del Mar. We have been residents of Corona Highlands for 
twenty five years and have seen the property at the south 
east corner of PCH and Hazel Dr. go downhill until it is an 
eyesore and disgrace to the community at the present time. 

We have been to mee"tings where the developers have 
presented their plans and are satisfied that they have taken 
into account the traffic problems of our community and are 
addressing this problem. The design of the hotel is very 
pleasing and we feel will be a real asset to our 
neighborhood. 

We feel that a retirement hotel will be an ideal use 
for this property. 

Sincerely, 

~M~ 
George M. Wesner 
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• 
April 3.1989 

:',,, ;lor Don Strauss 

r.~emher8 o~ the city council 

'3)00 ;-:ewport Avenue 
92663 

", tlelemenJ 

• 

1 at.! very TllUC-fl -in favor of the Emerald Associates Use 

Permit #3,42. 

"fours very truly, 

Owner - 'f':", xr:-'!yer 

.'")1J Poinsetti't Av. 

Corona del lvlA r f c~. 92625 
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Mayor Don Strauss 
Members of the City 
3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach. Ca. 

• 
Corona del Mar. Ca. 

April 3.1989 

Council 

92663 

I am very much in favor of the Emerald 

Permit #3342. 

Yours very truly. 

Owner - Taxpayer 

513 Poinsettia Av. 
Corona del Mar. Ca. 92625 



E M E 

( 

EMERALD VILLAGE 

ASSOCIATES, INC. 

100 

NEWPORT BEACH 

CA 92660 

TEL: (714) 476-0880 

FAX: (714) 476-0878 

JiJ 

R 

• 
A L D 

April 13, 1989 

Ms. Wanda Raggio 
City Clerk 

A 

City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Boulevard 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Dear Ms. Raggio: 

• 
s s o c A 

Enclosed are letters of support from local 
residents for Emerald Village's senior 
assisted-care facility on the corner of Coast 
Highway and Hazel Avenue. Many of them emphasize 
the need for a facility like this, its 
appropriateness as a solution to this 
problem-plagued site, and the reduction in 
current traffic levels that this facility would 
provide. 

We will forward additional letters as they come 
in. It would be appreciated if you would forward 
copies of these letters to the city 
councilmembers. 

T E s 



• • • • April 4, 1989 

Dear Mayor Straus and Members of the City Council: 

We are writing regarding the Emerald Village proposal now dealing with a 

I. senior residential facility at East Coast Highway and Hazel Drive in Corona del 
Mar. 

( 

The plan meets an important comnunity need and provides an appropriate 

utilization of this problem plagued property. As you know this proposal 

represents a sound and equitable solution for the broader community as well as 

for the private interests Which are directly involved. 

The objections raised to the project do not reflect a considered assessment 

of the scaled down nature of the plan and the positive benefits which may accrue 

from a quality facility of the kind outlined. Moreover some of the objections 
portray a negative stereotype of the elderly which we abhor. 

Sincerely, . 
-,i- , '-...../ 
/ ". - .. _ C/_., l.." \;;._ .... <...~ ,t" /Yt ,;;1-£1/1--. 

Olllrles W. rtCann - . 

cc: Newport Beach City Council 
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• 
Newport Beach City Council 
3300 Newport Boulevard 
Newport Beach, California 92663 

Dear Council Members: 

• 
April 6, 1989 

I have been a home owner and resident in Corona del Mar for 
sixteen years and I have been following the situation re
garding a proposed senior-care facility at PCH and Hazel 
Drive. 

Frankly, the currently serious traffic and parking situation 
in Corona del Mar led me to an investigation of the proposed 
facility in that my initial reaction was completely negative. 
I contacted Emerald Associates to request information and 
must advise you that my inquiry was handled very courteously 
and promptly. I was provided with completely detailed docu
mentation, including a project summary, understanding senior 
housi ng options, facts about traffi c, and questions and an
swers. The relatively few additional questions that I had 
were answered very efficiently via telephone. 

The bottom-line is that I am completely satisfied with 
Emerald ASSOCiates' proposed senior care facility, and I 
endorse its approval unequivocally. It's my considered and 
professional opinion that this facility will be a notable 
asset to Corona del Mar, preferable to all other known 
alternatives. 

It's my understanding that this project will be reviewed at 
the April 10 City Council Meeting. I plan to attend this 
meeti ng. 

1216 Sandpoint Way 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

Be: Mr. Jon Christeson 

y 

R. J. Moore 
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41 Balboa Coves 

Newport Beach, California 92663 

April 7, 1989 

The Honorable Donald A. Strauss 
Mayor, City of Newport Beach 
Post Office Box 1768 
3300 Newport Boulevard 
Newport Beach, California 92658-8915 

Dear Mayor Strauss and Members of the City Council: 

I am a resident of the City of Newport Beach and 
have been for nine years. I also have my office in the 
City of Newport Beach. I have reviewed the site plan 
and elevations for the proposed new senior assisted 
living facility on Pacific Coast Highway and I urge 
you to approve the project. The proposed use will help 
to meet a serious-community need for senior housing. 
Further, I believe the structure will be an attractive 
addition to the Corona del Mar neighborhood. 

Sincerely, 

~~ jJ--Lkwu£, 
Stephen J. Schumacher 

bcc: Jon E. Christeson /' 
William Todd 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 
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--~~;~: ;·:-~PAUi:. FRANKLIN~ 
633. R"ockford Road: 

Corona daT Mar CA 92625: 
l7r4!) 760-0220 

' ..... - .' , ."" 

March 27. 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Suite 100 
Newport Beach CA 92660 

Oear Mr. Christeson: 

I am famil iar 
who 1 eheartedly. 

with the EMERALD VILLAGE project and I support 
I urge the Newport Beach City Council to support it. 

~k 
/au 1 Franklin 

it 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald village project and, with 
the ,proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
proJect and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Address 

;1nL~--tt--uf0 

I--c- .?1JL-

*-::I£~/~d 
I 

~cdL-r ,~'''; 

ct·fo~ 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the.proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
proJect and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 
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"eager tAl provide you with any pertinent infOrmatlOIl on the Emerald ViJlage 
_ "jeet. Please let us knOw hoW :we can accommodate you by completing this 
reply card. ' .... ;- .. 
o I am IDw.restai/n ~sOmeone meet with me Oll an indi'd~uIi I-asis to 

answer my qliestions. . • . 
o I am iIiterested in attending a community meeting tAl hear more aoont tbff . 

projeet and have my questions answEred. 
I am specillcally interested in additionallnfonnation on: 

. 0 traffic Impacts 0 impact on my view 
o parIiing . . Cl the type of reSJ .• dent who woul/lUve ?f Emerald Village .. ... (I-{: {~ 

. Narit . . .. /.J-(' ¥ _. _ . 

I r 
City -""'-""-'-"~'----'"=-:......!....:~~ __ Zip 12 (. ;). S 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100. 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name a (1&+= 
Address _-='Z:",:,)-,,"c..,'--P'-'0=-fP"'fP'-iT~A::..:v<L=_ 

C0IVJ 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name 

Address ;2 310 J B-4y£rbE DI2 

~ ])EL.n'?M. '72.,,;as;-
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and pge the/./~e~~~ Jeayh Cit~ouncil to do the 
same. - (;:7 ~ ~-4Y~ /. _ 

Sincerely, 

~&!?~f ;( aJ//L/4~ r- I- MT;Y~/;UE)/. tJ.:LL//5'45 

( 
Name,_Q~ bt,,, ./ .-£....J ~V / / -/4 -
Address--::;<7 C~CL/Yf ;PeL /)tzi/~ W~ 

, 
e d ij P;;z ?,<.::,-
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We are eager to provide you with any pertinent infonnation on :.he Emerald Village ·V 
project. Please let us know how we can accommodate you by completing this 
reply card. 
o I am interested in having someone meet with me on an individual basis to 

answer my questions. 
o I am interested In attending a community meeting to hear more about the 

project and have my questions answered. 
I am specifically interested in additional information on: 
o traffic impacts 0 impact on my view 
o parking 0 the type of resident who would live at Emerald Village 

Name 1& J.7JfM .:I¥S- -:;;.,..~ 
Address 212. ~ ~) !I,(. 
City elJM Zip t"tz., ?,-
Thlephone iZo/7"k <1- OZr/·· . 

~~~~~~~3:iffiid 

.. 



.. -RECEIVED ~ AGENDA 
PRINTElk" J) -/ 

April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 
~f>... 

11" ~ ~~, 
§f RECEIVED \-~ 
~j APR 19 1989 i 
~ \ CIl't' Ct£RK ,' .. 

\ C1lYOF , ' 
\ NEWf'ORl aEACII 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 
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April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name ~d~) BecUI ~(.\~ h~s (a tCl. ~Q(~ Jdl2DItAl j 
Address W8 Zllel')H"lj C£l.Y)~() f\ eel 

(me Vl4 daJ mAlI 
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April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name~~~ 
Address ...3 0 7 ~ ,fl .. » ,,( ~ 

~~ c(..J2 Y~o../> 

c?~ 'l.u. :? S-
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April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

, l-_ 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

• 
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April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, , 

(/'Jc-:::-;( -1>1(!ZLcJ~' , 
Name-/'U, /"",' JLP,. G !u..J-.l--+t,-, I /C'OCO P t) ,__ - f..... -L 

Address 'V'-V-O 11:"-v;,~ qu.,. ·-Jt:nL/ 
I ' ' 

@C"~"""" .-d-l-( -?Yf,-.-'1c ~ 
Ct -UJ...j'" 
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April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, ~ /J . .tC7 \ 
~~t<-<~ AU c:.e:'~ 

AddressL~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

aA- ;0;. I f'd 
} 

9Z(cz.:2 '5: 

....... 
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• 
April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 



• 
April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

r am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, r now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 



9 

• 
April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

+ 
RECEIVED 
APi' 19 1989 

;f'V';{j7h:i' 
.' l ,)t 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

\ 



fO 

• 
'April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Si.ncerely, 

Name6cJwJ"'~. 0~ 
Address ~~~~ Pee 

-.J egz, 9Ql M0 



II 

• 
Apri.l 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. .'. ;Tf";;-' . 
Si.ncerely ,»>-~ ;-.>:\ 

~P{!f~!()~ !rg~~7 
Address _-:../..:.IJ~<-;-.!..·/-=:;:J/:::.0.!.;.':.::(.VJ:..!;. ~~-::::!dJ/::::' ::;:::'::;!:! ~::0;;; // I ltavf/rrO:K • lilT BfI.cH 

/1 0--, I ,; l 'v,.I 
f /'0 '- L?1.-/L 0,-«, -/"f/LA./( I 

Name 

C A 1 Z.--G.,;} 5' 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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• 
April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 9·266 a 
Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name 9~L4f= /Y(.))v L./ 
""'-'"I. ,.' .,', ~-. 

Addres s Dickson Shafer 
2:32 EVe:n1!ig Ctmgon aa: 
Conma del Mar 

----;----, . 
V~· 

. ' . 



• 

April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am fam;liar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

.., '7 mtvt.-(a.. 
• RECEIVED 

APR 19 1989 
CI1'f

CI 
Ctm, 

11'0f 
Nf.\W'Of(f liFAr,f' 



} 1.-\ 

• 
April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building Size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

• i 

, 
r· 

',;'" . 

. ~~, 
\ ...... ,., 
\/ .. 



I~ 

• 
April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. . 

+ 
RECEIVED 

APR 19 19B9 
W'ClI.kK 

cnVOf 
Nl'ftI'OIIl 8tACII 



• 
April 19, 1989 

Mayor Donald Strauss 
City Hall 
3300 Newport Blvd. 
Newport Beach, CA 92658 

1 JELMAH Hl1NN. M.D. 
h\MII \ I'HAl '[ [~"[. 

• "RECEIVED AfTER AGENDA 
PRINTED:" /I. ( 

Re: Emerald Village, a Corona del Mar Senior Housing Facility 

Dear Mayor Strauss: 

Having read a project summary on Emerald Village, proposed for Southern 
Corona del Mar, may I express my enthusiasm and that of, I'm sure, most 
Newport Beach primary physicians, for such a senior housing facility. 

Until now, we have been greatly frustrated when asked to recommend a place 
for an older citizen to live. The senior must move out of the area, usually 
away from a longstanding physician relationship, so must not only change 
residential areas at a very unfavorable point in life, but must also change 
doctors. Many seniors feel that they have been pushed out of their homes 
and their communities. 

Now there is the prospect that our older patients, relatives and friends can 
continue living in their area, being seen by their familiar doctor. 

If we doctors can do anything to encourage the development of this project 
which appears to be of high quality commensurate with the community, 
please let us know. 

Delmar Bunn, M.D. 

DB:pps 

I IH.M.-\1\ IU 'I\:r..;. M [I. INC ·400 NEWI,(lRT CENTER DR.' STE. ,,(IH' NEWI>()HT BE:\CH. C:\ 0:21)(;0· (7141 (,44-4.111 



I 

• • 
2948 Cli ff Dri ve 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

April 21, 1989 

Mayor Donald Strauss RE: EMERALD VILLAGE 
and City Council 

City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Boulevard 
P. O. Box 1768 
Newport Beach, CA 92658-3200 

Dear Mayor Strauss andMembers of the Council: 

Recently I have had the opportunity to review the 
Emerald Village project plans and hear the facts /\ \. .... 
regarding its potential impact on the city. In my""\)'- .l." 
opinion, the project would be an asset and welcome" R T 
improvement to that area and Corona del Mar i tse~~~. EeE/VED \ 
It would replace the present eyesore with a tranRtiil APR 241n09 
setting of lovely buildings, housing adult and se:;ene Ct1Y(:URK JQ 

occupants -- less noise, less traffic and congestJ;on ,N~~ 
all things on the pI us side. -

:,' ,'-. 

In my later years I'd love to have an Emerald Village-:' 
here to move into wouldn't you? 

Please allow Newport Beach the advantage of a new 
and wonderful improvement, of which all its citizens 
can be justly proud. 

Sincerely, 

bt-~'V' ~iA-V0"\.) ,(ttL Uc 
'Georgfann Keller 



• 
"RECEIVED AFTER AGENDA 

PRINTED:". j;;-/ 
~-!....---

April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 



. . • 

March 30, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 
+ 

RECEIVED 
APR 2~ 1989 

anClfRll em Of 
NlWPOR1S£ACI\ 

I am ·familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name ~ .J.-~_ f!d ~ 
Address 7'2.? /l/~> /J c-e . 

~ktJ~~720z3 



• 
March 30, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am fam·iliar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name t-f-\n-d 't-\G-k ~VW {~5U51toL.. 
Addres s .:;;: '6 ~ cc. ev'\U G; l ic-~'-

C- Q fL , Cc-..-



, 

I 

• 
March 30, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• • 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

L_------



. " • 

March 30, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same." 

Sincerely, 



• 

April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. laO 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 



• 

April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon.: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and UE~the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. (' / tJ 

' ~ L-....~ ,\_ 
Sincerely, '<::"',-\,j)./V L{// 

Name ( ,1ltfdly;( ()// // /fUcd 
Address / it (5{1IlEC[Xc 1ft:!-

erik 



• 

April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Ne,~ort Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 



. ' 

., 

• 

March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name Q(J..{'O\ -f Lea \(r 6..c.lQ.losLy 
Address 5 0 q 7) 2 ,.1.AJ ZA-

~ 0 {C"A.c.. d,J m fA 



• 

Mayor Donald Strauss 
City of Newport Beach 
3360 Newport Beach Blvd. 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

RENFRO C. NEWCOMB 
3 Sandbar Drive 

Corona del Mar, California 92625 
(714) 759-5577 

• 

Ap ri 1 14, 1989 

RE: EMERALO VILLAS SENIOR CITIZENS PROJECT 

Dear Mayor Strauss: 

I wish to express my oplnlon on the Emerald Villas property on E. Coast 
Highway in Corona delMar. 

I have looked at this piece of property often in the 30 years plus that I 
have lived in Corona del Mar and I strongly feel that this Senior Citizen 
project is one of the best uses this property could have. 

I am in favor of the project and I hope that you will be in favor of it also. 

Thank you far considering my opinion. 

Sincerely, 

Renfro C. Newcomb 

RCN:mls 



• 

March 30, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name 

Address 



• 

March 30, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name 

Address rz.'Z'Zro ~T ~ fL. 

tll2\l-J(C::>op=r ~ 

Cj5... • .q~O 

\1J60el--lB'JE3 ~ Allf-. ~~e2::N f(Zc:2jecr ""-'In-l ~ 
~~ ~~, (<S NOT ONl7( A qoop ~ f'tt2... 

--rn.e f'(2c:f~-r1 \!7V) 1<7 'l'tel-L- 0Vlltb AND CoM f"A--n~ 
/l) ~~ Cj~t::1,..l~ Nel~(2l:?,2..I~ AND ~IC-E? 

Ul76'?~ \NfE ~I~ ~T A. FP.~~ ~ M<2... 

"Il-'1:,? pP0evr \? -rp.e-~ ...Jc::7('B. 



. . • 

April 19, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

,,,,. 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name .:, ~·-~cfe~~ 
Addresi; 

J. Les[ie Steffensen 
735 Cameo J{igiWlwfs 'fJri,,,, 
Corona ad 5tfii-, C'l 92625 



• 
April 19,. 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name SA \ b S \-\0 KR iAN 

Address Z 720 P£eSL£ DR 

Co/?.uA!ri DEL. )4 tT/..? 



• 

April 12, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear JGn: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name 

Address /I ( 5HO}(ECLIEF 

C Of',,; 



,,
" 

• 
April 19, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name 

Address e H 4-,-, «..... G ,(Lu::... 
GL... -' a J~ Y7 4vL[ ~ '? L'<: 2...r 



• • 

April 19, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

D 



• 

March 30, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, ,~~ __ --

------;; /l j I ,r-,L' 
Name ,(,/7:"( fT7.7r o->,,-IvV 

Address () --J -- <'" .--./ - ~-)\ "' "/ ....:-......J .../',/:/-7\/ -"1.. e-r,s r '<. _ . ~.'-. ,,-

C,.r-.;;;.-v.-t ,d .... J:. JGA< Ll. 
, I 

r2L"A-j-

• 



, • 
March 30, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name 



. . • 

March 30, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

'N~~ 1~l2fl1-~ 
Address /2J..6 S.e.AUt4;t: Dtt-, 
~~M ....... 



• • • "RtCEtVEDj\f1ER AGENDA 
PRINTED:" 3- '/0 ) 

City Council 
City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Blvd. 

IRVING X. BURG 
2301 BAYSIDE DRIVE - PENTHOUSE SUITE 

CORONA DEL MAR. CALIFORNIA 92625 

(7141675--3235 

Newport Beach, CA 92663-38B4 

Gentlemen & Gentlewomen: 

March 20, 1989 

\_.-

My wife and I want to congratulate the Planning Commission's unanimous 
approval of the proposed senior citizen assisted-care facility in Corona 
del Mar. Our mother is in one such facility in Lagu~Hills and the only 
impact on the neighborhood is a most positive one. 

Elderly folks do not drive excessively, they do not create noise or become 
boisterous and abusive. They make excellent neighbors who are very appreciative 
of any attention they receive and the project would add greatly to the 
wholesomeness of Crona del Mar as a complete community. 

I am a member of the Corona del Mar Community Association and I am in 
comlete disagreement with him as are many other members. Every point he 
made is refuted in actual operations. If anything, Senior Citizen homes are 
quieter, use less traffic and complete a city's responsibility to its 
citizens. 

We hope and pray that the City Council will approve the Planning Commission's 
recommendation. 

Sincerely. 

~------7~ 



• 

Planning Commission 
City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Blvd. 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Gentlemen: 

• 
520 De Anza Dr. 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 
Feb. 27, 1989 

I am writing to you in favor of the Retirement Hotel that 
the Emerald Associates are proposing to build in Corona del 
Mar. We have been residents of Corona Highlands for twenty 
five years and have seen the property at 3900 East Coast 
Highway go downhill until it is not compatible with the 
community. 

I have been to meetings where the developers have presented 
their plans and am satisfied that they have taken into 
account the traffic problems of our community and are 
addressing this problem. The design of the hotel is very 
pleasing and I feel will be a real asset to our 
neighborhood. 

I feel that a retirement hotel would be an ideal use for 
this property. 

Sincerely, 

cr~o.~ 
Claire A Wesner 



.'. 

( 

• 

March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Address 

·v 



( 
'-

------------------------

• 

March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

NametJrk~~ 
- . I 
Address 



c· .. ······· .. 

( 

.. T-". -".~ . 

. ;'." . :-;, . •••• 

March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name 

Address _~Oi!1!:ak~.:gOD!!.!:S~bafer~·~_-., ....... __ 
232 Evening CWilI- RIC 
Cqrgnq dol Mar 



.. . • 
MaI:ch23,1989 

-, ":," ~' ... \lori""cm:ist~~OJt<:_ -',',' .', ~. ",,:. 
EMERJ\LDVILLAGEASSOCIATES 

~-. . '. ' 

"4 770.CampuSDri..,e~Ste~lO.O· 
. NeWport Beach.,·>CA '. 9266.0 

Dear Jon: 

.I ~ familiar with the Emeral,d Village project and, with 
. thepropolled changell in. building lIize, I now support the 
. pr9jectand urge the Newport Beach City Counc.i.l to do the 

same. 

Sincerelyu-_-_'---



F.· .. ·.· ..... . ~.:',:. 

( 

: ."3;"-
I 

• 

March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Name 

Address 



cu •• · 

c 

• 
March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 



" 

c 

• 
Marcia 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste.100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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• 
March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE . ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building si~e, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name 14w:~ 
Address .7<1:; ~./ 

C-~_d'gJJ~ 
~, 9""Ytf, >-.J 



c 

(' 
~, 

c 

• 
March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Orive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, ~o/~~~ 
Name :y 0 ~ "'- I~ a.. ~ Ke.-l \ 
Address UQ ad m =... 0",. 

Co",,",",5-- &..,A !lhq.v

Cd 2~,( ~ s= 



t .. ··.·.'.·> 

" 

( 
\. 

• 
March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD. VILLAGE ASSOCIATES. 
4770 Campus DriVe, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• ••• 

I am familiar with the Emeral.dVillage prajfEjct .and,with 
the proposed . changes . in .. building size, I . now . support the 
proj.ectand urqe the NfElwport.Beach City Council to do the same.···· . .. . ... 

. Sincerely, 

NameeOV>"I7-~«~ 
.Address .• ·tffll f~'" l4h. 

·C PA ·11- 0-,.
J/?( ·?ia . ~.' ~ rIc 



c 

( , 

• 

March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar·with the Emerald Villaqe project and, with 
the proposed chanqes in buildinq size, I now support the 
project and urqe the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Name __ ~~~~~~ __________ ___ 

Address II ])1( AI(t: S P\-'{ "Dn... 
(.6 \'lou ... \;) ~'- HIGr't. (Il. 9Zc..«S"' 
71r-7,f'1-~/O 



( .... . .::<: :. 

( 

• 

March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerel1j' 

Name cJLiV\.~ CJ I L,~(., 
Address L-f,)} t'"' ~'-'<.v,J;:;t-M rl~ 

~dr~ &AJ ~~ ~~ 
q '-- ( l.-- 1"'-

v 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon·Christeson 
EMERALD, VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

r am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, r now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name %~\. ...., (~~a.... ......... '(C.G-e.. 

Address \.S ...... " 'S.~"-e....,,-~\..~ ~~,_ 

G::..,. ~~ ~ ~ G-
;> 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

",r-.': :'. - ... 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 



. 

c 

March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES . 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name A Q 0: 6 <!xL 
Address / '2 c 7 

e.. 0 J'1 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr • Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach,CA 92660 

Dear Jon; 

• 

r am familiar with the . Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes .in building size, r nOW support the 
project and urge the. Newport Beach City Council. to do the 

. same. . 

Sincerely, 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

lam familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, , 

Name ~/&CAc", ~ oceJ 
-Address cJ.:1/ ££ -~ ?1ZtA(~-4 

/'" $4?1.k oIefO m If/V 
lj t! ..;z-t ;z r-



( 

• 

March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Cnristeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name Uk.? (') 8- r{-a OJI~ff Up-

Address t! 3 eo c (~l i(T ~~ 
e D 1ft 9· fe v,' 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson . 
EMERALD VILLAGE. ASSOCIATES . 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach; CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I. now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name ~ .-4<1. #. 
Address Ci,! 0 -i'Sf' .j;t". e;.~ ~ 
~ d -LL.z ~, ~. 

f'd-&~~ 
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!!arch 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach,CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed. chanqes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name 

v 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA92.660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name _--'-/...:.,o_IIA-'-_B..::::..-A.c....L.y ____ _ 

Address 3~'1 t UAl?CtJE.elr~ 
~(J ~ 0 N A () £.1- ill A-<! , 

• 
92..(,').5 

v 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
47'70 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Vi.llage project and, wi.th 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City .Council to do the 
same. . 

Sincerely, 

Name 

Address --/~ 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE· ASSOCIATES 
4.770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA92660 

Dear Jon: 

e 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and,with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name tDM>6S~ 
Address ":l.-<;",~ [1~ ~ 

Q.~AA 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste.100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with. the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in. building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach. City Council' to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name 8a...uce.. E.~ O.["W7z.. r 
Address ,--,7"--!.n":::"'-f.'p~O~Jw:rJ~S~~~:::.::...!..!.!A-::.·_ 

y 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christes.ari 
EMERAIJ) VILLAGE ASSOCIATES . 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste.··.100 .. 
!lewpOrt.Beach,CA 926.60· 

.. Dear Jon: 

• 

Iamfallliliar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the.proposedchanqes inbl1ildinq;size, I now support the 
project and urge the !lewportBeach C.ity Counc.il to do the same. . . 

. Sincerely, 

v 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE .ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urqethe Newport Beach.City Council to do the 
same. 

"----:;rNVVVI t1 ~ 
Name E<; R. Mrrc.AElL 
Address 52?· ~AJeO (2oAQ 

CotoNA da MAt.. C-A qZCpZS-
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March 23, 1989 

Hr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am famil.iar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VIT.I·llGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach,CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I . am familiar with the Emerald Villaqe. project and, with 
the proposed chanqes in buildinqsize, I now support the 
project and urqe. the Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 



.,' 

QI[ •• ' 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4,770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Village project and, with 
the proposed changes in building size, I now support the 
project and urqethe Newport Beach City Council to do the 
same. ' 
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March 23, 1989 

Mr. Jon Christeson 
EMEBALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dear Jon: 

• 

I am familiar with the Emerald Vi.llage reject and, with 
the proposed changes in building size .I- ow support the 
project and urge the Newport Beach C· Y Co il to do the 
same. 

Sincerely, 

Name~Q?;{ ~ 
i/ () "-

Address 30 ~ Jer tV? fjy. 
~~~ 

Czt. 9":{b..:{S 

'1;(J \ 1\~~0L ~Q. 
eo<MLA- D\S\... ~~(l 

QA 111(g~c7 . 

... 



f.,'. c •. '.' .. 
\,:, 

LIJ 

. '. 

.' ', ... .- ': . .- "" . ':" .". >.: .. ~: .. -,.< 
. ~b.,~3t 1~.;~9 .. , 

Mr • Jon . Christes(;n .' , 
EMERALD' VII,L.AGE. ASSOCIATES .' 
4770,CampusD;rive,Ste.100 

.Newp.ort . Beach, ·'ca· •. 92660 

De~ .. Jon:. 

••••• " 

I ~ fami~iar with the Emera~d Vi~~age project. and~ with 
. the proposed changes in bui~ding si:l;e, I now' support the 

project and u;rg¢ the Newport aeachCityCouncil to do the 
, same. '. . 
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Mayor Donald Strauss 
City of Newport Beach 
33GO.Newport Beach Blvd. 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

RENFRO C. NEWCOMB 
3 Sandbar Drive 

Corona del Mar, California 92625 . 
(714) 769-5577 

• 

April 14, 1989 

RE: EMERALD VILLAS SENIOR CITIZENS PROJECT 

( Dear Mayor Strauss: 

( 

II 

I wish to express my opinion on the Emerald Villas property on E. Coast 
Highway in Corona del Mar. 

I have looked at this piece of property often in the 30 years plus that I 
have lived in Corona del Mar and I strongly feel that this Senior Citizen 
project is one of the best uses this property could have. 

I am in favor of the project and I hope that you will be in favor of it also. 

Thank you for considering my opinion. 

Sincerely, 

tt+ e./JIl~ 
Renfro C. Newcomb 

RCN:mls 



Mr. Phil Sansone 
3300 Newport Ave. 
Newport Beach, CA 

Dear Mr. Sansone: 

• 

92663 

520 de Anza Dr. 
Corona del Mar, 
April 4, 1989 

• 

CA 

We are writing to you in favor of the retirement hotel 
that the Emerald Associates are proposing to build in Corona 
del Mar. We have been residents of Corona Highlands for 
twenty five years and have seen the property at the south 
east corner of PCH and Hazel Dr. go downhill until it is an 
eyesore and disgrace to the community at the present time. 

·i\H We have been to meetings where the developers have 
\.;:";,,,resented their plans and are satisfied that they have taken 

into account the traffic problems of our community and are 
addressing this problem. The design of the hotel is very 
pleasing and we feel will be a real asset to our 
neighborhood. 

We feel that a retirement hotel will be an ideal use 
for this property. 

Sincerely, 

~t£)~' 
George M. Wesner 
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PHIL LANSDALE, 242 HAZEL DRIVE, CORONA DEL MAR, CALIFORNIA 92625-3059" PHONE 714 760-0695 

( 

( 

,\pril 0, 19R9 

Mayor IJ(ln Strauss and 
City Council Mfm.lbers 

Newport Beach Cit.y Hall 
;1:300 Ne>l'port Blvd 
Newport Beach, C."> 92660 

Honorable Mayor and Council Members: 

My wife and I wish to express our strong support for upgrading Coast 
in Corona del Mar b~' approval of the Emerald Associates liSP lwnnil #:3:342. 
that we understand will be presented to the City Council 011 April 24th. 

We are addressing you by letter because we will be in Europe that week. 

F'rankly, we don't understand the strident objections to a proposed project 
that will replace the shabby structure now standing at the cornel' or Coast 
Highway and Hazel Drive. Our neighbors have told us ot' their approval at" [he 
project. We believe that an impartial poll of all Hazel Drive resid,~nts on 
both sides of the Highway, and on Poppy .,,>venue too, for that maller, WOliid 
produce 'UI overwhellllin)~ f~ndorsemenl of this attractive elderly car" 
fadlily. 

It appears to us that a vet'y few persons, perhaps only two or thl''''' 
families, may be pursuing some sort of vendetta against the builders or 
owners of the property and trying to create the impression that the 
comunity is agit.ated. We have heard a number of inappropriate ohjections. 

At 011<) meeting we were told that the building would cut off a portion of 
the ocean, view for two resident.s. When I pointed out t.hat perhaps this 
could be negotialfld with the developers, I was told that preserving the \'iew 
wouldn't solve the problem. One woman said the sound of sirens from 
arnbulnnces en route to and from the facility at all hours would disturb her 
and the wnoJe neighborhood . 

. ,\150 someone pointed out that it would create a parking problem on Hazel 
IJrive on the ocean side of the Highway, A parking problem already '~xists 
there. When we were returning horne at 10:30 Saturday night there was only 
one empty space at the curb between the Highway and our 11Ouse, and it's even 
worse in the daylime. True, it would force patrons of the r'ive Crowns bar to 
park in the ["ive Crowns lot, which isn't all bad. 

The opporwnts say they want this property rezoned for resi(iential use oniy. 
That woul,j be a good \,aO' to punish the present ownet"s for ,vhat.evpr I"lte~" rnay 
have dOrte or said to offe"d \.lIe ohjecl.ors. And We cao', illl:-lgi"" who would 
want to Pill money int.o one or rnon~ f~xpensive single family re:-iid(~"cf;'s racing 
Coast Hip,ltwa.\·. CZluid it be that some property owners across the Highway 
might h'2 hoping I'or residential use in the form of apartmeflt buildings to 
increase foot traffic at this intersection in order to benefit possible 
future stores on their property,? 

We have tlev'~r met any of the Emerald Associates. We are simply interested in 
9690-<J9L I7~L 3NOHd "6SOC'Sl9l6 VINIJO=lIlVO '1J1lv-l130 VNOIJOO '31\11JO 13ZVH ll7l '31VOSNVl NV3r 
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• • 
fair play and in seeing the present eyesore converted Into a comrnunuity 
asset. We ury''' you to approve this attractive project.. 

Sincerely 

Lansdale 

• 



I 

(" 

• • 
41 Balboa Coves 

Newport Beach, California 92663 

April 7, 1989 

The Honorable Donald A. Strauss 
Mayor, City of Newport Beach 
Post Office Box 1768 
3300 Newport Boulevard 
Newport Beach, California 92658-8915 

Dear Mayor Strauss and Members of the City Council: 

I am a resident of the City of Newport Beach and 
have been for nine years. I also have my office in the 
City of Newport Beach. I have reviewed the site plan 
and elevations for the proposed new senior assisted 
living facility on Pacific Coast Highway and I urge 
you to approve the project. The proposed use will help 
to meet a serious community need for senior housing. 
Further, I believe the structure will be an attractive 
addition to the Corona del Mar neighborhood. 

Sincerely, 

~~jJ~w¥.L 
Stephen J. Schumacher 
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April 4, 1989 

Dear Mayor Straus and Members of the City Council: 
We are writing regarding the Emerald Village proposal now dealing with a 

senior residential facility at East Coast Highway and Hazel Drive in Corona del 

Mar. 

The plan meets an important community need and provides an appropriate 

utilization of this problem plagued property. As you know this proposal 

represents a sound and equitable solution for the broader community as well as 
for the private interests Which are directly involved. 

The objections raised to the project do not reflect a considered assessment 
of the scaled down nature of the plan and the positive benefits Which may accrue 
from a quality facility of the kind outlined. Moreover some of the objections 
portray a negative stereotype of the elderly Which we abhor. 

Sincerely, 

/' j} k /t;/';u~'Wf..-
~s W. M::Cann 

Olar les M::Cann 
3700 Seaview 
Corona del Mar,Ca. 92625 
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April 21, 1989 

Councilman phil Sansone 
215 Marguerite Avenue 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

Dear Councilman Sansone: 

We wanted to write you as Shorecliff neighbors to urge you 
to support the revised proposal for development of Emerald 
Village, an assisted living senior housing project on the 
A.T. Leo site across Buck Gully. 

We believe it is important to find a solution to this 
site, which has created a visible blight on our otherwise 
beautiful neighborhood because of its long and 
problem-plagued history. The proposed senior housing 
project -- now substantially revised -- would represent an 
excellent and highly attractive use. 

When the project was originally proposed about a year ago, 
many people had expressed initial concern about the size 
of the building, parking requirements and other issues, 
such as the number of delivery trucks that would service 
the facility. We have reviewed these issues personally 
with the builder, Jon Christeson, who's family has lived 
in Corona del Mar for eight years, and we are now fully 
comfortable with the project with the new revisions. 

Specifically: 

o the project will generate the least amount of traffic 
of any use on that site, including residential, which 
will reduce u-turns currently coming from the retail 
uses on the site; 

o the size of the project has been cut by 24 percent 
from the original proposal to comply with strict 
provisions of the newly adopted General Plan for the 
City of Newport Beach; 

o much of the project will be built below grade, 
so that if you compare its overall height with the 
buildings now on the site or the Five Crowns 
restaurant adjacent to the site, it will actually be 
lower than them; 

o 

o 

a Conditional Use Permit will limit occupancy to 
85 units (cut from 120) and at most 99 seniors; ,,',' 

the project will likely require fewer deliverie~::than .t
any other commercial use that could be approved' f0:ft.ECEIVEO 
~~:) ~ite (and possibly fewer than even a residentiaA'PR 24 1989 

aTY ClERK 
CITY OF 

HEWf'ORI BfAQl 



,." -.J_) 

o the project will be managed and operated by 
Transamerica Retirement Management, a highly respected 
and trusted retirement housing management company. 

In addition, the building's architecture will be of 
comparable quality to that of the Ritz Carlton Hotel, 
providing a beautiful and upscale solution to the ugly 
structures and dumpsters that now are visible on the site. 

Beyond all these attractive features, marketing studies 
show that an assisted living use is desperately needed in 
Newport Beach. The city has only one assisted living 
residence in town -- an older and unattractive facility 
with less than 100 rooms -- and there's a waiting list. 
In fact, even if Emerald Village is approved, there still 
would be a shortage of assisted care residences in the 
city today. 

We have joined together because we believe approval of 
this use is important to our community. All of us had 
concerns when the plan was first presented. But we now 
wholeheartedly support the project and hope you will too. 

If you support the project, we would appreciate it if you 
could sign and return the attached support letter to Jon 
Christenson, which will be forwarded to Phil Sansone, 
councilmember for Corona del Mar, and William Ward, senior 
planner. 

Cordially, 

cc: Newport Beach City Council Members 

'It'" • It .. 
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Taffy CosIow 
436 Mendoza Terrace, Corona Del Mar, California 92625 
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April 16, 1989 

Mayor Don Strauss and 
Members of the City Council 
3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Mayor Strauss: 

• 
+ 

RECEIVED 
APR 18 1989 
.. 1:.. 

I write to you regarding Emerald Associates Use Permit #3342. 

I have been a homeowner and resident of Corona del Mar since 
1970. One reason I chose Corona del Mar as the place to buy my 
home was because of the smaller town nature oi' the community. 

I realize that nearly all towns in California experience growth 
and increases in population and density, but the plan for the 
corner of PCH and Hazel is inconceivable. Emerald Associates has 
reduced the room count from 98 to 85 units, but that is a 
pittance. Eighty five units is still too great a number. 

My desire is that the parcel be made into a park. Ii' that is not 
possible I ask. that the property be rezoned to residential with 
density and height limits. 

My neighbors and I feel very strongly about this and we will not 
allow Emerald Associates to go ahead with their grand plans 
without a fight. 

Sincerely yours, 

Ao u OJ ~G .i'SQAJ 

~e :antor 
475 Morning Canyon Road 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 
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Uf~ECEIVED AFTER AGENDA 

PRINTED:" -"...J-/)L-LI ____ _ 
April 21, 1989 

Dear Council Members: 

RE: Emerald Assoc. Senior Care 
Facility, Corona del Mar 

Your time is very valuable and you must read hundreds 

of repetitious letters. 

I have just one suggestion - please deny Emerald 

Assoc. Senior Project in this highly congested intersection 

of Corona del Mar for the safety of the senior citizens who 

will occupy this facility and for all those using the Coast 

Highway and Poppy Avenue. 

Robert L. Sattler 
544 Hazel Drive 
Corona del Mar, Calif. 
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• • Albert E. Stockton, VMD 

286 Evening Canyon Road 

Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

(714) 760-1130 

Mr Phil Sansone 

3300 Newport Blvd 

Newport Beach, CA 92663 

April 17, 1989 

Dear Councelman Phil Sansone, 

I understand that the Emerald Associate Elderly Care 

Facility is now applying for a use permit to construct another 

large building on the site of Hazel and PCB. My opinion is 

we should stick to the General Plan to use the land.as Retail 

and Service Commercial, which is more cohesive to our community 

and surrounding territory. We all must realize this is a 

firm commitment and after it is done it cannot be changed. 

The mistake will be made and it cannot be corrected. 

We have an outstanding community here with fine buildings 

along PCH, and we hope to keep it that way if possible. We 

do not need any bulky structures like this to destroy the 

beauty of the area. 

Regarding parking, we must take a hard, long look at 

this problem. The famous valet parking is a headache to thel 

peaceful and quiet condition of the surrounding community. 

We have experienced this valet parking before, and it was 

a major headache especially for those of us on Evening Canyon 

Road and Seaward. We sure don't want that again. I am for 

anyone making money, but not at the detriment to the surrounding 
community. 

Let's 

and not a 

keep 

bulky 

Corona del Mar as a first quality family communit} 

structures for the elderly. 

your past courtesy and good judgement. 

S~JZ:;f-~) 
Albert E. Stockton, VMD. 

AES/sg 

1 
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Mayor Strauss and City Council 
City Hall 
Newport Beach, California 

Dear Sir: 

• 

April 24, 1989 

In reference to the proposed adult care facility at the old 
A.T. Leo site. 

I live within five hundred feet of that site. I was sent a 
letter and invitation to attend an on site showing of the 
proposed project about a year or so ago. I spoke with Mr. Christensen 
about my concerns of the traffic over load and the making of U turns 
in front of my place at Coast Highway and Seaward. His answer was, 
that is not my problem, it is a Cal-Trans problem. We have a number 
of accidents there each year, but near accidents everyday. I can 
see every ~ehicle coming out ot the adult care facility making U-turns 
during any given time. 

To my knowledge, this site is and has always been zoned commercial. 
Mr. Christensen knew this when he bought the property. If he did not 
like the present zoning he should have purchased it contingent upon 
getting the zoning he wanted. Therefore, I do not see why the city has 
any obligation what so ever to accommodate a myriad of amendments and 
zone changes. 

In essence, this is nothing more than a motel or hotel, except 
that it is not opened to the public. I wonder if the City would allow 
the Kirkwood MOtel to expand and add another 64 rooms so as to equal 
Mr. Christense's project????? It seems to me that the Kirkwood would 
be just as entitled since a presidence has been established by the 
City's approval of this project. 

~~nk you for your time 

4Ir~t~ 
in reading this letter. 

A concerned citizen 

'.-/ 

.f. 
RECEIVED 
APR 24 1989 

CITtCJ.fIIK 
crry()f 

Ii£WPORT BfN;H 
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• 
54! Haze! Drive 

(orono del f1or. CA 92,j25 

The r1ayor and.11embers of the 
CIty Council 
City of Newport Beoch, CA 92663 

Deor Mayor ond Members of the City Counci-!, 

• 

Re: Emerel·j Assoc 
p,-O)" .::.,- t .,.-, -',"';..) "'w' 1..." r~d 

The jorge elderly core institution proposed by Emerald now for ~our 
consideration is out of keeping with the village atmosphere of old Corono 
de! Mor, even in it·s somewhat diminished bulk. 

; urge ';~'.! to vote against this proposal. There is need for elderl~ COfe .. but 
the site on buslJ PCH is not tt,s right place. 

• 



01' • . • 

• • 3'1.( Pepri( ~ 
L~~-~~c 

. . . 
De'~ /Vfa.rtL'~/'" 5f/'t-",-,<-s-~r I'-le4~~t.o 6 'Zj~ CZ';Cc.u..4€ 



• • • 

'/ -:... ':.: -



t" ~ , • -, .. • • I 

I 

Q. ~ ~ >. 

··>'0'~\ \ , ~- , ., 
) ,. - -----
'-' . i . 



• 
MARGARET T WILLSON 
psychologist 

• 
PHD 

~~~ poppy ave corona del mar CA 82625 
714 760 1723 

April 21, 1989 

Mayor Don Strauss and Members of the City Council 
3300 Newport Blvd. 
Newport Beach, Ca.92663 
ReI Emerald Associates Use Permit #3342 

Gentlefolk. 

~ 
RECEIVED 
APR 211989 

tIIYCWIIt .r:-

I write to ask you to turn down the above referenced 
project. My reasons for this were outlined in my previous 
letter, so I will only summarize at this time. 
1. Favoring businesses including city income over the wishes 
and life space of the residents. (I live across the street) 
2. Increased traffic and parking problems (visitors and extra 
services) 
3 Inappropriatness of the site for the project and for the 
intended residents. 

Thank you for your attention to my request. 

Yours truly, 

/J7cVvtfa# J t(J~ J?J ~ 
Margar~t T. Willson Ph D 
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• • HASKELL SHAPIRO 
287 EVENING CANYON ROAD 

CORONA DEL MAR, CALIFORNIA 92625 

Newport Beach City Council Box 1768 

Newport Beach, CA 92658-8915 

Gentlemen: 

I urge you not to permit the construction of the facility 
which Emerald Associates have applied for in Use Permit 3342. 

The traffic survey that has been done is, in my opinion, 
not applicable to the projected use. Summer weekend traffic 
is the worst traffic problem that exists at the interSection 
of Pacific Coast Highway and Poppy. This propOsed use, due 
to each of the eighty or more residents having several visitors, 
could have a severe impact on summer weekend traffic and parking. 

HS:l 
~ 
HASKELL SHAPIRO 



• 
April 21, 1989 

Newport Beach City 
Newport Beach City 
Newport Beach, CA 

Council 
Hall 
92660 

Dear Council Members, 

• 

This is to enter our names on the dissident side 
regarding the senior-citizen assisted care home 
proposed for the old A.T. Leo site in Corona del Mar. 

Our reasons are reasons heard before - density, traffic 
flow, ecological concerns - all valid and not without 
reason to those living nearby. Please reconsider your 
decision to allow this intrusion on the property. 

Consider instead the definte upgrade of Laguna Beach 
when they opened their "window to the sea" along Coast 
Hwy at Main Beach. Were the A. T. Leo property to be 
reverted to the city, a similar plan could be 
instrumented: i.e. a traveler's rest stop amide a 
pretty and more ecologically planted park. 

Sincerely, 

Craig W. Kindig 
520 Seaward Road 
Corona del Mar, CA 

( 

92625 

£<---«- d.z 'r ' 
I' 

Judith S. Kindig 
.. 



SPENiAu CRUMP 
328· P~:ttia Avenue 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

April 19, 1989 

Mayor and City Council 
City of Newport 8each 
p. O. Box 176B 

Newport Beach, CA 92658-8915 

• 

Re: April 24, 1989, Hearing 

I am writing to express my oPPosition as a reSident and voter to the above project. 

Emerald lIillage Associates, Inc. 

There is already a considerable problem in parking in 
this area as well as heavy vehicular traffic. Your approval 
of this development will only make the situation worse for residents and visitors. 

Our family has resided in our present home for nearly 
1B years, and we have noted the local traffic and parking situation become worse each year. 

We residents/voters will appreciate your denial of this permit. 

/x.iV\ncerel Y. Y~ 

Spencer Crump 
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• 

Mayor Don Strauss 
Members of the City Council 
City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Ave. 
Newport Beach,"Ca. 926'63 

• 

April 17, 1989 

Re: Emerald Associates 
Use Permit 1133112 

Gentlemen: 

Once again I am joining my fellow Corona del Mar 
neighbors in voicing strong objection to the subject 
project which will be before the City Council on 211 
April 1989. 

As before, this proposed development is completely 
out of keeping with our neighborhood. The size and 
height of the proposed structure and its use would' 
have drastic adverse effects on traffic and safety 
issues as well as property values in Corona del Mar., 

I urge the City Council to act in good faith by re
sponding favorably to the wishes of the majority of 
Corona del Mar property owners and overturn the 
Planning Commission's ill advised decision on this 
project. 

Sincerely, , d6 
(Y I' Il, A / ~~GL{ f[04l- Vl~ 
Charles Gray ~ 
4527 Hampden Road 
Corona del Mar, Ca. 92625 
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Mayor Don Strauss and Members of the City Council 

3300 newport Ave. 

Newport Beach, Ca. 92663 

Re: Emerald Associates Use Permit #3342 

Gentleman: 

I request that you vote NO on the issue of commerical Zoning of the 
property on PCH and Hazer-Dr. 

We do not need further congestion on PCH! 

Very Turly Yours, 

Kenneth R. Ingman 

A 35 Year Resident and Home Owner 
and Newport Beach Resident 

/(' J /1;; 111'1 1/ 
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• • Thomas E. Stefl 
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANT 

322 Larkspur Avenue. Corona Del Mar. California 92625 
(714) 673-2416 

1 

1 

1 

1 

~:I 
.. , ~1 1 

April 1, 1989 

Mayor Don Strauss and Members 
of the City Council 

3300 Newport Ave. 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Reference: Emerald Associates Use Permit #3342 

Dear Mayor and Council Members, 

I have been a homeowner and resident of Corona del Mar 
since the mid-1970's. While by some local standards 
that makes me a relative newcomer I nonetheless take 
great pride and interest in the wellbeing of the area, 
including its seniors' community. 

During these years I have witnessed a number of 
establishments fail at the above referenced location 
because of their incompatibility with the community 
itself. The proposed Emerald Associates project is no 
more compatible to the that location than its 
predecessors. Ironically, while an elderly care 
facility might seem more suitable for the location than 
the previous restaurants and night spots, the traffic 
and safety considerations would quite likely be even 
worse. 

Unlike its predecessors, the Emerald Associates project 
would no doubt be a success for its developer as is 
just about any real estate development in orange 
County: however, in the end the community will have 
been changed to suit the Emerald Associates project. 

I lIrg~ you to oppose the Emerald Associates project in 
favor of a more suitable use for the location. 

Sincerely, 

3~~.~ 
Thomas E. Stefl 
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• 
517 Larkspur Avenue 

Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

• 

Mayor Don strauss and Members of the City Council 

3300 Newport Avenue 

Newport Beach, CA 92663 

RE: Emerald Associates Use Permit #3342 

Gentlemen and Ladies: 

I have owned my own home here in Corona del Mar since 

1947 and have seen a lot of changes in the area, which 

in most cases have been benificial to our wonderful 

community. 

However, I am dead set against the building of an 

elderly care unit in the locality that was chosen. 

I, myself, am a senior citizen, but with the congestion 

we now have on Coast Highway, who need~ more! 

I definately vote no for the permit. 

Yours very truly, 

Marian L. Johnson 
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From: A Concerned Resident of Olde Corona Del Mar 

To: Mayor Don Strauss andCi ty Council 
City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Blvd. 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

April 5, 1989 

. Sub:. Proposed' ErnEiIrald Associates Project, Use Permit 

.Dear Sir~. 
"- ,"< 

'. . 

····r do not want 'this project to be approved. I think you all 
know that the coastline in and around Corona Del Mar has reached 
a 'saturation point of development •. Allnew development must be 
.well thought out·. and carefully·· planriedto preserve the character 
of the area. 

• The Emerald project, as pr.oposed, would block the only . 
coastal viewpoint that remains in the village arid put extreme 
pressure on already overtaxed parking facilities for residents. 
Already there is not enough parking on weekdays. Weekends have 

.... become a' nightmare. 

I want your. staff to develop and enforce logical building 
codes for our city tha:tacknowledge the unique and fragile 
envirorunent6f the near~coa:st'area, especially the area on the 
coast side of trie highway. ··;Tall ,high-density development does 
n6tbelong there! . 

..... I believe that Emerald Associates can fir;'d a very suitable 
site for their ~lder:ly c~efacility that does not. impact the 
SO\lthern California coastline, both envirorunentally and 
aesthetically,as·theproposed site on Buck Gully will. r think 

·;;tha:t>youmustmake.'!:h~;,:l,ghtc,4ec:.i,sj,9nnow .to preserve the, village 
• a~sphere ofc6t<$iia·Del'.Mar'''" ..... . 

,''Ut~'t;;''~~~~~'{'~;V~~'~~Ji}.ogiate Proj ect. 

cc: Planning Commission 
City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Blvd. 
Newport Beach, CA 92658 

Mary Ann Root 
305 pOinsettiaA~. 

1J~~ff7IW! 
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April 5.1989 

From: A Concerned Resident of Olde Corona Del Mar 

To: Mayor Don Strauss and City Council 
City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Blvd. 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Sub: Proposed Emerald Associates Project, 

.. D~ar Sirs, c·. 

~ 
lECE\'If.t) '"" 

Use Pel:! t j.i~~ /,= : 
".A CI1'lIl!...... I~.·~ » ~1""" , ...... ,.~~I 

·n,,': 
I do not want this project to be approved. I think you all 

know that the coastline in and around Corona Del Mar has reached 
a saturation point of development. All new development must be 
well thought out and carefully planned to preserve the character 
of the area. 

The Emerald project, as proposed, would block the only 
coastal viewpoint that remains in the village and put extreme 
pressure on already overtaxed parking facilities for residents. 
Already there is not enough: parking on weekdays. Weekends have 

. become a nightmare.· 

I want your staff to develop and enforce. logical building 
codes for our city that acknowledge the unique and fragile 
environment of the near-coast area, especially the area on the 
coast side of the highway. Tall, high-density development ~ 
not belong there! 

I believe that Emerald Associates can find a very suitable 
site for their elderly care facility that does not. impact the 
Southern California coastline, both environmentally and 
aesthetically, as the proposed site on Buck Gully will. I think 
that you must make .the right decision now to preserve the village 
atmosphere of Corona Del Mar. . 

cc: Planning Commission 
City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Blvd. 
Newport Beach. CA 92658 

Phillip Root 
305 E insettia 

/ Ave.) ~ 

\. CDo1 
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MAYOR DON STRAUSS & MEMEBERS 
3300 NEWPORT AVENUE 
NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92663 

DEAR PEOPLE: 

• 
MR. & MRS. WILLIAM W. DOTTS I 

4521 ORRINGTON ROAD 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA 92625 
APRIL 6, 1989 

OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

RE: EMERALD ASSOCIATES USE PERMIT *3342 

WE WROTE AND CALLED PREVIOUSLY WHEN THE FIRST PLAN CAME BEFORE 
THE COUNCIL AND WE WOULD LIKE TO REITERATE OUR CONCERN FOR 
THE PROPOSED BUILDING. 

ELDERLY CARE IS A FINE USE FOR THE PROPERTY, BUT IT REMAINS 
THAT THE STRUCTURE IS TOO LARGE AND ALSO THAT SITE HAS A VERY 
DIFFICULT TRAFFIC ENTRANCE ••.•• AS YOU ALL REALIZE IT REALLY 
IS A ONE-WAY STREET SITUATION THERE AND TO HAVE A BUILDING 
THAT WILL ENVOLVE SO MUCH IN AND OUTS IS TRULY DANGEROUS. 

WE HAVE BEEN PROPERTY OWNERS IN OLD COM AND CAMEO SHORES FOR 
15 YEARS ••• FORMERLY 20 YEAR RESIDENTS OF LAGUNA BEACH. WE HAVE 
LONG BEEN AWARE OF THIS PIECE OF PROPERTY UNDER CONSIDERATION 
SINCE LONG AGO WHEN A FLEA MARKET. AT PRESENT OUR DOG'S GROOM
ER IS IN THAT BUILDING AND WE HAVE AN AWFUL TIME MAKING A "u" 
AT THE SIGNAL AND THEN GETTING IN THE PROPER LANE SO THAT WE 
CAN TURN INTO THE PARKING AREA THERE. 

THERE'S BEEN MANY A TIME WE HAVE SEEN ACCIDENT EVIDENCE .•• 
BROKEN STANDARDS & LOTS OF GLASS AT THAT INTERSECTION. TO 
BUILD, A FACILITY THAT MEANS MANY PRIVATE AUTOS AS WELL AS 
COMMERCIAL DELIVERIES AND MEDICAL VEHICLES IS JUST ASKING FOR 
AN INCREASED DANGER THERE. 

IN KEEPING WITH THE IDEA OF SAFETY ON THE HIGHWAY AND ALSO TO 
KEEP FROM STARTING UP WITH LARGE BUILDINGS IN AN AREA WHERE 
THERE ARE LOTS OF VACANCIES IN COMMERCIAL ALREADY •. ~ElASE' 00 " 

-""~JI,l;.WWdk,,l?TJ.~,P&;+[JRE_Ol!'.,'~~A.,SIZEAND IMPACT ON OUR NEIGH
BORHOOD. 

-&," REGAR'," ~_ ......... ""''-._--.:_ 

W~~ 
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CAROLYN L. HARLEY 

4130 Shorecrest Lane 
Corona del Mar, California 92625 

(714) 640-1274 

April 5, 1989 

Mayor Don strauss 
and Members of the City Council 

3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach, California 92663 

Re: Emerald Associates Use Permit No. 3342 

Dear Mayor and City council Members: 

This letter is to inform you that, as a twelve year 
resident of Corona del Mar, 5 . ynteetGtt I iPl!199S~.d.e:velo.pllleZlt 
of property located at Hazel Drive and Pacific Coast Highway by 
Emerald Associates. 

I feel that the proposed use of an elderly care 
facility on this property site is entirely to massive for the 
area and will destroy the small town atmosphere of our city. 
Additionally, I am concerned about the residents of this facility 
if, in fact, such a project were built. It is nearly impossible 
for an able-bodied person to cross busy Pacific Coast Highway in 
a cross-walk or at a signal. Imagine what could happen if an 
elderly person tried to do the same thing. The city is setting 
itself up for tremendous lawsuits. 

Thank you for considering 
letter. Please cast a "no" vote on 
the Emerald Associates Use Permit. 

my concerns expressed in this 
any proposal connected with 
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MATTHEW A. FRINZI 

409 Columbus Circle 
Corona del Mar, California 92625 

714/720-9255 

Apr 4, 1.989 

Mayor Don strauss and 
Members of the City Council 
3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Re: Emerald Associates Use Permit #3342 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

I am writing to voice my displeasure with the Planning commission's 
decision to approve Emerald Associates use permit No. 3342. I am not 
opposed to providing quality care for our elderly but I don't believe 
that the designated site in Corona del Mar is the best location for such 
a faci1.ity. 

The development, while scaled down from earlier plans, is still massive 
for the site and completely out of keeping with the surrounding area and 
the village atmosphere of Corona del Mar. I have concerns regarding the 
project's impact on traffic, parking in the surrounding neighborhoods, 
and the overall safety of people that would live in the facility. 

I strongly urge you all to reject this project and consider rezoning the 
area residential. This would allow for lower density development and 
lower heights that won't obstruct the views and the village atmosphere 
of Corona del Mar. Also, suggest that the city explore the possibility 
of turning this area into a park. I'd rather pay additional taxes for 
a recreation area than to have this proposed project ruin the neighbor
hood. 

A. Frinzi 

MAF/jht 



( 

( 

• 
April 5, 1989 

Mayor Don Strauss and 
Members of the City Council 
3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach, California 92663 

Re: Emerald Associates Use Permit #3342 

• 
~ I 

+ 
RECEIVED 
APR 10 1989 

'Wn-a:« 
I'IllIfiliU 8£AQf 

As residents of Old Corona del Mar, we wish to go on record as opposing the 
proposed Emerald Associates Elder Care facility project. We firmly believe, as many 
of our Corona del Mar neighbors do, that the construction and use of such a 
facility will violate the "village" atmosphere of Corona del Mar which the residents 
and the City of Newport Beach have preserved thus far. In addition, we believe 
that a substantial number of underlying assumptions of Emerald Associates, upon 
which the project plans are based, are totally false. These are as follows: 

1. The building bulk and height is totally out of character and is incompatible 
with the surrounding residential Corona del Mar area; the room count has been 
minimally down sized with occupancy at similar levels to the previously 
proposed project, and the floor area ratio.has been increased by 50 percent. 

2. Planned parking for the facility of 44 spaces; coupled with the reduced age for 
occupancy is ridiculously insufficient, considering staff and visitors parking 
requirements. To assume the staff will use public transportation, which is 
virtually non-existent in Southern California, let alone Orange County, is 
ludicrous and totally false; the reduced occupancy age will increase the 
probability that some occupants will have automobiles. Corona del Mar cannot 
afford the additional parking problems and/or congestion that this facility will 
force onto its residential streets. 

3. The location of the site so near to Pacific Coast Highway will be dangerous 
for ambulatory elderly occupants of the facility, its lack of greenbelt area will 
not offer adequate open areas to occupants, and the owners will not be able to 
control delivery and service vehicles traffic to the site or to prevent such 
vehicles from "taking shortcuts" through residential streets to avoid traffic 
problems on Pacific Coast Highway; 

I believe that Corona del Mar would best be served by having this site rezoned for 
residential use and used for quality single family homes or for public use. 

Therefore I urge you, as elected representatives of our city, to reject the above 
referenced Emerald Associates proposed and use permit and preserve our village of 
Corona del Mar. I request that this letter serve as a public document placed in 

( testimony and public records as against such project. 

Since~ly, -U, 

J/ti7j:pYhfj{~YP-4iL~~ 
Thomas J. and ~ci L. Pedersen -<--
304 Narcissus Avenue 
Corona del Mar, California 92625 

/in 
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Mayor Don Strauss 
City Council Members 
3300 Newport Ave ." 
Newport Beach, Cal. 9266) 

Dear Sirs I 

• 
) Aprill989 

I am writing to you concerning the Emerald 
Associates Elderly care project on PCH in Corona del 
Mar. As a 24 year resident of GDM I feel this project 
is not in the best interest of the property. 

Traffic on PCH is horrendous enough without dense 
construction on thls property. Our side streets are 
clogged daily by the employees and customers of the 
many small businesses in CDM. can you imagine the 
parking congestion if all the construction workers 
parked her also? Grading and construction itself will, 
at times, block PCH. Remember how bad it can become 
when the pavement has collasped?:? Then what will the 
side streets be like When the employees and guests/ 
residents start parking on themJ Even though parking 
spaces are made available they are not always used. ' 

I do not feel PCH is a safe enviornment for the 
elderly to living. Crossing OCH is a feate in itself. 
Also the elderly do tend to wander and get confused. 
PCH is confusing enough without having someone wandering 
onto it: 

I am not against senior citizens. My parents fit 
into this catagory and lam not far behind. But I am 
certain there must be a much more secure and quiet 
piece of property the Emerald Associates can purchase 
to developy this project. 

I realize this is a valuable piece of property but 
so is our town: 

Thank you very much. 
Sincerely yours, 

~~-~ 
"~._I 

Doris Stoughton 
3708 Ocean Blvd. 
Corona del Mar 
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DocrORS&NURSES 
MEDICAL MANAGEMENT. INC. 

MAYOR Don Strauss 
Members of The City Council 
3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

6 April 1989 

RE: Emerald Associates Use Permit #3342 

Dear Mayor and Members, of the City Council, 

Although Emerald Associates claims altruistic reasons for the construction 
of Senior Housing on PCH in Corona Del Mar, i.e. helping seniors by providing 
higq-scale living for local senior residents, facts on this type of living 
(aka "assisted living) show it to be most often short-term and transitional-
between an active life and a higher level of care or death. The costs would 
be prohibitive to most seniors, even those in CDM, and not all seniors want 
to payout hard-earned savings or trade home-equity for this kind of care. 
In addition, occupancy rate is usually slow as the criteria base for 
potential residents is unique. I would venture to say the owner-builders 
would find this project in financial straits within two years at which time 
they could possibly turn this senior residence into another hotel--just 
with our community needs!! 

Besides being a longtime resident of NB and CDM, I've worked with seniors 
in the Newport Harbor area for 15 years and this is not the kind of living 
they want--not much more than a high-class prison for its inmates. I 
certainly hope you really study all of the consequences of this issue 
before it comes before you on April 24, 1989. This project could be 
another local disaster--environmentally and sOcially •••• when are the people 
of this area going to stop being so greedy and self-serving? I believe 
you shou'ld consult a gerontologist or someone with expertise in the field 
of aging, so as not to condemn your elders to this lifestyle!! 

ana Peters, 
Director of Senior Services 

3900 8IR<"'H ~"TRI:iET. SUlTIo 112, NI:."WI'ORT BeACH, CA 92660 (714) 851·2772 
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Mayor Don strauss 
Members of the City Council 
3300 Newport Ave. 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

'!his letter is to record our opposition to the prqJOSed 
Emerald Village at 3901 E. Coast Highway in Corona del M:\r. 
Emerald Association Use Permit #3342. In spite of the 
proposed minillal reduction in size, we cxmtinue to believe 
that the project is not ClClIIpatible with Corona del Mar for 
the followin;J reasons. 

1. Would increase the traffic overload in the 
area; 

2. Would not haVe adequate offstJ:eet parking; 

3. Would be oversized for Corona del Mar; 

4. Would not provide a SI'OC>Oth transition fran 
cxmnercial zoning to residential, single 
family hoosinJ. 

5. Would set a p:recaient for other nearby 
parcels. 

6. Would be out of cr.aracter with the nearby 
residential oannrunity. 

We suwort the c::wosition to this project. 

Fred & Hart 
432 Isabella Terrace 
Corona del Mar 
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DOUGLAS K. AMMERMAN 

Mayor Don Strauss and 
Members of The City Council 
3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach, California 92663 

April 6, 1989 

Re: Emerald Associates Use Permit #3342 

Ladies & Gentlemen: 

Approximately one year ago I wrote to you regarding serious concerns I had 
over the proposed development on Pacific Coast Highway and Hazel Drive in 
Corona del Mar. Unfortunately, it appears the Planning Commission has 
accepted the "revised" plans which continue to have all of the serious 
problems inherent to the prior proposal. It is my hope that the City 
Council can eliminate this potential problem once and for all at the next 
meeting scheduled for April 24. 

Whether the room count of a congregate care facility is 98 or 85 or some 
lower number is not the point. The primary issue is that the subject site 
is an inappropriate location for a congregate care facility. The site 
would be very dangerous to service elderly due to the restricted ingress 
and egress. Given the existing intolerable traffic situation, the lives 
of high risk patients could be in jeopardy. Furthermore the facility 
itself will only compound the congestion problem. 

It is my understanding that the developer has suggested that many of the 
residents would not have vehicles. This argument is easy to raise during 
a planning session meeting but less easy to substantiate at a later point 
in time. Additionally, many of the residents will have visitors, nurses, 
employees, and other service vehicles to support the approximate 100 
residents and employees. 

I strongly encourage you to soundly reject this proposal and discourage 
the property owners from continuously submitting additional "down scale" 
versions in the future which only serve to add to the intolerable 
congestion and density problems. 

DKA:mlf/2272 
650 TOWN CENTER DRIVE 

COSTA MESA. CALIFORNIA 92626 
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJ: 

DATE: 

• 

DON STRAUSS, Mayor 
Newport Beach 

Robert A.Pastore 
CdM Resident 

COPIES: 

Emerald Associates Elderly Care Project 

April 13, 1989 

i 

• 

Councilman Sansone 

' .. ·C: .. , ... ***********----******-... --* ............ * ... **** ... *** ... ****************** 

( 

Mr. Mayor, 

This missive is intended to re9ister my concern over the 
care facility that will once a9ain come before the City 
project was not wanted in its ori9inal form and is not 
newly submitted form. As a 20 year resident I can assure 
the residents I speak to are a9ainst this project. 

1 urge you to deny the permit or allow any buildin9/use 
character for the area. CdM is a small village; please 
way. 

subject elderly 
Council. This 

wanted in its 
you that ALL of 

that is out of 
keep it that 

r am not a9ainst elderly care facilities as I am rapidly approachin9 the 
age where I will soon be a "senior ci ti zen. " It's just that this 
facility is out of character for the location. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert A. Pastore 
638 Cameo Hi9hlands Drive 
Corona del Mar 
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3640 Fifth Avenue 
Corona Del Mar, Ca. 92625 
April 3, 1989 

Hon. Mayor Don Strauss 
Mayor Of Newport Beach 
City Hall 
3300 Newport Ave. 
Newport Beach, Ca. 92663 

Re: Emerald Associates Use Permit *3342 

Dear Mayor Strauss, 

This letter is to voice my disapproval of this project. I 
and my family have two properties in Corona Del Mar: 

A. 3640 Fifth Avenue 

B. 613 Poinsettia Street 

and enjoy the present charact.er of Corona Del Mar. We feel 
very strongly that this project should be rejected because 
of the increase noise, traffic and other hazardous effects 
to Corona Del Mar in general. I know you will take my letter 
into consideration. I thank you for your faithful service to 
the community an anticipation of your negative vote and 
support. I remain 

Sincerely yours, 

Charles F. Schultz, Jr 

Charles F Schultz 

Eleanor D. Schultz 
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Thomd~ H. Boler 

401 CORTEZ CIRCLE • CORONA DEL MAR, CA 92625 • (714) 760-9067 
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436 Serra Drive 
Corona del Mar, CA 
(714)721-9553 

Mayor Dob Strauss 
and Members of the 
3300 Newport Ave. 
Newport Beach, CA 

• • 

92625 

City Council 

92663 

(

TO Mayor Don Strauss and Members of the City counci.l: 

• ~is letter is to voice our views and encourage you to vote 
against approval of the Emerald Associates permit #3342. 

We live in the area of 
suffers from serious 
verification of this 
8:00 a.m. and 4:30 
especially the spring 

the proposal project. This area already 
congestion 

please visit 
-6:00 p.m. 
and summer. 

problems. If you need 
during the week from 7:15 

and all day on the weekends 

Corona del Mar is a village not a city! The senior condo project 
has already destroyed the ambiance of this area, and additional 
multi unit building will only cause further congestion, and 
destroy the village atmosphere of CDM. 

Due to a prior commitment we will 
24th meeting but would like to 
Emerald Associates proposal. 

not be able to attend the April 
encourage you to vote against 

Regards, 

( 'J.(t--6-/ ~1~ ~~ ~Y\-N-'-~ 
A-Ian E. Shelton 
Tamara Grosvenor 
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April 11, 1989 

Dear Mayor Don Strauss and the members of the City 
Council, 

I am writing this letter to you regarding Emerald Associates 
Use Permit #3342 and why I am against it. 
As a longtime 20 year resident of Corona del Mar I am very 
disappointed with the Planning Commission and their predic
table okaying of the Emerald Associates "scaled down" Plan. 

After reading over the recent and latest Massive PR packet 
they sent out to residents in the Hazel Drive area,it appears 
that they-are reconstituting the same "bull" from their 
previous proposals to the Planning Commisssion and to the 

residents of Corona del Mar. They still have not addressed 

the Gridlock traffic on Coast Highway, the safety of the 
"residents of the facility" on Coast Highway or streets 
or even canvasing the city or the residents of Hazel Drive. 

In looking over the X~rox plans and they have made minimal 
changes to the overall plant The project is asethetically 
unpleasing tb Qur neighborhood, out of place, too big for 
the property, and unappropirate all around. In other words, 
a monstrosity. 

In conclusion, I think that the property would be better-put 
to use for single family homes and better preserve the 
ambience and beauty of Corona del Mar. c 
~P~ 

300 Hazel Drive 
Corona del Mar, CA. 

Ld __ _ 
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703 Poinsettia Avenue 

Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

Mayor Don Strauss and Members of the CIty Council 
3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Re: Emeralr Associates Use Permit #3342 

Dear Sirs: 

April 9, 
~-~-

+ 
RECEIVED 
APR 13 1989 

~ -,,.. 
lJrr-,""g,.....,-'i 

I would like to go on record once again in opposition to the Use 
Permit for the elderly care project on PCH and Hazel Drive. 

The project has great merits - IN ANOTHER LOCATION - but not in 
Corona del Mar!!!! The size of the project does not keep within 
the village atmosphere and the current traffic congestion cannot 
withhold more vehicles. Should an emergency take place during 
peak rush hours, it would not be possible for an ambulance to 
get in and out of traffic. 

PLEASE do not let this Use Permit to pass! 
/1 

/::h1)A.~,c 
I 
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April 7, 1989 

Mayor Don Strauss and 
Members of the City Council 

3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

• 
:co 
'. , , 

~ 
RECEIVED 
APR 13 1989 
~1:a. 

Re: Emerald Associates Use Permit *3342 

Dear Mayor Strauss and Members: 

This is to advise you of our objection to the potential 
construction of an eighty-five room elderly care facility 
on Coast Highway in Corona del Mar. 

We feel that the decision of the Planning Commission to 
approve such a structure was ill advised. 

This small town hardly needs the additional traffic 
conjestion that would result - or the possibility of 
traffic accidents involving the elderly residents. 

We request that you, the council members and Emerald Assoc. 
a more ap ropriate use of this land. 

bert H. eene and 
Ruth H. Greene 
4639 Orrington Road 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 
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Mayor Don Strauss 
Members of the City Council 
3300Newport Ave. 

Apri I 1 1, I 98 :\,"1: " 1 
. ... I Is ~ , 

, ~\"t~ 
Newport Beach, Ca. 92663 it, "ttl. ¢ I 

: lS~\k I 
"tjl Ot~ . 

Re: Emernld Association Use Permit #3342 . /' ~~ .~ I 
,<) I 

I am ver,/ concerned with the "NEW" plans submitted by Eme~ I 
for the construction of the 85 room 100 elderly resident home. I 
With increased trnffic problems on the Pacific Coast Highway a I 
building of this size would create all the more congestion. I 

As a homeowner of Corona Highlands since 1978 I have seen too 
many commercial buildings built that do not fit in the community. 
With all the foreign money pouring into our beautiful community 
I think there should be some control on architecturnl standards 

and not allow gaudy foreign structures such as the proposed 
EmernJd eldery home facility. 

Please do not allow our community to be 
destroyed by these foreign investors who 
undoubtedly have some type of interest in this 
project; if Emerald builds. then what wil1 stop 
Kirkwood and the Union Oil Station from turning 
into 50 or more condo units destroying the view 
and aesthetics of our unique community? 

smc,1!~4 
Migfa~l P. casey7 
409 Serrn Dr 
Corona del Mar, ea 92625 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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April 11,1 , Mayor Don Strauss 

Members of the City Council 
3300Newport Ave. RECEIVED -\ 
Newport Beach, Ca. 92663 APR 13 1989 It-! 

\~-. a~ 1_-1' 

:~C~I s: -..., 
~ , J 

I '<4' 
~' ....... - ~ 

Re: Emerald Association Use Permit #3342 

I am very concerned with the "NEW" plans submitted by Emerald 
for the construction of the 85 room 100 elderly resident home. 
With increased traffic problems on the Pacific Coast Highway a 
building of this size would create all the more congestion. 

As a homeowner of Corona Highlands since 1978 I have seen too 
many commercial buildings built that do not fit in the community. 
With all the foreign money pouring into our beautiful community 
I think there should be some control on architectural standards 

and not allow gaudy foreign structures such as the proposed 
Emerald eldery home facility. 

Please do not allow our community to be 
destroyed by these foreign investors who 
undoubtedly have some type of interest in this 
project; if Emerald builds. then what will stop 
Kirkwood and the Union Oil Station from turning 
into 50 or more condo units destroying the view 
and aesthetics of our unique community? 

~~ .. P/J);;;/ 
--=> G~~ #7MU£4 Tinfothy P_ Casey {. 

409 Serra Or 
Corona del Mar, Ca. 92625 
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Mayor Don Strauss 
Members of the City Council, 
3300Newport Ave. . 
Newport Beach, Ca. 92063 

April I I, 19a9 . I 
~ 1./"1 

.fFc. ~ .. 
.#11 'tII'Fb 
l'IfJ.lJ Inn 

. . ,~~<v(/9 

Re: Emerald Association Use Permit #3342 ~~\"'h " /,::< 1 
..{ In' .... ,' "'.',,' 

t am very concemedwith the "NEW"plans submitted by EmertrRiI1,.-ri-~' I 
for the construction of the 85 room 100 elderly resident .home. 1 

Wi~h . increas~d t.~fflC problems on the PacifiC Coast H!ghway a I 
bUlldmg of thIS sIze would create all the more congestlOn. 1 

As a homeowner of Corona Highlands since 1978 I have seen too 
many commercial buildings built that do not fit in the community. 
With all the foreign money pouring into our beautiful community 
I think there should be some control on architectural standards 

and not allow gaudy foreign structures such as the proposed .. 
Emerald eldery home facility. 

Please do not allow our community to be 
destroyed by these foreign investors who 
undoubtedly have some type of interest in this 
project; if Emerald builds, then what will stop 
Kirkwood and the Union Oil Station from turning 
into 50 or more condo units destroying the view 
and aesthetics of our unique community? 

Sinc~!1Jy, ~ 
(///auA-f'(!11 ~. 

Maureen D. Cas 
409 Serra Dr 
Corona del Mar, Ca. 92625 
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Robert D. Chickering 

333 Milford Drive 
Corona Del Mar. CA 92625 

MAYOR Don Strauss and 
Members of the City Coucil 
3300 NewEort Avenue 
Newport Beach. CA 92663 

RE: Emerald Associates Use Permit 

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen; 

Apri I 10. 

#3342 

This is to advise yOU that we are opposed to the development of 
an old age home at the PCH location next to the Five Crowns. 

We feel that the proposed Emerald Bay project would ruin one of 
Corona del Mars' most beautiful and natural views and would also 
cause additional parking and traffic conjestion to an already 
overloaded traffic area. 

Please vote this project down. 

~"~'''. ~ ~-,,.o<-~~~~ 
: r 

I rt and Carole Chickering 

( 
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Apri 1 10, 1 989 

City Council 
City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Boulevard 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

WILLIAM D. DEMAYO 
511 Haze 1 Dri ve 

Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

Dear Mayor Strauss and Members of the Council: 

• 

We wish to register our thoughts against the most recent revision of the 
proposed Emerald Associates project on the property on PCH and Hazel Drive 
in Corona del Mar. 

First and foremost is the fact that this is still a massive structure and is 
totally out of keeping with the village atmosphere of Corona del Mar. This 
is a quality that has attracted so many of our residents. There is simply 
nothingHke the proposed building anywhere in town. We particularly resent 
the idea that if this oversized building is allowed to be built, it will set 
a precedent for a succession of massive, projects--destroying the village we 
love. 

We recall hearing debates at City Council meetings when a proposed massive 
condominimum in place of the Fun Zone on the peninsula was considered. As 
you know, the decision was to preserve a special community character. This 
is all that we ask regarding the Emerald property. 

As residents of this neighborhood for 20 years, we have watched the local traffic 
problems grow to serious proportions on the Coast Highway. This includes heavy 
use during peak hours, inadequate street parking, dangerous U-turns, and diffi
culty crossing Coast Highway intersections on foot •. This leads us to the con
clusion that the Emerald property should be returned to low density residential 
use. Two modest size residences currently tinder construction in the 500 block 
of Hazel Drive will go on the market for over $900,000 each. There is no doubt 
that the Emerald property would be a profitable residential development. 

We hope you will include our viewpoint in your deliberations on all of the 
facets of this drastic proposal to alter our community. 

Sincerely yours, 

,!!:~ J"..·,tkur 
Donna DeMayo 
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• 
April 6, 1989 

Mayor Don strauss 
3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Dear Mayor strauss: 

• 

I am writing in regard to the plans that Emerald Associates have 
for their project on PCB and Hazel Drive. I want to join the 
many other citizens of Corona Del Mar who are totally against 
this project. 

In my opinion everything possible must be done to preserve the 
village nature of Corona Del Mar. There is already enough 
traffic and congestion and we certainly do not need a proj ect 
like this to add to this. Additionally, the proposed height and 
size of the building is not in keeping with the surrounding 
structures. 

I find it difficult to understand how the planning commission can 
ignore the voice of the majority who clearly do not want this 
project. The only hope is that the city council will listen to 
the citizens and overturn the commission's decision. 

As for the potential use of the land, there seems to be plenty of 
people who still want to live in Corona Del Mar and are willing 
to pay the price. I'm certain that if the parcel was zoned for 
residential there would be at least one developer that would be 
interested in building homes there. 

I hope that my voice will be heard and that this project will not 
be approved. Thank you. 

R. Michael Zilz 
614 Narcissus 
Corona Del Mar, CA 92625 



.. . " • • 
~ 

RECEIVED '\ 
APR 111989 

.:i:rr'f. 
Ml5-~·· , 218 Ave,,,, ... 
Corona Del CA"" 
92625 



( 

( 

1)$,,- fIl",'1'1l. \, e'1 Ct Ale; L /fit;}" tJS:;S ~ 
:J Ihn LUlf-md- /1I1~ /Vo16 /-?P?/4Je&/:Vc.. 

i'/;M~Lf) #;50C/A-7t?5 tI.Ie ~?11~5.p, 4 A 

COWl f{eg ID.eVl.E, &71-1 I1JI Y JksiJlh--{J tUJI) J -A!<'c 

t/ ~1eV t1! Ul./-! jJUJI'..I $,. ;./-tJv1.j? IJ C/JK~ At;; rv 
& lJ nlJ tHtJO ~L £)/? ---t-;-/E ---r72A,chC. Mld 
15 -a;7V218L~ ALJIJ ~r -r;;"e 0 F iJjJBMV7C1AJ 

~ tPJiLY J11 t4 re-"/'T 1u()~.sE. 
~~A~ 



c 

( 

( 

• 
415 Columbus Circle 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

Mayor Don Struass and 
Members of the City Council 
3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

• 

Re: EMERALD ASSOCIATION USE PERMIT NO. 3342 

April 11, 1989 

Gen tlelnen and Ladies: 

As an owner of Corona del Mar property for the past 17 years 
I ask you, the Council members, not to approve this project. 
I am a senior citizen and do not think that this property 
would be the right choice so close to Pacific Coast Highway 
to house the elderly. 

I would like to know how someone who was ill could possibly 
get to Hoag Hospital in an emergency during morning, evening 
and summer days, unless they were air-lifted. 

Yours very truly, 

Berta Farr 
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April 17, 1989 

Members of the City Council 
3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach, CA. 92663 

• 

Re: The New Emerald Associates 
Elderly care P.roject 
Pacific Coast Hwy & Hazel 
Corona del Mar, CA. 92625 
Permit # 3342 

Am writing to object to the building of the above mentioned permit 
number 3342. 

I am of the opinion that the tpcation for an elderly care unit should 
not be located at Pacific Coast Highway & Hazel in Corona del Mar. 
Reasons being it would create more of a parking problem than we already 
have. My friends can't find a parking space now, what will it be like 
if this building is build? 

I am not against eldery care. I myself am a senior citizen, but 
this project is out of place on this site. The development remains 
massive for the site and completely out of keeping with the surrounding 
area. 

It does not answer fears about safety nor adequately address traffic 
concerns to my satisfaction. 

Rezoning the parcel to residential could result in lower density 
construction and lower the heights allowed. 

Yo~rs truly, . 

j.J(U..c_f.'/'. A!dd-t-1:.i;6 
Grace Diliberto 
328 Poppy Avenue 
Corona del Mar, CA. 92625 
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• 
Mayor Don Strauss and Members 
sf the City Council 
City of ~ewport Beach 
33~0 Newport Ave. 
Newport Bea~h, Ca. 92663 

• 
17 April 1989 

Re: Emerald Associates Use Permit 
~blill!H~[_~}~f 

Dear Mayor Strauss and Members ef the City Ceuncil, 

I am a t~enty year resident o~ Shorecl-iffs and strongly appose the Emerald 
Village Project fer many of the reasons that have been previously voiced 
and put in writing to member-s of the City Planning Commission, mainly the 
anticipated traffic problem. There are times now that one has troublE 
getting from Shorecliffs to downtown Corona del Mar Gue to severe traffic 
congestion on Pacific Coast Highway in both directions. The Project will 
add additional traffic flow in and around Sharecliffs adding to the 
congestion. 

In addition to the traffic problem, what will happ~n if, with the present 
health, age and ca~restrictions of the occuparits, this Project is not 
financially profitable? Will the living restrictions be eased or thE 
Project allowed to go into bankruptcy? 

feel this is a bad location for this type of facility. 

Sincerely, 

ll;;;?,.,~ (/;;:;,4' '~/ 

Wanna C. Conw~y/ 
310 Driftwood-Road 

Corona del Mar, Ca. 92625 

,./"' 
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GEORGE V. KENT. M. D. 

4827 GORHAM DRIVE 

CORONA DEL. MAR. CALIFORNIA 111282" 

• 

l 
~--------------------~ 
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RAMsEY G. ARMSTRONG 

4601 Surrey Drive 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

April 14~ 1989 

Mr. Phil'Sansone 
Member of City Council 
City of Newport Beach, 
c/o Corona del Mar Residents Assn. 
Suite 179, 1'. 0 • Box 1500 

• RECEIVED 
APR 18 1989 

Corona del Mar, CA 92625 em ClERK 
em Of 

N_BEACH '(':: 
/ " 

Dear Councilman Sansone: -' , ,(" . 

'':;! ",-<I:. 
I '"",, ' 

Asa resident of Cameo Highlands, and 
member of the CDM Residents Association, J 
wish to object to the ~roposed personal care 
facility planned for the ,A. T. Leo property 
next to Five Crowns on 1'. C.H,. 

Both the proposed facility and the pro
posed use are fundamentallY,unsuited for that 
particular piece of property. We are trying 
far too hard to force-fit this proposal. 1'lease 
reject the use ptn'lD.1t. This land should be 
made into a small park or let the owner build 
a small number (like 6~ of condo residences. 

Yours for preserving the remnants of \'Ihat 
was Corona del Mar, 

!i 

j 
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April 11, 1989 

c:nvClERK 
elf( Of 

NEWI'ORI8E/.QI 
I:-

/" 
oA'''''' 

u.s. AGRI del Mar Residents Association 
Development c .... P.(). Box 1500 
18831 Von Corona del Mar, CA 92625 
Suite 350 
Irvine 
California 92715 
714-833-0425 

Please Direct. Reply To 
o E"ecutive Office 

~[. ~oij,"v""_t 
Rivel5ide. CA 92503 

Nursery 
o P.O. Box 1635 
Riverside. CA 92513 

Zone 1 Farm Office 
o 2813 Ha:l1gar Way 
B.tIu!rsfield, CA 93308 

Zone n Farm Office 
o 926 Cortez Lane 
¥uou.. A2 85364 

( 

Dear Sirs: 

I am strongly opposed to the A.T. !eo property being approved for 
a personal care facility because of traffic, traffic and more 
traffic. 

1. I don't believe I know anyone age 62 that doesn't own a car. 

3. 

If only one half the occupants do, that nUlli:ler exceeds total 
available off street parking. 

I don't believe even 20% of the employees will take the bUs 
to and from· \«:Irk. 

Ingress and egress only from Pacific Coast Highway for not 
only the delivery. vehicles necessary to service 100 
occupants plus employees, plus the relatively high incidence 
of energency vehicles will create p:>tentially major traffic 
{:lI:oblerrs even after Pelican Hills !load is open. 

':~YJQ 
Ell • ace 
4521 Tremont lane 
COrona del Mar, CA 92625 

:ocP:td 
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• 
April 5, 1989 

Mayor Don Strauss and 
Members of the City Council 
3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach, California 92663 

Re: Emerald Associates Use Permit #3342 

• 

As residents of Old Corona del Mar, we wish to go on record as opposing the 
proposed Emerald Associates Elder Care facility project. We firmly believe, as many 
of our Corona del Mar neighbors do, that the construction and use of such a 
facility will violate the "village" atmosphere of Corona del Mar which the residents 
and the City of Newport Beach have preserved thus far. In addition, we believe 
that a substantial number of underlying assumptions of Emerald Associates, upon 
which the project plans are based, are totally false. These are as follows: 

1. The building bulk and height is totally out of character and is incompatible 
with the surrounding residential Corona del Mar area; the room count has been 

( 2. 

minimally down sized with occupancy at similar levels to the previously 
proposed project, and the floor area ratio has been increased by 50 percent. 
Planned parking for the facility of 44 spaces; coupled with the reduced age for 
occupancy is ridiculously insufficient, considering staff and visitors parking 
requirements. To assume the staff will use public transportation, which is 

( 

3. 

virtually non-existent in Southern California, let alone Orange County, is 
ludicrous and totally false; the reduced occupancy age will increase the 
probability that some occupants will have automobiles. Corona del Mar cannot 
afford the additional parking problems and/or congestion that this facility will 
force onto its residential streets. 
The location of the site so near to Pacific Coast Highway will be dangerous 
for ambulatory elderly occupants of the facility, its lack of greenbelt area will 
not offer adequate open areas to occupants, and the owners will not be able to 
control delivery and service vehicles traffic to the site or to prevent such 
vehicles from "taking shortcuts" through residential streets to avoid traffic 
problems on Pacific Coast Highway; 

I believe that Corona del Mar would best be served by having this site rezoned for 
residential use and used for quality si.-gle family homes or for puqlic use. 

Therefore I urge you, as elected representatives of our city, to reject the above 
referenced Emerald Associates proposed and use permit and preserve our village of 
Corona del Mar. I request that this letter serve as a public document placed in 
testimony and public records as against such project. 

Sincerely, 

!J~9- +-~'d?-_ P~~1\ 
Thomas J. and Traci L. Pedersen 
304 Narcissus Avenue 
Corona del Mar, California 92625 

ce. 
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3320 Ocean Blvd. 
Corona del !lar, Ca. 92625 

Mayor Don Strauss and 
Members of the City Council 
3300 Newport Blvd. 
Newport Beach, Ca. 92663 

RE: Emerald Associates Use Permit 113342. 

April 5., 1989 

Dear Mayor Strauss and Members of . the City Council: 

How many times do the residents of Corona· del Mar have to say NO to thE! 
. Emerald Associates Permit 113342, Elderly CarE! Project at PCRand Hazel 
Drive, before you will honor our request?? 

It· is obvious that this development is massive for the site and 
completely out of keeping with the surrounding arear of CDM. It will, 
undoubtedly, create morE! problems for PCH traffic, as well as unsafe 
crossing for the elderly·' residents of this project! 

Please say NO to the Emerald Associates. 

We desperately need more parks and this would be an ideal location for 
a park, More and more locals and their children are using the parks on 
Bayside Drive. However, since there are No Restrooms at these locations, 
I have witnessed many times parents helping their children urinate in 
the surrounding shrubs! 

Helen A. Anderson 

P.S. You should know that those "artistic benches" at Inspiration Point 
are extremely uncomfortable even for a few minutes! I am 5'7" and when I 
finally get ~self so I can rest my back on the backrest my feet are off 
the gound! k-J~ 'f'v--0-rJ ~-iYJ'-..'r . 
Another service we need in CD}: is more police. The litter, liquor 
are becoming unbearable. We uc,d to have a little peace and quite 
winter and spring months but not so any more! I know and you know 
City gen~OUgh income to have more police officers. 
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April 17, 1989 

Mayor Don Strauss 
3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach, CA. 92663 

Dear Mayor Strauss, 

• 

Re: The New Emerald Associates 
Elderly care Project 
Pacific Coast Hwy & Hazel 
Corona del Mar, CA. 92625 
Permit If 3342 

Am writing to object to the building of the above mentioned permit 
number 3342. 

I am of the opinion that the ~ocation for an elderly care unit should 
not be located at Pacific Coast Highway & Hazel in Corona del Mar. 
Reasons being it would create more of a parking problem than we already 
have. My friends can 't find a parking space now, what will it be like 
if this building is build? 

I am not against eldery care. I myself am 
this project is out of place on this site. 
massive for the site and completely out of 
area. 

a senior citizen, but 
The development remains 

keeping with the surrounding 

It does not answer fears about safety nor adequately address traffic 
concerns to my satisfaction. 

Rezoning the parcel to residential could result in lower density 
construction and lower the heights allowed. 

Yours truly, 

At'Luur/JiJj~ 
. I 
Grace Diliberto 
328 Poppy Avenue 
Corona del Mar, CA. 92625 
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Aplt-il J 9, J 989 

Maljolt Von S~ltau~~ and 
Membelt6 06 ~he C-i~y Counc-il 
3300 Newpolt~ Avenue 
Newpolt~ Beach, Cal-i60ltn-ia 92663 

Vealt Maljolt and C-i~lj Counc-il Membelt6: 

• 

We alte wlt-i~-ing -inopp06'[~-ion ~o the Emeltald A66oc-iate6 U6e Peltm-it 
#3342. 

We ~tlll 6eel that ~he pltoject -i6 too ma~~-ive 60lt the paltt-iculalt 
6-ite ~ha~ Emeltald A660c-ia~e6 -i~ plann-ing -i~ 60lt wh-ich -i. Coa.~ 
H-ighway and Popplj -in Coltona del Malt wh1-ch a~ ~he plte6en~ ~-ime -i~ 
one 06 ~he bu.-ie~~ -in~elt~ec~-ion. -in ~he c-i~y. Th-i6 -in~elt6ect-ion 
would be even molte dangeltou6 -i6 ~uch a 6ac-il-i~y a~ pltojec~ed welte 
allowed ~o be appltoved 60lt ~he 6-i~e, e6pec-ially w-ith all 06 ~he 
gltow~h ~o ~he 60u~h be~ween Coltona del Malt and Laguna wh-ich w-ill 
blt-ing -in molte ma.6e6 06 people and calt6. A~ ~~a~ed -in a pltev-iou~ 
le~~elt ~o ~he Mayolt and Counc-il Membelt~, ~he pltojec~ed pltojec~ would 
6e~ a pltecedent 60lt 6u~ulte ma~~-ive bu-ild-ing a~ the Un-ion S~at-ion 
and even the K-iltkwood Mo~el ~-i~e6. All 06 ~he~e 6-i~e6 alte 60mewhat 
en~ltywalj6 ~o OUlt commun-i~y 06 Coltona del Malt 6ltom the 60utheltn end 
06 the ~own and ~o let ma66-ive un6a6e pltojec~6 out 06 keep-ing w-i~h 
~he altea be ~helte downgltade6 ~he commun-i~lj ltathelt ~han ~mpltov~ng ~t. 

wha~ an ~nappltoplt~a~e place 60lt an eldeltllj calte 6ac~l~~y -- Poppy and 
Coa6t H~ghway. No-i6elj and un6a6e: a 6ac~l-i~y 06 ~h~6 ~ype 6hould be 
~nland, no~ on plt~me land on OUlt beau~~6ul coa6~l-ine ~hat -i6 .lowly 
d-i6appealt-ing. Why pack -in molte bu-ild-ing6 -in ~he altea -- le~'6 con6-idelt 
60me open6pace and paltk altea6 6-im-ilalt ~o wha~ Laguna Beach ha6 done 60 
beau~-i6ulllj at ~he-ilt Ma-in Beach 6~lt-ip. Le~'6 lowelt ~he den.-i~lj 06 
o ult c-i~ Y . 

S-inceltellj, 
(~"tYYx?: (rt)o nd~?( n (l t( c::)'] 

Vonald and Kalten Clt066 
525 Hazel Vlt-ive 
Coltona del Malt, Ca. 92625 
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• 

Mayor Don Strauss & Members 
3300 Newport Blvd. 
Newport Beach. Calif. 92663 

• April 20. 1989 

of the City Council 

ReI Emerald Associates Elderly Care Project on PCH & Hazel Dr. 

We are strictly opposed to this or any massive unit on 
the property at Pacific Coast Highway and Hazel Drive in Corona 
Del Marllill A building the size of this proposed unit will 
destroy the nice present village atmosphere of Corona Del Mar. 
This could also lead to overflow parking on Hazel Dr. and near
by streets by visitors and employees. 

The elderly residents of this proposed building could 
wander out on Pacific Coast Highway, where there is so very 
much traffic, and be hit by a car and killed. Their family 
could sue Newport Beach for allowing a home for the elderly 
to be built on a dangerous location like thisll!l! 

We sincerely ask that you refuse to let this building or 
any other building of this size be built in Corona Del Mar, 
Which will ruin the village atmosphere of this lovely townl!I!1 

Sincerely, 
" \.i.. \ ., 

\:~..AJ -\ \\,\"",-~ \\,\; tt~v, 
Bob & Marge McCutchen 
232 Hazel Dr. 
Corona Del Mar, Ca 
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NEIGHBORS TO PRESERVE CORONA DEL MAR 

Mayor Don Strauss & Councilpersons 
~ewport Beach City Council 
3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Re: Emerald Associates Use Permit #3342 

Dear Mayor Strauss: 

For well over a year the residents within a mile or two of this 
projected buildin5 have been telling the city of Newport Beach that 
they have grav.e reservations about the use of this site for an 
elderly care facility and consider a building of this magnitude 
out of keeping with the atmosphere of Corona del Mar. 

We have flooded City Hall with letters, we have met among ourselves 
many times, and we have been there at City Hall during every public 
meeting. 

Now Emerald Associates is back with a new look, but with the same 
basic offerings. The project has been scaled down to 6S units 
(July '6b they withrew their application at 96 units), and 13 
still massive for the site and the community. J\; fnils to answer 
fears about safety and does not adequately address traffic and 
parking concerns to our satisfaction. 

We are not against elderly care. Most of us are long-time Corona 
del Mar residents and are quite cognizant of the problems of aging. 

It is not a matter of whether Emerald Associates should build an 
elderly care facility. It is a question of them building it on 
this site at this magnitude. 

None of us should have to accept whatever is offered for a 80-

called "problem site." This site is a problem for Emerald 
Associates because of their insistence on putting an inappropri
ate building on an inappropriate site. The land is valuable-
surely other developers would happily build several luxury 
residences on this prime site. 

Better still, this would be an ideal place for a pocket park-
a window to the sea--a buffer between Corona del Mar and the 
vast building to take place down coast. Newport Beach owes it 
to itself and its proud residents to work with its communities 
to foster the ambience which brought us here to live. 

5 19 Hazel Drive Corona del Mar. CA 92625 (714) 640-7568 



,. ,. 

• 
Page 2. 

( Emerald Associates Use Permit #3342 

( 

, " 

Emerald Associates is right about one thing. COllllllunities should 
be concerned about their elderly. This project, taken off an 
extremely hectic spot on Pacific Coast Highway and put on a 
quieter, safer, more . expansive plot, w.ould flourish and be 
welcomed by our cOllllllunity. 

The bottom line must be--what is best for the cOllllllunity. 

We, the Steering COllllllittee of the Neighbors to Preserve Corona 
del Mar, speak for the many 'residents who have voiced their 
concerns and urge you to reject Use Permit #3342. 

Respectfully yours, 

Len Seltzer 
Chair, Steering COllllllittee 
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Mayor Don Strauss and 
Members of the City Council 
City af Newport Beach 
33~0 Newport Ave. 
Newport Beach, Ca. 92663 

17 April 1989 

• 
• RECEIVED 

All 18 • 
.:liT. 

Re: Emerald Associates Use Permit 
~!!!!!~~L~H£ 

Dear Mayor Strauss and Members of the City Council, 

As a registered nurse and one that has been closely associated with the 
personal-care unit of an excellent and elegant life-care community, there 
are several things that concern me about the proposed Emerald Associates 
elderly care project. 

I. It is inconceivable that 20 employees can give adequate care to the 
80-100 future residents of the project. The quality of care that 
these persons have been used to and expect at this expensive 
"home" will not be there. 

2. Safety of the patients as they take their daily walks •• 
questionable. The very busy Coast Highway at their front door 
makes it Extermely dangerous for these elderly persons. In 
addition, who is going to supervise these persons on their 
outings, for instance, if they decide to walk down to the beach' 
This age-level person does become disoriented and confused, 
particularly when placed into a new environment. 

The personal-ca~e unit I am familar with has 59 single-bed rooms plus 5 
SIngle-beds in the Infirmary. It has approximately 30 employees on a 
daily basis for the personal care of the residents. There are alsc 
functions and services that are D9t performed by these 3~ 2mp!oye2s~ 

I. Personal Doctors making "home" calls. 

2. Mobile Laboratory and x-ray units as ordered by the Dectors. 

3. Two hairdressers, two days a week. 

4. Two physiotherapists, five days a week. 

5. Business office personnel. 

6. Home maintenance personnel. 

7. Transportation drivers and associated maintenanCE personnnel. 

8. Numerous delivery trucks for medical supplies, food, etc. 

9. Ambulance. 
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• 
1~. Various religious personnel. 

al Weekly interfaith services. 
bl Personal visits to residents. 

• 
11. Local elementary s~hool groups that visit the home once or twice 

a. week. 

12. Frequent visits by relatives and friends. 

This list gives you an idea of the amount of traffic that a facility of 
this type will generate. Although public transportation steps at the 
front door of this life-care facility, QQ1Y_l~~_Qi_in~_kii£n~Q_n~lg_~§~_ 
iL 

Yes, this type of facility is greatly needed in various communities but we 
must also be cognizant of the fact that the location and concerns for 
these elderly persons should be our first priority. 

Sincerely, 

Catal i na T. Hull 
Shorecliffs Resident 

315 Driftwood Road 
£arona del Mar, Ca. 92625 
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TO: Kayar Strauss and Members of the Newport Beach City C 

~ 
RECEIVED 

cilAPR 18 1989 

1 

1 

1 mvctlRK 
,- HEWIilll Of I 

The undersigned residents of old Corona Del Kar oppose coun6J'.~appro~~rr" '/ I 
of the proposed Emerald Associates personal care facility at 3~~t, ~~.( I 
Pacific Coast Highway in Corona Del Kar. .' . """' .. ' 

The Land Use Element of the City General Plan indicates concern of the 
mass and bulk of building in the residential sections of old Corona Del 
Kar. We feel that this concern is equally applicable to the the property 
in question because of its close proximity to residential areas, 

Additionally, we feel that the project is in direct violation of Policy 
F of the Land Use Element which states in part that "The City shall 
develop and maintain adequate * * * and development standards to insure 
that the beauty and charm of residential neighborhoods is maintained, 
that commercial projects * * • are compatible with surrounding land uses 
and consistent with the public health, safety and welfare", 
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April 13, 1989 

Hon. Philip Sansone 
215 Marguerite Avenue 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

Re: 

Dear Sir: 

II (I 

71 0 

• 
SnIPLEY A. BAYLESS 

4&49 lJRWIlTON HOAl) 

CORONA DEL MAR, CAUFOUNIA 921125 

TELEPHONE 7ll(MlOOB 

AREA conR 714 -,,-,..,...-

This procedure seems to follow the usual method of developers of hammering at 
council at periodic intervals, reducing their demands slightly each time until 
they finally wear them down and get ridiculous reductions of what council 
previously had set as proper and liveable limits within their master plan for 
the city. I refer here to a beginning by asking for a 50% (one-half) increase 
in the FAR from .50 as set in the present master plan to .75. Presumably, if 
this were not granted, they would not r~ve enough room to proceed as planned 
by them. 

As to traffic, council is, I hope, in favor of reduction of traffic jams. It 
seems that here would be one of the more likely spots for one in the city with 
all the cross traffic -- more now that Poppy is being used more and more to 
avoid Coast Highway congestion and in addition about 20 yards towards the 
project from Poppy there is one way Hazel Street with parking on the side 
leaving barely room for one car to pass. This whole of PCH traffic which is 
jammed several times a day is compressed into two lanes by a large island in 
the middle of the Highway. The only access to this fortress-like building (it 
gives that impression from its description) is from this road with ca~s 
turning off to enter and being jammed up at the access gates in the event too 
many cars and delivery vans are at the building entrance at one time. 

The assumptions that residents of 62 years of age and older, as projected, 
will not use their cars and need to park Cars nearby -- together with the 
dream that all employees will park elsewhere -- boggles the imagination. Can 
you imagine paying a rental like $2,500 or $3,000 a month to live in a 
building and have to wait for transport to take you to your car parked 
elsewhere because you can't have it at your home? 

Providing for only 44 parking spaces for 100 persons (beds) and their visitors 
is complet.ely inadequate. 

The provision of moving 100 (it seems that council would have to consider the 
need to transport each tenant at any time if they so desire) people with vans 
and other transport, possibly at the same time, seems to be an outrageous 
assumption and one that would be impossible to accommodate without fleets of 
autos. 

'\ 
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• 
Hon. Philip Sansone 

• 
April 13, 1989 
Page two 

The deliveries to such a building with a dining room, laundry for 100 beds and 
other necessary items required to sustain such a building would not be an 
inconsiderable amount of traffic alone -- not to mention all the tenant 
traffic and that of visitors. 

In short, if the members of council could stand outside Five Crowns for a 
short period during one of the rush hours they could easily see how impossible 
the matter would be -- and with all the extremely optimistic assumptions that 
have been made how very unworkable this project would probably be. Added to 
which the citizens passing by would have to see what could not help but look 
like a long low fortress-like building extending alongside the highway like a 
great wall. Then after it is built (which Heaven and Council forbid) and all 
the dreams punctured and assumptions failed of accomplishment what do we do 
with this monstrosity? 

Please remember -- and a short drive will demonstrate that the streets of 
Corona del Mar are already almost ,completely parked at all times without ,these 
additional multitudinous cars from the project. 

I love Corona del Mar and hope we don't see this building cluttering up the 
Highway. I assume building on the steep slopes in an earthquake zone has been 
considered too. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ct-f~-' I L !i ') I ,--Vl) . -1,1 
Shipley A Bay1e~s 
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Joan P. lynch 
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HAND DELIVERED 

Mayor Don Strauss 

OAKLEY C. FROST 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

CENTER TOWER 

650 TOWN CENTER DRIVE 
SUITE 850 

COSTA MESA, CA 92626 

(714) 556-7111 

April 21, 1989 

and Members of the City Council 
3300 Newport Boulevard 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Re: Emerald Associates Project 
Use Permit No. 334 

Dear Mayor Strauss and Council Members: 

• 

As long residents on Hazel in Corona del Mar, within one 
half block of the proposed Emerald Associates Project, my wife 
Caryl and I vigorously oppose the Project. 

We find it hard to conceive of any location in or around 
Newport Beach which would be less suitable for the proposed use. 
As residents in the vicinity, we are well aware of the extremely 
heavy and dangerous traffic on PCH at this intersection, and have 
observed the many times that speeding vehicles have knocked down 
traffic light posts at the intersection of PCH and Poppy, just one 
very short block west of the Emerald Associates site. The thought 
of having a center for the care of ambulatory senior citizens at 
this very location terrifies us, and we think should terrify the 
city Council. 

The proposed building is admittedly a single use 
structure, and is only being considered with its high density and 
practically non existent parking, on the assumption that it will 
be used throughout its existence to house ambulatory senior 
citizens without cars. If, for whatever reason, the dangers 
created by the very heavy and dangerous PCH traffic, financial 
problems, or any other reason, operation for this purpose becomes 
unfeasible, a true blight on the community will inevitably 
result. A "flop house" or extremely low cost housing without 
parking facilities, could hardly be avoided. The time to prevent 
that possibility is now, by disapproving this inappropriate and ill 
conceived structure before it is built. 
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• • 
Mayor Don strauss 
and Members of the City Council 
April 21, 1989 
Page 2 

Surely a more appropriate site for this project can be 
found. We urge that if this project is not defeated once and for 
all at this site, it should at least be delayed or postponed, so 
as to allow the developer and other community-minded persons to 
work together to find a truly safe and appropriate location for 
what, in the right location, would be a very desirable addition to 
our community. 

6\,;U1Y Cr"C,L 
OAKLEY ~~OST 

OCF:pf 

bee: Len Seltzer 
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MARGARET BEDELL S 700V2 Carn . TUDIO/GALLERY 
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NO. P / 

DOOORS&NURSES 
MEDICAL MANAGEMENT, INC, 

MAYOR Don Strauss 
Members of the City Council 
3300 Newport Avenue 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

26 April 1989 

RE: Emerald Associates Use Permit #3342 

Dear Mayor and Members of the City Council, 

Since attending and speaking at Monday's meeting, I've given much 
thought to the Emerald Associates suggested proposal and its proponents. 
Only two opponents, myself and an RN, addressed the needs and concerns of 
potential elderly residents. Besides the points I addressed in my previous 
letter the following are also very important considerations: 

$3l00+/month is an extremely high cost. I've enclosed a 
competitor's similar size unit with its price=$1145. Although 
not providing ADLs, all other amenities are the same. Aides 
to help with ADLs receive wages of $6-$8/hour. Does this 
warrant a difference of almost $2000/month? 

360 sq.ft. of living space is extremely small. 
frail seniors want to give up precious antiques 
"to live" in such a cramped space? 

Do wealthy 
and memoriabilia 

One staff person(aide) for 25 residents is not sufficient staff 
to assist at this level of care. Turnover among this level of 
staff is high as most are unskilled and do not speak fluent 
English, which is very, very uncomfortable for most Seniors. 
To operate at peak efficiency and p~ease the affluent elderly 
residents want/demand extremely go04and efficient service. 

Title 22 licensing requires 24-hour staffing with a CNA on 
staff 24 hours/day. If only one at the desk, when does he/she 
eat, go on breaks, do the laundry or handle any 911 emergency 
or CPR. How does a non-English aide handle 25 residents during 
a fire or other emergency? From the fourth or fifth floor? 

Active elderly do not/should not mix with frail elderly as 
this only reminds them of their own fraility and/or mortality! 

When are you and our city's residents going to realize what an, 
extremely poor location this is for this level of care. Looks to me 
and many others as if they're trying "to snow" all of us. This is 
not Senior Housing, it is CUSTODIAL CARE. 

For the sake of your elders and your own consciences, PLEASE-
PLEASE deny them their Use Bermit. If they must build let them put it 
near OASIS and out of the busy traffic pattern!! 

3900 Bm'H 'TRHT, Sum 112, New''''RT BeACH, CA 92660 (714) 851,2772 ~ iJ'incer'f~ 
~s,M.A. 

Director of Senior Services 
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LIVING 
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BEDROOM 
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STUDIO 
(APPROX. 330 SQ. IT.) 
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CHATEAU 
~~NJ1!~ 

%\0' 

STUDIO 
From $1145 

ONE BEDROOM 
From $1545 

SUITE 
From $1695 

TWO BEDROOM 
From $1795 

SECOND PERSON 
$400 Additional 

• 

The above monthly rates include the following services: 

• Three· Meals Daily 
• Weekly Housekeeping 
• Weekly Laundering of linens 

and personal items 
• Scheduled transportation to shopping, 

church and medical appointments 
• Social Activities 
• All utilities except for personal telephone 
• Staff on duty 24 hours a day 

There is no investment, lease or last month's fee. 
In order to move in, there is only a minimal 

administrative and cleaning fee. 

For your convenience, there are optional services available 
at an additional cost. 

Prices are subject to current rates upon moving in. 

CHATEAU SAN JUAN 
(714) 661-1220 

• Phase II provides kitchenettes and two meals daily. 

" 

1/89 



MEMORANDUM 
PLA'iNING DEPARTMENT 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

June 19, 1992 

TO: James D. Hewicker, Director 

FROM: W. William Ward, Senior Planner 

SUBJECT: Background Information and Permit History for the Emerald 
Associates Project at 3901 East Coast Highway (Use Permit No. 3342) 

Owner of property shown on application: 

Applicant shown on application: 

Date of fIling for Use Permit No. 3342: 

Date of Planning Commission approval: 

Date of City Council call-up: 

Date of City Council approval: 

Date of Coastal Permit approval: 

Date of Building/Grading Permit issuance: 

Extension of Building/Grading Permits: 

Date Building/Grading Permits expired: 

Date of issuance for grading restoration: 

RilI-w\Emerald.hst 

Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 

Same as Owner 

February 13, 1989 

March 9, 1989 

March 27, 1989 

May 22, 1989 (4 Ayes, 2 Noes, 
1 Abstain) 

September 14, 1989; amended on 
April 17, 1991 

May 15,1991 

January 28, 1992 to February 15, 
1992 

May 10, 1992 

May 28,1992 



CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

June 22, 1989 

TO: File 

FROM: Bill Ward 

SUBJECT: Emerald Village 

Project site area is less than that indicated in the May 22, 1989 City Council 
staff report. 

Site Area is 64,773 sq.ft. rather than 66,773 sq.ft. 

This results in 1,500 sq.ft. less gross floor area than previously indicated. 

Applicant was notified of this information on June 22, 1989. 

~~ 
Bill Ward 

I 



Agenda 
3901 E. Pacific Coast Highway 

Corona del Mar, California 
March 9, 1994 

1. Allowable Uses· Commercial, Office, Senior 

a. Planned Community Regulations 

b. Processing Timing 

c. Coastal Commission/Local Coastal Plan 

d. Political Reception 

e. Public Reception 

II. Alternative Uses - Mixed Use, Residential 

a. General Plan Amendment 

b. Process and Timing 

c. Coastal Commission/LCP 

d. Political 

e. Public 

III. Engineering/Utility Considerations 

IV. Items Needed/Request Copy of 

a. General Plan 

b. Zoning Code 

c. Planned Community Regulations 

d. Local Coastal Plan 



MEMORANDUM 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

June 19, 1992 

TO: James D. Hewicker, Director 

FROM: W. William Ward, Senior Planner 

SUBJECT: Background Information and Permit History for the Emerald 
Associates Project at 3901 East Coast Highway (Use Permit No. 3342) 

Owner of property shown on application: 

Applicant shown on application: 

Date of filing for Use Permit No. 3342: 

Date of Planning Commission approval: 

Date of City Council call-up: 

Date of City Council approval: 

Date of Coastal Permit approval: 

Date of Building/Grading Permit issuance: 

Extension of Building/Grading Permits: 

Date Building/Grading Permits expired: 

Date of issuance for grading restoration: 

Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 

Same as Owner 

February 13, 1989 

March 9, 1989 

March 27, 1989 

May 22, 1989 (4 Ayes, 2 Noes, 
1 Abstain) 

September 14, 1989; amended on 
April 17, 1991 

May 15, 1991 

January 28, 1992 to February 15, 
1992 

May 10,1992 

May 28,1992 



CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 
P.O. BOX 1768. NEWPORT BEACH. CA 92659-1768 

October 9, 1991 

Mr. John Christensen 
Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 
4770 Campus Drive. Ste 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

SUBJECT: 3901 East Coast Highway 

Dear Mr. Christensen: 

In the numerous telephone conversations with you, I have requested that you take 
immediate action to alleviate the dust problems arising from the large dirt pile 
at the above referenced address. Each time we talk, you assure me that you will 
take care of the problem. However, as of this date, you have not complied with 
my requests. Therefore, this situation must be resolved within seven days of the 
date of this letter, or I will direct City crews to cover the dirt with plastic 
and deduct the cost from the cleanup deposit that you paid when you obtained your 
building permit. 

Also, during our conversations, you have stated that construction has been 
deiayed due to engineering problems and over budgeting, and that revised 
structural drawings would be submitted shortly. As of this date, we have not 
received these revisions. Since your permit will expire on November 15, 1991, 
it is important that these changes are submitted in a timely manner and the work 
started. Should your permit expire, the site shall be returned to its original 
condition. An extension shall not be given due to the large number of citizen 
complaints, and the inaction on your part to complete the project. 

If you have any questions or problems regarding this matter, please call me at 
(714) 644-3263. 

Very truly yours, 
BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
Raimar W. Schuller, Director 

By: 
Don Hunsicker, Senior Building Inspector 

DH:jf 
c: Bill Todd 

City Manager 
Building Director 
Chief Building Inspector 
Fire Department 
Planning Department 

3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach 



CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 
P.O. BOX 1768, NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92659-1768 

October 9, 1991 

Mr. John Christensen 
Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 
4770 Campus Drive, Ste 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

SUBJECT: 3901 East Coast Highway 

Dear Mr. Christensen: 

In the numerous telephone conversations with you, I have requested that you take 
immediate action to alleviate the dust problems arising from the large dirt pile 
at the above referenced address. Each time we talk, you assure me that you will 
take care of the problem. However, as of this date, you have not complied with 
my requests. Therefore, this situation must be resolved within seven days of the 
date of this letter, or I will direct City crews to cover the dirt with plastic 
and deduct the cost from the cleanup deposit that you paid when you obtained your 
building permit. 

Also, duri ng our conversations, you have stated that construction has been 
delayed due to engineering problems and over budgeting, and that revised 
structural drawings would be submitted shortly. As of this date, we have not 
received these revisions. Since your permit will expire on November 15, 1991, 
it is important that these changes are submitted in a timely manner and the work 
started. Should your permit expire, the site shall be returned to its original 
condition. An extension shall not be given due to the large number of citizen 
complaints, and the inaction on your part to complete the project. 

If you have any questions or problems regarding this matter, please call me at 
(714) 644-3263. 

Very truly yours, 
BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
Raimar W. Schuller, Director 

By: 
Don Hunsicker, Senior Building Inspector 

DH:jf 
c: Bill Todd 

City Manager 
Building Director 
Chief Building Inspector 
Fire Department 
Planning Department 

3300 Newport BO\llevard, Newport Beach 



CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 
P.O. BOX 1768, NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92659-1768 

November 7, 1991 

Mr. John B. Heffernan 
610 Newport Center Drive, Ste 700 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

SUBJECT: 3901 East Coast Hwy (G-02527, B-20931) 

Dear Mr. Heffernan: 

I am in receipt of your letter of November 4, 1991. In reviewing its contents, 
I find that it does not encompass all the items we discussed, and therefore I am 
amending your letter as follows: 

I concur with Item No.1 in which you state that the owner will commence grading 
and soil excavation at the property on November 12th but no later than November 
15th. 

Item No.2 seems to confatn-a-little deviation from our discussion. It was my 
understanding that this grading will entail movement of approximately 30,000 
cubic yards of soil, and it is anticipated to be completed in the 30 day period. 
It may be prolonged up to 60 days, depending on dump-site availability. I also 
do not recall that we tal ked about unforeseen detrimental underground soil 
conditions that may be encountered and prolong grading. However, I am amenable 
to granting justified extension based on my discretion. 

I certainly disagree with Item No.3 where it appears that if the owner adheres 
to the steps outlined, the city would guarantee that the permit remains valid and 
in full force and effect. There are many other reasons not mentioned that could 
inval idate the permit, and the City is, therefore, not in a position to guarantee 
permit val idation. As we discussed the current permits will remain active 
provided Item #5 and #6 are complied with. 

5. Immediately following the grading work, the foundation and retaining wall 
work shall be started and approved by the Building Inspector only after 
the redesign has been plan checked and approved by the Grading Engineer 
and the Plan Check Engineer. 

6. It was agreed that the Building Department will collect on an hourly basis 
all City staff time spent on reviewing plans and approving the redesign of 
walls, foundations and caissons. Further agreement was reached that all 
of this recheck and approval will be completed prior to finalizing the 
grading work to ensure continuous work on the project. It will also be 
necessary to repay $2,903.07 of the refundable construction site debris 
deposit which was used to pay for erosion proofing and dust proofing your 
dirt pile on the site. " 

3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach 



r· 
Mr. John B. Heffernan 
November 7, 1991 
Page Two 

You have my assurance that the City will do whatever possible to assist you in 
keeping this project on time. We intend to expedite all plan reviews in order not 
to delay your c1 i ent. 

The City hopes that this additional information is acceptable to you and your 
client. Should any of the items be unclear, please contact me at 
(714) 644-3282. • 

Very truly yours, 
BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

~u'J/l~~· 
/~~:\f. sch~W 

Director 

RWS:jf 
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E M E 

EMERALD VILLAGE 

ASSOCIATES, INC. 

4770 CAMPUS DRIVE 

SUITE 100 

NEWPORT BEACH 

CA 92660 

TEL. (714) 476-0880 

FAx. (714) 851-1918 

R A L D A s s 

April 12, 1991 

Ms. Genia Garcia, Assistant Planner 
City of Newport Beach Planning Department 
3300 Newport Boulevard 
Newport Beach, CA 92659 

o c 

re: SummerHouse Use Pem1it #3342 Conditions / PC #895-90 

Dear Genia, 

A 

This letter outlines and catalogs the steps taken to fulfill each of the 58 
conditions of approval required by the above-referenced Use Permit. Many of 
mese requirements are fulfilled by me architectural, mechanical, plumbing, 
electrical, stTIlctllral, civil and landscaping plans dated August 23, 1990 which 
have been previously submitted to the City for Plan Check and have received 
approvals as noted herein. These shall be referred to as 'the Plans' herein. 

1. Substantial Conformance: The above-referenced Plans have been 
presented for your review. We believe these to be in substantial 
conformance with our May 22, 1989 plans. 

T 

2. Hydrology Study: This study has been incorporated into me Civil 
Engineering plans by me civil engineer and me plumbing plans by 
me mechanical engineer. The signature of me Public Works 
Depanment on the Plans is evidence of the required approval. 

3. Public Improvements: The signature of me Public Works 
Depanment on the Plans is evidence of the required approval. 

4. Surety Agreement: The processing for the surety agreement is 
being handled by the Public Works Depanment. They will not 
allow us to commence without completing this agreement. 

5. Vehicular Circulation: The Plans fulfill these requirements as 
evidenced by me approval of the City's Traffic Engineer. 

6. Access Ramp: Included in Plans as approved in Condition 3. 

7. Encroachment Pennit: A Cal-Trans Encroachment Pemut is only 
valid for 30 days, so we do not want to pull this permit for a 
number of months. Evidence of our application and payment of 
fee is enclosed. 

8. Sight distance: Completed per Condition 5 

9. Sewer Facilities: Service letter from Public Works attached 
herein. 

E s 



Ms. Genia Garcia 
April 2, 1991 
Page 2 

10. Sanitation Fees: All fees will be paid simultaneously with the 
pulling of Building Permits. 

11. Off-street Parking: Plans contain compliance requirements set 
forth in the Use Permit. Traffic signature is evidence of 
approval. 

12. Construction: Building Department will follow approval of the 
Planning Department. 

13. through 19. Fire Access: The signature of the Fire 
Department on the Plans is evidence of the required approval. 

20. Planter Height. Included in the Plans. Evidenced by Planning 
Department review and signature. 

21. Valet Parking: This is an operating condition covered by the 
Letter of Compliance, attached herein. 

22. Employee Parking: This is an operating condition covered by 
the Letter of Compliance, enclosed herein. 

23. Equipment and Trash Screen: Included in the Plans. Evidenced 
by Planning Department Review and signature. 

24. Signs: No signage is included in the Plans. The signage will be 
developed and submitted separately at a later date. 

25. Landscaping: Landscaping drawings have been submitted and 
approved by Public Works, as evidenced by signature on the 
Landscape Plans. 

26. Landscape Plans: The Plans submitted contain the required 
landscaping plans. 

27. Landscape Plan: The signature of the Public Works or Building 
Department on the Plans is evidence of the required approval. 

28. Lighting System: The submitted Plans include the required 
lighting plan, signed by an electrical engineer. The letter required 
of the engineer is enclosed herein. 

29. Grading Permit: A grading permit has been applied for. A copy 
of our application is enclosed, and a permit will be pulled upon 
receipt of Planning Department approval. 

30. Drainage Plan: The Grading Plan as submitted and approved 
includes temporary and pemlanent drainage and siltation plans. 



Ms. Genia Garcia 
April 2, 1991 
Page 3 

31. Haul Routes: The subcontractor will submit haul routes and 
other maintenance plan items upon pulling the pennit, as is 
customary. 

32. Erosion Control Plan: See #30. A copy of this plan has been 
forwarded to the CRWQCB as evidenced by the transmittal copy 
enclosed. 

33. Runoff Control: The hydrology study included with the Civil 
Engineering Plans includes this data. 

34. Grading Plans: Soils and Geological Reports have been 
submitted. A letter from the Soils Engineer evidencing 
compliance with recommendations is enclosed. 

35. Rooftop Equipment: A letter is enclosed from the mechanical 
engineer evidencing compliance with this requirement. 

36. Sound Attenuation: A complete accoustical evaluation has been 
prepared and submitted with the Plans. The requirements of the 
report have been noted on the plans for the affected units. 
Compliance with the pre-occupancy portion of this requirement 
is noted in the Letter of Compliance. 

37. Construction Fence: See Letter of Compliance. A construction 
fencing plan will be prepared and a separate permit sought at the 
appropriate time. 

38. Traffic Control Plan: See Letter of Compliance. A plan is being 
prepared by the General Contractor and will be submitted to 
Public Works Department prior to construction. 

39. Handicapped Parking. See Letter of Compliance. Signature of 
Traffic is evidence of plan compliance and approval. 

40. Inspection Fees: These fees must be paid at the time we pull the 
pennit. 

41. to 45. See Letter of Compliance. 

46. Deed Restriction: 
The deed restriction has been approved by the City Attorney and 
recorded as evidenced by the conformed copy enclosed herein. 

47. Coastal Commission: The Letter of Pennit Effectiveness has 
been sent directly to you by the Coastal Commission. 

48. Future Conditions: See Letter of Compliance. 

49. Facility Operation: See Letter of Compliance. 



Ms. Genia Garcia 
April 2, 1991 
Page 4 

50. Tree Height: See Letter of Compliance. 

51. Bus Service: See Letter of Compliance. 

52. Garden Construction: A letter from the Structural Engineer 
evidencing compliance is enclosed. 

53. Parking Survey: See Letter of Compliance. 

54. Public Lookout: The signature ofthe Public Works Department 
is evidence of the required approval. The surety agreement 
being handled by the Public Works Department will also cover 
this work. They will not allow us to pull permits without 
completing this agreement. 

55. Vegetation Maintenance: This is included in the Landscape 
Plan. Approval is evidenced by the signature of the Fire 
Department.. 

56. Construction Parking: A letter from The Five Crowns allowing 
construction period parking is enclosed. 

57. Sidewalk Improvements: See #54. 

58. Traffic Signal: Cal trans has no interest in a traffic signal at this 
time. They also don't seem to have any interest in writing me a 
letter to this effect. Please call Tony Liudzius at the Santa Ana 
Cal-Trans Engineering Department at 724-2183 for 
commnation. 

We trust that this body of information will be satisfactory to the Planning 
Department and enable them to stamp and sign our plans as approved. With 
this approval we will be released to complete the surety agreements and pay the 
fees required to begin pulling our grading and building permits. Thank you 
very much for your continued assistance with this process. 

Sincerely, 

"'------~~ 

encl. 



E M E 

EMERALD VrU,AGE 

ASSOCIATES, INC. 

4770 CAMPUS DRIVt 

SUITE 100 

NLWPOf{{' BEACH 

CA 92660 

TEL. (714) 476-0880 

FAX. (714) 851-1918 

R A L D A s s 

October 1, 1990 

Ms. Genia Kaznocha, Assistant Planner 
City of Newport Beach Planning Department 
3300 Newport Boulevard 
Newport Beach, CA 92659 

o c 

re: Conditional Use Permit Requirements for SummerHouse 
CUP #: 3342 
PC#: 895-90 

Dear Genia , 

A 

This letter is to serve as our "Letter of Compliance" for the above
referenced Use Permit. We herein reiterate our commitment to 
comply with all the conditions of the permit, including those which 
control future operations. These conditions, which cannot be fully 
implemented at this time, include the following: 

21. Valet Parking Requirement 

22. On-site Employee Parking· 

36. Sound Attenuation and Certification 

37. Construction Fencing 

38. Traffic Control Plan 

39. Handicapped Parking Compliance 

41. Maximum Occupancy and Operating Reports 

43. Age Restricted Occupancy 

44. No Public Commercial Uses 

45. No Resident's Parking 

48. Subject to Future Conditions 

49. Personal Care Facility Only 

50. Tree Height Restriction 

51. Park and Ride Service 

T E s 



52. Conversion of Garden Deck into Parking 

53. Parking Survey 

55. Buck Gulley Landscape Maintenance 

Please note that these subheadings are used for convenience only 
and are not to be construed as supplementing or interpreting the 
precise wording of the actual condition as stated in the Permit. 

If we can provide further information, please do not hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, C' /7/} , 
~~-----

E. Christeson 
President 



DEPARNENT OF TRANSPORTAnON (CALTRANSJ • 

STANDARD ENCROACHMENT PERMIT APPLICATION 
DM-M-P.201A (REV lIDO) PART A . _ .. ' 

DiIt/CO{RlwPM 

/Z-C;r?A- 1- 1£38 
PeiniissiOnb reQueSted ~o encroach on the state Highwayright ofway as iOl~jcoiTipletfl.il itiiins: iiAH ItOI appbbl4j AppliCation is nofcomplele uni'n iii re,quireci"" 

900586 
Date 10 

EXCAVAnON 

PIPES N/A N/A N/A N/A 

FULl.Y DESCRIBE WORK WITHIN STATE R/W: IIltBch complete plans (5 lets folded BliJr 11), _ cal"", map:;, .tc., /I epplicable. 

1. Remove and replace existing drive approach 

2. Install 4" drain pip:!through curb-, 

AUG 2 3 90 

IS ANY WORK BEING DONE ON APPLICANT'S' PROPERTY? 1t"Yea' _fly _ and _cllllle _ prod/ng plan#;-' ,'!,'I:C'," 
.",. D ""~ L1 J:o.I'>,. Yes No :,--. __ 

IS A CITY, COUNTY OR OTHER AGENCY INVOLVED IN ENVIRONMENTAL APPROVAL? 

D Yes (ChockDocumen_typoand_~~ 

D Exempt 0 IW. 0 EJR 
!ik No (ChocltJlloc:ategO/Ybtlow ___ lhelX<>iectj 

DUM"( 
o flIoGS,SlGNS, ............ 

OEOAA.TIONS 

o m.oPOlWrr SIGKALS 

o f'UBl.lC UTIUTY MOO> 

fICA 'IlONs, EXTENSIONS, 
HOOKUPS ' 

o 81DEWAl.KlGU'TTERS 

o fENCS 

o liNGLE FAMIlYOWEU.· 
N3 ORIYEWAY 

o 1lEM00Al.flEl'LACEMENT 
OF DlSTJHC1"N'E Fl!t»DWAY 
_BS 

D DITC>f J'A"NG 
D MAILJIOl( 

o ~CE1SRA1IOHS 
o COMMUNITY ANIEHNA TV 

II'/IITEM 

o EROSION COKTROI. 

o MR!aJLTURAL.....aocH 

o OICM£ TV FILMING 

g .... 1fTEIWI(2. -1EiOXlNS"""''''TRiJC. 
'IlON,OR RESURFACINGOf' A 
OIWEWAYOF' RQM)N,: OACH 

o .... NTENANCE OF EXIStlHG 
..... DSCAPING 

o 1EG ...... 1CRYWAIINING, 
WORMATION SIGHS 

o DI'ICH PA"NG 

o MODIFICATION 
Of''IlW'FIC 
CCH1IIO\.II'IIITEMS 

c 

o NONE elF THE ABOVE. IF PROJECT CANNOT BE DESCRIBED IN ABOVE 
CATEGORIES, REQUEST APPl.JCAnoN PART B FROM THE PERMrr OFFICE. 

21 

22 

23 

THE UNDERSIGNED AGREES THAT THE WORK WIll. BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH CALlRANS IlULES AHD REGULAnoNS AND SUBJECT 
TO IIII$P£cnON AND APPROVAL 

Phone AtdIltecI, Ena-.. 1'n>jec:I Mgc. PI>ono 
014 476-0830 Wayne E., Ahrens ( 714 851-0333 

Addr ... ~ eJty and zip COde) 
4770 Campus Drive, Suite 100, Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Project Manager 



EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES. INC. 
4770 CAMPUS DR •• STE. 1UO 714-476-0880 
NEWPORT BEACH. CA 92660 

lHIS CHECK 16 IlELIVUIEO fO~ '",VMENT ON TH' AtCDl,IlHS l,SUD 

11"00 l. .. q 211" ': I. 2 2 2 2800 :\': 
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CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 
P.O. BOX 1768, NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92659·1768 

August 8, 1990 

Wayne Sylvester, General Manager 
County Sanitation Districts of Orange County 
10844 Ellis Avenue, Post Office Box 8127 
Fountain Valley, California 92728-8127 

Subject: 84-unit Summerhouse Senior Care Development 
3901 East Coast Highway, Corona Del Mar 
Sewer & Water Connections 

To Those Concerned: 

The City of Newport Beach has sufficient water supply capacity to serve the 
subject project. Sewerage can be provided for the subject project also. 

Provision of both water and sewerage service is contingent upon developer 
installed connections and/or system improvements to the water distribution 
and the sewer collection systems in accord with City standards. 

The specific requirements for this project have not yet been reviewed. 
However, the City will provide water and sewer services on the assumption 
that any necessary system improvements will be provided by the developer. 

i 

In the instance of this project, sewer mains and sewer pumping facilities may 
have to be installed adjacent to, or on the project site. The City will maintain 
facilities in the public right-of-way. 

If you have questions, please call me at (714) 644-3011. 

Very truly yours, 

Jeff Staneart, P.E. 
Deputy Utilities Director 

]S: sdi 

cc: Bob Dixon 
Pete Antista 
Ed Burt 

3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach 



SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT R E C E ~ V E L,'r-;;p=,=::;;';t "No=-.-----, 
D33873 

NOV 2 8 j990 AfN137978 PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT/OPERATE 
9150 fLAIR DRIVE. EL MONTE. CALIfORNIA 91731 EMfHLO VIL!J,GE ASSOC" It: 

This initial permit shall be renewed by 04/01 ANNUALLY unless the equipment is moved, or changes ownership. 
If the billing for annual renewal fee (Rule 301.f) is not received by the expiration date, contact the DistrlcL 

Legal Owner 
Or Operator: 

Equipment 

EMERALD VILlAGE ASSOC., INC. 
SUMMERHOUSE DBA 
4770 CAMPUS DRIVE, STE. 100 
NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92660 
A'ITN: JON CHRISTESON 

ID 81735 

located at; 3901 E. COAST HIGHWAY, CORONA DEL MAR, CALIFORNIA 

Equipment Description: 

INTERNAL COMBUSTION ENGINE, JOHN DEERE, DIESEL-FUELED, EMERGENCY 
ELECTRICAL GENERATION, MODEL NO. 6076A, 6 CYLINDERS, FOUR CYCLE, 
TURBOCHARGED, AFrERCOOLED, 289 BHP, WITH 1 EXHAUST. 

Conditions: 

Page 1 

1. OPERATION OF THIS EQUIPMENT SHALL BE CONDUCTED IN COMPLIANCE WITH ALL 
DATA AND SPECIFICATIONS SUBMITTED WITH THE APPLICATION UNDER WHICH 
THIS PERMIT IS ISSUED UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED BELOW. 

2. THIS EQUIPMENT SHALL BE PROPERLY MAINTAINED AND KEPT IN GOOD 
OPERATING CONDITION AT ALL TIMES. 

3. AN ELAPSED TIME METER SHALL BE INSTALLED/MAINTAINED, SO AS TO INDICATE 
IN CUMULATIVE HOURS, THE AMOUNT OF TIME THE ENGINE HAS OPERATED. 

4. THE ENGINE IS LIMITED TO AN OPERATING SCHEDULE OF NO MORE THAN 18.1 
HOURS IN ANY ONE DAY AND NO MORE THAN 125 HOURS (CUMULATIVE) IN ANY 
ONE CALENDAR YEAR UNLESS ADDITIONAL HOURS ARE OTHERWISE AUTHORIZED 
BY THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER. THIS EQUIPMENT MAY ONLY OPERATED DURING 
-MAINTENANCE TESTING, PERFORMANCE TESTING, OR IN CASES OF EMERGENCY. 

5. THE UNCONTROLLED EMISSION RATE OF REACTIVE ORGANIC GASES SHALL NOT 
EXCEED 0.26 LB/HR; THE UNCONTROLLED EMISSION RATE OF OXIDES OF NITROGEN 
SHALL NOT EXCEED 6.3 LB/HR. 

6. THE FUEL INJECTION TIMING OF THIS ENGINE SHALL BE RETARDED A MINIMUM OF 
4 DEGREES RElATIVE TO STANDARD TIMING. 

ORIGINAL 



!~ 
SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT/OPERATE 
9150 FLAIR DRIVE, EL MONTE, CALIFORNIA 91731 

CONTINUATION OF PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT/OPERATE 

Permit No. 
D33873 
AjN'l37'J7S 
Page 2 

7. mE IGNITION TIMING OF THIS ENGINE SHALL BE INSPECTED, ADJUSTED, AND 
CERTIFIED, AT A MINIMUM, ONCE EVERY THREE YEARS OF OPERATION. 
INSPECTIONS, ADJUSTMENTS, AND CERTIFICATIONS SHALL BE PERFORMED BY A 
QUALIFIED MECHANIC AND ACCORDING TO THE ENGINE MANUFACTURER'S 
PROCEDURES. 

8. AN OPERATING RECORD OF THIS EQUIPMENT SHALL BE MAINTAINED IN A FORMAT 
APPROVED IN WRITING BY THE DIRECTOR OF ENFORCEMENT. THE RECORD SHALL 
INCLUDE, AT A MINIMUM, mE HOURS AND DAYS OF OPERATION AND THE 
QUANTITY OF FUEL USED. THE OPERATING RECORD SHALL BE KEPT FOR A 
MINIMUM OF TWO YEARS AND MADE AVAILABLE UPON REQUEST OF DISTRICT 
PERSONNEL. 

9. FUEL OIL SUPPLIED TO THIS ENGINE SHALL BE NO. 2 OR LIGHTER GRADE AS 
DESCRIBED BY THE LATEST ASTM SPECIFICATIONS AND SHALL HAVE A SULFUR 
CONTENT OF NOT MORE mAN 0.05% BY WEIGHT. 

NOTICE 

IN ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 206, THIS PERMIT TO OPERATE OR COPY SHALL BE POSTED 
ON OR WITHIN 8 METERS OF THE EQUIPMENT. 

THIS PERMIT DOES NOT AUTHORIZE THE EMISSION OF AIR CONTAMINANTS IN EXCESS OF 
THOSE ALLOWED BY DIVISION 26 OF THE HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE OF mE STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA OR mE RULES OF THE AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT. THIS PERMIT 
CANNOT BE CONSIDERED AS PERMISSION TO VIOLATE EXISTING LAWS, ORDINANCES, 
REGULATIONS OR STATUTES OF OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES. 

ORIGINAL 



-" . . 

w - WILLIAM R.ISHII & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

-- ELECTRICAL & MECHANICAL ENGINEERS 

10805 HOWER STAEET • SUITE 150 • CYPRESS, CAlIFOANIA 90630 • (114) 2:36.(}492 

Sept~!nber 6, 1990 

City of Newf:.·ort !3ellcll 
Planning Departmcrll 
3300 Newport Blvd. 
NeW~0rt Beach, CA 92658-B9tS 

He: Sumllerhouse - Pli1n Correct. ions 

Ccndition of ApPl-oval 
Use Permit #3342 
3901 East Coast Highway 
PC! 895-90 

CONCITION 

28 - Lighting Systew 

35 - Mechanical eqclpncnt 
sound attenuate 

AC'rION 

Area Liqhting system is so 
designed to conceal the light 
source and to minimize light 
spillage and glare to the 
adiacent residential users. 

'l'he socnd level of mechanical 
equipment at the property line 
do not exceed 55 dBa. 

If you have furt.her questions plec:.se do not hesitate to call 
our office. 

Very truly yours, 

WILLIAM R. ISHII & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

SJ:yo 



E M E 

[\lERALD VILLAGE 

:-\SSOCIATEs,I::-:c. 

-1:770 CA:-1PCS DHI\'E 

SCITE 100 

CA 92660 

TEL. (714) 476-0880 

FAx. (714) 831-1918 

R A L D A 5 5 o 

September 24, 1990 

Mr. Michael Adackapara 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
6809 Indiana Ave. Suite 200 
Riverside, CA 92506 

c A T 

via: Ger'lified Mail, Return Reeeipt Requested F,r:;,j- CJa.ss fl!\Q.,; I 

re: SummerHouse Erosion Control Plan 

Dear Mr. Adackapara, 

In accordance with our Conditional Use Permit #3342, issued by the 
City of Newport Beach, we are enclosing herein a copy of our Erosion 
Control Plan. 

If I can provide any additional information, do not hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 
. /l/J ' AVV\ C _ ~~""h 
~~ E. Christeson 

Vice President 

cc: Genia Kaznocha, N.B. Planning Department 

L-________________________ _ 

E 5 



LeROY CRANDAu,.AND ASSOCIATES Geotechnical Cor,_"'!ants • One of the Law Companies 

731 East Ball Road, Suite 104, Anaheim, California 92805, Phone (714) 776-9544, Fax (714) 776-9541 

Office£ Glendale 

April 30, 1990 

Christeson Company 
4770 Campus Drive 
Newport Beach, California 92660 

Attention: Mr. Wayne Ahrens 
Vice President 

Gentlemen: 

Anaheim 

Conformance of Drawings to 
Geotechnical Investigation 
Proposed Personal Care Facility 
3901 East Coast Highway 
Corona del Mar, Ne\',port Beach, California 
for Emerald Village A%ociates. Inc. 

Marina del Rey • R SiirQ?~~ V E: 0 

J UN '1 ~ 1990 
EMERALD VtlL1G£ ASSOC., INr,. 

(LCA 089049.AEB) 

As requested by Mr. John Christeson, we have reviewed drawings for the project to 
determine if the project design is in accordance with the recommendations contained in 
our report of geotechnical investigation. The following documents have been submitted 
by our firm for the project: 

Report of Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Crm\TI House Senior 
Citizens Complex, East Coast Highway and Hazel Drive, Corona del 
Mar, Newport Beach, California, for the SJS Development Corporation 
dated March 3, 1986 (LCA AE-85412). 

Report of Supplementary Geotechnical Studies, Applicability of Prior 
Report, Proposed Emerald Village, East Coast Highway and Hazel 
Drive, Corona del Mar, Newport Beach, California, for Emerald Village 
Associates, Inc., dated September 15, 1989 (LCA 089049.AEB). 

Supplementary Design Data, Retaining Walls and Temporary Shoring, 
Recommendations for Landscaped Areas Adjacent to Slope, Clarification 
of Floor Slab Support on Grade, Proposed Emerald Village, East Coast 
Highway and Hazel Drive, Corona del Mar, Newport Beach, California, 
for Emerald Village Associates, Inc., letter dated February 19, 1990 
(LCA 089049.AEB). 



Christeson Compan~" 
Page 2 

April 3D, 1990 
(LCA 089049.AEB) 

The professional opinions presented in this letter have been developed using that degree 
of care and skill ordinarily exercised, under similar circumstances, by reputable 
geotechnical consultants practicing in this or similar localities. No other warranty, 
expressed or implied, is made as to the professional advice included in this letter. '-

We were provided with a set of drawings, Sheets SI through SIS, by Dorius Architects, 
print dated April 23, 1990. Based upon our review of these drawings, the design meets 
the intent of the recommendations presented in our prior reports. 

Sincerely, 

LeROY CRANDALL AND ASSOCIATES 

~~ 
Vice President 
Orange County Branch Manager 

OC18/jw 
(4 copies submitted) 

cc: (1) Dorius Architects 
Attn: Mr. Craig Si Teller 

(1) Martin Structural 
Attn: Mr. Felix Martin 



III -.. WILLIAM R. ISHII & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
ELECTRICAL & MECHANICAL ENGINEERS 

10805 HOLDER STREET. SUITE 150 • CYPRESS, CALIFORNIA 90630 • (714) 236-0492 

September 6, 1990 

City of Newr;'ort [leilch 
Planning Department 
3300 Newp0rt Blvd. 
Newp0rt Beach, CA 92650-0915 

Re: Sumreerhouse - Plan CorrecLions 

Condition of Approval 
Use Permit 113342 
3901 East Coast Highway 
PC#895-90 

CONCITION 

28 - Lighting Systere 

35 - Mechanical eq~ip"ent 
sound attenuate 

ACTION 

Area Liqhting systere is so 
desiqned to conceal the light 
source and to minimize light 
spillage and glare to the 
adiacent residential users. 

1'he sound level of mechanical 
equipment at the property line 
do not exceed 55 dBa. 

If you have further questions please do not hesitate to call 
our office. 

Very truly yours, 

WILLIAM H. ISHII & ASSOCIA'l'ES, INC. 

SJ:yo 



,_._--- .. ..2S" J'L c.oNI>~'11eN 
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UI - WILLIAM R. ISHII & ASSOCIATES, INC. -- ELECTRICAL & MECHANICAL ENGINEERS 

10805 IIOWER STREET· SUITE 150 • CYPRESS. CAliFORNIA 90630 • (714) 236-0492 

September 6. 1990 

City of NewiC'ort !JCilC" 

Planning Department 
3300 Newport Blvd. 
New~ort Beach. CA 92650-U915 

Re: Sum~erhouse - Plan CorrccLions 

Condition of Approval 
Use Permit #3342 
3901 East Coast lIjqhway 
PC8995-90 

CONCITION 

29 - Lightinq Syste~ 

35 - Mechanical eq~lp"ent 
sound attenuate 

ACTION 

Area Lightinq system is so 
desiqned to conceal the liqht 
source and to minimize liqht 
spillaqe and qlare to the 
adiacent ~esidential users. 

TIle sound level of mechanical 
cquiplnent at the property line 
do not exceed 55 dBa. 

If you have further questions please do not hesitate to call 
our office. 

Very truly yours. 

WILLIAM R. ISlIII & ASSOCIA'l'E;S. INC. 

SJ:yo 



September 10, 1990 

Mr. David Keefe 
Dorius Architects 
1550 Bayside Drive 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

Dear Dave, 

This letter penains to the City of Newpon Beach's noise related "conditions of approval" which the 
Emeruld Village (Summer House) project must meet. The project must comply with the City's 45 
CNEL indoor noise standard and 65 dDA CNEL outdoor noise standard. Mestre Greve Associates 
has conducted the report "Noise Analysis for the l!merald Village" on April 25, 1990 which 
presents mitigation measures that are necessary to comply with the noise standards. This report 
should satisfy the City's "conditions of Ilpproval" for !he Emerald yi\la~e project. . 

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to call me. 

Sincerely, 
Mestre Greve Associates 

'l~Ng~~ 

280 Newport Center Drive, Suit. 230 • Newport Be.ch, C.liforniA 92660 • (714) 160·0891 



LAW OFFICES OF 

JOHN B. HEFFERNAN 
A PROFf;:SSIONAL. CORPORATION 

610 NEWPORT CENTER DRIVE, SUITE 700 

NEWPORT eEACH, CALIFORNIA 92660 

TEl.EPHONE {7141 640-4300 

TEl.ECOPIER (714} 721-1140 
DEC 1 7 1990 

EMERALD VilLAGE ASSO 'r C .. IL. 

SENT BY MESSENGER 

Director 
Planning Department 
City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Boulevard 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

December 13, 1990 

Re: Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 
- Use Permit No. 3342, approved May 22, 1989 
- 3901 Pacific Coast Highway, Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Gentlemen: 

This law firm represents Emerald Village Associates, Inc., 
the Applicant of Use Permit No. 3342, and Ground Lessee of the 
above Property. 

In accordance with our previous correspondence with Robert 
Burnham at the City Attorney's office, enclosed with this letter 
is a: (a) conformed recorded copy of the Deed Restriction, dated 
October I, 1990, confirmation recordation on December 3, 1990, as 
Instrument No. 90-636012, in the Official Records of Orange 
County, California; and (b) copy of an updated Preliminary Title 
Report, dated December II, 1990, confirming this Deed Restriction 
encumbers the real property for which the Use Permit applies. 

It is our understanding the receipt of the above final items 
will now satisfy Condition No. 460 of Permit No. 3342 and allow a 
Building Permit to be issued to our client. 

_Please call me should you have any questions. Thank you. 

(V~~:l~. 
7a:n . ~'e~fernan 

jes 

cc: Jon E. Christeson, Emerald Village Associates (with xerox 
copy of conformed Deed Restriction, only, by FAX) 



l $.15.00 \ 

CONFORMED COpy 
Not Compared with Original 

C8 

RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 

Jon E. Christeson 
Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 
4770 Campus Drive, # 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

DEED RESTRICTION 

RECITALS: 

Recorded at !he reQuest of 
CHCAGOrITLECOMPANY 

4:00 OEC 31990 P.M. 
Official Records 

Orange County. California 
~ t2.~Recorder 

A. THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA IBEW-NECA PENSION PLAN ("owner") 
is the fee owner of that certain real property located in the 
City of Newport Beach, County of orange, California, as described 
in attached Exhibit "A", which is incorporated herein by this 
reference ("Property"). 

B. Owner has ground leased the Property to EMERALD VILLAGE 
ASSOCIATES, INC., a California Corporation ("Tenant") pursuant to 
hat certain "Ground Lease", dated December 21, 1989. The Ground 
Lease is referred to in that certain Memorandum recorded December 
21, 1989, at 89-691314, in the Official Records, Orange County, 
California. 

C. Tenant has applied to the City of Newport Beach, Cali
fornia ("City") for the development of the Property, pursuant to 
Use Permit No. 3342 ("Use Permit"). The Use Permit was approved 
by the City, subject to conditions stated in the Use Permit, on 
May 22, 1989. 

D. The purpose of this Deed Restriction is to cause the 
Property to be developed, occupied and used in accordance with 
the Use Permit. 

AGREEMENT: 

1. To conform to the requirements of the Use Permit to alloW the 
Property to be developed in the manner and for the use described 
in the Use Permit, Owner and Tenant, as to their respective 
interests in the Property, hereby consent and agree that, from 
and after the date of recordation of this Deed Restriction: 

EMERALD2.CTY 9/07/90' 2 



A. The property will be developed, occupied and used in 
accordance with the following "condition", which is Item 46 of 
the Use Permit: 

"PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF BUILDING GRADING PERMITS, THE APPLI
CANT SHALL ENTER INTO AN AGREEMENT, THE FORM AND CONTENT OF WHICH 
IS ACCEPTABLE TO THE CITY ATTORNEY, BINDING THE APPLICANT AND 
SUCCESSORS-IN-INTEREST IN PERPETUITY TO AN ELDERLY CARE FACILITY 
AND SHALL BE LIMITED TO AN OCCUPANCY BY PERSONS 62 YEARS OF AGE 
OR OLDER. THE ONLY EXCEPTION SHALL BE THE SPOUSE OF A QUALIFIED 
PERSON. RESTRICTIONS SHALL BE PLACED ON THE DEED AND IN ANY 
OTHER SUITABLE BINDING DOCUMENT CONSISTENT WITH THE PROVISIONS OF 
THE ABOVE AGREEMENT." 

B. This Deed Restriction shall: (a) constitute a permanent 
encumbrance upon the property; (b) run with title to the Proper
ty; and (c) be binding upon all assigns and successors in inter
est of Owner and Tenant, of Whatever particular designation or 
title. 

c. Any modification or cancellation of this Deed Restric
tion shall be by recorded instrument and be subject to concurrent 
written consent of the City. 

D. The city shall be entitled to specifically enforce the 
terms and conditions of this Deed Restriction. 

2. The city hereby: (a) approves the form of this Deed Restric
tion; (b) subject to the recordation of this Deed Restriction, 
acknowledges that this Deed Restriction satisfies the requirement 
of the Use Permit regarding the Condition; and (c) agrees to 
execute a document upon future request from Owner, in recordable 
form, which will remove this Deed Restriction from title to the 
Property, if either: (i) Owner elects not to proceed with the 
development of the Property in accordance with the Use permit and 
the Use Permit lapses and is no longer of any force and effect; 
or (ii) the improvements at the Property are converted or rebuilt 
fo~ another type of use then approved by the City which does not 
require the continuation of the Condition as an encumbrance on 
title to the Property. 

3. Dated: OCTOBER 1, 1990. 

2 



APPROVAL BY OWNER: 

THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA IBEW-NECA PENSION PLAN 

By: William L. Se y, Inc., a California Corporation, its 
Qualified Fe ion Asset Manager 

By: 
Wl. • Seay, Presl.dent 

By: BernE e£ Alaeriea, IPfSA, i~!I Q\talitie~ Perisieft 1tsse~ Ifa" ; I' 

By: , its ____________ __ 

APPROVAL BY TENANT: 

EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES, INC., A CALIFORNIA CORPORATION 

BY:~~ 
Wl.lll.am M. Todd, President 

APPROVAL BY CITY: 

CIT~ C~' CALIFORNIA 

By: ~ --, its ~r-rr ;f-rrlJ~ 

3 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF L(';f;, f), , ss. 

On fJ;uVi , 1990, before me, the undersigned, a 
Notary Publ1C 1n and for sa1d State, personally appeared WILLIAN 
L. SEAY, personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence) to be the person who executed the within 
Instrument as President, on behalf of WILLIAM L. SEAY, IHC., a 
California corporation, the corporation therein named, and he 
acknowledged to me that such corporation executed the within 
Instrument pursuant to its Bylaws or a Resolution of its Board of 
Directors, said corporation being the one of the Qualified Pen
sion Asset Managers of TEB SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA IBEW-HBCA PERSIOH 
PLAN, the entity that executed the within Instrument, and he 
acknowledged to me that such corporation executed the within 
Instrument as such Qualified Pension Asset Manager and that THE 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA IBEW-NECA PENSION PLAN executed the same. 

WITNESS by hand and official seal. 

KATHY FLUHRER 
OFFICIAL SEAL ~~ 

, NOTARY PUBLIC - CALIFORNIA NOtaY PUbiC 
IsEAIJ ~,~if;, '/ My ~o;~:,;;'!!~,N~. md 

23,0 Beverly C:':j,. ,:' ,~.~:, ~_ ,\norl .. , I;A SC057 ' 

COUNTY OF 
) ss. 
) 

On , 1990, before me, the und signed, a 
Notary Public in and for said state, personally app ed 

, personally known to m or proved to 
~m~e~o~n~t~h-e~b~a--sTi-s--o~f~s-a~t~i~s~factory evidence) to the person who 
executed the within Instrument as , on 
behalf of BANK OF AMERICA, HTSA, the en y there1n named, and he 
acknowledged to me that such entity ecuted the within Instru
ment, said entity being the one 0 he Qualified Pension Asset 
Managers of THE SOUTHERN CALIF IA IBEW-HECA PENSION PLAN, the 
entity that executed the wi 1n Instrument, and acknowl-
edged to me that such en ' y executed the within Instrument as 
such Qualified Pensio sset Manager and that THE SOUTHERN 

PENSION PLAN executed the same. 

hand and official seal. 

Notary public 

4 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF ORANGE 

) 
) ss. 
) 

On ~tu..6..u-.;?/ , 1990, before me, the undersigned, a 
Notary Publ~c ~n and for said State, personally appeared WILLIAM 
K. TODD, personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence) to be the person who executed the within 
Instrument as President, on behalf of EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES, 
INC., a California Corporation, the Corporation therein named, 
and he acknowledged to me that such Corporation executed the 
within Instrument pursuant to its Bylaws or a Resolution of its 
Board of Directors. 

WITNESS my hand and official 

@
' . -" 

=0; 

: '~d • ,-

!SEAL! 

QfflCIAL SEAL 
EJSAY 

..., I'uIIIo C • iila 
OIWIGE CCI.WIY 

Ioir Ccmm. E>p. Doc. iii, in! 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
) 

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 

and for said 

On NOV 2 fl 1990 , 1990 , before me, the undersigned, 
a Notary Public in and for said county and state, personally 
appeared [0/'''''-' d".1J-l,.I"..M , personally known to me (or 
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the 
person who execu ed this Instrument as the C, -,.y ATTPrI."'~>I' 

r- rt"""'C;..- 'It't.J! >fT -? 1<0"'/ on behalf of the city of Newport 
Beach, and' acknowledged to me that ~ ~ sighed the within 
Instrument for such City and that such city also thereby also 
executed such Instrument. 

, 

!SEAL! 

) .~--- 't- D ) 
_ ;/t-(,{«'141 /0('/;:?(!a~ . 

<:7 Notary PUblic"'"f'n and for Sa~d 
County and State 
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EXHIBIT "A" 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY 

THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED REAL PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE CITY OF 
NEWPORT BEACH, COUNTY OF ORANGE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA: 

PARCEL 1 OF PARCEL MAP 85-257, AS PER MAP FILED IN BOOK 218, 

PAGE 5 & 6, INCLUSIVE, OF PARCEL MAPS, OFFICIAL RECORDS, ORANGE 

COUNTY, CALIFORNIA. 

, 



STATE Of CALIFOIlNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SOUTH COAST AREA 

2.(S WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 380 
LONG 8E.ACH, CA, 90802 

(213) 590-.5071 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Scf:If(:?f::'j'Y'Eb 47 

APR j 0 1991 

If','U''''.D VIlL4GE ,4SS0C. IriC. 
PETE V{!1 SON t;O~mor 

Date: 
Permit 

On September 14, 1989, the California Coastal Commission granted to 

EMERALD ASSOCIATES 
this permit subject to the attached Standard and Special conditions, for 
development consisting of: 

Demolish existing facilities and construct an 84 unit senior assisted care 
facility, 32 feet high, 48,588 sq. ft. of rental units and auxillary space; and 
13,920 sq. ft. of subterranean parking with 47 tandem parking spaces. 

more specifically described in the application file in the Commission offices. 

The development is within the coastal zone in Orange 
3901 East Pacific Coast Highway, Newport 8each 

Issued on behalf of the California Coastal Commission by 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

PETER DOUGLAS 
Executive Director 

By: 

Title: 

County at 

The undersigned permittee acknowledges receipt of this permit and agrees to abide 
by all terms and conditions thereof. 

The undersigned permittee acknowledges that Government Code Section 818.4 which 
states in pertinent part, that: "A public entity is not liable for injury caused 
by the issuance ... of any permit. .. " applies to the issuance of this permit. 

IMPORTANT: THIS PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNLESS AND UNTIL A COPY OF THE PERMIT WITH 
THE SIGNED ACKNOWLEDGEMENT HAS 8EEN RETURNED TO THE COMMISSION OFFICE. 14 Cal. 
Admin. Code Section 13158(a) . 

Date 
¥ ( H, I'll I . ~ 



MARTIN STRUCTURAL DESIGN 
15375 Barranca Pkwy., Suile B-207, Irvine, CA 92718 
(71-1) 753-1315 

August 10, 1990 

Ed Rubio 
DORIUS ARCHITECTS 
1550 Bayside Drive 
Corona Del Mar, CA 92625 

Re: Summel' House 

Dear Ed: 

CDNDIT'N 

S2. 

This lelter is to confirm a prior verbal agreement between our 
offict'!s. 

'I'he conccete deck over the garage, in the area presently to be 
occupied by the Roof Gardt'!n Plantel's, was designt'!d to support 
automobile parking. This parking would have to be accomodated in 
lieu of tht'! planters, i.e., they could not both exist at the same 
time. 

We hope this clarifies any questions regarding the design intent. 

Cordially, 

Inc. 



, 

E M E R 

EMERALD VILLAGE 

ASSOCIATES, ll\"c. 

4770 CAMPUS DRIVE 

SUITE 100 

NEWPORT BEACH 

CA 92660 

TEL. (714) 476-0880 

FAX. (714) 851-1918 

A L D A s s o c A T 

AprilS, 1991 

Mr. Phillip Crowley, General Manager 
Five Crowns Restaurant 
3801 E. Coast Highway 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

Re: Construction Period Parking for SummerHouse 

Dear Phil: 

We are preparing to pull final building pennits on SummerHouse, 3901 E. 
Coast Highway, next door to your restaurant. We have requested to utilize 
your parking lot, in the 3700 block of Coast Highway, for construction 
employee parking for a period of one year from the commensement of 
construction, currently anticipated for early May_ You have stipulated, and 
we have agrred to the following conditions: 

1. No more than 25 vehicles will be parked in the lot at anyone 
time. 

2. All our vehicles will vacate the lot by 4:00 p.m. 

3. Only passenger cars and pick-up tmcks may utilize the lot - no 
construction equipment or heavy trucks will be allowed. 

4. At any time you may designate specific locations in the lot where 
the vehicles mayor may not park. 

5. We will sluny-coat and restripe your lot upon the completion of 
the year period and be responsible for any damage which occurs 
as a result of our employees or firms in our employee. 

6. We will indemnify and hold hannless Lawry's Restaurants, Inc. 
("Lawry's") of and from any loss, cost or expense of any kind 
or nature resulting from our use of your lot. We will also carry, 
at our own expense, during the term of our use of your lot, 
comprehensive general liability insurance with a combined single 
limit of not less than Three Million Dollars ($,3,000,000.00) for 
bodily injury and property damage which shall be written by a 
reputable insurance company licensed to de business in 
California. Any such policy shall name Lawry's as an additonal 
insured and include a provision for thirty (30) days advance 
written notice to Lawry's in the event of any pending material 
change, notice of non-renewal or caancelIation of the insurance. 

E s 



Mr. Phillip Crowley 
AprilS, 1991 
Page 2 

Please acknowledge your acceptance of this agreement below. We 
appreciate your help in this matter, and we look forward to a long and 
mutually beneficial relationship as neighbors. If we can provide further 
information, do not hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 

n E. Christeson 
--------<'ice President 

Five Crowns Restaurant 

Date 



r 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 
OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

P.O. BOX 1768, NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92659-1768 

(714) 644-3131 

August 16, 1990 

John Heffernan, Esq. 
Heffernan & Boortz 
610 Newport Center Drive, suite 700 
Newport Beach, California 92660 

Re: Use Permit No. 3342 Deed Restriction 

Dear Mr. Heffernan: 

I have reviewed the proposed deed restriction for the Emerald 
Associates Project and have the following comments: 

1. 
text of the 
recitals. 

I would like to see the restrictive language in the 
agreement rather than referenced solely in the 

2. The commitments are in satisfaction of a condition 
to the Use Permit and not "in exchange for or in consideration of" 
issuance. 

3. Delete paragraph IE. 

I will review your revised draft and, assuming it is in 
conformance with my comments and any submitted by the Planning 
Director under separate cover, have the Mayor or Manager approve it 
the same day. 

RHB:jg 

~
e~ oruly yours, 

rjY)t ~/ 
obert : Burnham 

city Attorney 

cc: Jim Hewicker, Planning Director 

3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach 



19 March 1990 

Mr. Bi 11 Ward 
Planning Department 
City of Newport Beach 
P.O. Box 1768 
Newport Beach, CA 92659-1768 

Project: Emerald Vill age 
Corona del Mar, CA 
D/R Job No. 89083 

Dear Mr. Ward: 

I am writing this letter as explanation of drawings submitted for a 
review item of Emerald Village/Buck Gully edge. 

The city council approved the preliminary landscape plan, along with 
the architecture plans on June 22, 1989 (plan dated 5-8-89). As the 
design development phase progressed and more accurate information in 
regard to existing grading became available, the Buck Gulley edge of 
the project has shifted. 

The plan illustrates the building footprint change, as well as the previously 
approved extent of development. In design of the promenade location, 
we used the 90 foot elevation of the canyon's existing grade to locate 
the edge. This is still the primary design criteria, however accurate 
grading and building alignment resulted in the present location as shown. 

The "backyard" area was extended into an area that was previously approved 
for rough grading. In design development, I elected to reduce the amount 
of hard surface paving at the building and add a turf and hedge treatment 
to soften this edge. The turf and hedge area will be of great benefit 
for low-key use by the residents of Emerald Village, and also visually 
link the other adjoining properties' backyards as they meet the gully. 

If you should require other information or support for this review item 
to be approved, please call me. I believe this adjustment benefits the 
residents of the project functionally, and benefits the public through 
a softer edge along the gully. 

Sincerely, 

D':::::::;) ~ 
Project La~ape Architect 



LAW OFFICES OF 

JOHN B. HEFFERNAN 
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

610 NEWPORT CENTER DRIVE, SUITE 700 

NEWPORT BEACH, CALIFORNIA 92660 

TELEPHONE (714) 640-4300 

TELECOPJER (714) 721-1140 

December 13, 1990 

SENT BY MESSENGER 

Director 
Planning Department 
City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Boulevard 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Re: Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 
- Use PeL~it No. 3342, approved May 22, 1989 
- 3901 Pacific Coast Highway, Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Gentlemen: 

This law firm represents Emerald Village Associates, Inc., 
the Applicant of Use Permit No. 3342, and Ground Lessee of the 
above Property. 

In accordance with our previous correspondence with Robert 
Burnham at the city Attorney's office, enclosed with this letter 
is a: (a) conformed recorded copy of the Deed Restriction, dated 
october 1, 1990, confirmation recordation on December 3, 1990, as 
Instrument No. 90-636012, in the Official Records of Orange 
County, California; and (b) copy of an updated Preliminary Title 
Report, dated December 11, 1990, confirming this Deed Restriction 
encumbers the real property for which the Use Permit applies. 

It is our und"~rstanding the receipt of the above final items 
will now satisfy Condition No. 460 of Permit No. 3342 and allow a 
Building Permit to be issued to our client. 

Please call me should you have any questions. Thank you. 

les 

cc: Jon E. Christeson, Emerald Village Associates (with xerox 
copy of confurmed Deed Restriction, only, by FAX) 
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 

Jon E. Christeson 
Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 
4770 Campus Drive, # 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

DEED RESTRXCTXOB 

RECITALS: 

Recorded at 1he request of 
CHICAGO mLE COMPANY 

4:00 DEC 31990 P.M. 
Official Records 

Orange County, California 
~ t2.~Recorder 

A. THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA IBEW-NECA PENSION PLAN ("OWner") 
is the fee owner of that certain real property located in the 
City of Newport Beach, County of Orange, California, as described 
in attached Exhibit "A", which is incorporated herein by this 
reference ("property"). 

B. Owner has ground leased the Property to EMERALD VILLAGE 
ASSOCIATES, INC., a California Corporation ("Tenant") pursuant to 
hat certain "Ground Lease", dated December 21, 1989. The Ground 
Lease is referred to in that certain Memorandum recorded December 
21, 1989, at 89-691314, in the Official Records, orange County, 
California. 

C. Tenant has applied to the City of Newport Beach, Cali
fornia ("City") for the development of the property, pursuant to 
Use Permit No. 3342 ("u.e Permit"). The Use Permit was approved 
by the city, subject to conditions stated in the Use Permit, on 
May 22, 1989. 

D. The purpose of this Deed Restriction is to cause the 
Property to be developed, occupied and used in accordance with 
the Use Permit. 

AGREEMENT: 

1. To conform to the requirements of the Use Permit to allow the 
Property to be developed in the manner and for the use described 
in the Use Permit, Owner and Tenant, as to their respective 
interests in the Property, hereby consent and agree that, from 
and after the date of recordation of this Deed Restriction: 
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A. The Property will be developed, occupied and used in 
accordance with the following "condition", which is Item 46 of 
the Use Permit: 

"PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF BUILDING GRADING PERMITS, THE APPLI
CANT SHALL ENTER INTO AN AGREEMENT, THE FORM AND CONTENT OF WHICH 
IS ACCEPTABLE TO THE CITY ATTORNEY, BINDING THE APPLICANT AND 
SUCCESSORS-IN-INTEREST IN PERPETUITY TO AN ELDERLY CARE FACILITY 
AND SHALL BE LIMITED TO AN OCCUPANCY BY PERSONS 62 YEARS OF AGE 
OR OLDER. THE ONLY EXCEPTION SHALL BE THE SPOUSE OF A QUALIFIED 
PERSON. RESTRICTIONS SHALL BE PLACED ON THE DEED AND IN ANY 
OTHER SUITABLE BINDING DOCUMENT CONSISTENT WITH THE PROVISIONS OF 
THE ABOVE AGREEMENT." 

B. This Deed Restriction shall: (a) constitute a permanent 
encumbrance upon the Property; (b) run with title to the Proper
ty; and (c) be binding upon all assigns and successors in inter
est of OWner and Tenant, of whatever particular designation or 
title. 

C. Any modification or cancellation of this Deed Restric
tion shall be by recorded instrument and be subject to concurrent 
written consent of the City. 

D. The City shall be entitled to specifically enforce the 
terms and conditions of this Deed Restriction. 

2. The City hereby: (a) approves the form of this Deed Restric
tion; (b) subject to the recordation of this Deed Restriction, 
acknowledges that this Deed Restriction satisfies the requirement 
of the Use Permit regarding the Condition; and (c) agrees to 
execute a document upon future request from Owner, in recordable 
form, which will remove this Deed Restriction from title to the 
Property, if either: (i) Owner elects not to proceed with the 
development of the Property in accordance with the Use Permit and 
the Use Permit lapses and is no longer of any force and effect; 
or (ii) the improvements at the Property are converted or rebuilt 
for another type of use then approved by the city which does not 
require the continuation of the Condition as an encumbrance on 
title to the Property. 

3. Dated: OCTOBER 1, 1990. 
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APPROVAL BY OWNER: 

THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA IBEW-NECA PENSION PLAN 

By: William L. Se y, Inc., a California Corporation, its 
Qualified Pe ion Asset Manager 

By: 

By: 

, its ____________ __ 

APPROVAL BY TENANT: 

EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES, INC., A CALIFORNIA CORPORATION 

APPROVAL BY CITY: 

3 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 

C011NTY OF 4E ~5 I ••. 
On )1)u~ ~ / q , 1990, before me, the undersigned, a 

Notary Public 1n and for said State, personally appeared WILLIAN 
L. SEAY, personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence) to be the person who executed the within 
Instrument as President, on behalf of WILLIAM L. SEAY, INC., a 
California corporation, the corporation therein named, and he 
acknowledged to me that such corporation executed the within 
Instrument pursuant to its Bylaws or a Resolution of its Board of 
Directors, said Corporation being the one of the Qualified Pen
sion Asset Managers of HB SOUTBElUI CALIFORNIA IBBW-DCA PEIlSION 
PLAN, the entity that executed the within Instrument, and he 
acknowledged to me that such corporation executed the within 
Instrument as such Qualified Pension Asset Manager and that THE 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA IBEW-NECA PENSION PLAN executed the same. 

WITNESS by hand and official seal. 

~
.:;.. OFFICIAL SEAL ~~ 

. . .' , KATHY FLUHRER 
, ".... NOTARY PUBLIC - CALI'ORNIA NOtaY PUbiC 

'. LOS ANGElES COUNTY 
.; ,.~~.. My camm. expires DEC 27, 1991 

/SEAI; ~~.~~".".~~-.JI 
2330 B"~rl¥ C:·:~, •. ~.:"::~ ~._ .1''''' .. ,!;A 90057 

COUNTY OF _____ _ 
) SSe 

) 

On , 1990, before me, the und a 
Notary Public in and for said State, personally app' ed __ ~~_ 

, personally known to m or proved to 
=m~e~o~n~t"'h~e~b~a~s~i~s~o~f~s~a~t~irs~factory evidence) to the person who 
executed the within Instrument as , on 
behalf of BARK OF AMERICA, BTSA, the en y there n named, and he 
acknowledged to me that such entity ecuted the within Instru
ment, said entity being the one 0 e Qualified Pension Asset 
Managers of THE SOUTHElUI CALIF IA IBBW-NECA PENSION PLAN, the 
entity that executed the wi n Instrument, and acknowl-
edged to me that such en y executed the within Instrument as 
such Qualified Pensio sset Manager and that THE SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA IBEW-NE PENSION PLAN executed the same. 

hand and official seal. 

Notary Public 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF ORANGE 

) 
) ss. 
) 

On ~~ e2/ , 1990, before me, the undersigned, a 
Notary Pub11C 1n and for said state, personally appeared WILLXAH 
K. TODD, personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence) to be the person who executed the within 
Instrument as President, on behalf of EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES, 
INC., a California Corporation, the corporation therein named, 
and he acknowledged to me that such Corporation executed the 
within Instrument pursuant to its Bylaws or a Resolution of its 
Board of Directors. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

~
- ~fAL 

, ~ .....,Nlllc •• 
ClIW«iE CCUNTY 

. • - •••• My __ E>!t. Doo. .. '112 
/SEAL/ 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
) 

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 

Nota 
County 

and for sa1d 

On NOV 2 6 1990 , 1990 , before me, the undersigned, 
a Notary Public in and for said County and state, personally 
appeared i.I,,,,,./... 8".1.-".-.,.. , personally known to me (or 
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the 
person who execu ed this Instrument as the (.!.,. y 4. n-P g /.J1!!!"r 

r rot" C;.,.. It<: Ii ~r .; /H;".J on behalf of the (5i ty of Newport 
Beach, and' acknowledged to me that rI ~ sighed the within 
Instrument for such City and that such city also thereby also 
executed such Instrument. 

, 

/SEAL/ 
OFFICW. SEAL 

WILLIAM E. BROWN 
UOT/.RY PUBL:C· c,t,lIfOONIA 

PRltICiPAi. C;'1="!C5 IN 
ORfJiC.E CClRHY 

MJ Commission Exp. Dec. 8. 1992 

='Notary PubHcll and for Said 
County and State 
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EXHIBIT -A-

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY 

THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED REAL PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE CITY OF 
NEWPORT BEACH, COIJIITY OF ORANGE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA: 

PARCEL 1 OF PARCEL MAP 85-257, AS PER MAP FILED IN BOOK 218, 

PAGE 5 , 6, INCLOSIVE, OF PARCEL MAPS, OFFICIAL RECORDS, ORANGE 

COUNTY, CALIFORNIA. 

, 
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R A L D 

December 21, 1989 

Mr. Jim Hewicker 
Planning Director 

A 

City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Blvd. 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Dear Jim: 

l ! 7 .. " • .,.., 

S S 0 C A T E 

The California Coastal Commission recently granted final 
approval of our assisted care senior residential project 
on the corner of Coast Highway and Hazel Avenue in Corona 
del Mar. 

Beginning Tuesday, December 26 through Friday, 
December 29, buildings currently on the property will 
be razed in preparation for construction. Hopefully, 
you will not experience any inconvenience. 

The full construction schedule has not been finalized 
yet, but once grading commences an attractive fence will 
surround the property. We will keep you advised of our 

< 

~~~~~~~construction schedule throughout the project. 

EMERALD VILLAGE 

ASSOCIATES, INC. 

4770 CAMPUS DRIVE 

SUITE 100 

NEWPORT BEACH 

CA 92660 

TEL: (714) 476·()R80 

FAX: (714) 47t\·IIR78 

We are excited about being able to provide Corona del Mar 
with a beautiful turn-of-the-century-style building on 
a site that has traditionally been an eyesore to the 
community. If you have any questions regarding the 
development, please contact me at 476-0880. 

We look forward to becoming one of your neighbors. 

Sincerely, 

SF I. 

Jon Christeson 

RECEIVED BY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

S 



DATE: 19 MAY 1989 
SUBJECT: EMERALD VILLA 

A meeting to review the Emerald Villa project located at 
39tl1 East Pacific coast Highway was held at Fire Department 
Headquarters to resolve issues and concerns related to . 
Constructlon tyPe, Building area, Building height, and 
Emergency accesses. In attendance were; Mr. craig Si Teller 
and Ml-. william M. Todd representing Doris Architects and 
Emerald Village Associates, Inc .. The Building Department 
was represented by Fysal Jurdi, The Planning Department by 
Bill Ward and·the Fire Department by Chief Reed, Chief 
Arnold, Fire Marshal Brown! and Acting Deputy Fire Marshal 
upton. . . 

After a review of the types of construction, the 
building height, number of floors, area separation walls, 
emergency accesses and water supplies it was decided by 
mutual agreement that the project as presented was feasible. 

All in attendan.ce agreed that the draw.ingspresented 
lacked sufficient detail for further review and comment and 
that specific requirements regarding accesses, exiting, 
construction and fire flow would be made when the proper 
drawings are sllbnitted. 

J. Upto 
Act. Deputy Fire Marshal 



E M E 

EMERALD VILLAGE 

ASSOCIATES, INc. 

4770 C..,MPUS DRIvB 

SUITE 100 

NEWPORT BEACH 

CA 92660 

TEL: (714) 476-0880 

FAX: (714) 476-0878 

R A L o 

March 27, 1989 

Ms_ Wanda Raggio 
City Clerk 
City of Newport Beach 

A s 

3300 Newport Boulevard 
Newport Beach, CA 92658-8915 

• s o 

RE: Emerald Village City Council Hearing Date 

Dear Ms. Raggio, 

c A T 

This letter is to request that the City Council, at its hearing tonight, set. 
the Public Hearing date for our Emerald Village project for April 24, 
1989, rather than the previously requested date of April 10, 1989. 

We understand that the City Council is writing an implementation 
ordinance for Policy B·2 of the 1988 Land Use Element of the General 
Plan. As we have in the past, we desire to comply with all elements of 
the General Plan and feel that it would remove some possible 
confusion if we are heard after the second reading of that ordinance. 

Thank you for your assistance in this regard. 

Sincerely, /' //. . 

,/1 }.;\/" E. ~/./'<,~ 
(// Jol E. Christeson 
~e President 

CC. James Hewicker / 
William Ward v 

E s 
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4:770 CM .. trUS DRIVE 

Sum WI) 

NEwrORT BF.ACH 

TEL: (714) .76-,J880 
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February 28, 1989 

Mr. W. William Ward, Senior Planner 
Planning Departtnent 
City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Boulevard 
Newport Beach, CA 92658 

5 o 

Re: Emerald Village Assisted Living Facility 

Dear Bill: 

• 
c A T 

The purpose of this letter is to outline the steps we have taken in order to 

conform the Emerald Village project to both the letter and the spirit of the 

Land Use Element of the 1988 General Plan (the "LUE"). We feel that 

Emerald Village fulfills numerous important provisions of the Land Use 

Element and reflects major policy goals of the City Council. In order to 

illuminate the importance of this project to the City, we have organized 

this letter into three sections: 

Section 1: A review of Policy A of the Land Use Element regarding 

use. 

Section 2: Calculations of our traffic generation according to the 

methodology established in Policy B, implementation step 2 

for variable Floor Area Ratios ("FAR"), 

Section 3: Calculations of the alternate uses allowed for the site under 

the LUE and brief comments on both the building sizes 

allowed for each use and the traffic generation which would 

result from each use. 

E 5 

/r>1 



February 28. 1989 
Bill Ward 
Page 2 

• 
Section 1: Policy A and Senior Housing 

• 

Policy A strongly encourages a diverse community with the needs of our citizenry 

distributed throughout the neighborhoods. Senior Citizen housing is specifically 

mentioned within the implementation steps of Policy A as well as other places within the 

LUE as an approved use for any zone within the City, provided it does not create more 

traffic than the underlying use designated for any particular site. These statements were 

placed in the LUE in order to counter a longstanding trend in the City to segregate vital 

uses into remote or undesirable neighborhoods. For example, all the care facilities 

provided in this City to date have been in a the industrialized neighborhood behind Hoag 

Hospital. The City's first modern Congregate Facility (approved with an FAR of 1.46 and 

a parking ratio of .29) is currently under construction on Superior Avenue. This is not a 

residential location that any of us would find appealing or in any way similar to where we 

are currently living. The LUE clearly recognized that seniors are not a 'used commodity' to 

be sent to the least desirable corner of the community. but that they are to be integrated 

into the fabric of the neighborhoods in which they already reside. To portray Emerald 

Village as importing a problem into Corona del Mar which would otherwise not exist is 

to continue the denial and segregation of our seniors' needs which the first policy of the 

new LUE seeks to eliminate! Emerald Village clearly fulfills Policy A of the LUE by 

meeting these needs right in the neighborhood in which they exist. 

Section 2: Policy B, Floor Area Ratios and Traffic 

Policy B seeks to encourage the redevelopment of older or underutilized properties (of 

which the A.T. Leo's site is a classic example) as low traffic generators as opposed to high 

traffic generators. It is hard to imagine a more important goal within the General Plan or a 

/'09-
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,February 28, 1989 
Bill Ward 
Page 3 

• • 
higher priority among the citizens of our town. How does it seek to do that? By 

providing property owners "greater incentive to engage in uses which are low traffic 

generators" on these sites instead of more of the same noisy and busy restaurants, stores 

and offices. Objective analysis has repeatedly shown that Emerald Village represents the 

lowest possible traffic genemtor for this site and in fact, causes a significant net reduction 

in traffic from the existing uses on the site!. The 1988 Kunzman Study (which assumes a 

viable restaumnt and retail in the existing buildlng), projecred a traffic load from the 

existing building of some 670 car trips per day. As we will summarize below, we are 

reducing the existing traffic by a factor of approximately two thirds. We believe that this 

is somewhat unprecedented in the history of development in Newpon Beach, and should be 

encoumged not discouraged. 

To implement Policy B of the LUE, the City established various floor limits on our site 

of .5 to.75. Step 2.A. of Policy B (Page 6) dictates that we multiply the square footage 

of the site (66,900) times the base FAR of ,5 for a result of 33,450 base square feet. We 

then multiply this hypothetical base building times 60 trips per 1,000 square feet to 

produce the m<Lximum allowable vehicular trips per day of 2,010. Similarly, using the 

factor of 3 trips per 1,000 square feet for peak hour traffic we have a peak hour limit of 

100 vehicular trips. These two numbers, 2,010 and 100, serve as limits to test whether 

we can exceed the .5 base FAR. We skip over Step B and Step Cbecause they do not 

apply to our use. In Step 0 then, we calculate the ultimate traffic impact of our project as 

follows: 

/e 
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February 28, 1989 
Bill Ward 
Page 4 

• • 
Using the data provided by the Kunzman Associates Traffic Study, we see that Senior 

Housing has a average daily trip factor of 2.6 per unit. 2.6 trips times 85 units equals 221 

trips per day. Since 221 divided by 2,010 yields a ratio of only II % of the maximum 

nips, we are allowed to exceed the base FAR according to the test of average daily trips. 

(As an interesting side note, Professor Regnier from U.S.C. estimates the average daily 

trips from Personal Care Senior Residences are as low as 1 to 1.5 trips per unit per day. 

Utilizing the higher 1.5 trip ratio, our project would generate a mere 128 trips per day, or 

6% of the maximum permitted traffic load.) Similarly, Kunzman estimated that our peak 

traffic load would be .15 trips per unit. 85 units times .15 trips equals 13 peak hour trips 

or 13% of our allowable peak hour trips, again, substantially inside the limits. It is clear 

then that we fulfill the tests of Policy B, Step 2, A and D; that the proposed use does not 

exceed the traffic generation limits. Having passed the traffic test, we must deal with the 

four final conditions to earning the .75 maximum FAR which are spelled out on page 6. 

Condition 1 is a discretionary review by the City, which is being conducted by virtue of 

this CUP process. Condition 2 is a finding that the building tenants would be restricted to 

Senior Citizens, which is clearly our intention and easy monitor as a condition over the 

life of the project. Condition 4 is similar: the recordation of a deed restriction binding the 

current, as well as future owners, to Senior Citizen assisted living housing. Therefore. the 

key provision of this section is Condition 3 which requires a finding that the increased 

FAR does not cause abrupt scale relationships with the surrounding area. In this regard, 

Emerald Village fulfills not only the letter of the law but the spirit as well. By every 

objective test of scale relationship in the zoning code, Emerald Village sets a standard 

which exceeds the requirements of the Zoning Code by 100 to 200%. To wit: 

------------------ ---------

'. 
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Bill Ward • • 
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To begin with, every required setback is exceeded by a minimum of 100% over the code 

requirement. Most notably, the LUE requires a 25 foot. setback on the Bulk Gully 

property line, whereas our actual set back varies between 60 and 110 feet. In addition, our 

front setback varies between 35 to 110 feet, most of which is landscaped open area and not 

simply a paved parking lot. Our total site landscaping ratio is 63%! A builing with 

almost a half acre of landscaped front yard certainly does not create any 'abrupt scale 

relationships.' These architectural features are unique in the entire Corona del Mar strip 

and are facilitated by voluntarily placing all parking in a subterranean struCture, a fact on 

which we will comment more below. The second area with which we have more than 

complied with is our height, Although Emerald Village is a multi-level building, the 

sloping topography of the site provides the opportunity to step the building down in 

several places. Despite having a height restriction of 32 feet variable to 50 feet, the bulk 

of the building is 30 feet or less from existing grade and the wing which is closest to Bulk 

Gully averages approximately 23 feet to the ridgeline.These are important facts for two 

reasons: 

1) On the eastern edge of the property the existing building is some 26 feet 

tall (measured to the edge of a parapet of a flat roof, which is a much 

harsher visual line than the ridge of a hipped roof.) It seems somewhat 

strained to declare a building that is shorter than the existing building in 

key areas 'to cause abrupt scale relationships.' 

2) All of these height measurements are taken from the peak of a beautiful 

hipped roof. In many locations, the distance from grade to the eave of the 

roof is as little as 17 or 18 feet. This is a totally appropriate scale and 

entirely compatible to neighboring houses and in fact less than or equal to 

the Five Crowns immediately next door. 



February 28, 1989 
Bill Ward 
Page 6 

• • 
Although this last condition pertaining to 'abrupt scale relationships' could be very 

subjective, the height and setback requirements of the LUE and the Zoning code form a 

clear, objective standard of what 'abrupt scale relationships' are. Since the setbacks and 

building heights are significantly under all code requirements Emerald Court more than 

fulfills this remaining condition to the granting of an FAR of .75. 

A point of interest is the fact that as a multi-family residential use, we have placed units 

inside the hipped roof, making them invisible from the street. So although the height is 

measured to the top of the roof, the visual appearance of the building from Coast Highway 

is that of a 2-story building. In addition, we have placed most of our common areas, that 

is the spaces which residences do not live but in which they partake of the common 

dining and recreation, as well as the kitchen, offices, and laundry, etc. below grade, These 

design factors contribute to making the visible floors of the building read to the passing 

observer the same as a building with a floor area ratio of about.4. Any commercial 

building of .5 FAR would all be above grade, with a flat roof and a parapet, creating a 

significantly 'heavier' visual mass. As a result, with Emerald Village the community gets 

the traffic reduction of the Senior Housing but the visual benefit of a building about half 

its actual size. 

In closing this section of policy B, we would like to make twO additional comments. The 

first is that approving Emerald Village at a floor area ratio of .75 sets no precedent that 

other commercial uses could be approved above the .5 FAR because of the very precise 

methodology outlined in the General Plan. In other words, approving a Senior Housing 

Project at .75 does not allow a restaurant or an office building or a retail facility to be built 

anywhere in Corona del Mar bigger than the General Plan .5 FAR. This was a major 

.' 
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• • 
concern a year ago when the General Plan was more vague in regards to floor area ratios. 

The second point is that,. to deny the .75 FAR in the face of these incredibly low traffic 

generation numbers would be to pardon the phrase, hypocritical. On the one hand, the 

variable FAR exists to reduce the square footage of the highly intensive users, such as 

restaurants. It would then be very counter productive to the City's desire to encourage low 

traffic users to deny the variable FAR increase toa user which generated about 13% of the 

allowed daily trips. It is impossible for senior housing to compete with retail and 

restaurants for land on a foot for foot basis. To deny the variable FAR at Emerald Village 

is to ensure the development of more commercial uses with all their attendant noise and 

traffic and to defeat the goals of Policy B. 

Section 3: Alternate Uses under the LUE 

Statistical Area F-9 the Corona del Mar commercial strip is designated for a wide variety of 

retail and service commercial, administrative, professional, and financial commercial uses. 

For discussion purposes, these uses fall into four categories. 

1. Restaurant 

2. Retail 

3. Office Building 

4. Hotel/Inn 

Since the defeat of the Emerald Village proposal would undoubtedly give rise to 

development of one of these uses (which do not require a Use Permit), Emerald Associates 

conducted a detailed analysis of the impacts of these uses. Utilizing the same floor area 

ratio methodology outlined above we find that restaurant uses must be built below the .5 

FAR. Likewise, we find that a hotel is eligible for the .75 FAR, by virtue of its lower 

traffic generation. The detailed calculations and a table outlining all of the building 
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• • 
characteristics of each of these four uses is attached as Exhibit "A", however, let me make 

several salient observations about this data. 

The fIrst observation is that the hypothetical restaurant, retail facility, or hotel would each 

generate in excess of 1100 car trips per day, with the retail at 1333. All of them generate 

the full compliment of 100 peak hour trips. The offIce would fall somewhat behind that 

with 435 total daily trips, but of course a heavy peak load of 77 rush hour trips. Our 

understanding is that the retail and the offIce could be built without discretionary reviews at 

the .5 FAR or less and yet generate as much as 6 times the traffic as the Personal Care 

Facility. The second observations is that each of these four uses require signifIcant 

parking, with retail, for example requiring approximately 133 spaces. Obviously much of 

this parking is going to be provided in a parking structure. The most economic parking 

structures are built above grade not below grade. Page 20 of the Land Use Element of the 

General Plan provides that up to .25 floor area ratio of above grade parking structures are 

not included in the base floor area ratio calculations of new buildings. As a result, 

although the retail and the offIce building are limited to .5 FAR, or approximately 33,450 

sq. ft., with the addition of the inevitable parking structure, the above grade portion of that 

parking structure would actually generate a building mass of. 75, exactly the same as our 

total facility. Therefore, to deny the Senior use at .75 is to invite a retail use at .75 but 

with 1333 trips instead of221 trips. Without saving any building mass, the traffIc 

numbers have gone to the moon! In addition, there is going to be a minimum of 

landscaped open space. Our calculations indicate that the maximum landscaped open space 

on the site would be about 30% (mostly in Bulk Gully) versus the 63% provided by 

Emerald Village. 

" 
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Finally, allow me to comment on the result of the recent idea to change the use from 

commercial to residential. The first argument against this idea is that the City just went 

through an exhaustive General Plan amendment process, and the result of that process was 

to reaffmn this property as a commercial designation. The second argument against a 

change to single family is that luxury housing directly on Coast Highway is an 

unattractive proposition to most people. The third argument relates to the enlarged floor 

area ratio of residential uses in old Corona del Mar. 

Regardless of the designation, attached, detached, 16, 18, or 22 units, the floor area ratio 

for all residential in Corona del Maris L5. Residential FAR s are calculated differently, 

but regardless of the configuration, whether 16 very expensive houses, 22 more affordable 

houses or something in between, the total project could readily approach 70,000 square 

feet Assume twenty 3,000 square foot houses (which are very average houses today) plus 

their three car garages. Since all this construction is above grade, this produces a total 

square footage of 72,000 of above grade construction, for a total FAR of 108%, well 

within the limits, but significantly larger than Emerald Village. In addition, Senior 

Housing is allowed in a residential zone, as spelled out on page 20 of the Land Use 

Element Therefore, a zone change or a General Plan amendment does not preclude the 

same project, but in fact, raises the floor area ratio by another 20,000 - 30,000 sq. ft. One 

final note relates to the potential height of a residential project. Recall that all of our 

height measurements are taken at the ridge. The same roof on a residential project, 

without the dormer-style units, would classify as a 24-25 foot roof, and would therefore fit 

inside the single family height limits established in the code. In conclusion, a single 

family use could be significantly larger, and just as tall as Emerald Village. 
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Finally, allow me to comment on the result of the recent idea to change the use from 

commercial to residential. The fIrst argument against this idea is that the City just went 

through an exhaustive General Plan amendment process, and the result of that process was 

to reaffIrm this property as a commercial designation. The second argument against a 

change to single family is that lUXUry housing directly on Coast Highway is an 

unattractive proposition to most people. The third argument relates to the enlarged floor 

area ratio of residential uses in old Corona del Mar. 

Regardless of the designation, attached, detached, 16, 18, or 22 units, the floor area ratio 

for all residential in Corona del Mar is 1.5. Residential FAR s are calculated differently, 

but regardless of the confIguration, whether 16 very expensive houses, 22 more affordable 

houses or something in between, the total project could readily approach 70,000 square 

feet Assume twenty 3,000 square foot houses (which are very average houses today) plus 

their three car garages. Since all this construction is above grade, this produces a total 

square footage of 72,000 of above grade construction, for a total FAR of 108%, well 

within the limits, but signifIcantly larger than Emerald Village. In addition, Senior 

Housing is allowed in a residential zone, as spelled out on page 20 of the Land Use 

Element. Therefore, a zone change or a General Plan amendment does not preclude the 

same project, but in fact, raises the floor area ratio by another 20,000 - 30,000 sq. ft. One 

fInal note relates to the potential height of a residential project. Recall that all of our 

height measurements are taken at the ridge. The same roof on a residential project, 

without the dormer-style units, would classify as a 24-25 foot roof, and would therefore fIt 

inside the single family height limits established in the code. In conclusion, a single 

family use could be significantly larger, and just as tall as Emerald Village. 



3901 E. Coast Highway US!) Analysis 

Allowable Floor Area for Each Use: 
Average Daily Trips per 1000 Fee: or Unit 
Floor Area lirnit as a function 0,' ADTs 

Peak Hour Trips per 1000 Feet or Per Unit 
Floor Area Urnit as a function 01 Peak, Hour trips 

Floor Area Umit, deterrnined as: 
The lessor of the two ~mits above, 
Not to Exceed: 
a. 33,450 Feet for Office (50%) 
b. 50,175 Feel for Commercial (75%) 
c. 62,115 for S.F. Res. (150% o! site less setbacks) 
d. Or, an amount determined by other crileria: 
-Final Floor Area Reconciliation-

(projected Gross Area per R';s:denlial Unit) 

Most likely Building Design: 
Number 01 Roors 
Height Above existing Grade 
Building Footprint (Size / StorieS) 

Parking Spaces Required (CCd9 0' existing) 
Parking Area Required 
Anticipated Parking Configt.:ra:io~ 
Paved Circulation and Access 
Surface Parking & Garage Foc:;:.rint 

Remaining Landscaped Open space 

Total ProJected Above-grade Construction 
Overall FAR (Above-grade building I Site) 

Average Daily Trips from this use: 
Peak Hour Trips from this USe: 

Other ConSiderations 
Financial FeaSibility 
Need in the Community 
Noise and Obtrusiveness 10 I\:e~:;;"'bors 
Probable DeSign 
Probable Materials 
Overal1 Aesthetic Character 

Existing Uses 

50.BO trips 
39,506 sq. feet 

3.88 trips 
25,773 sq. feel 

25,773 sq. feet 
N.A. 

12,500 sq. feet 
12,500 sq_ feet 

1 floor 
27 

12,500 sq. feet 

78 spaces 
27,344 sq. feet 

Sur1ace 
Incl. 

27,344 sq. teet 

27,056 sq. feet 

12,500 sq. feet 

None 
Little 

19% 

635 trips 
49 trips 

Average to high 
Flat Roof/Exposed AC 
Masonite and Stucco 
Very Low 

Restauranl 

67.00 trips 
29,955 sq. feet 

5.10 trips 
19,60B sq. feet 

19,608 sq. feel 
N.A. 

19,608 sq. feet 

21100rs 
14+14+4=28 

9,804 sq.,leet 

368 spaces 
128.676 sq. feet 

Above and Below-grade 
6,000 sq. feet 

30,363 sq. feet 

20,'734 sq. feet 

36,333 sq. feet 
54% 

1,314 trips 
100 trips 

Good·see Five Crowns 
little 
High 
Theme -anything 
lndelermina'!e 
High unless gaudy 

Retail 

40.00 trips 
50,175 sq. feet 

3.00 trips 
33,333 sq. feet 

33,333 sq. feel 
NA 

33,333 sq. feet 

2 floors 
14+14+4_28 

16,667 sq. feet 

133 spaces 
46,667 sq. feet 

Above-grade Structure 
6,000 sq. feet 

23,363 sq.leel 

20,871 sq. feet 

50,058 sq. feet 
75% 

1,333 trips 
100 trips 

Expensive, riSKy 
Average 
Average 
Flat Roof 2 slory 'mal!' 
Masonry and Stucco 
Average to High 

Olfice Inn/Hotel S.F. Reslden tlal Personal Care- Personal Care 
Kunzman ADTs Regnier ADTs 

t 3.00 trips 10.00 trips 11.00 trips 2_60 trips 1.50 trips 
154.385 sq. feet 201 units 162 units 772 units 1,338 units 

2.30 trips 0.90 trips 1.10 trips O.IStrips 0.15 trips 
43.478 sq. feel 111 units 91 units 667 units 667 units • 43,478 sq. feet 1 I 1 units 91 units 667 uni1s 667 units 
33,450 50,175 sq. feet 83,625 sq. feet 50,175 sq. feet 50, t 75 sq. feet 

111 units 20 units 85 units 85 units 
33,450 sq, feet 49,950 sq. feel 60,000 sq_ leet 50,575 sq. leet 50,575 sq. feet 

450 feet each 3,000 feet each 595 feel each 595 feet each 

2 floors 3 floors 2 floors 3 floorS- 3 floors 
12+12+4=:28 10+10+10_30 10+10+6=26 10+10+10 .. 30 10+10+10=30 

16,725 sq. leet 

, 34 spaces 
46,830 sq. feet 

Above-grade Structure 
6,000 sq. feet 

24,363 SiI. feet 

19,813 sq. feel 

50,175sq. feet 
75% 

435 trips 
77 trips 

Poor location 
Overbuilt 
Low 
Flat Roof 
Masonry and Glass 
Corporate 

16,650 sq. feel 

26 spaces 
19,425 sq. feet 

Above-grade Structure 
8,000 sq. feet 

11 ,063 sq. feet 

31,18Bsq. feet 

6G,675 sq. feet 
100% 

1,110trlps 
100 trips 

Risky 
Overbuilt 
Average to high 
Village/chateau 
Masonry and S'ucco 
High 

30,000 sq. feet t6.858 sq. feet 16,858 sq. feet 

60 spaces 43 spaces 43 spaces 
12.000 sq. feet 14,875 sq.leet 14,875 Sq. feet 

2·car gar. above-grade Below-grade Structure Below-Grade Structure 
10,000 sq. feet 8.000 sq. leet 8,000 SQ. feet 
11 ,996 sq. reet o sq.leet o sq. leet 

14,904 sq. feet 42,042 sq. leet 42,042 sq. feel 

68,000 sq. feet 50,575 SCI. leet 50,575 sCI. feet 
102°/. 76 .... 76°.4 

220 trips 221 trips 128 trips • 22 trips 13 trips 13 trips 

Breakeven C1niy Oldest Population in Orange County 
Would sell if noise not b~very High-nothing of its kind 
low Very lOW 
Pitched Roof-Theme? Village/chateau 
Cedar afld Stucco Masonry and slate 
Average Most lancs:aping and best materials 

I:J-.Oec·8S 



3901 E. Coast Highway Use Analysis 

Allowable Floor Area for Each Use: 
Average Daily Trips per 1000 Fee: or Unit 
Floor Area Limit as a function 0' AOT's 

Peak Hour Trips per 1000 Feet or Per Unit 
Floor Area limit as a function of Peak Hour trips 

Floor Area Limit, determined as; 
The lessor of the two limits above, 
Not to Exceed: 
a... 33,450 Feet for ONice (50%) 
b. 50,175 Feet for Commercial {75%) 
c. 62,115 for S.F. Res. (150% o! site less setbacks) 
d. Or, an amount determined by otner Criteria: 
-Final Floor Area Reconciliation-

{Projected Grass Area per R .. s;dential Unit} 

Most Likely Building Design: 
Number of Roors 
Height Above existing Grade 
Building Footprint {Size J Stories) 

Parking Spaces Required (cede O~ existing) 
Parking Area Required 
Anticipated Parking Configt,;re:iC:,\ 
Paved Circulation and Access 
Surface Parking & Garage Foc:;:r;int 

Remaining Landscaped Open space 

Tolal ProJected Above-grade ConstructIon 
Overall fAR (Above-grade building 1 Site) 

Average Oally TrIps from this use: 
Peak Hour Trips from this use: 

Other Considerations 
Financial Feasibility 
Need in the Community 
Noise and ObtrusIveness to l\!e;:!1bors 
Probable Design -
Probable Materials 
Overall Aesthetic Character 

Existing Uses 

50.80 trips 
39,508 sq. feet 

3.88 trips 
25,773 sq. feet 

25,773 sq. feet 
NA 

12,500 sq. feeJ 
12,500sq. feel 

1 floor 
27 

12,500 sq. feet 

78 spaces 
27,344 sq. leel 

Surface 
IncL 

27,344 sq. feet 

27,056 sq. feet 

None 
little 

12,500 sq. feet 
19% 

635 trips 
49 trips 

Average to high 
Flat AooflExposed AC 
IoIJasonite and Stucco 
Very Low 

Restaurant 

67.00 trips 
29,955 sq. feet 

5. to trips 
19,608 sq. feet 

19,608 sq. feet 
NA 

19,608 sq. feet 

21100rs 
14.14+4.28 

9,804 sq. feet 

368 spaces 
128,676 sq. feet 

Above and Below·grade 
6,000 sq. feel 

30,363 sq. feet 

20,734 sq. feet 

3£,333 sq. feel 
54% 

1.314 trips 
100 trips 

Good·see Five Crowns 
Litlle 
High 
Theme ·anylhing 
Indetermina1!e 
High unless gaudy 

Retail 

40.00 trips 
50,175 sq. feel 

3.00 trips 
33,333 sq. fe9t 

33,333 sq. feet 
NA 

33,333 sq. feel 

2 floors 
14+14+4:28 

16,667 sq. leel 

133 spaces 
46,667 sq.leet 

Above·grade Structure 
6,000 sq. feet 

23,363 sq. leet 

20,871 sq. feet 

50,05B sCI. feet 
75% 

1,333 trips 
100 trips 

Expensive, risky 
Average 
Average 
Flat Aoof 2 story 'mali' 
Masonry and Stucco 
Average to High 

Olilce Inn/Hotel S.F. Reslden Ual Personal Care. Personal Care 
Kun%man ADTs Regnier ADTs 

, 3.00 trips 10.00 trips 11.00 trips 2.60 trips 1.501ripS 
154,385 sq. leet 201 units 182 units 772 units 1,338 units 

2.30 trips 0.90 trips 1.10 trips 0.15 trips 0.15 trips • 43,478 sq. feet 11 I units 91 units 667 units 667 units 

43,478 sq. feet 1 t 1 units 91 units 667 units 667 units 
33,450 50,175 sq.le9t 83,625 sq. feet 50,175 sq. leet 50, t75 sq. leet 

111 units 20 units 85 units 85 units 
33,450 sq. feet 49,950 sq. feet 60,000 sq. feel 50,575 sq. feet 50,575 sq. feet 

450 feet each 3,000 feet each 595 feet each 595 feet each 

2 floors 3 floors 2 lIoors 3 floors 3 floors 
12+12.~28 10+10.10=30 10+10.6=26 10.10.10 .. 30 10.tO.l0.30 

16,725 sq. feet 

134 spaces 
46,830 sq. feet 

Above-grade Structure 
6,000 sq. feet 

24,363 sq. feet 

19,813 sq. feet 

50,175 sq. feel 
75% 

435 trips 
77 trips 

Poor location 
Overbuilt 
Low 
Flat Rool 
Masonry and Glass 
Corporate 

t6,650 sq. teet 

26 spaces 
19,425 sq. I~I 

Above..grade Structure 
8,000 sq. feet 

11,063 sQ. leet 

31,188 sq. feet 

66,675 sq. feet 
100% 

1,110 trips 
100 trips 

Risky 
Overbuilt 
Average to high 
Village/chateau 
Masonry and Stucco 
High 

30,000 sq.leat 16,856 sq. feet 16,858 sq. feet 

60 spaces 43 spaces 43 spaces 
12,000 sq. feet 14,875 sq. feet 14,875 sq.leet 

2-car gar. above·grade Below·grade Structure Below-Grade Structure 
10,000 sq.leet 8,000 sq. leet 8,000 sq. feet 
11,996 sq. feet o sq.leet o sq. feet 

14,904 sq. feet 42,042 sq. feet 42,042 sq, feet 

68,000 sq. feet 50,575 sq. feet 50,575 sq. feet 
102% 76% 76% 

220 trips 221 trips 128 trips • 22 trips 13 trips 13 trips 

Breakeven nnly Oldest Population in Orange County 
Would sell if noise not b, Very High-nothing of its kind 
Low Very low 
Pitched Roof·Theme? Vi1lage/chateau 
Cedar 2nd Stucco Masonry and slate 
Average Most lancs::aping and best materials 
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QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES 

1 What will the people be like who move into this housing 
facility? 

The older, less physically able person is the primary 
client for assisted care housing. From past experience 
we can predict with some level of accuracy the type and 
camposition af individual attracted to this type of 
living arrangement. 

We can expect the average age at move-in will be between 
75 and 80 years af age. Because of the 7 year life ex
pectancy difference in men and women, the vast majority 
will be female. We might expect that 80-85% wauld be 
single females, 5-10% single males, and 7-15% cauples. 
Most will make a move to this facility because af a 
change in their health status. We might expect in the 
beginning that as many as 40-50% would need some type of 
ambulatory aide like a cane, walker or wheelchair to. get 
araund. As the facility ages this cauld increase to as 
much as 65-70% 

The vast majarity of the resident papulatian will be men
tally alert, engaging individuals who. have led interesting 
lives. Their majar prablem will be physical impairments. 
Many af these impairments will be caused by severe chranic 
conditians like arthritis or heart disease. A few will 
have experienced mild memory lass problems and on occasian 
may be confused. 

Housing prajects such as this have a strong neighborhaad/ 
lacal community arientation. We wauld expect the majority 
of residents will come fram a surraunding 3-5 mile radius. 
These will either be life lang members of the community 
who. have chasen this setting to. stay within a familiar 
neighbarhaad/city cantext or they will have maved because 
they have family in the immediate area and want to. be 
close to. their children and grandchildren. 

Their sacia-ecanamic status will mirrar that af the sur
raunding cammunity and is likely to. be upper-middle class. 
Most will have selected this facility in a deliberate mave 
to. maintain their independence by using a hausing type 
which provides them assistance with dressing, graaming and 
ambulation. Others, who. may have recently maved fram an 
isolated dwelling unit, will find the cammunity aspects af 
this living arrangement attractive. In this setting they 
can engage themselves in stimulating activities or establish 
new friends and social cantacts. In general, we can expect 
this place to. hause the generation af residents who. are 
responsible far building the Newpart Beach cammunity and 
who. want to. stay engaged with the community and the city as 
as long as they are able to do. so.. 

·//3 
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What will these people be like as neighbors? 

These older, frail residents will not cause any negative 
impacts on the surrounding context. Once they move into 
the facility they will likely stay until they die or are 
moved to a skilled nursing facility. We might expect a 
maximum of 20% will eventually live to be old" and frail 
enough to require 24 hour medical supervision in a nursing 
home setting. In general, we can expect the average stay 
to be in the range of 3 to 5 years. 

Because their ambulatory abilities are limited and because 
they have little need to make trips outside of the facility 
for shopping and personal business, trip making behavior 
will be limited to their unit, the common activity area and 
the outdoor patios surrounding the building. Most of the 
trips outside of the facility will be in the l"imo/van pro
vided by management or as passengers with family members. 

The nature of medical emergencies that require paramedic 
assistance rarely, if ever, require the use of a siren for 
emergency transportation to the hospital. Facility per
sonnel trained in CPR techniques are normally alerted first 
and stabilize the resident. 

How does assisted care differ from skilled nursing and 
congregate housing? 

Assisted care (or personal care as it is sometimes referred 
to), is a form of housing that falls halfway between congre
gate care and skilled nursing care. It is a relatively new 
housing type which orginated in Europe. It was first im
plemented in the United States about 20 years ago in larger 
continuing care retirement communities (CCRC) as a step in 
the continuum of care they provided. For example, Regents 
Point is a CeRC and has an assisted care unit. CCRC provi
ders were troubled by the fact that residents who had dif
ficulty in getting to the dining room or~eeded self main
tenance help had no alternative but to move into a nursing 
home environment. The purpose of assisted care was to 
provide the resident who needed extra help with bathing, 
dressing, grooming, and ambulation with a residential alter
native. Overnight, rates of institutionalization fell in 
the continuing care facilities that created assisted care 
units and the notion of assisted care as a "stand alone" 
independent model began to be implemented outside of CCRC's. 
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The major difference which seperates nursing care from 
assisted care is the need for 24 hour medical supervi
sion. The main difference between congregate care and 
assisted care is the amount and type of helping service 
provided to the older person. Typically, congregate 
facilities will ask a resident to leave when they become 
unable to walk unassisted to the dining room. From a 
staffing perspective assisted care is similar to congre
gate housing except that a greater number of personal care 
assistants are needed to provide the help these residents 
require. 

4 What will the parking demand be like and what number of 
trips off-site can we expect residents, staff and visi
tors to generate? 

Residents who seek this level of housing and service 
support will do so because they are currently exper
iencing difficulty maintaining their independence. One 
important component of that struggle is operating a motor 
vehicle. Often children sense the older person's reaction 
time and visual/sensory losses are so great they place 
themselves at risk and will take the car away. In other 
cases these same losses will lead to a license being re
voked or not being renewed. 

The major parking demand will be by staff. Because the 
staffing pattern has a 24 hour cycle the greatest peak 
demand is usually between shift changes in the afternoon. 
Because many employees are lower paid service workers, 
car pooling and dependence on public transportation is 
common. This further reduces the need to park cars on 
the site. The peak parking demand will be in the range 
of 20-25 cars with a normal staff load of 15-20 cars. 

Visitor traffic is concentrated on the weekends when 
lower staff loads are present. In most facilities the 
drop in staff demand on the weekends will compensate 
for the added visitor demand. Sadly, the number of 
visitors is not as great as we might hope. Furthermore, 
when visitations occur they are often of very short duration 
(less than 30 minutes) or they involve off-site trips to rec
reational events or to destinations like restaurants. 
Most residents, if they are able to, prefer to leave the 
site rather than entertain family and friends in their 
units or in the common areas. The parking demand for 
visitors will likely be greater in the afternoon and 
could be as high as 10-15 cars on the weekend. During 

/I~ 
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the weekdays peak demand could be estimated at around 
5-7 cars. Because this is an issue which many munici
palities are concerned with some data are available from 
other facilities. The following table reports on the 
parking demand observed for 8 facilities in the Beverly 
Hills .area for 3 time periods on weekends and weekdays. 
As you can see from the table a relatively low level of 
parking demand is present. 

. 10 am 2pn 6pn total NO • l?eak Denelxl It of SDaces 
in use in use in use spaces apts. /I of un±ts

2 
/I of units 

3 3 3 

Beverly amneJ. Ret. Heme Fri. 10 11 8 62* 90 .. 12 .68 
8750 Burton Way Sat. 7 6 5 1 
Los Angeles S\ln. 7 10 

Mount carmel Ret. Heme 10 11 5 44* 80 .16 .55 
8755 W. Olympic Blvd. 10 12 5 1 
Los Angeles 9 13 

Olympic Cannel Ret. Heme 13 11 5 48* 80 .16 .60 
8717 Olympic Blvd. 10 11 6 1 
.Los Angeles 10 11 

Beverly Hills Ret. Heme 2 4 0 48* 65 .06 .74 
1019 S. 'fI=ster 1 1 2 1 
ws Angeles 2 3 

Beverly Hills Girdens 8 2 3 40 55 .15 .73 
1470 S. Rol:ertson 4 J 5 
Los Angeles 5 J 

,3e·.rerly Cirlton Ret. Heme 10 11 6 45" 90 .12 .50 
9400 W. OlymplC Blvd. 9 7 6 1 
Beverly Hills 9 7 

West'-=:! praza Ret. Hcme 8 8 4 47 70 ,17 .67 
2228 Westwood Blvd. 8 12 3 
Los Angeles 7 9 

3.cen twocx::i Manor 12 13 5 42* 100 .15 .42 

1449 Wellesly Ave. 11 15 5 1 
Los Angeles 9 12 

Footnotes; 1. More than 50% of the parking spaces were tandem arrangements 
2. Highest ::arking d",;ond over 8 sa .. ,.,le .,.ricds <>sed as numerator 
3. 'Ibese are gross counts including all cars (resident, empl0ye2, visitor) 
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In terms of trips/day/unit a conservative estimate would 
be in the range of l.0 to 1.5 trips/day/unit. Keep in 
mind that peak traffic load is rarely an issue because 
there is no predictable trip pattern (like there might 
be for residents making a trip to work at a specific 
time). The trip patterns are spread throughout 3 shifts 
and visitor trips are short and are often at different 
times of the day. Most of the trips taken off-site by 
residents will be group trips in a limo/van. 

!5 Is 108 dwelling units large for a facility of this type? 

In order to make comparisons with conventional apartments, 
it is important to recognize that the small average unit 
size (325 square feet) and predominance of single occupied 
units (95%) make this comparable to 35 to 40 2· bedroom 
apartments. The scale of the project and its massing is 
more like a modest sized apartment complex. 

Most modern, full service "stand alone" personal care 
arrangements that are not connected to a nursing home or 
to congregate apartments require a minimum of 125 - 150 
units to provide a critical mass for the provision of 
therapy services and the amortization of expensive fixed 
equipment items. Projects smaller than this are very 
uneconomical to manage and subsequently charge more for 
a comparable unit or provide fewer flexible services. 
Critics also argue that projects of over 200 units are 
too large for effective-mutual recognition. A more in
timate sense of community is achieved when the place is 
small enough that everyone can recognize or know one another. 

E5 Is the site a good one for assisted care? 

Yes. Although the location criteria for facilities like 
this are less stringent than for congregate facilities 
which house residents that are more ambuldtory, sponsors 
are concerned about selecting a site that 'is considered 
accessible to residents both physically and psychologically. 
Centrally located urban settings are popular because they 
are easy for staff and visitors to access. The site should 
be one which is percieved by older residents as a good area 
of town. In addition to psychological fit, it is useful 
for the site to be located near public transportation for 
employee access and within the vicinity of a hospital which 
provides geriatric services and has a publically accessible 
emergency room. 

it1 
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7 Is there a need for this type of housing now and in the 
future? 

In the last 20 years we have seen an enormous increase 
in the number and percentage of persons over age 65. Be
tween 1980 and the year 2000 the greatest population gains 
will be in the oldest age cohorts (age 80+). In fact, 
conversative census projections forecast a 129% increase 
in the 85+ population. This is a rate 8 times higher than 
projected general population growth. These are long term 
trends which will begin to abate in 2030 when the last 
cohort of baby boomers move into old age. 

The number of facilities available to receive this onslaught 
of older persons is minimal. In fact many of the existing 
facilities are old and stylistically institutional in their 
design and in their serv{ce!management philosophy. The lack 
of these facilities for this oldest segment of the population 
may cause older citizens who have lived in Newp,ort Beach for 
most of their lives to seek a retirement setting,in another 
city. Conversely, the lack of facilities may also force 
older residents who need support and supervision to try 
and live independently in their homes. For some of these people 
driving to and from the store and isolating themselves will 
cause a hazard to themselves as well as the community. A 
facility like this will allow these individuals to live inde
pently using services to supplement lost abilities. Moving 
to settings like this has been shown to forestall premature 
institutionalization by providing the resident with good 
preventive medical care, excellent nutrition and a safe 
hazard-free environment. The largest single event that leads 
to institutionalization are broken hips caused by poor 
nutrition and falls on stairs and in bathrooms. 

Finally, well designed and expertly managed facilities like 
the one proposed set a positive precedent in the community 
by raising the standards of excellence under which all ex
isting and proposed facilities will be judged. The project 
as proposed will establish a very positive example of as
sisted care in the community not only directly helping 
Newport Beach but by its example aiding the entire industry, 
which is continually searching for good, creative, innova
tive solutions to this building type. 
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BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH AND QUALIFICATIONS 

OF VICTOR REGNIER AlA 

Victor Regnier is an Associate Professor with a unique joint 
appointment between the School of Architecture and the Leonard 
David School of Gerontology at the University of Southern 
California. He holds the only jOint appointment between a 
school of architecture and a school of gerontology in the 
country. 

Professor Regnier has published two books, as well as numerous 
articles and monographs dealing with various aspects of housing 
for the elderly. In his most recent book, Housing for the Aged, 
(Elsevler, 1987), he has tranSlated social science research 
regarding housing for the elderly into policy and design 
directives for architects and design decision makers. 

He has been principal investigator of nine major research grants. 
His latest project is a programming and research study for the 
Los Angeles Childrens Museum. 

Professor Regnier is a registered architect and maintains an 
active conSUlting practice. Among his present and past clients 
are the cities of Santa Monica, Long Beach and Riverside, Retirement 
Inns of America, The Charles Shaw Company, American Medical Inter
national, The Marriott Corporation and Pacific Scene Inc. He has 
completed numerous research and feasibility studies in the last 
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Transportation Planning. Traffic Engineering 

February 16, 1988 

Ms. Patricia Temple 
Environmental Coordinator 
city of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Boulevard 
Newport Beach, CA 92663-3884 

Dear Ms. Temple: 

We are pleased to present this traffic impact analysis 
for the Emerald Village of Corona Del Mar Personal Care 
Facility. This analysis is in accordance with the 
requirements of the city of Newport Beach Traffic 
Phasing Ordinance. In addition we have reviewed the 
parking requirements of the project. We trust that 
this report will be of immediate as well as continuing 
value to the city of Newport Beach. 

Should you have any questions, or if we can be of 
further assistance, please do not hesitate to call. 

S4=~ 
Lee Royalty, P.E. 

11808b 

4664 Barranca Parkway. Irvine. CA 912714 • (714) 559-41231 
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1. Introduction 

This report is an analysis of the traffic impacts of the 
proposed Emerald Village of Corona Del Mar Personal Care 
Facility in accordance with the requirements of the City of 
Newport Beach Traffic Phasing Ordinance. 

The project is proposed for a site which is currently serving 
another land use. The existing land use generates traffic which 
contributes to existing service levels within the circulation 
system. A primary objective of the report is to determine the 
project's traffic impacts relative to this existing condition. 
As directed by city staff, the proposed project will only be 
liable for traffic impacts which would exceed those generated by 
the existing land use. 
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2. Project Description 

Project Location 

The project is located at the southeast corner of East Pacific 
Coast Highway and Hazel Drive in the Corona Del Mar district of 
Newport Beach (See Figure 1). 

Proposed Development 

, ' 

The project is described as a 130 unit personal care residence 
for senior citizens. The typical dwelling unit is approximately 
400 square feet and consists of a single bedroom/bathroom and 
living room. A minority of the units will be 300 square feet 
studio apartments. Kitchens will not be provided in any of the 
units. As a personal care facility, resident services are 
described as being provided at a higher level than typically 
available at a congregate care facility while still not 
providing licensed nursing care. Project -facilities include a 
common dining area for full daily meal service, a beauty/barber 
shop and linen/laundry services. As is common with senior 
residential complexes, services include a full time staff and 
transportation services. The average resident is described as 
75 to 80 years of age, single, and no longer maintaining or 
driving an automobile. The resident is frail but still 
ambulatory and not requiring nursing care. 

Existing Land Use 

The project will be constructed on a site which is currently 
occupied by an existing 12,430 square foot one-story structure 
with surrounding ground level parking. The existing structure 
has been partitioned to provide a mixture of uses. The largest 
single use is a restaurant of approximately 4,930 square feet. 
The remaining 7,500 square feet is divided among a variety of 
specialty retail uses. The mixed use floor plan represents the 
current land use of the site. 
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Figure 1 

Newport Beach Master Plan of Streets and Highways 

E:!3 RcuIes That Require Fu1her Coord"nation. 
1 ...... 1 Secoodary Road (Four lme Undivided). 
1-,_n'3 Primary Road (Four lme Divided). 

~ Major Road (Six Lane Divided). 

E!!3 Primary Road Modified. 

E3 Adopted Freeway RcuIes. 

CIJ Interchange. = Bridge. 
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3. Existing and Project Traffic Generation 

The traffic generated by a site is determined by multiplying an 
appropriate trip generation rate by the quantity of land use. 
Trip generation rates are typically expressed in terms of trip 
ends per person, trip ends per employee, trip ends per acre, 
trip ends per dwelling, or trip ends per thousand square feet of 
floor area. 

Table 1 provides trip generation information for the 
mixed retail commercial and restaurant land use. 
provides trip generation information for the project 
retirement apartment building. 
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Table 1 

EXSITING TRAFFIC GENERATION 

Trip Generation per 
1000 S~ Feet 
Gross loor Area 

TriJ?S Generated 
Ex~sting Uses 

. 

Retail 
Retail Commercial Restaurant 

Tilne Period commercial Restaurant 7500 Sq. Ft. 4930 Sq. Ft. 

Morning Peak Hour 
Inbound 0.7 1.0 6 5 
OUtbound 0.5 0.5 4 3 

Total 1.2 1.5 10 8 

Evening Peak Hour 
Inbouitd 1.5 5.0 11 25 
outbound 2.0 3.0 15 15 

Total 3.5 8.0 26 40 . 

Morning 2. 5 Peak 
Hour 

Inbound 1.4 2.0 11 10 
OUtbound 1.0 1.0 8 5 

Total 2.4 3.0 19 15 

Evening 2. 5 Peak 
Hour 

Inbound 3.0 10.0 22 49 
OUtbound 4.0 6.0 30 30 

Total 7.0 16.0 52 79 

Daily TWO-War 
Traffic Tota 40.0 75.0 300 370 



• 
Table 2 

Tri~ Generated 
Tri Generated ~ 0 !:Melling 

Time Period ~[Melling unit its 

Mo~ Peak Hour 
InboUnd 0.09 11 
OUtbound 0.03 4 

Total 0.12 15 

EV§l1,ing Peak Hour 
InboUnd 0.07 9 
outbound 0.08 11 

Total 0.15 20 

Morning Peak 
2.5 Hours 

Inbound 0.18 23 
outbound 0.06 8 

Total 0.24 31 

EV~ Peak 
2.5 Hours 

Inbound 0.15 19 
outbound 0.18 23 

Total 0.33 42 

Dai~.~ Tra ~c 2.6 338 

6 



• 
4. Traffic Generation Conclusions 

Table 3 presents a comparison of traffic generation for the 
existing land use and the proposed project for several time 
intervals. This comparison indicates that during all time 
periods, the project will generate less traffic than generated 
currently by the existing retail shops and restaurant. On a 
daily basis, the project will generate only half as much traffic 
as currently generated by the site. 

On the basis of. the above conclusion, the proposed project will 
not produce traffic impacts greater than those that currently 
exist for the site; they will in fact be reduced. The overall 
level of service for intersections in the vicinity of the 
project should not be impaired by the project. For this reason 
the one percent analysis was not performed for the intersections 
identified by city staff. 
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Table 3 

TRAFFIC GENERATION cx:MPARISON 
EXISTING MIXED USE VS PR)POSED PROJECl' USE 

Total Trips Generated 

Exist' Mixed ~Project 
Use Re~i1 Srngle Use 

Time Period 
COmmercial lind Ret~rement 
Restaurant Aparbnents 

Morning Peak Hour 
Inboufld 11 11 
Outbourxi 7 4 

Total 18 15 

Eyeni.ng Peak Hour 
Inboufld 36 9 
0utb0uIrl 30 11 

Total 66 20 

MoI:n:ing Peak 
2.5 Hours 
Inbound 21 23 
0utb0uIrl 13 8 

Total 34 31 

Evening Peak 
2.5 Hours 
Inbound 71 19 
Out.bourd 60 23 

Total 131 42 

Two-Way Traffic 
Total 670 338 
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5. Parking Analysis 

Parking 

Parking for the proj'ect will be located in the basement area of 
the building. An analysis of the parking configuration and 
internal circulation for the site is not provided in this report 
because a site plan was not available at the time of project 
review. The project description does, however, specify that 41 
parking spaces will be provided in an underground parking area 
and that two additional spaces will be provided adjacent to the 
front entrance. In addition, the project description includes a 
proposed staffing plan for a 24 hour period. This staffing plan 
is presented here as Table 4. 

To determine the adequacy of on-site parking for this type of 
retirement housing, the parking for several existing facilities 
was studied. Data gathered for these facilities suggests there 
is a wide variation in the ratio of spaces per dwelling unit 
which provides adequate parking for a retirement facility. 

Woodbridge Manor I in the city of Irvine is a retirement 
apartment complex which is representative of a facility for 
younger, more active seniors. The complex consists of 100, 575 
square foot, one bedroom dwelling units, each containing a 
kitchen. There is no meal service from a common dining area. 
The parking for this complex was surveyed by Kunzman Associates 
at four points in time. Two surveys were designed to determine 
the maximum parking required by persons living there by 
conducting them late at night or in the early morning. Two 
additional surveys were designed to determine the maximum guest 
parking by conducting them at mid-day Saturday and Sunday. The 
survey revealed the following: 

1. Spaces available on-site: 

Assigned - 59 
Guest 4 
Curb 12 
Total 75 

2. Minimum vehicles parked - 48 

3. Maximum vehicles parked - 56 

4. Maximum vehicles parked per dwelling - 0.56 

5. Maximum spaces per dwelling - 0.75 

The management of Woodbridge Manor has stated that all residents 
desiring parking for vehicles have been accommodated and that 
residents are not restricted from having a vehicle on-site as a 
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• condition of their rental. Further, the management has 
indicated that there has never been a parking problem. All 
dwelling units of the facility are occupied and there is no 
full-time bus service provided by the facility. Based on an 
extended period of successful operation at this facility, a 
parking to dwelling ratio of 0.75 appears to be very adequate. 

The parking demand at several other retirement apartment 
complexes was observed on a sunday evening. The Newport Villa 
and Villa West Retirement Hotel is an established facility 
located in Newport Beach with a total of 173 units of various 
sizes. services provided at this facility include full daily 
meal preparation, transportation service and an on-site 
beauty/barber shop. This site has a total of 85 parking spaces 
yielding a ratio of 0.50 spaces per unit. On the day that 
parking demand was observed, approximately 30 percent of the 
available par~aces were occupied resulting in a ratio of 
approximatelY~~Ccupied spaces per dwelling unit. 

Another seniors apartment complex is the Carmel Retirement 
village located in Fountain Valley. This relatively new 
facility contains a total of 189 units ranging in size from 360 
square feet to 500 square feet, the majority of units being 1 
bedroom. Services provided at this facility include full daily 
meal preparation, on-site beauty/barber shop and transportation 
service. The 47 parking spaces at the site yield a ratio of 
0.25 spaces per dwelling unit. On the day that parking demand 
was observed, approximately 45 percent of the available s~ 
were occupied resulting in a ratio of approximately 0.11 , 
occupied spaces per dwelling unit. It should be noted th 
rental units at this complex are approximately the same size as 
the Emerald Village project. 

The last complex which was observed is the Huntington Terrace 
Retirement Hotel located in Huntington Beach. The 170 rental 
units in this complex are approximately the same size, ranging 
from 300 square feet to 380 square feet. Services at this 
facility include full daily meal service and an on-site 
beauty/barber shop. All units have private baths and 

S enettes. This site has a total of 30 spaces for a ratio of 
0.18 ~paces per rental unit. On the day that parking demand was 

ved, approximately 70 percent of the available parking 
spaces were occupied resulting in a ratio of 0.12 occupied 
spaces per dwelling unit. The rental units for the Huntington 
Terrace are also approximately the same size as Emerald Village. 

Based on the observations and data gathered for the four 
projects studied, the parking ratio which provides adequate 
capacity for a given facility may vary widely and may be 
influenced by a variety of factors. The critical factors appear 
to be the age of the residents, the size of the dwelling units, 
and the availability of transportation and full meal services. 
Larger dwelling units with more active seniors require higher 
parking ratios, typically 0.,6 to 0.75, because they are more 
likely to maintain a car. senior residential complexes which 
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cater to a slightly older age group, have smaller dwelling units 
and provide a full spectrum of services, especially 
transportation and full meal preparation, require lower parking 
ratios, typically 0.2 to 0.3 spaces per residential unit. The 
parking demand at these complexes is due as much or more to 
the staff parking as it is the resident parking. 

Because residents of the project are not expected to maintain 
cars, the demand for parking will be predominantly from staff 
and visitor parking. A review of the staffing plan, Table 4, 
indicates that a maximum of 23 employees are at the facility 
during the day shift. Assuming that all employees will arrive 
by car (which they may not), the 43 parking spaces provided at 
the site will yield 20 spaces available for guest and/or 
resident parking. The 43 available spaces will result in an 
actual ratio of 0.33 spaces per dwelling unit which should be 
adequate for a personal care facility of this type. 

11 
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6. Other Traffic Considerations 

The distribution of traffic which might be expected from the 
site is as shown in Figure 2. This distribution was specified 
by city staff for the purpose of analyzing traffic impacts 
generated by the project. 

Of interest in the traffic distribution is that 10 percent of 
the traffic generated by the project would be expected to travel 
to and from the city operated Oasis senior Center located at 
Marguerite Avenue and 5th Avenue. Another 15 percent of the 
traffic would be distributed to the many shops and businesses 
distributed westerly along Pacific coast Highway. public 
transit service does exist along this route and trip diversion 
to this mode of travel is possible. The effect of this would be 
to reduce auto traffic to and from the site slightly. 

A very important aspect of the distribution shown is that 90 
percent of the traffic generated by the site is oriented to the 
west of the site. 

As stated in the previous section, all outbound traffic cannot 
exit the site directly and proceed westerly due to the raised 
median directly in front of the site. consistent with this, 
this traffic will be required to execute some type of u-turn 
movement on Pacific Coast Highway east of the site. A portipn 
of the traffic would utilize the left turn pocket just to the 
east of the site while the remainder would utilize the left turn 
pocket at the signalized intersection of Pacific Coast Highway 
and Cameo Shores Road. It should be noted that the volume of 
traffic making this u-turn movement will be reduced compared to 
the existing land use of the site. 

l.3 



" " 

15 (dlstrlbuted)---------.. 

Legend 

15 -Percent of Pf9ject Traffic 

• 
Figure 2 

Project Traffic DistrIbution 

PACIFIC 
OCEAN 

--

CENTER 



• 
7. Conclusions 

1. The proposed project will generate less daily and peak 
period traffic than the existing land use at the site. 
Traffic impacts will generally be reduced and project 
generated traffic at all intersections subject to review 
for the project will not exceed one percent of current 
volumes. 

2. u-turn movements along Pacific Coast Highway from the site 
will be reduced from current numbers. 

3. The proposed ratio of 0.33 parking spaces per dwelling unit 
is adequate for this project. 

15 
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E~~~A~~' 'VILLAGE OF CORONA of MAR. AN ASSISTED CARE FACILt 

STAFFING PLAN FOR 85 UNITS 

STAFFING CODE: 
Full Shift 
Overlap (1-2Hrs) 

Administration 
Manager 
Assist. Manager 
Charge Supervisor 
Activity DirectorlDriver 
Marketing Director(off-site) 
EngineerlDriver 
Receptionist 
Receptionist 
Receptionist 
Trainee 

Staffing 

Housekeeping/Dining 
Housekeeping/Dining 
Housekeeping/Dining 
Resident Assist. 
Resident Assist. 
Resident Assist. 
Resident Assist. 
DoormanlValet 

Housekeeping/Dining 
Housekeeping/Dining 
Resident Assist. 
Resident Assist. 
DoormanlValet 

PM 

NIGHT 
Housekeeping/Dining 
Resident Assist. 
Resident Assist. 

Head Chef 
Cook 
Baker 
Cook Assist 
Cook Assist 
Dishwasher 
Dishwasher 

Total Adm./Stafflng 
Main Shift 
Overlap 

KITCHEN 

• • 
• 

AM 

• • 

• • 
• • 
• 
• • 
• • 

• 

• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

1 6 
2 

PM 

• 
• • 
• 
• 

• • 

• 

• 

• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

1 0 
5 

NIGHT 

• 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

• 

5 
2 

• 

• 
• 
• 

• 



• 

Planning Commission 
City of Newport Beach 
3300 Newport Blvd. 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Gentlemen: 

• 
520 De Anza Dr. 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 
Feb. 27, 1989 

I am writing to you in favor of the Retirement Hotel that 
the Emerald Associates are proposing to build in Corona del 
Mar. We have been residents of Corona Highlands for twenty 
five years and have seen the property at 3900 East Coast 
Highway go downhill until it is not compatible with the 
community. 

I have been to meetings where the developers have presented 
their plans and am satisfied that they have taken into 
account the traffic problems of our community and are 
addressing this problem. The design of the hotel is very 
pleasing and I feel will be a real asset to our 
neighborhood. 

I feel that a retirement hotel would be an ideal use for 
this property. 

Sincerely, 

(jJ0JJt-eQ. ~ 
Claire A Wesner 

, 

, ... ~ .~ 
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CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

P.O. BOX 1768. NEWPORT BEACH. CA 92658-8915 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

TO'O Office of Planning and Research FROM: Planning Department 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 City of Newport Beach 
Sacramento, CA 95814 P.O. Box 1768 

Newport Beach, CA 92658-8915 

Q 
county Clerk of the county 

of Orange 
P.O. Box 83B 
Santa Ana, cA 92702 

NAME OF PROJECT: Emerald Village Use Permit No. 33'12-
PROJECT LOCATION: 3901 East Coast Highway, Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construction of an 85 unit senior citizen personal care 
residence and related off street parking. 

FINDING: . Pursuant to the prov1S10ns of City Council policy K-3 pertai~ing to 
procedures and guidelines to implement the california Environmental Quality 
Act, the Environmental Affairs committee has evaluated the proposed project 
and determined that the proposed project will not have a significant effect 
on the environment. 

MITIGATION MEASURES: 
See attached Initial Study. 

INITIAL STUDY PREPARED BY: 
City of Newport Beach 

INITIAL STUDY AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW AT: 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, 

DATE" RECEIVED FOR FILING: 

Patricia L Teople . 
Env1ronmental Cbord1nator 

DATE:February 8, 1989 

3300 Newport Boulevard. Newport Beach 

CA 
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ENVIRONHENTAL CHECKLIST FORK 

I. Background 

1. Name of Proponent ~f~M~EJ.8~A!:l.!:L:J.D!....--':Jrz~",u~~<!-______ _ 

2 . Address and 
IV lEW Pf)£.T 

3. Date Checklist Submitted __________________ _ 

4. Agency Requiring Checklist Cnor /IIG/U8)I!l BeACH 

5. Name of Proposal, if applicable EMERAld) rtLI..IJ(,E, liP It 

II. Enviromaental lDpacts 

(Explanations of all "yes· and "maybe" answers are required on attached 
sheets.) 

1. Earth. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Unstable earth conditions or in changes in 
geologic substructures? 

b. Disruptions, displacements, compaction or 
overcovering of the soil? 

c. Change in topography or ground surface 
relief features? 

d. The destruction, covering or modification 
of any unique geologic or physical features? 

e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of 
Soils, either on or off the site? 

L_ 

.L --- --

.L ---
tL 

.-L 
f. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach 

sands, or changes in siltation, deposition or 
erosion which may modify the channel of a 
river or stream or the bed of the ocean or 
any bay, inlet or lake? ___ ~ _ 

g. Exposure of people or property to geologic 
hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, 
mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards? __ ~ _ 

- 1 -

, '17 
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2. Air. Will the proposal result in: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Substantial air emissions or deterioration 
of ambient air quality? 

The creation of objectionable odors? 

Alteration of air movement, moisture, or 
temperature, or any change in climate, 
either locally or regionally? 

3. Vater. Will the proposal result in: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

1. 

Changes in currents, or the course of 
direction of water movements, in either 
marine or fresh waters? 

Changes in absorption rates, drainage 
patterns, or the rate and amount of 
surface runoff? 

Alterations to the course or flow of 
flood waters? 

Change in the amount of surface water 
in any water body? 

Discharge into surface waters, or in any 
alteration of surface water quality, 
including but not limited to temperature, 
dissolved oxygen or turbidity? 

Alteration of the direction or rate of 
flow of ground water? 

Change in the quantity of ground waters, 
either through direct additions or with
drawals, or through interception of an 
aquifer by cuts or excavations? 

Substantial reduction in the amount of 
water otherwise available for public 
water supplies? 

Exposure of people or property to water 
related hazards such as flooding or tidal 
waves? 

- 2 -
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4. Plant Life. Will the proposal result in: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Change in the diversity of species, or num
ber of any species of plants (including trees, 
shrubs, grass, crops, and aquatic plants)? 

Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare 
or endangered species of plants? 

Introduction of new species of plants into 
an area, or in a barrier to the normal 
replenishment of existing species? 

d. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop? __ _ 

5. Animal Life_ Will the proposal result in: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Change in the diversity of species, or num
bers of any species of animals (birds, land 
animals including reptiles, fish and shell
fish, benthic organisms or insects)? 

Reduction of the numbers of any unique, 
rare or endangered species of animals? 

Introduction of new species of animals 
an area, or result in a barrier to the 
tion or movement of animals? 

into 
migra-

Deterioration to existing fish or wildlife 
habitat? 

6. Noise. Will the proposal result in: 

7. 

8. 

a. Increases in existing noise levels? 

b. Exposure of people to severe noise levels? 

Light and Glare_ Will the proposal produce new 
light or glare? 

Land Use. Will the proposal result in a sub
stantial alteration of the present or planned 
land use of an area? 

- 3 -
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9. Natural Resources. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Increase in the rate of use of any natural 
resources? 

10. Risk of Upset. Will the proposal involve: 

11. 

12. 

a. 

b. 

A risk of an explosion or the release of 
hazardous substances (including, but not 
limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals or 
radiation) in the event of an accident or 
upset conditions? 

Possible interference with an emergency 
response plan or an emergency evacuation 
plan? 

Population. Will the proposal alter the location, 
distribution, density, or growth rate of the human 
population of an area? 

Housing. Will the proposal affect existing housing 
or create a demand. for additional housing? 

13. Transportation/Circulation. Will the proposal 
result in: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Generation of substantial additional 
vehicular movement? 

Effects on eXisting parking facilities, or 
demand for new parking? 

Substantial impact upon existing trans
portation systems? 

Alterations to present patterns of circula
tion or movement of people and/or goods? 

Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic? __ _ 

Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, 
bicyclists, or pedestrians? 

14. Public Services. Will the proposal have an effect 
upon, or result in a need for new or altered gov
ernmental services in any of the follOWing areas: 

- 4 -
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a. Fire protection? 

b. Police protection? 

c. Schools? 

d. Parks or other recreational facilities? 

e. Maintenance of public facilities. including 
roads? 

f. Other governmental services? 

15. Energy. Will the proposal result in: 

a. USe of substantial amounts of fuel or energy? 

b. Substantial increase in demand upon existing 
sources or energy. or require the development 
of new sources of energy? 

16. Utilites. Will the proposal result in a need for 
new systems. or substantial alterations to the 
following utilities: 

a. Power or natural gas? 

b. Communications systems? 

c. Water? 

d. Sewer or septic tanks? 

e. Storm water drainage? 

f. Solid waste and disposal? 

17. Human Health. Will the proposal result in? 

a. 

b. 

Creation of any health~azard or potential 
health heazard (excluding mental health)? 

Exposure of people to potential health 
hazards? 

- 5 -
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Aesthetics. Yill the proposal result in the 
obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to 
the public, or will the proposal result in the 
creation of an aesthetically offensive site open 
to public view? 

Recreation. Will the proposal result in an 
impact upon the quality or quantity of existing 
recreational opportunities? 

20. Cultural Resources. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Will the proposal result in the alteration 
of or the destruction of a prehistoric or 
historic archaeological site? 

Will the proposal result in adverse pbysical 
or aesthetic effects to a prehistoric or 
historic building, structure, or object? 

Does the proposal have the potential to 
cause a pbysical change which would affect 
unique ethnic cultural values? 

Will the proposal restrict existing religious 
or sacred uses with the potential impaet 
area? 

21. Mandatory Findings of Significance. 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade 
the quality of the environment. substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species. cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self sustaining levels. threaten 
to eliminate a plant or animal community. 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a 
rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

- 6 -
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b. 

c. 

d. 

• • 
Does the project have the potential to achieve 
short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term, 
environmental goals? (A short-term impact on 
the environment is one which occurs in a rela
tively brief, definitive period of time while 
long-term impacts will endure well into the 
future. ) 

Does the project have impacts which are 
individually limited, but cumulatively con
siderable? (A project may impact on two or 
more separate resources where the impact on 
each resource is relatively small, but where 
the effect of the total of those impacts on 
the environment is significant.) 

Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or indirectly? __ _ 

III. Discussion of Environmental Evaluation 
(Narrative description of environmental impacts.) 

IV. Determination 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

L 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant 
effect on the environment, and a NEGA71VE DECLARATlON WILL BE 
PREPARED. D 
I find that although the proposed project could have a signif
icant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant 
effect in this case because the mitigation measures ·described 
on an attached sheet have been added to the project. ~ 
A NEGATIVE DEClARATION VlLL BE PREPARED. ~ 

I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on r---l 
the environment, and an ENVlRO~ IMPACT REPORT is required. L---J 

C\PLT\EIRLIST.FRM 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The subject site is located at 3901 E. Coast Highway. The site is 1. 54 
acres in size, and is between Hazel Drive and Buck Gully on the southerly 
side of East Coast Highway. A portion of the site consists of engineered 
and natural slopes leading down to the gully. 

The proposed project would eliminate the existing on-site land uses (res
taurant and retail stores) and allow construction of a new 85 room elderly 
personal care facility. The building would be constructed on five levels 
and would include 42 parking spaces in a subterranean parking structure. 
The applications necessary include the approval of a Use Permit to allow the 
elderly personal care facility, to establish the Planned Community develop
ment Standards for the property and to allow the building to exceed the 
basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District. Also required 
is the approval of a Traffic Study and the acceptance and certification of 
this environmental document. 

INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE 

This site has been the subject of prior environmental analysis for a project 
of a similar but more intense nature. A Negative Declaration with support
ing Initial Study was previously certified on three occasions. The techni
cal information prepared previously forms the basis of this initial study, 
and the previous initial study is hereby incorporated by reference into this 
document as if fully set forth. 

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 

lao The proposed project will require the excavation of the project site 
for construction of the elderly personal facility and related subter
ranean parking structure. In association with this grading, the City 
of Newport Beach will review and approve a detailed soils report. 
Based on previous studies conducted on the site, the bedrock underlying 
fill areas of the site is stable and suitable for support of multi
story structures. However, should any fill remain on the site after 
excavation, it should be recompacted, or replaced with compacted 
engineered fill. No impacts to the environment are expected since the 
City of Newport Beach will require a detailed soils report and the 
issuance of a grading permit prior to commencement of construction of 
the project, which will assure that the project meets the standards of 
current building codes. 

lb. The construction of the proposed project will result in the disruption, 
displacement, compaction and overcovering of the soil, due to grading 
and the construction of the proposed building. The project area is, 
however, in a developed urban environment and no adverse impacts are 
anticipated (See discussion 1& above). 

lc. The project site is currently covered with a retail building and 
surface parking lot. There will be a change in topography due to the 
excavation for the new building and parking structure. This effect is 
considered insignificant due to the fact that topographic changes will 
be noticeable only during early construction phases, and will be 

,5t 
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eventually hidden by the new structure, The project site is in an 
urbanized area, and the surrounding development has similarly altered 
the topography. 

Ie. The project has the potential to increase wind and water erosion, both 
on and off site. Wind erosion may occur on site during construction. 
Site watering during excavation will reduce the adverse effect to a 
level of insignificance. Water erosion could occur as the result of 
the new construction by possible changes in the drainage patterns of 
the site, and may also occur during grading. This effect will be 
reduced to a level of insignificance by specific provisions of an 
erosion and siltation control plan which will be required as part of 
the grading permit. 

If. If soils erosion occurs, the resultant siltation could affect the 
stream course of Buck Gully. This effect will be reduced to a level of 
insignificance by specific provisions of an erosion and siltation 
control plan which will be required as part of the grading permit. 

19. In the past, the portion of the property leading down to Buck Gully has 
experienced slope instability and failure. In the late 1970' s, the 
slope was completely re-engineered. Since that time the slope has been 
stable. No impacts to the environment are expected since the City of 
Newport Beach will require a detailed soils report and the issuance of 
a grading permit prior to commencement of construction of the project, 
which will assure that the project meets the standards of current 
building codes. 

2a,b.The preparation of the site for building construction will produce two 
types of air contaminants: exhaust emissions from construction 
equipment and fugitive dust generated as a result of soil movement. 

Exhaust Emissions From Construction Equipment - Exhaust emissions from 
construction activities include those associated with the transport of 
workers and machinery to the site as well as those produced on site as 
the equipment is used. 

Fugitive Dust Emissi~ns Construction activities are a source of 
fugitive dust emissions that may have a substantial temporary impact on 
local air quality. Emissions are associated with land clearing, ground 
excavation, grading operations and construction of structures. Dust 
emissions vary substantially from day to day, depending on the level of 
activity, the specific operations and the prevailing weather. Based 
upon field measurements of suspended dust emissions from apartment and 
shopping center construction projects, an approximate emission factor 
for construction operations is 1.2 tons of fugitive dust per acre of 
construction per month of activity (U.S. EPA, AP-42, 1977). 

The emissions produced during grading and construction activities, 
although of short-term duration, could be troublesome to workers and 
adjacent developments, even though prescribed wetting procedures are 
followed. These emissions are not, however, expected to caUse ambient 
air quality standards to be exceeded on site. 
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3b. Development of the proposed project will have an impact on drainage and 

water quality conditions both during the construction period and on a 
long~term basis. An increase in the volume of runoff generated on site 
will be expected due to an increase in impermeable surfaces. The on 
site drainage pattern for the site is expected to be altered by the 
proposed new building and parking facility. On site drainage improve~ 
ments will be required to drain the subterranean parking facility and 
divert storm flows to the appropriate facilities. 

As discussed previously. the potential for slope failure exists along 
the Buck Gully portion of the property if not mitigated properly_ 
Therefore. it will be required that runoff from the site be diverted to 
Coast Highway or to the bottom of Buck Gully through a system of catch 
basins and pipelines to reduce the amount of water seepage or erosion 
affecting the slope. 

The quality of the surface runoff water from the site is expected to 
improve since less traffic will be generated by the propose4 use than 
the existing, and no surface parking lots are included in the site 
plan. 

6b. The construction and operation of the proposed project will result in 
short-term construction noise impacts. Additionally, traffic noise 
from Coast Highway will expose some of the Emerald Village units to 
adverse noise impacts, even though the project will not contribute to 
long term increases in the noise environment. The traffic projections 
for the area indicate that virtually all of the site will experience 
noise levels in excess of 65 dB CNEL (unmitigated). As a result, all 
units which are exposed to Coast Highway will require sound attenua
tion. Interior units will receive mitigation by the shielding of 
exterior units. No adverse effects are expected from the project since 
all units will be sound attenuated to acceptable noise level standards. 

7. Construction of the project will change the light and glare currently 
produced by the site from that of a commercial land use with surface 
parking to a residential-style use with subterranean parking. This 
change is not considerd significant. In order to assure that no 
adverse effect is engendered by the project, external lighting will be 
required to be designed to prevent light spillage on adjacent proper
ties. 

8. Construction of the proposed project will result in a substantial 
change from the existing land use. The project is, however, consistent 
with the Newport Beach General Plan and the use is compatible with the 
surrounding properties. No adverse effects on the land use of the 
surrounding area are anticipated. 

13a. The project involves the demolition of an existing commercial building 
and the construction of a senior personal care facility. Two traffic 
studies have been completed on similar projects in the past. In each 
case the study showed that the change in land use would result in a 
reduction in the potential number of traffic trips from that which 
would be expected from the existing land uses. No impact is, therefore 
expected from the proposed project. 
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l3b. The proposed use will generate the demand for parking to serve the 

residents, visitors and employees of the project. During the course of 
previous environmental review for similar projects, detailed analyses 
of the parking for specialized senior citizen housing were conducted. 
These studies document a parking demand substantially lower than 
required by regular residential or hotel type uses. This is due 
primarily to the fact that the market for senior citizen housing with 
enhanced care is among older and more frail persons who are unlikely to 
drive. The range of required parking projected for this type of land 
use ranges from .2 to .4 parking space per room. The proposed parking 
provision of .5 parking space per unit is considered adequate and no 
adverse effects on the environment due to parking are anticipated. 

14. Conversion of the existing land use to senior citizen housing may 
change the characteristics of police and fire service provision to the 
site. There is, however, adequate ability of the City to serve this 
project and no adverse effects are anticipated. 

18. The project involves the replacement of the existing structure on site. 
The existing structure is a Single level and is approximately 26'6" in 
height. The new structure will be five levels and is approximately 40 
feet high at the highest point of the roof. The building presents a 
two to three story elevation from East Coast Highway and a four story, 
split level elevation from Buck Gully. The project represents a 
significant intensification from the existing land use in terms of 
building mass and bulk. 

The assessment of the aesthetic impacts of the project flow from the 
setting of the building in relation to adjoining structures and uses. 
The site is at the easterly end of the Corona del Mar commercial strip, 
an area with an allowed floor area ratio of .5/.75. The project meets 
the floor area standard of .75 allowed for uses with particularly low 
traffic generating characteristics. The adjacent residential uses in 
the Corona del Mar area have an allowed floor area intensity of 1.5, 
which is substantially higher than the proposed project. The Shore
cliffs area across Buck Gully allows approximately 1.2 FAR. Many of 
the existing developments in the Corona del Mar commercial and residen
tial areas are developed at or above the currently allowed floor area 
ratios. 

The proposed building incorporates the use of wood and sloping roof 
angles, which is compatible with the nearby commercial and residential 
highway, since a "window' towards the ocean is being maintained along 
the Coast Highway elevation. The most significant change in the visual 
environment due to the proposed project is the view of the project from 
residential properties along Buck Gully. These residences will have a 
single story elevation replaced with a four story, split level eleva
tion, with the proximity of the building shifted closer to the edge of 
Buck Gully. 

The aesthetic trade-offs between the existing and proposed project are 
between the physical bulk of the building which is more "residential" 
in its sesthetic character and the existing commercial land use with 
lighted commercial parking areas, signage and commercial operational 
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characteristics. The proposed project incorporates into the design 
several amenities which enhance the visual character of the structure. 
The most important of these are the garden at grade level which is over 
the subterranean parking lot and the view corridor from the public 
sidewalk on East Coast Highway to the ocean. It is important to note 
that there are no views from autos on the highway to the ocean in this 
area. The aesthetic impacts of the pr,oject are considered an insig
nificant adverse impact. 

" 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

1. Development of the site shall be subject to a grading permit to be 
approved by the Building and Planning Departments. 

2. The grading plan shall include a complete plan for temporary and 
permanent drainage facilities, to minimize impacts from silt, debris 
and other water pollutants. 

3. The grading permit shall include a description of haul routes, access 
points to the site, watering and sweeping program designed to minimize 
the impact of haul operations. 

4. An erosion, siltation and dust control plan shall be submitted and be 
subject to the approval of the Building Department and a copy forwarded 
to the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana 
Region. 

5. The grading, excavation and recompaction of the site shall be con
ducted in accordance with plans prepared by a Civil Engineer and based 
on the recommendations of a soil engineer or an engineering geologist 
subsequent to the completion of a comprehensive soil and geologic 
investigation of the site. Permanent reproducible copies of the 
"Approved as Built" grading plans on standard size sheets shall be 
furnished to the Building Department. 

6. A landscape and irrigation plan for the project shall be prepared by a 
licensed landscape architect. The landscape plan shall integrate and 
phase the installation of the landscaping with the proposed construc
tion schedule. Prior to the occupancy of any structure, the licensed 
landscape architect shall certify to the Planning Department that the 
landscaping has been installed in accordance with the prepared plan. 

7. The landscape plan shall be subject to the review of the Parks, 
Beaches, and Recreation Department and the approval of the Planning and 
Public Works Departments. 

8. All rooftop and other mechanical equipment shall be sound attenuated in 
such a manner as to achieve a maximum sound level of 55 dBA at the 
property line, and that all mechanical equipment shall be screened from 
view. 

9. A1l units sha1l be sound attenuated to a maximum of 45 dBA CNEL for 
interior living areas and 65 dBA CNEL for exterior living areas 
associated with individual units, as measured from the area expected to 
experience the highest sound levels. Measurement and certification of 
compliance with this condition shall be completed prior to the issuance 
of the Certificate of Occupancy by a registered engineer practicing in 
acoustics. 

10. The lighting system shall be designed, directed, and maintained in such 
a manner as to conceal light sources and to minimize light spillage and 
glare to the adjacent residential areas. The plans shall be prepared 
and signed by a licensed Electrical Engineer; with a letter stating 
that, in his opinion, this requirement has been met. 



• • 
MITIGATION MONITORING 

Mitigation measures 1-5 shall be verified for compliance prior to the 
issuance of the grading permit by the City of Newport Beach. Measures 6 and 
7 shall be verified for compliance prior to the issuance of the building 
permit by the City of Newport Beach. Measures 8-10 shall be verified for 
compliance prior to the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy by the City 
of Newport Beach. 

D:\WP\ED\EM-TERR.IS 
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The Cllmpany 

••••••••••••• 

Investment Property 
Management 

Its History 

Its People 

Carolyn Horrell, 
President 

Emily Headley, 
Vice President 

. I 
jl 

• 
I n 1981, Carolyn Horrell and Emily Headley pooled some twenty years of 

combined experience in the retirement housing industry and formed IPM. 
At formation, the management of one retirement residence was assigned 

to the new company, and was subsequently renewed. Three other contracts were 
obtained in the next six months and !PM was off and running. 

In 1986, the company was purchased by a real estate development and manage
ment subsidiary of Transamerica Corporation. IPM now draws on Transamerica's 
staff and resources where needed. By the end of 1986, IPM had 14 property operation 
contracts in place in cities throughout California. As a small division of a large 
corporation, IPM can keep its entrepreneurial spirit, yet draw upon the financial 
and management resources of its parent company. 

Carolyn is a native of Big Spring. Texas, holds a bachelor's degree, and was trained 
as a Registered Nurse. In 1973 she became Director of Operations for Casa Bonita 
Retirement Hotels in Los Angeles. California and has been in the industry since 
that time. Now responsible for overall operations, Carolyn plans, directs and 
implements marketing programs for all IPM's projects and spends a substantial 
amount of her time in the planning stages with developers and lenders. 

Carolyn has had "'on~line" management experience as well as executive level 
experience. She combines compassion for senior citizens with a deep understanding 
of the financial and business operations of a retirement project. 

Emily is a native of Portland, Maine, and a graduate of the University of Maine. 
She completed her dietetic internship in 1980 at University of California Hospitals 
and Clinics in San Francisco. A registered dietitian, Emily is responsible for daily 
meal service for the various facilities. Emily employs her talents in all stages of 
operations. She selects, trains and supervises managers and staff, and is involved 
with marketing, interfacing with owners and lenders, etc. She also provides clients 
with advice on kitchen design. 



Marketing 

••••••••••••• 

Phase I 

As construction proceeds, 
we invite the community 
to visit the site sales office 
where we generate more 
excitement about the 
product and services 
we offer. 

Phase II 

• 
O ur marketing approach calls for education about our product and the 

unique lifestyle we offer. Moving into a retirement facility can be difficult 
for a tenant. The move often follows a traumatic event, such as the death 

of a spouse, which signals a loss of some independence. Our experience indicates 
that patience and persistence can overcome reluctance. We rely on community and 
individual education to soften resistence. Our record has been enviable in fast fill 
rates and minimum vacancy on turnover. 

From preliminary approval to completion of construction 
Community Education 
Meeting with local business owners, service clubs, and individuals to explain 

the project and its full service spectrum. 
Speaking at service dub luncheons, where we make a complete marketing pre· 

sentation including speeches, video presentations, and question and answer sessions. 
Alerting the local medical community which includes doctors, hospital liaisons 

and others who are influential in a senior's life and their decisions for future housing. 
Supervising and designing a property brochure. 
Developing and placing advertisements in local newspapers and in the 

newsletters of various organizations. Developing press kits and other public 
relations materials in order to obtain publiCity via project.related activities of 
community interest. 

Onsite selling during construction. As construction proceeds, we invite the 
community to visit the site sales office, where we generate more excitement about 
the product and services we offer. 

At completion, onsite tours and special events are our best tools. We stage 
regular Sunday brunches and charity events. These events help our potential tenants 
and their families learn the benefits ofthis lifestyle and also generate (with our help) 
substantial publicity 

We believe that paid advertising should accompany grassroots community 
marketing. But advertising can get expensive, so we rely on personal visits by our 
staff and general community involvement to generate a healthy tenant base at the 
completion of construction. . 

Successful marketing never stops. Our secret is persistence. We offer ongoing 
education and special events throughout the life of the project. 

Our results? Well, we put one project in Marin County in the black within 
eleven months. We turned around another 120 unit project in Santa Rosa, California 
in eight months. Occupancy has remained high in both of those projects. A new 
project in Santa Rosa has over 40% initial occupancy committed (at completion) 
and another 15% waiting. Two residential care units came under our management 
when the owners decided to try to tum the unsuccessful units around before sale. 
Shortly after IPM assumed management, the owners were so pleased with the results 
that they decided to retain the properties and have now built a third project, with 

- plans for a fourth underway. 



Activities 

•••••••• ••••• 

-. • 
A vital part of any successful activity program is to involve residents in 

the planning and decision-making. The first task of an Activity Director 
(hired, trained, and supervised by IPM) is to organize the Residents' 

Council After OIganizing the Residents' Council, the Activity Director and the 
Council plan activities. This process is an important step in involving residents 
directly in the operation of their daily lives. 

Activities are broken down into six general areas-

1 Social-including cocktail parties, birthday parties, tea dances, restaurant 
dining, picnics, slide presentations by residents, and a welcoming committee 

for all new residents. 

2 
3 
4 

Work related-arts and crafts classes, gardening, a photography club, cooking 
classes, a hobby shop, a Country Store, and Residents' newsletter. 

Intellectual-adult education; lecture tours of historic monuments, museums, 
and libraries; college functions; a book review club; and our own library. 

Spiritual-bible study, transportation to local churches, volunteer work for 
our local churches, and religious classes. 

5 Recreational-seniorcize (exercise) classes, walking, swimming, bowling, 
billiards, dancing, fishing, scenic drives, sports, mystery rides, cards, games, 

movies, television, theater, opera, symphony, and outdoor concerts. 

6 Diversional-for residents unable or unwilling to participate in other activities, 
IPM will meet with residents to solicit their interests and deSign an individual 

recreation program. 

/rt1 



Meals 

••••••••••• •• 

Each month our dietitian 
combines residents' 
favorite recipes with new 
recipes from magazines, 
cookbooks, etc. 

Residential Care 
••••••••••• •• 

•• • 
M als are a key element of any top-notch operation, and a successful 

food program depends on resident input. As further discussed on the 
inside brochure jacket, we have a Residents' Council in each property, 

and a Tasting Panel which votes on every menu. As part of our comprehensive meal 
service program, we provide menus and corresponding recipes which are delicious 
and which cater to the mature appetite. 

Each month our Dietitian solicits residents' favorite recipes along with new 
recipes &om magazines, cookbooks, etc. The new items are then prepared by the 
facility's kitchen staff for the Tasting Panel, which is made up of residents, family 
members, friends and others in the community. The items are voted on and the 
majority rules. Those items which are popular are included on the next week's menu. 

The atmosphere of the dining room is just as important as the quality of food 
that is served. Mealtime is often a resident's main source of social interaction. Every 
detail counts, &om the place settings to the staff's attitude. When mealtime is a 
pleasurable experience, a major part of a resident's desires are fulfilled. We are 
made acutely aware of their feelings abont the food service through our chef's daily 
visits to the dining room. 

R esidential care, or assisted living, is a more intensive form of congregate 
care. It involves help with bathing, dressing, and the dispensing of 

medications as well as all other services offered to residents. We have 
Department of Social Services licenses to provide this care for people who need 
assistance, along with the experience to provide quality service in a residential care 
setting. We provide these amenities to maximize occnpancy and ease potential resi· 
dents' fears so they don't need to move elsewhere if and when assistance is needed. 



F,inanc,ial and accounting 

•••••••••••• •• 
• • 
h he Resident Manager has financial control of a project, approves bills 

(with direction from {PM), collects rents, and prepares input for the 
Company's San Francisco-ba.<;ed automated accounting and reporting system. 

At present, all properties are rented monthly with no accounts receivable. 
Detailed profit and loss statements are provided monthly to owners, sbowing the 
comparisons to the previously agreed budgets on both a monthly and year-to-date 
basis. We also provide a printout of all cash disbursements, which reflects the 
opening balance, the receipts in summary, and the ending balance. 

Monthly (narrative) status reports accompany the financial statements. These 
explain variances and indicate futnre trends, explaining or suggesting appropriate 
actions to the owners. 

IPM holds periodic meetings with owners to provide feedback on operations 
and adjustments to the operations needed to reach financial goals. 
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ARCHITECT 
CARED N. oMITH 

March 7, 1989 

city of Newport Beach 
City council and Planning commission 

RE: Emerald Village 

Dear Council and Planning commission: 

• 
4124 River.! Tcrncc 
Co .... del Mar, CA 9Z6Z5 
(714) 7Z1·8CZZ 

John Christeson took the time today to bring the schematic plans 
for the Emerald Village Project to my house. The applicants are 
a very cooperative group. There is a great improvement since 
their last submittal. I believe their proposed use of the 
property is about the best use I can think of. 

I still, however have some concerns and have expressed them to 
Mr. Christeson. They are as follows: 

1. The landscape drive layout varies from that of the 
architect's plans. 

2. The garage structure in plan shows about a 10 foot set back 
from Hazel st., the section shows the garage going to the 
property line, thus leaving no landscaped area. 

3. They talk about the height of the building always from the 
"existing grade, at what I believe is the highest point. I 
think they should refer to the building as being four 
stories and forty five feet tall, The fact that they are 
excavating some 20 feet does not take away from the fact 
that the building is 4 to 5 stories tall. 

4. They refer to the architecture as being similar to the Ritz 
Carlton Hotel, which is in my opinion, pseudo Spanish 
Medi~erranean. They show architecture with some type of 
shake or shingle roof, with something that might be 
considered shingles or shake siding on the front of the 
building, and stucco with plantons or pop outs on the back. 
There is no resemblance to the Ritz Carlton. 
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Page Two 
March 7, 19B9 

• • 
5. I feel they--should offer to underground-the last utility 

lines crossing Pacific Coast Hwy. in Newport Beach, and 
adjoing their property to the last pole adjacent to their 
property. 

6. They show little or no landscaping along Hazel st. and also 
their southwesterly property line adjacent to the Rl. I 
feel a few trees are the least they could do. I feel this 
especially since their 20 foot excavation may kill the 
existing trees in the Rl adjoining their property. 

7. Having been involved with developments of this size, I think 
the fire access along the south-westerly and southern 
property lines are inadequate for fire access. Firemen 
running down a 20 ft. flight of stairs and running 
approximately 300 to 400 feet with ladders and hoses seems a 
little much to ask • 

with the P.C. zone, the city has the opportunity to work with the 
developer and have him show a precise plan, the type of 
architecture he will be building and hopefully it's 360 degree 
architecture. Have him supply a landscaping plan with plant 
lists and sizes of trees included, and they should be large 
enough so that the first resident of their project will enjoy 
them in their lifetime. Have the residents safe from fire with 
fire access lanes all around the building. Last but not least, 
put underground the overhead utilities that adjoin the newest 
proposed underground utility district in Newport Beach, Corona 
Highlands. 
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March 8, 1989 

City of Newport Beach 
Planning Commission 
P.O. Box 1768 
Newport Beach, CA 92658-8915 

Re: Emerald Associates Project 

To The Planning Commission: 

• 

The Shore Cliffs Property Owners Association Board 
of Directors met and discussed the above project on 
Wednesday, March 1, 1989. 

At that time, the Board voted not to oppose the 
Emerald Associates Project. 

Sincerely, 

~~4-
Myrna Ireland 
President 

" . 



, , , • 
G. CHRISTOPHER DAVIS 
ECONOMIC RESEARCH AND CONSULTATION 

130 VIA XANTIlE, NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92663, (714) 675-00)3 
FAX: (714) 675-0609 

March 7, 1989 

Planning Commission 
City of Newport Beach 
City Hall 
Newport Beach, CA 

Regarding: Senior Housing Project -- South of the 
5 Crowns Restaurant 

Dear Sirs: 

• 

As a resident and real estate economist, I would like to comment on several of the 
economic issues which have been raised regarding the development of a senior housing 
project south of the 5 Crowns Restaurant. There are two issues currently under discus
sion which impact economics: Location of the project; and, Market demand, specifi
cally regarding the proposed rental rates. 

LOCATION 

Apparently there has been some concern expressed by area residents regarding the 
location of the project. The impact of Pacific Coast Highway traffic on the seniors 
living at the project is an issue which has been raised. 

I would like to point out that many highly successful senior housing projects are 
located on relatively busy streets. The Pacific Inn in Torrance is a good example. This 
project has, by several hundred dollars per month, the highest price in the market area. 
Yet, the project is located on Torrance Blvd., a very busy east/west street in that city. 

In fact, the activity of the street, what with the lights at night and people traveling by 
car, bicycle and even walking in the area, provides needed action to these seniors. Of 
course, noise attenuation must be designed into the structure; but this is standard 
procedure in these locations. 



• • 
The quiet vistas to the surrounding residential neighborhoods and the ocean pro

vides enough quiet views. Many of the seniors get bored with only serenity to see, they 
like the idea of having bustling activity to gaze upon. 

Of course Pacific Coast Highway is a busy street. Anyone, young or old should take 
care in walking along the street or crossing it. However, such care is a normal, every
day circumstance with our seniors. To attempt to block this project, under the guise of 
"protecting them", is an insult to their intelligence, for which they have a great 
deal. 

Thus, quite contrary to the issue of location raised by some, this project's location 
along Pacific Coast Highway should be viewed as an attribute for senior citizen hous
ing, not a detriment. 

MARKET DEMAND -- PROPOSED RENTAL RATES 

The next issue revolves around the high prices to be charged at this senior citizen 
housing project. Apparently, for those who have raised this issue, their concern is that 
at these prices absorption will be so slow as to drive the project into bankruptcy and 
create a "white elephant" in their neighborhood. 

Nearly every week the newspaper reports on a new record high median price for 
housing in Orange County. Last week it was condominiums, the week before single
family housing, and today, apartments. It is a fact that living in Newport Beach is an 
expensive proposition. This is a simple matter of supply and demand affecting price. 
This city of ours is a very attractive place to live and the high prices reflect the demand. 

It should then come as no great surprise that this senior housing project is also going 
to be quite expensive. 

The issue of the seniors being able to pay such high rents can be easily calculated. I 
have gone through the detail of "affordability" calculations on many of the senior 
citizen housing projects for which I have been retained as an economic consultant. I 
can say, without fear of equivocation, that a senior living in our area can afford this 
project. 

Without taking up your valuable time with the details, the conclusion of these 
calculations is that a senior who sells their house for, say, $550,000, will normally have 
an income from the net after-tax proceeds of that home, plus social security, of ap
proximately $50,OOO.without reducing the corpus oftheir estate. Obviously, this does 
not take into consideration any additional investments or retirement income. 

2 

" . 
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I've heard this senior citizen housing project has rental rates from $2,400 to $4,000 

per month. This price includes everything but long distance telephone. 

The question of if this market can afford the projected prices of this project should 
be put to rest --many of our neighbors can afford to live in this project. As a teacher 
at UCLA I have had my classes in real estate investment analysis go through these 
numbers many times. Those arguing against the affordability of this project have 
simply not done their homework. 

In addition, it should be noted that the location of any senior citizen housing is 
primarily affected by two factors. First, many of our seniors who desire this type of 
project currently live in the area, and do not wish to leave simply because no luxury 
senior housing project exists which meets their needs. They do not want to move away 
from their friends and shops to which they are used to frequenting. 

Secondly, there is a factor in the analysis of senior citizen housing called the "sig
nificant other". This is usually a son or daughter who assists in the decision to move 
the senior closer to where the "significant other" lives. We have many "signifi
cant others" in Newport Beach. These people have a great ability to assist in the 
total living cost of their parents. This factor should not be overlooked in your consid
eration of this project. 

It is my hope that many of the economic issues raised in opposition to this project 
can be viewed realistically, not emotionally. This type of senior housing fulfills a need 
in the multi-level needs of our seniors. Our city deserves this project to be built. 

Sincerely, 

~;;;3-~;~?? 
G. Christopher Davis 

3 
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Newport Beach City Council 
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MARO 31989 • -; 
lie: APPROPRIATE USAGE FOR EMERALD ASSOCIATES PROPERTY 

CITY (ff· 

N£WPORT ~W~CH . 

Emerald 
represents 
residential. 

a 
Associates proposed elderly 
rather substantial extension of 

... ~. CAL 
care facility 

commercial into 

This project has been encouraged by excesses the City has 
allowed over the years and not ·by any will of the community. 
In fact the communfty has continuously fought the problems 
caused by Newport Beach's lack of enforcement of zoning 
conditions with respect to the subject property. 

The underlying property consisted of a number of frontage 
commercial lots, a 20' wide U-shaped alley to serve the 
commercial and residential, and 3 large residential lots. 

The present commercial building ~as built without setback 
from the 20' wide alley, and we understand the building even 
encroached on the alley at one point. Whether the building was 
built before zoning, we have not ascertained, it nevertheless 
violated current zoning rules requiring, we believe, a 10 ft 
setback. 

The builder filled the gully in leveling the lot and for 
most of the property's history as restautant usage used the 
residential lots as parking lots. Our understanding is such 
alternate usage is only supposed to be done by variance and 
tIle alternate usage should not impose a greater hardship on 
neighbors than the underlying zoning. 

The Beachcomber, Sam's Seafood, and especially A.T. 
Leo's, imposed by their overuse of the property, only allowed 
by their use of the residential for parking, considerable 
problems on the neighborhood. The fact that there. was no 
setback between parking and Mrs. Finch's residence must have 
presented considerable burden to her. This never should have 
been allowed even though she owned all the property. 

Using this commercial precedent, the Council approved a 
massive Congregate Care facility, Crown House, for the 
property. The City allowed the property to be zoned P-C for 
elderly housing without requiring any alley for service 
vehicles and/or even a buffer strip for residential. This was 
terrible planning. There is no reasonable circulation pattern 
for the property and there is no acceptable service entrance. 
Th~ commercial lot~ were never successful because of their low 
usability. To turn the whole property commercial without 
service access, setbacks, etc. will only compound previous 
problems. 

? 
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The new General Plan, without benefit of full public 

hearings or public vote on the project, designated the 
property "Commercial". The property is not talked about to our 
knowledge anywhere in the proposed General Plan with the 
exception of the EIR and that document said it was staff's 
intent to show the property on the General Plan as Comm~rcial. 
When the specific property came up at the General Plan 
hearings the Council was rushing to a vote. The people were 
assured thit no final decision on the property was being made 
and similar to Balboa Penn insula and other controversial areas 
it would be consid~red later. It now appears on the General 
Plan as Oommercial P-C. The P-C zoning details are to be 
ironed out with the slightly downsized Emerald Associates 
project as a basis. 

The proposed elderly care facility is built like a huge 
fence along the residential property boundary (excuse me 
approximately 10 ft. back). The average roof highth we 
understand is 32 ft. With the Parapet roof this means the 
ridge line is closer to 35 ft. The residential highth limits 
shown on city maps for this portion of the property allows a 
24 ft average, 28 ft maximum, fully 7 ft lower. Further, 
residential development almost universally has back yard set 
backs and so the houses would be no closer to current 
residential than proposed commercial. Residential units also 
would not be continuous and therefore would not present the 
hugh bulk and mass of this building, which we understand is 
nearly a block long. One of the, General Plan criteria the 
project must pass to be allowed the 50% floor a~ea nus the 
project assumes is that the development is not out of scale 
with surrounding community. The facts are, nowhere in Corona 
del mar is there a building of this highth, breadth and mass, 
much less at the extreme end of the commercial district 
bounded on nearly three sides by single family residential. 

We believe the proposed resident care or more ap~ropriate 
congregate care facility will generate approximately 5-6 
trips/day per unit. 85 units will generate between 425 - 510 
trips/day. Residential even at 20 units, (IO/acre) would 
generate at most 260 trips / day. At 6/acre, the average of 
surrounding R-l, 10-12 units would generate between 130~150 
trips/day. Further, residential would most probably have an 
access road and therefore present minimal Pacific Coast 
Highway traffic problems. Additionally commercial truck 
traffic would be minimized. Note: The 5-Strip/day elderly 
care estimate, . .is based on regular hotel-- rooms having 10 
trips/day, ,and destination resort 6.5 trips/day. Of the latter 
most must be employee trips, with elderly care the number of 
employee trips/unit should be comparable. 

" 
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GOMlylUNITY ASSOGIA TION 
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The proposed elderly care facility will be visited by 
people and commercial vehicles catering to the elderly needs. 
If any facility needs multiple handicapped parking this is it. 
The facility shows only one possibly tandem space. The 
remainder tandem parking is ill suited for either resident.or 
employee use. 

The proposed facility has a large restaurant serving both 
residents and guests. There is a loading dock shown maybe5ft 
x 10 ft, which is not contiguous with either restaurant or 
storage. All food and goods must be unloaded to this cramped 
area and then again moved across the parking area to the front 
door or across the. underground lot to the parking entrance. 
Restaurant. generate garbage, raw food, bottles, etc. We see 
no provisions for Dewey dumpsters, wash out facilities etc. 
This has been a major problem in Corona del Mar where 
restaurants and delicatessens have been allowed in previous 
retail hard goods stores. We believe restaurants need rear 
service entrances for trash and delivery trucks. 

The proposed building has considerable stairs and is 
located near high traffic dangerous pedestrian areas. The 
building does not appear suitable for a "resident assist". 
According to developers "resident assist" means ambulatory 
residents, those mobile enough to exit the facility in case of 
fire, but who are not capable of fully caring for themselves 
(cook, dress, remember to take medicine, etc.) Our 
understanding is that the state has no such definition and 
conditions previously proposed by staff do not limit the 
facility to those fitting this definition. We believe the the 
proposed restrictions were that at least one resident/room be 
over 62. For more active congregate care, parking and 
recreational facilities are deficient. Poor driving access and 
too much high speed traffic for walking remain problems. Since 
these facilities experience a high rate of failure, nothing 
prevents an initial "resident care" facility from changing to 
congregate care. 

There is no precedent for this extension of commercial 
use into the residential area of Corona Del Mar. The lack of 
appropriate facilities and access, as well as the major 
up-zoning violates all of the principles the new General Plan 
is supposed to support. We urge you to redesignate the 
property Residential P-C at 6 units/buildable acre and resolve 
the problem. We suggest if a General Plan Ammendment is 
necessary for this, the EIR and documentation used to support 
the present designation equally well supports this 
designation. 

Richard A. Nichols (644-7735) 
CDMCA Board of Directors 
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EMERALD VILLAGE OF CORO&EL MAR, AN ASSISTED CARE FalTY 

STAFFING PLAN FOR 85 UNITS 

STAFFING CODE: 
Full Shift 
Overlap (1-2Hrs) 

Administration 
Manager 
Assist. Manager 
Charge Supervisor 
Activity Director/Driver 
Marketing Director(off-site) 
Engineer/Driver 
Receptionist 
Receptionist 
Receptionist 
Trainee 

Staffing 

Housekeeping/Dining 
Housekeeping/Dining 
Housekeeping/Dining 
Resident Assist. 
Resident Assist. 
Resident Assist. 
Resident Assist. 
DoormanlValet 

Housekeeping/Dining 
Housekeeping/Dining 
Resident Assist. 
Resident Assist. 
DoormanlValet 

AM 

PM 

NIGHT 
Housekeeping/Dining 
Resident Assist. 
Resident Assist. 

Head Chef 
Cook 
Baker 
Cook Assist 
Cook Assist 
Dishwasher 
Dishwasher 

Total Adm./Staffing 
Main Shift 
Overlap 

KITCHEN 

• • 
• 

AM 

• • 

• • 
• • 
• 
• • 
• • 

• 

• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

1 6 
2 

PM 

• 
• • 
• 
• 

• • 

• 

• 

• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

1 0 
5 

NIGHT 

• 

• • 
• 

• • 
• • 
• • 

• • 

5 
2 
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• 
Project Name: 

Contact Person: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip: 

Phone: 

Survey Date: 

PARKiNG: 

Number of Units: 

Number of Licensed Beds: 

Current Occupants: 

Number of Staff: 

Number of Parking Spaces: 

Number of Parking Spaces Used: 

Do you provide a van?: 

SAFETY: 

Emergency visits last 12 Mos.: 

How busy is your street?: 

Ever had a pedestrian problem: 

• 
ISunridge at Regent's Point 

IJoanne 1 

119191 Harvard Ave. 

/irvine, CA 92715 

1854-9S00 

IFeb 28, 1989 

PC SNF CC 

~=6~211 301 [3@ 
:=::::6~211 S 91 r=:J 
~=5=!81 CALCULATED FIEL ... DS_:~ 
~=4~01 c=J r=:J Staff per Resid. I 0.691 

61 

~=6~1 Cars per Resid. 0.101 
Iv 1 

I 41 Emergency Ratio I 0.071 

INot too busy, but pretty fast. 

lone traffic incident-hit in the crosswalk 

Food 

Laundry 

Trash 

DEL VERIES PER WEEK 

31 

Other 

Unit A: 

Unit B: 

Unit C: 

Year built?: 

11 

11 

L--.!I Total Deliveries 

DESCRIPTION: 

sl 

Unit Style: Room Size: Quantity: Price: 
l""'s-tu-d"""io--=~----'I''''I---'':'''2-3~011 6211 

I \I II II 
I " II II I 19841 

2,2701 

1 

I 

Comments: One traffic incident involved a speeding student on Harvard. Have 
since installed a flashing light. 
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• 
project Name: 

Contact Person: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip: 

Phone: 

Survey Date: 

PARKING: 

Number of Units: 

Number of Licensed Beds: 

ISunrise Villas 

IMark Cullen 

1707 Sunrise Ave. 

I Roseville. CA 

1916-786-3277 

IMay 25. 1988 \ 

PC SNF CC 

!=:::=,3=!211 \ []]ill 

• 

Current Occupants: 
!==4~91 c=J c=J 

33\ CALCULATED FIELDS: 

Number of Staff: 
~~ 

911 \ O]J Staff per Resid. 1 0.271 

Number of Parking Spaces: 161 

Emergency visits last 12 Mos.: 

How busy is your street?: IMain thoroughfare 
Ever had a pedestrian problem: INever 

Food 

Laundry 

Trash 

Other 

Unit A: 

Unit B: 

Unit C: 

Year built?: 

DELIVERIES PER WEEK 

11 

11 

11 

,--...:.1 ;:121 Total Deliveries 

DESCRIPTION: 

Unit Style: Room 

IStudio II 
11 Bdrm. II 
12 Bdrm II 
I 19871 

Size: 

II 
II 
II 

Cars per Resid. 0.301 

Emergency Ratio I 0.061 

Quantity: Price: 

1411 

16\1 

211 

1,3951 

1,4951 

2,2951 

Comments: Have had only 2 emergency calls to the Personal Care due to close 
supervision. 

;:, 
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Project Name: 

Contact Person: 

Address: 

City, Slate, Zip: 

Phone: 

Survey Dale: 

PARKING: 

Number of Units: 

Number of Licensed Beds: 

Current Occupants: 

Number of Siaff: 

Number of Parking Spaces: 

Number of Parking Spaces Used: 

Do you provide a van?: 

SAFETY: 
Emergency visits last 12 Mos,: 

How busy Is your street?: 

Ever had a pedestrian problem: 

• 
IMesa Verde Nursing Home 

IJoe I 
1661 Center 

ICosta Mesa, CA 

1548-5584 

IMay 19, 1988 

R:; SNF OC 

~~711 4010 
141 L1Q] 0 

!==1=!41 CALCULATED FIELDS: 

~===l311 7710 Staff per Resid. '--1 ....,..0-.2--.11 

401 

!==4~01 Cars per Resid. 2.861 
IN I 

01 Emergency Ratio 1 0.001 

INever 

Food 

Laundry 

Trash 

DEL VERIES PER WEEK 

31 

I 
31 

Other L--Z.J41 Total Deliveries 

DESCRIPTION: 

1 01 

Unit A: 

Unit B: 

Unit C: 

Year built?: 

Commenls: 

Unit Style: Room Size: Quantity: Price: 

~lp=r=iv=at=e=b=e=d=ro=o~rl:I~======~I~I========1=4~1:1~=====1=,5=0~01 
~IN=u=rs=in~g=-s=p==~II~========~I~I========8=0~1I~======2=,=70~01 
~I ====~~IIL ______ ~I~I ______ ~III~ ____ ~1 
1 

r 



4 
• 

project Name: 

Contact Person: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip: 

Phone: 

Survey Date: 

PARKING: 

Number of Units: 

Number of Licensed Beds: 

Current Occupants: 

Number of Staff: 

Number of Parking Spaces: 

Number of Parking Spaces Used: 

Do you provide a van?: 

SAFE1Y: 

Emergency visits last 12 Mos.: 

How busy Is your street?: 

Ever had a pedestrian problem: 

• 
I Laguna Manor 

IMiriam Taser 

12130 Coast Highway 

ILaguna Beach, CA 

1494-9458 

IMay 24, 1988 

PC SNF ex; 
~4~7ICJCJ 

481CJCJ 
~=4:;81 CALCULATED FIELDS: 

!=:;:;;1 ~81 CJ CJ Staff per Resid. '-1 ""0"".3"'81 

301 

~:;:;;1 ~21 Cars per Resid. 0.251 
Iv I 

I 21 Emergency Ratio I 0.041 

IPacific Coast Highway 

INever 

DEL VERIES PER WEEK 

Food 

Laundry 

Trash 

I 

Other 1......-...!.1 ~ol Total Deliveries 

DESCRIPTION: 

101 

Unit Style: Room Size: Quantity: Price: 
Unit A: IPrivate II II 4711 1,5001 
Unit B: 

Unit C: 

Year built?: 

Comments: 

II II II 
II II II 

19781 

The only facility of its type in Laguna: converted from a motel in 
middle 70's. Also a PCH iocation. 

I 
I 
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project Name: 

Contact Person: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip: 

Phone: 

Survey Date: 

PARKiNG: 

Number of Units: 

Number of Licensed Beds: 
Current Occupants: 

Number of Staff: 

Number of Parking Spaces: 

Number of Parking Spaces Used: 
Do you provide a van?: 

SAFETY: 

Emergency visits last 12 Mos.: 

How busy Is your street?: 

Ever had a pedestrian problem: 

• 
I Pacifica Royale 

IMinnie 

115022 Pacific Street 

IMidway City. CA 92655 

1892-4446 I 
\Jun 1. 1988 

Fe SNF ex; 
:==6~61 CJ CJ 

ICJCJ 
:===8:551 CALCULATED FiELDS: 

~=::2~01 CJ CJ Staff per Resid. r-\ -::'0-::'.2-"41 

121 

:=::;:=1 ~21 Cars per Resid. 0.141 
Iv I 

'----'5=->1 Emergency Ratio I 0.061 

ICul-de-sac off Balsa 

INever 

Food 

laundry 

Trash 

DELIVERIES PER WEEK 

51 

I 
11 

Other ,----,I Total Deliveries 

DESCRIPTION: 

61 

Unit Style: Room Size: Quantity: Price: 
Unit A: Studio II II 

" Unit B: II II 
" Unit C: II II 

" Year built?: 19841 
Comments: 

6751 

I 
I 
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project Name: 

Contact Person: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip: 

Phone: 

Survey Date: 

PARKING: 

Number of Units: 

Number Of Licensed Beds: 

Cu rrent Occupants: 

Number of Staff: 

Number Of Parking Spaces: 

Number of Parking Spaces Used: 

Do you provide a van?: 

SAFETY: 

Emergency visits last 12 Mos.: 

How busy is your street?: 

Ever had a pedestrian problem: 

• 
IKatelia Manor 

IAngie or Debbie 

13952 Katella 

ILos Alamitos, CA 90720 

1894-2864 

IMay 25, 1988 

Fe SNF ex:; 

61101 
~1 2~01 0 :=1 ===: 

841 CALCULATED FIELDS: 
~::§3=551 0 r=] Staff per Resid. '-1 -0-.4-.21 

151 

~==1 5~1 Cars per Resid. 0.181 
IY I 

61 Emergency Ratio I 0.071 

IVery busy. 

INever 

Food 

Laundry 

Trash 

DEL VERIES PER WEEK 

41 

21 

21 
Other L...-......!Jll Total Deliveries 

DESCRIPTION: 

Unit Style: Room Size: Quantity: Price: 

IStud io-Sem i II I ~I ::::~::::li~1 :::::::7~7~51 
Studio- Private II~=====:I ~I ====~1I:;::::===1==, 0=2~01 
~=7.~~1I I~I ______ ~II I 

19701 

Unit A: 

Unit B: 

Unit C: 

Year built?: 

Comments: 
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Project Name: 

Contact Person: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip: 

Phone: 

Survey Date: 

PARKING: 

Number of Units: 

Number of Licensed Beds: 

Current Occupants: 

Number of Staff: 

Number of Parking Spaces: 

Number Of Parking Spaces Used: 
Do you provide a van?: 

SAFETY: 

Emergency visits last 12 Mos.: 

How busy Is your street?: 

Ever had a pedestrian problem: 

• 
INewport Villa West 

ISandy 

14001 Hilaria Way 

INewport Beach, CA 

\631-3555 I 

IJun 1, 1988 

PC SNF OC 

881 L=:J [==:J 
~9=;41 L=:J L=:J 

911 CALCULATED FIELDS: 
3 71 ~I -~I [==:J Staff per Resid. '-1 ....,.0-.4-,11 

Iv 

401 

241 

I 
Cars per Resid. 0.261 

I 01 Emergency Ratio I 0.001 

'Hospital Road and Newport Blvd. 

INever 

Food 

Laundry 

Trash 

DELIVERIES PER WEEK 

1 01 , 
51 

Other I..----li Total Deliveries 1 51 

DESCRIPTION: 

Unit Style: Room Size: Quantity: Price: 

ISemi-p rivate II!= =====!I '-1 ---=----,11'.--------:8:-:8'""'01 

IStud iO" I !=' =====lI;:::1 =====1 ,=3::g701 
11 Bdrm /I II-I ____ ....I'IL' __ ---==2:,,;,0::.!0~0, 

Unit A: 

Unit B: 

Unit C: 

Vear built?: I 
Comments: 
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Project Name: 

Contact Person: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip: 

Phone: 

Survey Date: 

PARKING: 

Number of Units: 

Number of Licensed Beds: 

Current Occupants: 

Number of Staff: 

Number of Parking Spaces: 

Number of Parking Spaces Used: 
Do you provide a van?: 

SAFETY: 

Emergency visits last 12 Mos.: 

How busy Is your street?: 

Ever had a pedestrian problem: 

• 
ITustin Royale 

lsally Jo 

11262 Bryan 

ITustin, CA 

1730-5009 

IJun 1, 1988 

R; SNF CC 

~8~9100 
100 

~1=;:1~11 CALCULATED FIELDS: 

22100 Staff per Resid.1 r-""""0-.2""'01 
:==1~51 

:==1::3=:( Cars per Resid. I 0.121 
Iv I 

121 Emergency Ratio I 0.111 

IA through-street, but not commercial 

INO automobile incidents. 

DEL VERIES PER WEEK 

21 

I 
21 

Food 

Laundry 

Trash 

Other ,----,I Total Deliveries 

DESCRIPTION: 

Unit Style: Room Size: Quantity: Price: 
I~S~tu-d7iO~----I'rl-------3~3~61~1========~I~I------l-,2-5~ol 

~11=B=e=dr=o=om====I:~I=======6=5~011 I~I ======1=,6=0~ol 
~I~~,-~I,~I ______ ~II ILl ______ ~I 
I 19861 

Unit A: 

Unit B: 

Unit C: 

Year built?: 

Comments: r 

I 
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Project Name: 

Contact Person: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip: 

Phone: 

Survey Date: 

PARKING: 

Number of Units: 

Number of Licensed Beds: 

Current Occupants: 

Number of Staff: 

Number of Parking Spaces: 

Number of Parking Spaces Used: 

Do you provide a van?: 

SAFETY: 
Emergency visits last 12 Mos.: 

How busy Is your street?: 

Ever had a pedestrian problem: 

• 
ICarmel Senior Inn 

IMiles Williams 

1750 San Carlos 

ICarmel·by-the-Sea, CA 93921 
1408 624-8336 I 
IMay 23. 1988 I 

271 CALCULATED FIELDS: 
121 1""1 --.\ c:::::J Staff per Resid.1 ,.... ""'0-.4""4\ 

01 
01 

IV 1 
Cars per Resid. 0.001 

91 Emergency Ratio I 0.331 
IDowntown Carmel 

INever 

DEL VERIES PER WEEK 
Food 

Laundry 

Trash 

Other 

Unit A: 

Unit B: 

Unit C: 

Vear built?: 

Comments: 

21 
11 
21 
41 Total Deliveries 51 

DESCRIPTION: 

Unit Style: 

ISmail Studio 

IMod. Studio 

ILarge Studio 

I 19201 

Room Size: Quantity: Price: 

I~I ===~11~:::~::1~51~1 ==~2.~30~01 
II I ~I ===:;51~1 ==2~.~50~01 
II II-I ___ -..!.l711-1 __ ...::3:.....:.5~0..::Jol 

One of the most exclusive in California. They have one parking 
space for their van. 



• 
1 0 Project Name: 

Contact Person: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip: 

Phone: 

Survey Date: 

PARKING: 

Number of Units: 

Number of Licensed Beds: 

Current Occupants: 

Number of Staff: 

Number of parking Spaces: 

Number of Parking Spaces Used: 

Do you provide a van?: 

SAFElY: 

Emergency visits last 12 Mos.: 

How busy Is your street?: 

Ever had a pedestrian problem: 

• 
1000ve Lane Residence Club 

lUnda I 

11715 Olive Lane 

IAntioch, CA 

1415-757-7278 

IJun 1, 1988 I 

~ SNF OC 

~2=!7100 
54100 

:==4~31 CALCULATED FIELDS: 

:==1 =!11 0 0 Staff per Resid. ""'1 ""'0-.2--'61 

201 

~=8=l1 Cars per Resid. 0.191 
IN I 

Emergency Ratio I 0.231 

ICul-de-sac 

INever 

Food 

Laundry 

Trash 

DEL VERIES PER WEEK 

41 

I 
11 

Other L-----JI Total Deliveries 

DESCRIPTION: 

51 

Unit Style: Room Size: Quantity: Price: 
Unit A: Studio II II 2711 
Unit B: II II II 
Unit C: II II II 
Year built?: 19851 

Comments: 

1,5001 

I 
I 
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• 

• • 
1 1 Project Name: 

Contact Person: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip: 
Phone: 

Su rvey Date: 

PARKING: 

Number of Units: 

Number of Licensed Beds: 

Current Occupants: 

Number of Staff: 

Number of Parking Spaces: 

Number of Parking Spaces Used: 

Do you provide a van?: 

SAFElY: 

Emergency visits last 12 Mos.: 

How busy is your street?: 

Ever had a pedestrian problem: 

• 
[Almond Avenue Residence Club 

[Dinah Bales 1 

16135 Almond Ave 

IOrangevale, CA 95662 

1916-988·7506 1 

IMay 25, 1988 I 

PC SNF ex; 

~3=l9ICJCJ 
781CJD 

:==::4~91 CALCULATED FIELDS: 

:==1~81 CJ CJ Staff per Resid . .-, "70-==.3"=>71 

251 

121 

IN I 
Cars per Resid. 1 0.241 

51 Emergency RatiO , 0.101 

lOne of the busiest in Sacramento 

INever·use scheduled walks. 

Food 

Laundry 

Trash 

DEL VERIES PER WEEK 

31 

1 

11 
Other L.....--.l1 Total Deliveries 

DESCRIPTION: 

Unit Style: Room Size: Quantity: Price: 
Unit A: 

Unit B: 

Unit C: 

ISe m i·P rivate I~I ===:::;3~6:g01 ~I ===~6~0~1I!;====6=9::;51 
I Private II 3601 !=I =====91!!=1 ====1:,3=:5=:01. 
I II �LI ______ ~III ______ ~1 

Year built?: , 19871 

Comments: 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE J/:ESOU~CfS AC;fNC'!' PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
Grf¥ OF-=N:EWPQQ-T BEACH---- PF"'T"F \Ill! SON 

SOUTH COAST AREA 
~U5 Wf-sr &ROADWAY. surre 380 
lONG II!AOi, CA 90802 
(2J3) 590-S071 

APR 1 0 1991 Date: 
AM PM Permit 
718191Wllll~111213141516 

J. 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

On September 14. 1989. the California Coastal Commission granted to 

EMERALD ASSOCIATES 
this permit subject to the attached Standard and Special conditions, for 
development consisting of: 

Demolish existing facilities and construct an 84 unit senior assisted care 
facility. 32 feet high. 48.588 sq. ft. of rental units and auxillary space; and 
13,920 sq. ft. of subterranean parking wit'h 47 tandem parking spaces. 

more specifically described in the application file in the Co~ission offices. 

The development is within the coastal zone in Orange County at 
3901 East Pacific Coast Highway. Newport Beach 

Issued on behalf of the California Coastal Commission by 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

PETER DOUGLAS 
Executive Director 

By: 

Title: 
U~1~Q 

S:a; A~a1yst 

The undersigned permittee acknowledges receipt of this penmit and agrees to abide 
by all terms and conditions thereof. 

The undersigned permittee acknowledges that Government Code Section 818.4 which 
states in pertinent part, that: "A public entity is not liable for injury caused 
by the issuance .•. of any permit .•• 11 applies to the issuance of this pennit. 

IMPORTANT: THIS PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNLESS AND UNTIL A COpy OF THE PERMIT WITH 
THE SIGNED ACKNOWLEDGEMENT HAS BEEN RETURNED TO THE COMMISSION OFFICE. 14 Cal. 
Admin. Code Section 13158(a). 

Date Signature of Permittee 



• • 
page 2 

This amendment was determined by the Executive Director to be immaterial, was 
duly noticed. and no objections were received. 

The amendment is being held in the Commission office until fulfillment of 
Special Conditions __ imposed by the Commission. Once these 
conditions have been fulfilled. the amendment will be issued. For your 
information, all the imposed conditions are attached. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

Sincerely. 

PETER M. DOUGLAS 
Executive Director 

,. ~ f. 
By: /f~1. ~ 
Title: STAFF ANALYST 

I have read and understand the above amendment and agree to be bound by the 
remaining conditions of permit number 25=-"-89,,-,,,6,,2,,2~ ____ _ 

Date _______ _ Signature _______________ _ 

bll 

C6:0175E 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA THE RESOURCES AGt 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
APR 2 !; 1991 SOUTH COAST A.REA 

245 W. BROADWAY, STE. 380 

P ,0. BOX 1450 
AM PM 
7181911011111211,213141516 

LONG BEACH. CA 90802·4416 
(213) 590-5071 

Date: 17 April 1991 

Permit Number _ 5-89-622 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE 

AMENDMENT TO PERMIT 

A 

issued to ~~rald Associate~s ______________ __ 

for demolishing existing facilities and constructing 84 unit senior assisted 
care facility, 32 ft. high, 48.588 sQ. ft. of rental units and auxilIary 
space; and 13,920 SQ. ft. of subterranean parking with 47 tandem parking 
spaces, at 3901 E. Pacific Coast Highway, Newport Beach. 

has been amended to include the following changes: Addition to Special 
Condition #4 (underlining indicates new language added) regarding assumption 
ofirisk to read thus: 

Prior to issuance of permit, the applicant shall execute and record a deed 
restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive"Director, 
which shall provide: (a) that the applicant understands that the site 
may be subject to extraordinary hazard from slope failure and the 
applicant assumes the liability from such hazard; and (b) that the 
applicant unconditionally waives any claim of liability on the part of the 
Commissiona nd agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the Commission and 
its advisors relative to the Commission's approval of the project for any 
damage due tothe natural hazards. The document shall run with the land, 
binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior 
liens and encumbrances,~xc~t for leasehold trust deeds Nos. 8 & 10 on 
Title Report of ChicaRo Title Company dated December 11, 1990 7:30 AlLc 
which the Executive Director determines may affect the interest being 
conveyed. 



STANDARD CONDITIONS: 

5-89-622 
Page 2 

• 
Page _2_ of _3_ 

Permit Application No. 5-B9-622 

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

2. Expiration. If development has not ~ommenced. the permit will expire two 
years from the date on which the Commission voted on the application. 
Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a 
reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must be 
made prior to the e~piration date. 

3. Compliance. All development 
proposal as set forth in the 
conditions set forth below. 
reviewed and approved by the 

must occur in strict compliance with the 
application for permit. subject to any special 
Any deviation from the approved plans must be 
staff and may require Commission approval. 

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

5. Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and 
the project during its development. subject to 24-hour advance notice. 

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

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

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

1. Prior to issuance of permit. the applicant shall submit for review and 
approval by the Executive Director landscaping plans which show drought resistant 
plantings along the bluff top and slope area abuting Buck Gully. and show plantings 
or. maintenance. plans that provide for an essentially unimpeded view through the 
view corr.idor designated in the proposed project. 

2. Prior to issuance of permit. the applicant shall submit for review and 
approval by the Executive Director drainage plans which will protect the slope 
along Buck Gully from excessive run-off and erosion. 

3. Prior to issuance of permit. the applicant shall submit for review and 
approval by the Executive Director a letter from the firm of Leroy Crandall & 
Associates that states that all of their geotechnical recommendations have been 
incorporated into the design and construction plans for the project. 
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4. Prior to issuance of permit, the applicant shall execute and record a deed 
restriction, in a fonn and content acceptable to the Executive Director, which 
shall provide: (a) that the applicant understands that the site may be subject to 
extraordinary hazard from slope failure and the applicant assumes the liability 
from such hazard; and (b) that the applicant unconditionally waives any claim of 
liability on the part of the Commission and agrees to indemify and hold harmless 
the Commission and its advisors relative to the the Commission's approval of the 
project for any damage due to the natural hazards. The document shall run with 
the land, binding all Successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior 
liens and encumbrances which the Executive Director determines may affect the interest conveyed. 
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CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

MEMORANDUM 

september 27, 1990 

TO: Jim Hewicker, Planning Director 

FROM: Robert H. Burnham 

SUBJ: Emerald Village Associates Deed Restriction 

I have reviewed and approved the revised Deed Restriction 
drafted by John Heffernan on beh If of Emerald Village Associates. 
I have advised Mr. Hefferna that you also must approve the 
document and may have concer which I am unaware. 

RHB/jlk 

Enclosures 

JLK\HEWICKER.MEM 

bert H. Burnham 
ity Attorney 
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ROBERT H. BURNHAM 
CITY ATTORNEY 

LAW OFFICES OF 

JOHN B. HEFFERNAN 
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

610 NEWPORT CENTER DRIVE, SUITE 700 

NEWPORT BEACH, CALIFORNIA 92660 

TEL.EPHONE (714) 640-4300 

TELECOPIER (714) 721-1140 

September 7, 1990 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 
3300 NEWPORT BLVD. 
NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92663 

RE: 3901 Pacific Coast Hwy., Newport Beach, CA 
- Use Permit # 3342 
- Revised Proposed Deed Restriction 

Dear Mr. Burnham: 

In response to your letter to me of August 16th, enclosed is 
a red-lined revised version of the proposed Deed Restriction which 
incorporates the changes indicated in your letter and shows the 
changes in this version of the Restriction versus the prior 
draft which was dated 6/29/90. 

Because my client, the Ground Lessee, Emerald Village Asso
ciates, Inc., is anxious to confirm the final version of the Deed 
Restriction so that it can proceed to obtain needed signatures 
from the fee owner of this Property, please advise me in the near 
future of any further changes which will be required from either 
your office or the Planning Department. 

Thank you. 

Very Truly Yours, 

~~ 
John Heffernan 

cc: Jon E. Christeson, Emerald Village Assoc. (w/ enc., by fax) 



RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 

Jon E. Christeson 
Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 
4770 campus Drive, # 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

DEED RESTRICTION 

RECITALS: 

• 
/ 

A. THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA IBEW-NECA PENSION PLAN ("Owner") 
is the fee owner of that certain real property located in the 
City of Newport Beach, County of Orange, California, as described 
in attached Exhibit "A", which is incorporated herein by this 
reference ("Property"). 

B. Owner has ground leased the Property to EMERALD VILLAGE 
ASSOCIATES, INC., a California Corporation ("Tenant") pursuant to 
hat certain "Ground Lease", dated December 21, 1989. The Ground 
Lease is referred to in that certain Memorandum recorded December 
21, 1989, at 89-691314, in the Official Records, Orange County, 
California. 

C. Tenant has applied to the City of Newport Beach, Cali
fornia ("City") for the development of the Property, pursuant to 
Use Permit No. 3342 ("Use Permit"). The Use Permit was approved 
by the City, subject to conditions stated in the Use Permit, on 
May 22, 1989. 

D.AThe purpose of this Deed Restriction is to cause the 
Property to be developed, occupied and used in accordance with 
the Use Permit. 

AGREEMENT: 

1.j\TO conform to the reguirements of the Use Permit to allow the 
Property to be developed in the manner and for the use described 
1n the Use Perm1t, Owner and Tenant, as to their respective 
interests in the Property, hereby consent and agree that, from 
and after the date of recordation of this Deed Restriction: 

EMERALD2.CTY 9/07/90 
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A. The Property will be developed, occupied and used in 

accordance with the f~o~l~l~o~w~i~n~g __ "~c~o~n=d=i~t~i~o~n~'_'~,_w==h=i=c=h~i=s~I~t~e=m~4~6~o=f_ 
the Use Permit: 

"PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF BUILDING GRADING PERMITS, THE APPLI
CANT SHALL ENTER INTO AN AGREEMENT, THE FORM AND CONTENT OF WHICH 
IS ACCEPTABLE TO THE CITY ATTORNEY, BINDING THE APPLICANT AND 
SUCCESSORS-IN-INTEREST IN PERPETUITY TO AN ELDERLY CARE FACILITY 
AND SHALL BE LIMITED TO AN OCCUPANCY BY PERSONS 62 YEARS OF AGE 
OR OLDER. THE ONLY EXCEPTION SHALL BE THE SPOUSE OF A QUALIFIED 
PERSON. RESTRICTIONS SHALL BE PLACED ON THE DEED AND IN ANY 
OTHER SUITABLE BINDING DOCUMENT CONSISTENT WITH THE PROVISIONS OF 
THE ABOVE AGREEMENT." 

B. This Deed Restriction shall: (a) constitute a permanent 
encumbrance upon the Property; (b) run with title to the Proper
ty; and (c) be binding upon all assigns and successors in inter
est of Owner and Tenant, of whatever particular designation or 
title. 

C. Any modification or cancellation of this Deed Restric
tion shall be by recorded instrument and be subject to concurrent 
written consent of the City. 

D. The City shall be entitled to specifically enforce the 
terms and conditions of this Deed Restriction. 

1\ 
2. The City hereby: (a) approves the form of this Deed Restric
tion; (b) subject to the recordation of this Deed Restriction, 
acknowledges that this Deed Restriction satisfies the requirement 
of the Use Permit regarding the Condition; and (c) agrees to 
execute a document upon future request from Owner, in recordable 
form, which will remove this Deed Restriction from title to the 
Property, if either: (i) Owner elects not to proceed with the 
development of the Property in accordance with the Use Permit and 
the Use Permit lapses and is no longer of any force and effect; 
or (ii) the improvements at the Property are converted or rebuilt 
for another type of use then approved by the City which does not 
require the continuation of the Condition as an encumbrance on 
title to the Property. 

/' 3. Dated: September 1, 1990. 

APPROVAL BY OWNER: 

THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA IBEW-NECA PENSION PLAN 

BY: William L. Seay, Inc., a California Corporation, its 
Qualified Pension Asset Manager 

By: 
William L. Seay, President 

2 



, • 
BY: Bank of America, NTSA, its Qualified Pension Asset Manager 

By: ___________________________ , its ______________ _ 

APPROVAL BY TENANT: 

EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES, INC., A CALIFORNIA CORPORATION 

By: 
William M. Todd, President 

By: 
Jon E. Christeson, Vice-President 

APPROVAL BY CITY: 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH, CALIFORNIA 

By: , its 

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

3 
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EXHIBIT "A" 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY 

PARCEL 1, PARCEL MAP 85-257, IN THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH, COUNTY 
OF ORANGE, CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP FILED IN BOOK 218, PAGE 5 & 6, 
INCLUSIVE, OF PARCEL MAPS, OFFICIAL RECORDS, ORANGE COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA. 



CORONA DEL.AR RESIDENT~SSOCIATION 
SUITE 179, P.O. BOX 1500, CORONA DEL MAR, CA 92625 

NEWSLETTER 
JANUARY-FEBRUARY-MARGH 19 

MEMBERSHIP DUES 

ANNUAL DUES ARE NOW PAYABLE FOR MEMBERS WHO JOINED 
THE ASSOCIATION IN JANUARY, FEBRUARY AND MARCH 
1988 DUE TO A COMPUTER PROGRAMMING ERROR THE MONTH· 
MEMBERS JOINED DURING JANUARY THRU AUGUST 1988 WAS 
DROPPED FROM THE MASTER ROSTER. HONOR SYSTEM IS IN 
EFFECT.' 

MEMBERS WHO JOINED JANUARY THRU MARCH 19BB PLEASE 
MAIL YOUR CHECK FOR $12.0Q TO THE ASSOCIATION AT 
THE ADDRESS GIVEN ABOVE. THANK YOU. 

ACTION ITEMS - STATUS 

SIDEWALK-ALONG PCH BELOW 
CAMEO HIGHLANDS, Still waiting for 
decision by Caleo Association regarding funding for 
undergrounding of telephone cables. 

EXTENSION OF MAC ARTHUR 
SIDEWALK, This project will extend existing 
sidewalk southward frol just below San "iguel to a point 
near Crown DrivelSea Lane. Includes retaining wall and 
gradually sloping sidewalk up slope, Plans in hands of 
CAL TRANS for approval. Considered routine, Project fully 
funded. 

BAYSIDE DRIVE RETAINING 
WALL, Extends edsting retaining wall on Bayside 
Drive near'S' curve eastward toward Carnation directly 
below new condos. Project viii be included in contract 
for "ac Arthur sidewalk extension, 

CARNATION COVE BEACH 
RESTORAT I ON, PacTel has agreed to cover their 
exposed cable in the Cove, The City is working with the 
County on an agreelent to love excess sand frol the 
Harbor Headquarters beach into the Cove, It is understood 
that Bayside residents are considering have sand that 
has accululated under their boat slips loved onto the 
beach, 

CITY ACQUISITION OF BEGONIA 
PARK VIEWPOINT, The property owner is 
currently considering several options open to him, Due to 
the cOlplexity of the options and legal considerations, a 
decision is not expected for several lonths. 

MOVE OF POPPY SIGNAL TO 
ORCH I 0, The City Traffic COllittH has requested 
CAL TRANS cOI.entl on an Associahon request for I Itudy 
to deterline the feasibility of tOving the traffic 
signal, Relaying the signal frol Poppy lIQUid caull a 
Significant change in traffic circulation pltterns 
throughout all of CD", 

ONE-WAY STREETS I N OLD COM, 
The questionnaire seeking public opinion on a one-way 
street. systel was independently tpon.ored by i rHiilent 
and not by the Association, We will, however, receive 
the results of the survey and will dil5llinate SlIe 
through the Newsletter and at a Senenl "eabership 
leeting, 

UPDATE OF BEGONIA PARK PLAY 
EQU I PMENT, The City will replace the current 
equip.ent, and generally upgrade the sand play area, frol 
currently available funds, They plan to do this before 
school is out for the SUller, 

DOWNCOAST SEWER AND WATER 
LINE EXPANS I ON PROJECTS, Work on 
these projects through CD" definitely will not start 
until Pelican Hills Road is open frol PCH to "ac Arthur, 
The Iryine COMpany.and the County Sanitation District 5 
haye devised a plan to leet iniliil. downcoast sewer 
requireaents frol the existing systn, The City is 
pressuring the Laguna Water District to fir. up their 
construction schedule to assure that work is done in 
phase with the sewer project, 



PERSONAL CARE FACILITY-A, T, 
LEO PROPERTY, Gn "arch 9th the Planning 
COllission approved a reduced scale senior citizen 
personal care facility for the property which is located 
just east of the Five Crown restaurant, 

The project lust now be reviewed by the City Council 
since it involves a Use Pereit and use as a Planned 
COllunity on property designated in the land Use Eletent 
of the 6enenl Plan as Retail and Service Conercial (a 
PC is an authorized use in that category subject to 
Council approval), 

The project, in sUllary: 

(1) has I Floor Area Ratio of ,75: 

(2) is set back on the property frol PCH and looks like 
a 2-story (lax height 28') building frol PCH, and a 4-
story building (2 below ground) frol Buck 6ully: 

(3) ingreS! and egress to the property will be only frol 
PCH, 

W perli Is occupancy by penons 62 years of age and 
older: 

(5) has.8B units (lax 100 beds): 

(6) provides full service for occupants including dining 
hall, but excludes ledical services except for dispensing 
aedication, 

(7) intended for, but not restricted to, occupants who 
require 5011 fori of attended care: 

(8) •• (22 in tandel) on-site parking spaces are 
provided, Parking is below grade and nUlber of spaces 
provided blsed upon use of valet parking for visitors and 
assUies lOst eaployees will use public, or operator
prOVided, transportation and that occupants will not have 
can, 

(9) hnclscaped garden area is on top of parking garage 
and adjacent to, but set back frol, PCH, 

(10) operator will provide vans and drivers to transport 
occupants to social and recreational events, hospital, 
doctors, shopping, etc, 

(11) exits frol building will be controlled frol 2A-hour 
manned areu, 

(12) lilited deliveries of essential~ to property, 

PERSONAL 
(Cont'd) 

CARE FACILITY 

The City staff ilposed over .0 Conditions upon the 
applicant and the Planning COllis5ion added several lore, 
The hearing was very well attended with several persons 
testifying for and against the project, It was noted that 
only two persons living in old CO" gave testi,ony in 
support of the project, The Shorecliffs COllunity 
Association Board of Directors submitted a letter 
supporting the project, One resident of that cOllunity 
testified for the project and one questionea authority 
of Board to support the project without prior approval 
of the 6eneral "eabership, 

PrinCipal objections raised were as follows: 

(11 Building bulk and height, 

(21 Use totally incolpatible with the old CO" area, 

(3) lower perMitted age of occupants raises possibility 
of their having cars, 

(4) Sale problem as above for healthy older occupants, 

(5) low probability of elployees using public 
transportation instead 01 driving, 

(6) Re 3, 4, l 5 above: lack. of adequate on-site 
parking would force cars onto nearby residential streets, 

(7) Difficulty 01 'U' turns at Seaward whould force 
vehicles, including trucks, into Shorecliffs to access 
"orning Canyon signal, 

(81 Dwners ability to control nUMber of delivery 
vehicles, 

(9) Dangereous conditions on PCH lor albulatory 
occupants, 

(10) lack of adeqate outdoor open areas lor occupants, 

(Ill Increase in Floor Area Ratio Irol ,SO to ,75, 

(121 Use of building should ,personal care facility 
prove to be unsuccessful, 

NOTE: Fees for occupants range frol $2,500 to 53,000/10, 

LET US KNPW IF YPU ARE FOR PR AGAINST THE PRpJECT AND 
WHY sp THAT WE CAN PRESENT AN ASSPCIATlDN ppsmpN !Q 

THE CPUNCIL 
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PERSONAL 
(Cant'd) 

CARE FACILITY 

A cooplete set of the Planning Staff report to the 
PlannIng Couission on the proiect ~ill be available 
after Monday, March 27th at the COM Public Library for 
your on-prelise review, 

CITY OF IRVINE AIRPORT AREA 
OFFICE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 
Four office projects totaling over 3,000,000 square feet 
are under consideration by the City of Irvine, 

Newport Beach in cOllents on the EIR pointed out its 
serious concern on the ilpact these projects will have on 
traffic in our City and the pmibility that they will 
generate pressure to increase the use of the airport over 
the li.its included in the Airport Settlel.ent Agreelent, 

Of specific concern to CD~ is the i.pact the projects 
will have on PCH traffic if they are cOlpleted before 
congestion of 1-5 and 1-405 is corrected, 

Re lonorail project, Not cOllonly known is that "cDonnell 
Douglu will build the lonorail at their cost only if 
they are granted around 200,000 square feet of additjonal 
office space in the Douglas Plaza project at Mac Arthur 
and Douglas Street, 

BOARD OF DIRECTOR ELECTION The 
Association Board consists of one principal and one 
alternate from 13 equally populated sections of COM, Old 
COH has 5 sections; other sections are Irvine Terrace 1 a 
II; Corona Highlands; China/Carnation Coves-Bayside; 
Shorlcliffs; Calla Shores; and Caleo Highlands, 

Seven two-year tells are Ii lied at an annual election 
called by the Board, and six ho-year terls at the next 
annual election, NOlinees for the postioDl are. selected 
by a nOMinating COllittee, cOMposed of non-Bolrd I •• bers, 
or are nOlinated frol the floor at the 6eneral leeting, 

This year Board lelbers for seven sections will be 
selected, Norully the two candidates in each section 
receiving the largest and second largest nuaber of vOtlS 
would be the principal and the alternlte. Due to 
withdrawals, there are only ho nOlineti for each 
section and the election of each is lutOlllic, You need 
to decide your preference for tht principal IInbtr, 
Indicate ONlY your preference to bt the principal in 
each section, The other will be the llternate. 

Balloting is by lIil only; and only bu !III Of tb. 
glfjdal ballot printed belO' "Ike your stlectionl, cut 
out the ballot and lail it to our addrlss so thlt it is 
received befgre FridAY April 
21:; t LEAVE MAILlN6 LABEL ON BALLOT, Labtl ctr\!liH 
IIIlbership and ballot is void without libel, 

* = Incumbent OFFICIAL BALLOT 
Vote only for one candidate in each section to ~ prinCipal member for that section. 

Section 3,' Bayside Drive, C.rn.tion & Chin. Coves 

( ) I Hike Fuley - BUSiness Executive 
( ) I Betty 8e.urha~ Le~is - Ho,e,.ker 

Sertion 5: OLD COif, ~re. V of Hirguerite bet~een 
Seivier and PCH & /I to ~vorido 

( ) I Taryn Parts - PIIbJir lIelations/llriter 
( ) . lIichard.Barron - Sports court construciion 

Sertion 9,' Old COH, Area [ of Harguerite bet~een 
PCH and Puific Omn J [ to Bud Bully 

( ) t Lee Spencer - Retired 
( )., Hike HeN.lley - Cardiologist 

Section 12: Cauo Highl.nds 

( .) Tony Fisher - Sales /linager, COMputers 
( ) COSIO Pappas - Dentist 

Section 6: No, of PCH: Harguerite d /I to /lie Arthur 

( ) t Bruce Beardsley - Fire Sprinkler rests 
( I I Robert Patlerson - Co., '1 Photographer 

Section 10: Corona Highlands 

( ) /lilk Cardelucei - ReaJlor 
( )., Brian Sandberg - Archilect 

Section 13: Caleo Shores 

( ) I red VilndJing - Retired 
( ) Diane Prosser - HOIe.aker 

( I Volunteer to serve on Boari! if vleanry occurs 
in Seelion ~here J Jive 

( ) Volunteer to serve on COMli ttees Area of inleresl: __________________________ _ 

(TraffiC: Parks; Oev. Slds; etel 
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DOWN COAST UPDATE, The City Council recently downscaled an earlier Resolution concerning the City's Sphere 
of Influence in the downcoast area to include only the deyelgpable land adjacent to the eastern boundries of the currently 
approved Sphere of Influence and the western boundry of Crystal Cove State Park, LAFCO is expected to act on this request 
soon, The earlier Resolution included all of Crystal Cove Park and sOle areas near Laguna, 

Annexation of an unpopulated unincorporated area, like the downcoast, into a city requires the approval of the property 
owner, Sole parts of the County-approved developMent plan au. not meet the provisions of 'Newport's Traffic Phasing 
Ordinance, so it is ilprobable that the Irvine COlpany would consider annexation to Newport and be faced with having to 
significantly change sections of a plan that they now have full authority to ilplelent, After occupancy is taken on planned 
residential housing, the residents can request annexation, The latter action is several years in the future, 

A I R QUAL I TV MANAGEMENT, The South Coast Air Quality "anagelent Oistrict (AQMOI recently approved a 5-
year plan to ilprove air quality in the Los Angeles Basin, which includes Orange County, This plan will effect everyone, 
not only in the ilprovelent of air quality but also by its possible severe econolic ilpact, All of the ne.papers have 
featured details of the plan, Becole falilar with its provisions; it is certain to becole a very hot political issue, 

OLD COM SPEC I F I C AREA PLAN (SAP), SAP's are based upon the City 6eneral Plan but are lore 
detliled on' land uses and building developlent standards, They reflect how residents of an area want it to be developed and 
goyern such developunt, COlluriiti!S such as Irvine Terrace and Caleo Shores have CCIR's which generally specify their 
d.ytlopllllt ,tandards - old CD" does not and is being developed the way it is because we do not have a SAP and its 
develop .. ftl I.: baing ·controlled.by regulations applicable to all areas in the City not ~overed by SAP's and CCIR's, 

We have I cOililt., lorking on I draft of a C~ SAP which will be presented to the City, TELL US HOW VOU WANT OLD COM TO 
O£VELOP - .rl you Iitisfied lith the height and bulk of new hOlesl Should lore on-siie parking be required for those hOles? 
Should the slab of a new hOle.replacing a delOlished hOle be at the sale grade as the forler slab? Should conversions of 
dUpllxtt to condos b. allowed? How about height of front and side yard wallsl Are current front, rear and side yard setbacks 
adequate? Sheuld "" buildings hlVI covered ilrei! for storage of trash cans? .Should new garage areas be large enough to 
provide for urs and for general storagel one-way streets? Low intensity street lights at intersections? One-story 
buildings Oft front portion of lots? Re~re parking areas, with sound walls, behind each cOllercial building that is 
adjacent to hotttl 

Aft,r your iftPV\s hive blln received, we will hold a Seneral "elbership leeting to finalize the draft before giving it to 
the City for Public Hmings, Tell us what you want ilproved; what is bothering you about new developlent and existing 
conditions, SPEAK-UP NOW!!! Enclose your cOI.ents with your ballot, 

COM RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION 
# 179, P, 0, Box 1500 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA 92625 

r'lr. RQbet~t Wyn:l 
1617 Port Abbey Place 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

BLlJ( RATE 
U.s. POSTAGE 

PAID 
eo....doI_.CA 

~quITNO.304 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS ELECTION BALLOT ENCLOSED 
MAIL BEFORE APRIL 21st, WITH DUES IF DUE AND SAP COMMENTS , 



• THE NEWPORT ENSIGN - May 26, 1989 

Senior plan ok'd 
despite protests 
BY GLEN JUSTICE ambiance of a village lifestyle. I 

. Despite protests from Corona del "It is completely incompatible with I 
Mar residents, the Newport Beach City the immediate area," Sansone said, 
Council approved construction of a whose district includes Old Corona del I 
controversial 85-unit senior care facility Mar. "Residents from Marguerite' 
on Pacific Coast Highway_ Street, east are almost 100 percent 

Voting 4-2, with Phil Sansone and opposed to the development." .. 
Jean Watt dissenting and Mayor Scheduled to be built on Pacific 
Donald Strauss abstaining, the project Coast Highway at Hazel Avenue. the 
received the council's final nod Monday elderly care facility will have the 
night almost a year after it was orig- capacity to house 100 residents in 85 
inally proposed. rooms. Patient fees are expected to be 

Newl?0rt Beach-based Emerald Vil- as much as $3,000 per month... .. . 
.. Iage Assooiates resu~mjit~d.tbeir pl'm Referring to .Counl'ilmember ;.Clar- ... 
.. Monday 'night. with. an .. added vie,\,.. ence'Bus' ~urner'ss~ppoit ohhe planA I' 
·co,r!id",(aclerwithdi~wingthe' p·roject Sansone sald,.~It's .. ru~that:,ll!eco.",p.-', 

,~for.revlSlons 3O-days.,ago. _ .• " ....... - - '" cilman from Central Newport supports: 
QPporients, who wore red "JiistSay . ·it and thatpeopleirtHarborView Hills, 

,No", stickers; claimed thebuilding·support if; but·peoplein,OldCorona I 

would further congest traffic on Pacific del Mar do not support this..·, i 
Coast Highway, violate the privacy of· "All we're doing here is providing a • 
surrounding homes and did not fit the . COIIiIIaId ....... 2 

Senior.· .. 
Continued Irom page 1 
prison for older people," San
sone said to a che.ering crowd. 

Turner, however. made it 
c1earthat Emerald Village Asso

I ciate. had complied with every 
requirement set down in the 
city's General Plan, revised less 
than one year ago. 

"In discussing the use of the 
property, we developed a set of 
criterion and this applicant has 

complied with. all oflhese," 
Turner said.· . 
. Len Seltzer, chairman of 

Neighbors to Preserve Corona 
del Mar, agreed' with SaflSone 
and said he was very unhappy 
with the council's decision, but 
added that he is unsure what the 
group's next move will be .. 

Emerald Village Associates 
Vice President John Christensen 
was pleased with the outcome. 
"This project is going to be 
absolutely gorgeous. It will be 
the prettiest thing in town." 
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THE ORANGE COUNTY REGISTER - 5/23/89 

',NEWPORT BEACH 
", Care facility OKd: A care facility 

for the elderly proposed in Corona del 
: Mar got a narrow green light from the 
'City .CoUncil on MQnday despite a rash of 

citizen complaints that the project was 
still too large for the area. 

,< By a 4-2 vote, council members ap
proved the latest Emerald Village design, 
which now has SO,500 square feet and 85 

cunit.in two buildings instead of one. 
,Mayor Don Strauss abstained. Couricil-
, members Phil Sansone and Jean Watt 
cast dissenting votes. 

The new plan, slated for East Coast 
"iIi.ghwaynext to Five Crowns restaurant, 
/increasei1the number of underground 
',parkirig sPaces from 44 to 47. A dozen 
r;,more,slots could be paved in over a gar
<den area if necessary, developer Jon 
" Christeson said. ' 

The third time was a charm for Chris
teson, who has faced angry residents at 
City Hall before. 

Mter the first round, Christeson re
duced his original plan by 2S percent and 
chopped the ,building height from 37 to 29 
feet. But area residents did not like the 
way the s,tructure looked and worried 

, .,.bout increased traffic, 
Emerald Village iShotellike housing for I 

the elderly, A $3,000 monthly tab pays1i?r 
.. "studio ap8rttnent, meals, social events' , 

and ,some transportation. 

- --------, 



NB senior h04sing finally wins approval 
By IRIS YOKOI 
or th~ DaIy'Pllot Staff 

A persistent local developer who 
wants to build a senior citizens home 
in Corona del Mar finally won the 
Newport Beach City Council's ap
proval Monday after submitting a 
second revision of plans. 

Newport Beach-based Emerald 
Village Associates submitted a rc-

vamped design for its proposed 
50,500-square-foot, 85-room as
sisted-care facility that affords 
passers-by a view of the ocean at the 
East Coast Highway and Hazel Drive 
site. 

The council approved the plan on 
4-2-1 vote, Councilmembers 
Clarence Turner, Evelyn Hart, 
Ruthelyn Plummer and John Cox 
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voted approval; Councilmembers 
Jean Watt and Phil Sansone voted 
against it; and Mayor Don Strauss 
abstained. 

Councilmembers who supported 
the plan commended Emerald Vil

·Iage for trying to address the neigh
borhood's concerns and modifying 
the project. 

Evelyn Hart, who had been among 

those concerned about the size ofthe 
complex, said the redesign provided a 
public benefit because of the view 
corridor. 

"You're actually looking at the 
water from Coast Highway, whether 
you're sitting in your car or walking," 
she said. "I think it's really a nice 
project. .. 

But opponents continued to argue, 

the project was too large for the site. 
"This particular project is the 

wrong use and the wrong place. This 
thing has a serious impact on the 
surrounding community," said 
Sansone, who represents Corona del 
Mar. 

Emerald Village Vice-president 
John Christenson said he believed the 
council was concerned about the 

needs of senior citizens and that 
influenced its decision. 

"!t'sgorgeous for one thing, and the 
need is incredible," he said. 

This newest plan splits the facility 
into two separate buildings SO the 
scenic view is provided between -the 
structures. To create the view cor
ridor, several units were moved to an 
area originally planned for a gaTden 
on Hazel Drive. 

The underground parking spaces 
-also were increased from 44 to 47. If 
necessary, 12 more parking slots 
could be created by paving over the 
remaining garden area, the developer 
said. 

In revamping the plans, Emerald 
Village attempted to address con
cerns about the project's size and 
limited parking. 

In July, Emerald Village withdrew 
its original plan for a 120-n;)pm, 
54,OOO-square-foot facility after resi_ 
dents expressed anger at the large size 
of the building. Earlier this year, the 
developer submitted a project re
duced in size by 25 percent. 

But when a strong faction of nearby 
residents-and some council members, 

. continued to express opposition t() 
the project at an April council 
meetmg, Emerald Village requested 
additional time to make further 

. revisions. The council agreed. 
Emerald Village is part ofa trend in 

pricey, hotel-like housing for the 
elderly. A $3,000 monthly bill in
cludes- room, meals, transportation 
and social events. 

• 



• 

• 
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Council consicjersnewversionof Emerald Village 
By R. I.ANCe IGNON 
or the Dally Pilot Slatt' 

Haling to placate angry residents, 
a loca developer is expected to return 
to the Newport Beach City Council 
on Monday night with yet another 
version of a senior citizens home he 
wants to build in Corona del Mar. , 

A faction of residents who live near 
the site on East Coast Highway have 
complained since the project was 
introduced more than a year ago tha'! 
it will look too huge next to' the 
surrounding houses. They also worry Artls,t, ren'derlng shows latest version ,Emerald Village, which features two buildings. 
about increased traffic; 

Although the latest design for units were moved to an ,area 'orig- ihought the original plan was just 
Emerald Village remains at 50,500 inally planned for a garden on Hazel fine. But the City Council rejected it 
square feet and retains 85 units, like Drive, which separates the site from, last July when a throng of angry 
the last blueprint, the plan now caUs Five Crowns Restaurant. , residents showed up at city hall. 
for two separate buildtogs. This will The new pl~n. also ,upped the" So developer Jon Chnsteson re-
provide an ocean view through a number of underground parking' ,duced the project by 25 percent, 
space between the structures, said spaces' from 44 to 47. If "',cessary, chopping the height from 37 tq 29 
Terri Mehrguth of Paine and As- Mehrguth said 12 more parktog slots feet. 
sodates, a public relations firm \·'r~C?,:,lcl be paved in oyer the remaining ..o~ce again the .Planning Com~ 
representing the develop,,,, .. ,; gardenarea.." ,. ' , ... , ,\mlSston;ga;.:e. its s~a'1'p, ~f app~oval. 

To create the separattOn, several The CllY s F:lanOlng COmmISS!On'" And once aglhh;thlS ttme to April, the 
. . '. • "j' 

council chambers were filled with 
residents, about half of whom still 
opposed the new design. The council 
postponed its decision to allow 
Christeson another shot at redesign-
ing it. ' , 

Emerald Village is part ofa trend in 
pricey, I hotel-like housing for the 
elderly. A $3,OOO-monthly bill in
cludes room, meals, transportation 
'and social eventS. .., . I .• .! 
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Senior plan 
delayed 
until May 
BY MELINDA KELLER 

A controversial senior care facility hit 
another snag Monday night when the 
developer asked for more time to review 
the plan in an effort to assuage some 
local residents' fears. 

Emerald Village Associates Vice 
President Jon Christeson took a few 
verbal shots at the City Council and 
the standing-room-only audience then 
apologized saying he was frustrated 
with the opposition the project has 
drawn. 

Some Corona del Mar residents have 
complained that the project, even after 
several revisions. would impact traffic 

Continued on page 2 

Council ... 
COntlnued from page 1 
and the serenity of their homes. 

Proposed to be built on 
Pacific Coast Highway at Hazel 
Avenue, the elderly care facility 
will have the capacity to house 
100 residents in 85 rooms. 

Nearby resident Jim Crane, 
who has lived in the city his 
entire 66 years, said he was 
concerned with the viability of 
the project. 

"My family has been involved 

with these types of facilities and 
I know what they're up against. 
What's going to· happen when 
this project is built and the 
business fails? I would prefer 
housing on the site, n Crane said. 

Corona del Mar resident Lav
ena Hay ten disagreed with 
Crane and said the project would 
be viable. 

"It's time this site is used for 
the good of the area. Nine 
restaurants have failed here 
because it was too far removed. 
Pioneers who built Corona del 
Mar now have to leave the area 
when they get old because there's 
no place for them to go. 

"As far as single family homes 
on this site, well, I don't think 
we need anymore status-seeking 
monuments. We have a flying 
fortress, a Westminster Abbey 
and even a few missions. The· 
only people who will benefit 
from houses are a few wealthy 
people," Hay ten said. 

Emerald Village Associates 
recently downscaled the project 
25 percent, by eliminating 
approximately 10,000 square 
feet from the plan. 

City councilmembers voted to 
continue their decision on the 
matter and the public hearing 
until May 22. 



Decision 
• on'senlor 

facility 
delayed 
By IRIS YOKOI 
0' 1"" 0,,11), PUOI s,.tt 

• 

Tl)'ing to salvage his embattled 
plans for an elderly care facility in 
Corona del Mar, the developer asked 
the Newport Beach City Council on 
Monday to postpone a decision while 
he reviewed the project and possibly 
scaled it down a second time. 

Aller three hours of testimony, the 
council agreed to continue the public 
hearing until May 22. 

Developer Jon Christeson, vice 
president of Newport Beach-based 
Emerald Village Associates, said he 
was frustrated over the continued 
opposition from residents, but said he 
believed strongly in the project and 
did not want to give it up. 

"I've got to tl)' something, but I 
don't know what I'm going to do," he 
said. . 

Christeson asked for the continu
ance after several council members 
indicated their opposition. 

uThere's been an intensification of 
land-use through the commercial 
district ." that is practically de
stroying what some people call a 
lovely community," said Coun
cilman Phil Sansone, who represents 
the Corona del Mar area and was the 
most critical of the project. 

He said the pro!ect was too bulky 
and massive, despite its having been 
scaled down from an earlier plan. 

Councilwoman Jean Watt said it 
was the wrong use for the site and 
would generate too much traffic. She 
said she preferred a residential de
velopment, echoing the position of 
many of project's opponents. 

The council chambers were filled 
with residents who were divided on 
the issue. 

SUPI?0rters said it was the most 
attrachve of the alternatives for the 
site at East Coast Highway and Hazel 
Drive which has been the location of 
several failed restaurants. 

Other supporters said the city 
needed more senior housing so that 
lifelong residents could continue to 
live out their old age in the city. 

Emerald Village wanted to build a 
SO,500-square-foot facility where frail 
but healthy seniors could live with 
stafT assistance. The facility would 
not be a nursing home since no 
medical or nursing care would be 
provided. . 

The plan represented a 2S-percent 
reduction from the original proposal, 
which was approved by the Planning 
Commission last year but withdrawn 
prior to a City Council hearing in July 
In the face of s~rong opposition from 
residents. 

The scaled down plan eliminated a 
wing along Hazel and reduced the 
building's height from 37 feet to 29 
feet, with some elements still exceed
in~ a 32-foot limit. 

The plan called for one 2'h-stol)' 
wing and another 31/,-story wing, but 
the basement of the higher wing and 
all parking areas would have been 
built underground. 

The Planning Commission last 
month unanimously lecommended 
council approval of the new project, 
addin~ conditions that would bind 
the site's use to a personal-care 
facility, increase parking spaces in the 
future ifneeded, limit tree heights and 
require a late-night van service for 
.molovees. . 

• 
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Decision on senior housing project delay~.·_ . 
,," .' .'. . " 

By Donna Davis 
The Register 

NEWPORT BEACH - For the 
second time in 18 months, the de
veloper' of an elderly-care project 
asked the CityCounci! to postpone 
linti! May 22 its decision on the $14 
million facility. 

After three hours of testimony at 
Monday's public hearing, the coun
cil voted 6-1 to delay its consider
ation of Emerald Village and told 
developer Jon Christeson to again 
scale back his 8S-unit :project.-
• "I'm frustrated. Disappointed. 

But I'm not giving up hope that we 
can come up with a plan that will 
make everybody happy,... said 
Christeson after the meeting .. 
Christeson said another type of 
commercial development would be 
far more profitable but that he' 
strongly l)elieved in the area's 
need for elderly care. 

Councilman Phil Sansone, in 
casting the dissenting vote, said 
such a project is ill-suited for the 
area because of lack of parking 
and comrilUnity opposition. San" 
sone, whose district includes Coro
na del Mar, said he favored a 

smaller version that would not de
stroy- the area's village identity. 

Rooms in the proposed upscale 
project would rent for about $3,000 
monthly and include meals, per
sonal assistance and transporta
tion but not medical care, Emerald 
Village officials said. 

COullcilwomim Jean Watt said 
she would prefer that the East 
Coast Highway and Hazel Street 
area just east of Five Crowns res
taurant be left as open space. . 

The issue attracted an overflow 
crowd at City Hall. . 

Supporters said the city needs 
more senior housing so that elderly 
but healthy citizens can remain 
close to their families and friends. 

Opponents, however, say the 
project would bring in more ears 
and delivery trucks and threatens -
to block their views to the ocean. 

For Christeson, it was the second' 
round. His original 12O-rooni, 
S4,OOO-square-foot facility was ap
proved by the Planning Commis, 
sian last year. Thatplan,however, ! 
was withdrawn before a City CoUn
cil hearing because of mounting 
public opposition. ,. 
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EDITORIAL 

Senior facility in 
Corona del Mar 
merits approval 

The Newport Beach City Council should approve a 
proposal to construct an 85-room facility for senior citizens 
on East Coast Highway and Corona del Mar should warmly 
welcome its new neighbor. . 

Emerald Village Associates Inc. of Newport Beach 
responded to community concerns by reducing the size of the 

. project and redesigning it. . . 
Instead of 120 rooms, the facility will have 85. 
Insteadofa 54,000-square-footbuilding, it will be 50,500 

square feet. . . 
Instead of a wing on Hazel Drive, there. will be none. 
Instead ofa 37-foot-tall building, it will be 29 feet. 
And most importantly, instead.of one failed restaurant 

after .another on the site, Corona d,eI Mar will offer elderly· 
citizens a high quality place to live. ", .. ... '.'; .. 'c· .... 

. . The project is not a nursing home.' It is notdesi@ed to . 
provide medical care. It is not a place to warehouse the mfirm. 

The facility's staffwill assist its occupants with the chores 
of everyday living, which can growffiore difficn1t with the 
passing of years. l"or$3,000 per month; elderly residents will 
live in hotel-like suites and have their meals and utilities paid 
for along with having their social and transportation needs 

I handled. .. . ... 
It is ~ type o( a project that. will only increase in dema,nd 

as the demographIcs of the natton change. We aregrowmg 
older.as a society and we need to accornmndate the.needs of 
our expanding population of senior citizens. .. .' .. 

This project strikes the middle ground between a single
family home and nursing homes. It is also 8eompromise 
between profitability and the need to satisfy a community's 
concerns. 

'. It is a project that merits approval. 

Opinions expressed In this space are those of the Dally Pilot. Other 
views expressed on this page are those of their authors and artists. Readers' 
comments are Invited and may be sent to The Dally PUot. P.O. Box 1560, 
Costa Mesa 92626. 



A2 Orange Coast DAllY PllOT/ Sunday, April 23, 1989 

• i Newport Councilto s~~tle Emerald Village dispute· 
I By IRIS YOKOI'" ..:- . 'WhO were ~pposed to the original fuerald Village ~~~s ~d they ning staff. ~plain'" the project in detail to o.;er becau~ of a slkk. puhli<' rela- '. 

Of_ o.!Iyl'lloCStan. proposal for a 120-room, 54,000- withdrew the.plan to a:wair'the city's The Planning Commission last residents. Uons campaign. 
Opposing sides of !l yontroy~rsi:u :. ~uare-foot facility. . .' revision <?fJtS'oenerarpl~~::,;"~' 'f.~ 'm.onth un~mously recommended ~meral? Village spokesman David ,"They had 'a ,rulltime. pu.?lic n;la-

proposal for an elderly care facility m -;' c:: But a group of residents remams: ',In addlti6ri~to a reduction in ·the City Council approval of the new Paine saId he beheves the recent uons cof!lpany, he saId. They ve 
Corona del Mar each predicts it will staunchly 'opposed to the senior ... number oCfooms, the revised plan project, adding conditions that bind community infonnation sessions had meetmgs all over and talked to all 
be the victor when .the Ne'!VPOrt residence and say their sentiments are e1imiriates-·/a'win,,·,alon~ Razel and the site's use to a personal-care have even been responsible for a kinds of people and gotten some-' 
B:each Qty Council deci~s Monday stronger than .ever. . l1XlucCs ilic'1SUild4lg' heigh~ from:31' facility" call for, increased par!dI1;g strong swing toward the project in the supp?rt. But that's o~ly .. a small 
niPl. {)~:whether the,proJect should Emerald Village W8:I1;ts to budd!,. feet t<:,2.9 feet,'!::;', '~., '{'::'" '~' .' spaces If needed In the future, limit. last few days, fraCtlon of the commumty. 
be bl!!1f--. ,,', "'" 5O,SOO-square-footfacili~ywh~refrajl '. T1i" iicmt 'T\\ill h' " ',:. 1i/i t& <, tree hei&;hts and require a late-night Residents haven't been fully in ~Itzer headed the opponent group 
·:N~rt" Beach-based Emerald but healtny senIOrs can hve Wlth.Staff:· ., e,., y. ave,o,n~ .. -~ ty.: van servtce for employees. . fth.. Neighbors to Preserve Corona del 
ViIWi~·.-AS"~t~ In~·has collect~ assistan?;=-in personal care activities. :' Wlnt.:d. another 3Ih·~tory ~ng. ~ut ...;,~,,~;rhe Planl).ing Co~missioJh. which, ~~~r.?r ,e Pn;>Ject until last week, Mar ,last, ye,at ~nd, he said. ~t 
abo,ut:JOQ leJters In.support of~e ItS The faqIity would n?t be a nurs!ng' ~e kiJ?ent of~ ~f rng r~ . approved the original larger project,' side" think time gets to be on our organtzation IS still'altvC"lUld kicking 
pro~@. .r~(, an 8.S-room, a~slsted- home $lOce no m~cal or nursmg a. par ng areas. , ,Ul t u~ er-, was an easy hurdle. The City Council . t~y. , . 
care-ra~ty, ~n ~!,Coast Highway care would be prOVIded. ground ~ the facih~ wiIU90k)ike a, may be a tougher nut to' crack. However, a large number of resi- Th~fC= s ~n no sla~em~g of the 
and-HazeIPrive. ".,_' . The plan represents a 25-percent two-st<?lY. structure oIl} s~~.~e!.el, _. Emerald Village representatives dents still feel the project is too big for OpposIUon, Seltzer sald. On the 

'IAe, .~~e ; number. ,of letters in reduction in. sIZe from the originaL acco_~I~~'~O Emerald Villa.ge:,.:.~:~,:" . were':. CQnfident, however,.' saying the, site and would rather have single contrary, there are hundreds and 
OPP,9~I~~n..:to, t,he pf.OJect have been :p~~ which ~ approved by the: ",,~ Tbe.proJect would be well se.t b;ack , they've won ·m~y' res~dents! ap": . family homes there or, better yet, a hundreds <?f people, who have. 
subnntted to Oity Hall.; . ,"0. PJ.annibt CommlSS1on last year .bUlo"" fro~ ·:the nearby Buck. G,ully:'open " proval by addreSSIng theIr concerns .. park,. Hazel Drive resident Len pressedfeeitngson thlsforayearn 

lfW.~d'~VJllag~ :sayS that a modi-' . withdrawn: prior to a hearing, before ; ~pa<Xl: .;trea. Setbacks bav~;"~.·~n., about:Vicwblockage and accessin the' $dtzer said "~e project is the wron.& thin~ 
fie:a~~i1': &"f.}ts orlJl!lal ~ropo~ has _ .. 'thc::City Counci1la~ !uly in,face,of iDcreased to allow ~deq'!8~ ,~~-';- rev,ised pIiuls. ADd the. developer has Seltzer said Emerald Associates that site. It s sc&ed down Just a httle 
w0't~~·~~c~y nel~bonngresl~~n~.~:. ,.,~.~~r~ood oPpoSlt1on, .., _' fD:f!Y, ao::ess. accordin:g to Cl1Y.;P~-' held several commuOlty meetings to have been able to win some residents' - not enough . 

. .... , .. - -' 



• 
Seniors 
project 
;inCdM 
wins OK 
By IRIS YOKOI 
Of the OilNy' Pilat Staff 

A renewed proposal to construct an 
85-room senior residence in Corona 
del Mar received its first nod Thurs
day night by the Newport Beach 
Planning Commission. 

The commission voted unani
mously to recommend City Council 
approval of the Emerald Village 
Associates Inc.l'roposal for a 50,500-
square-foot aSSISted-care facility on 
East Coast Highway at Hazel Drive. 
Both commission and council ap
proval are needed because the project 
IS a planned community develop
ment. 

The facility is not a nursing home 
since no medical or nursing care will 
be provided, according to the officials 
of Newport Beach-based Emerald 
Village. A staff of aides will assist frail 
but healthy seniors with personal care 
activities such as dressing and taking 
medication. 

Residents will pay $3,000 a month, 
which covers everything from food 
and utilities to social events and 
transportation. 

The plans represent a 25~ercent 
reduction in size from Emerald 
Village's original proposal for a 120-
unit, '54,OOO-square-foot facility, 
which was approved by the Planning 
Commission last year but met with 
bitter opposition from nearby resi
dents. 

Emerald Village officials withdrew 
that proposal in July prior to a City 
Council hearing, saying they would 
wait until the city revised its General 
Plan. 

In addition to a reduction in the 
number of rooms, the plan eliminates 
a win& along Hazel Dnve and reduces 
the heIght ofthe building from 37 feet 
to 29 feet. 

The facility will have one 2'h-story 
wing and another 3'h-story wing, but 
'the basement of the higher wing and 
all parking areas will be built under
ground so the facility will look like a 
two-story structure from street level, 
according to Emerald Village. 

The individual rooms will be 
"hotel-style suites" and the facility 
will also bave a common dining area, 
beauty and barber shop and laundry 
,services. The architecture will be 
similar to the Ritz Carlton Hotel, 
according to Emerald Village. 

The plan provides for 44 parking 
spaces, while the city requirement -is 
between 17 and 26 spaces. With a 
maximum of 23 employees during 
peak daytime periods, there will be 24 
parking spaces available for guests. 
Residents will not be permitted to 
have vehicles parked on-site. 

The parking will be in a tandem 
configuration, with a full-time valet 

(Please see SENIORS I AZI 

THE ORANGE COAST DAILY PILOT - March 10, 

1989 
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By Kareli LAvlola 
the Register ' ,,} , . - " -

l- ,), , ; 
i N~,vypO~T 'BEACH ,_ 'Last 
week;, .. the. Planning, Commission' 
once', agalri :iInanimously endorsed' 
~ proposed'senior citizen assisted· 
care residentiaJ.facility in Corona 
qel Mar. _The plan could go to the 
Newport Beach' City CoWlcil for 
approval at' its next meeting, 
March 'D.' " , 
~. An expected clash over the 85-' 
unit personal-care facility at Coast 
Highway and Hazel Drive fizzled to a protest from several residents af
,ter a University of Southern Cali-
10rnia gerontology professor testi
~i~d ~t the city needs the facility., 
4st,~3'une,;the Planning Commis-,: 
:~~apP1'Qved a 10S-,unit building, 
~~'doWn fiQm;-.a proposed 120 
uni~Sj~_:. .;,;J;,: .j:: iI't,::::l ,~;,<. 
'~wever; before the qty Council 

heard the proposal. Emerald Vil
,1~e Associates wi~h.dfew its plan 
·because of strong community op
~sition. Since February, the New
;poft Beach firm specialil.ing in se
ldON:itizen residences ha's plied 
the residents with information on 
4.t8 new, smaller project through 
~ers andfo,FOmmunity meetings. 
~'- Victor Regnier,-a USC professor 
pf gerontology and architecture, 
j"?ld the commission he considers 
~self an expert in senior-c~tizen 
.J;esidential facilities. 
~ With 10,000 senior citizens in the 
~ity -4,500 of them over the age of 
:'5 - and a scarcity of adequate 
:~nior-care facilities in Newport 
;J3each;' the· ,assisted-care resi
'.a.enceswill be in overwhelming de
~d in the future, Regnier said. 
);':OPPosition from those who think 
:+!te' project. will have an adverse 
:je.tpact- . on' the neighbo~hood. is 
'.W1thout substance, Regruer_, said. 
~~eople opP9~, the project be'cause 
:iP-~y are ignorant of' the kind of 
;.~rvice. to -be provided and fear 
.Ithat something is ,wrong with se
:~ior-care JCicUities" Regnier said. 
~ .:.Pick.~'Nichols, representing ,the 
.:corona del Mar Community. AsS(}-;" 

~
"ciatio:n;~,t<ild' the' eommissi(}J}:"-biS'" 
group is sglidlY,agairist the project.' , 

e "block-long imposing- ,bUild':;\: 
mg" is a cqmmercial development' 
in a residential neighborhood- and
~would be'the only building in C01'O-' ' 
~na del Mar of: that size,-he said. 
~ Other residents opposed the fa-" 
Ecility because'of inadequate park
... ing and fear that elderly residents 
~would wander;onto Coast· Highway 
~or be trapped,in a fire. : 

~
" But, Corona; del Mar',resident 
. o~:l9llefer)s!lpported the plan 
)0, use, there is "a terrible need 
~!or something.it~t Qn that piece 
::qf groimd.'.' he said/;,<.", ~ 
.::.' Jon 'Christesori,' Newpprt Belich 
~residenfimd ~,president of Em
-:erald Assodate:s.'<assul'ed the' c.o~ 
~mission that fire-department.:ap-' 
.' proval is required for aU st8geJ of r. . ~ 

• 

development. The grounds will be ' 
fenced and the front entrance will 
be monitored 24, hours a day. he 
said., ' ,,_' , . _. , 

,Christeson agreed to the follow
ing additional conditions imPosed 
by- the commission: ' 

• A landscaped garden in the'_ 
underground parking structure' 
will be made into additional park
ing if studies during the first year 
show more parking is needed. 

• Trees will will not be al
low~ to grow taller than the build-ing. . .... 

• Van service to the Orange 

Counw Tra-nsit District station will 
be provided for senior-care-facility 
employees during hours that buses 
do not run-past the facility. 

"This is an outstanding project," 
Commissioner GarY OJ Sano said. i 
"The, developer has- been excep- ! 
tionally responsiv~ to those who ' 
are receptive to the project and 
those,who are not;" 

'Di Sano called the project a mat
ter of social conscience, saying 
that people have a responsibility in 
a city to care for people from the 
time they are infants to when they 
grow old. 

• 
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Planners 
to review 
CdM plan 
BY MELINDA KELLER 

A controversial Corona del Mar 
senior housing project that faces strong 
community opposition is scheduled to 
be reviewed by Newport Beach Plan
ning Commissioners tonight. 

Emerald Associates of Newport 
Beach are asking approval for an 85-
unit elderly personal care facility at 
3901 East Coast Highway, on the 
southeasterly corner at Hazel Drive. 

The plan also calls for a zone change 
to allow the use of tandem parking 
along with a valet service and a request 
to establish off-street parking. 

Columbus Circle residents Ronald 
and Shirley Centra are just two 
residents who are opposed to the project 
and have written a letter to the com
mission. 

~ As a resident of Corona del Mar 
for 13 years, I would like to go on the 
record against this project. This type 
and size project does not belong on that 
location. We have enough traffic and 
large projects going up all around us,'" 

-Centra wrote. 
Originally proposed in 1985, the 

senior housing facility has had several 
setbacks, including a denial four years 
ago due to the size and bulk of the 
building. 

Developers were also sent back to the 
drawing board last June, when the 
Planning Commission expressed con
cerns over the then l20-unit project. 

The current plan will spread the 
50,060 square foot project over four 
wings, 85-units and will include a tower. 

The Planning Commission will meet 
tonight at City HalL The meeting is 
scheduled to begin at 7:30 p.m. 

i' 
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By KaJen laviola .i· '."." 
The RegiSter ;(,J .,,;:,",(: t~ ':; !'-: '"" 

. -' .:' .',.';,-,,;-; ,f..'~ ~ ",_ .1r,:-

'NEWPORT. BEACH'!"":"'IA,'; ear' 
- ." - - - ',<, ,Y 

has- passed;" Plans' are-'cUt-back:' 

But oppoSition 'from',iCOrona.;-:d.el' 11~'~~t~'1~~~~~~li!! Marresidents-stillrages againSt a:~'" r 
pt'Opcj$ed ''Sci1ior-:CitizCnS'' _hOusing. 
facility. j.n"theiT -,village. ,.:' ",' :', :';_:l ;'--~ 
. Emerald Village' ;Associates, -'j{' . 

NewpOrt' 'Beach -"SemoKitizens: 
housing deye1oper, 'is'proposin~( a:~ 
senior" residential-care facility! 

sma1J,er):hap the! ODe: COrona -del '0. E~~i];~~:~:::;j Mar"resideilts' 'fought'-'last year;' 
The developer-will-go -to the Plan-
ning Co:mmission next week seek- -"':-r" • 
ing approVal. ~'.'/>;:~~~:::('~ __ ;FEJ"~/{i-~~:<LC?~~.'~ rie\!s,,-:;',-:;.:6_::-;-: ',_ ,'".," ", 

'The company'-"alsd 'is ·trying''to'·'''''~OPPOSltion· -continues..-,,,aeSpite-~' 
generate commwrity support for" meetings with community groups 
t:he proposed 8S:-,nnit\~sidence at-.,an4,1Il0re."than, 4Q.O let,t~rs to resi~, 
East Coast HighWay~ and Hazel, den~ fromJhe company, out1ining-~>. 
Drive. Despite ieduCing -·,the pro'-~i\ tJ:(e rii:)'¥.:. proj~:'°Fred"~dresen, ~ 1, 
Ject 25 percent, the develoPer's ef.'b -ruso.' a ·member "ohhe bOard,' Said t<
forts to rally endorsement for the that his,.objections,to.the proposal 
project appear ~. _ be ~.,be- ~ incl~e \~,* yf P&:k;ing, ~ in-, 
~se residents 'W9uld:'~ 'the".r~,ilwi:lber,of~eliverytrtIqs 
property to be zoned reSidentialmJll, diivmg $'oogh',Jlre neighborhood- , 
ste8.d of commercw, ~'sW.d~Di'ck" aiJd the poSsibility that ambulanCe 
Nichols, a member of the board of . sirens would scream through the 
Neighbors to Preserve Corona del neighborhood if patients got sick. ~ 
Mar.' ·'-;:"l~"<:,'_.i._, ::Y:r"Andre~'Said hislniain fears,: 
, The approximately lOO-member:' .. -'}lK>~,,:v~, ~,$at ,~or-citizens: 
committee was formed a year ago . houSIng facilities ~ not regulated 
to Protest the initial proposal for a;:' and are not financially successful. 
12O-turlt complex that exceeded the ':, H, the business fails,l-the building. 
city's parking requirements and .. would not b€! suitab,le for other, 
height restrictions. . .'; .. ..'., "- uses. The developer will "bUild it -: ., ,,' 

The Planning Commission' ap-': -borrowr ·against.it and bail:out,"r i 
proved a sca1ed-down log..turlt fa· Andresen said. .'~'i 

- cility in "June .. In July,,_the ,qty.'" ,.<:;Ommunity meetings are de-·, 'I 
Council was sCheduled to ,review"" signed.to alleviate confusion over, 
the $10 million project, but Emer- whowillliveintheresidential-care 
aId Village 'Associates wi.thdrew facility,. said Terri 'Mehrguth, 
the proposal because of thre8.tened spokeswoman for Emerald Village 
lawsuits from the commwlity, Vice Associates. An assisted-care facili· 
President Jon Christesen said at ty serves senior citizens who need 
the time. assistance with dressing, bathing 

Neighbors to Preserve Corona 
del Mar and Stop Polluting Our 
Newport, an area environmental 
group, had objected to the home for 
frail and elderly residents because 
of its size and out of fear that the 
home would increase traffic and 

and taking medication, but do not 
require nursing or medical care. 
The average age of residents is 82, 
Mehrguth said. 

Company officials insist resi
dents would not drive, so they say 
the facility will generate less traf-
fic. . . 

• 
, 
i· 
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THE ORANGE COAST DAILY PILOT - February 20, 1989 

Reduced senior housing,plan offered 
. ) . ' .", '.' '. (t.,"w-"~"" ",.,,'{~ ... '_i,.~, ... ~~ . "" .'. >.""',::!,-.'.:,,":." ;'.:·;".".'.' . .'.I~.'~~.·._,.:.I:.>,""'· :,' ,,;,:!"~"i -.,it ",\>,~',,~>:,.,/~;).,-.>. ," ;>:,.·1" ;:".:: . ~ , .. ~.. " vv., ... l 

.By IRIS YOKOI ' .' . .' Emerald Village Associat~s Inc. 'of 'revie' on March·9.. . '.'" "'. 
.; 1 "':'~''::':\'''\ \.;~,' 

rieighboring residents have already 
begun to flow in. according to Terri 
Mehrguth; spokeswoman for the 
company. "People have expressed 
they want to meet." Mehrguth said. 

Oflh.D.,"'.IIo..... Newport Beach has submitted a In the meantime."Jon Christeson. 
. A developer whose proposal for an proposal for an 85-unit.50.000- vice president ofthe¢ompany. will be 
assisted-care residence for senior square-foot "luxury assisted care setting up meetings with community 
citizens met with bitter opposition facility" on East Coast Highway at members to discuss and explain his 
from Corona del Mar residents last Hazel Drive. the site of several failed revamped plans. 
~earhassubmitted tothecitrrevised. restaurants. The project has been Responses to. an informational 
'substantially scaled-down' plans. scheduled for Planning Commission letter Christeson sent to some 400 

\~e new plans. for the assisted-care 
faCIlity; which will not prOVide. nurs

. (P!ease see SENIORSI A21 

SENIORS 
FromAl 
ing or medical care. represent a 25-
percent reduction in size from the 
original proposal. including elimina
tion of an entire wing along Hazel 
Drive, according to Emerald Village 
ASSOCiates . 

". The number of units has been 
reduced to 85 from the original 

: March proposal of 120. and parking 
·has been increased to tWice the 
amount required. according to a city 
traffic study. 

The height of the building also has 
been reduced from 37 feet at its 
highest point to 29 feet. in response to 
community concerns about view 

obstructions. according to the com-,'individuals wh~~ia¥ed' assistance' in the Pla~ningCommission. in approv
. pany. . . '11 dressing. taking medication and other in~ the project. 10Pp,ed otT an ad-

The faCility WI have one 2Vl-stOry physical tasks, that have become dillonal 3.300 square ,eet. 
. wing and another 3'/l-story wing, but dimcult because .of age or disability. The residents further ar~ued that 
will be built to look like a two-story· The facility will .. be managed by the project violated the city s general 
structure from street level. with an Transamerica Senior Management. a plan because the plan lacked specific 
actual height that is lower than the San Francisco-based firm. Mehrguth building intensity standards for the 
Five' Crowns restaurant across the said.' site. The citizens group. Neighbors to 
highway. Fearing tramc and safety problems Preserve Corona del Mar, threatened 

To achieve ihis. the first-floor from the elderly care home. neigh- to sue if the City Council approved 
b f h 3'/ . d boring residents protested Emerald, \heproject. '.' ",. ,.' . -. 
asement 0 t e ,-story wtogan all· . Villa~e's orig' inal . proposal .for.a '. ""'" Ho. Wtv ... er.· •. a half hour before the parking areas will be built below 

street level. capitalizing on the si.te· ~s 54.9 O-squa,c,fQo( facility' las!, ,CQun~il was set to.discuss the issue.in 
spnn~.:· , '. .' .J,. •• ',' 'July'!:Em~r!l!d Village. w1lhdr~w 1IS 

gradual downward slope. ACIllzensgroupformed tQ fight the .. ·. proJec. t;'Clli. ng .. the' city. revlslo. n' of 
The architecture of the facility will project was not'·ap.PCilsed by the: qhe'gene1'l!I'pla~ as its r~aso~.Com

be "similar to the Ritz Carlton company's offer to. elimlOate a fourth ·",.,pany .. 0fficlals.saldaUhe lime It WQuid 
Hotel." a project summary stated. floor and reduce the building's over- . keep the project in limbo until the city 
The residents. of the,8S':,"hQtel-·. all area by 9.500·.sQuare feet. The.' ,'.finalized its plans for the site in the 

'stylesuites" will be75- to 8S'~~ar-old. ,resid~nts remained. uriconsolcd when' 'general p!an., .' 
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CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
PLAN REVIEW REQUEST 

• 
Date May 9. 1989 

__ ADVANCE PLANNING DIVISION 
~PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
~TRAFFIC ENGINEER 

~PLANS ATTACHED (PLEASE RETURN) 

~FIRE DEPARTMENT ___ PLANS ON FILE IN PLANNING DEPT. 
~PLAN REVIEW DIVISION 
__ PARKS & RECREATION 
__ POLICE DEPARTMENT 
__ MARINE SAFETY 
__ GRADING 

APPLICATION OF: Emerald Associates 

FOR: Use Permit No. 3342 (REVISED) 

REQUEST TO: Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly personal 
care facility on property located in the P-C District. The proposal also 
includes a request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot 
basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District; a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula; a 
modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking spaces 
in conjunction with a full time valet parking service and the approval of a 
traffic study. 

LOCATION: 3901 East Coast Highway 

REPORT REQUESTED BY: May 12. 1989 

CITY COMMISSION REVIEW: May 22. 1989 

COMMENTS: __________________________________________________________ __ 

Signature: Date: 
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CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
PLAN REVIEW REQUEST 

• 
Date May 9. 1989 

__ ADVANCE PLANNING DIVISION 
K-PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
K-TRAFFIC ENGINEER 

~PLANS ATTACHED (PLEASE RETURN) 

K-FIRE DEPARTMENT ___ PLANS ON FILE IN PLANNING DEPT. 
K-PLAN REVIEW DIVISION 
__ PARKS & RECREATION 
__ POLICE DEPARTMENT 
__ MARINE SAFETY 
__ GRADING 

APPLICATION OF: Emerald Associates 

FOR: Use Permit No. 3342 (REVISED) 

REQUEST TO: Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly personal 
'care facility on property located in the P-C District. The proposal also 
'includes a request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot 
basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District; a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula; a 
modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking spaces 
in conjunction with a full time valet parking service and the approval of a 
traffic study. 

LOCATION: 3901 East Coast Highway 

REPORT REQUESTED BY: May 12. 1989 

CITY COMMISSION REVIEW: May 22. 1989 

COMMENTS: -rffts, ~..J4J::r Jk.s E><IIZaA,t.'z'" y .LIMiTi;b 

Ico c.s~ (I S, P€ ?'Ai L "f") Mb I,d!""",-p J2a;.vc..) I ft.£:" - , 
LoH6 t/,tgf? Ltt'ys OiJt#C'Q'& at/Mi5i? ~-:::. vJtti?&:-

~.:CR7eh 711t>t:?J&~, t/dl..fj-. :a/c; -73t.Jx5, tfrJ>~d.rl..S 
t!)Vf:.:"'jZ..!r7k= 6It61(L, Ait~~lLlh;j5L£ Ai2.eJ1. M~-~ 
/i2J2d Wtt.L ~IO .. ~ ,Ar/T6, 'b ?il..u.[ 4::rz..~ - -vie? 

--Ptt~I<.I.N6 {j36.lt!?'v./ C"lil-H(.;!E., Wi LL At$o e..eeq. 
Arllb S?i2n!.t;.LL1L§, TIlE> (")1..(1.. '1-' Jh(Vi2,tI,o-

(p1' ..... 1\. \ 

Signature: ~ l ;;:: 
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CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
PLAN REVIEW REQUEST 

• 
Date May 9. 1989 

__ ADVANCE PLANNING DIVISION 
lLPUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
lLTRAFFIC ENGINEER 

~PLANS ATTACHED (PLEASE RETURN) 

lLFIRE DEPARTMENT 
lLPLAN REVIEW DIVISION 
__ PARKS & RECREATION 
__ POLICE DEPARTMENT 
__ MARINE SAFETY 
__ GRADING 

REC'-"i',C ;~ 
PUEci. 

MAY 0 9 1989 

FILE IN PLANNING DEPT. 

REQUEST TO: Request to permit the cons u unit elderly personal 
care facility on property located in the strict. The proposal also 
includes a request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot 
basic height limit in the 32/~O Height Limitation District; a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula; a 
modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking spaces 
in conjunction with a full time valet parking service and the approval of a 
traffic study. 

LOCATION: 3901 East Coast Highway 

REPORT REQUESTED BY: May 12. 1989 

CITY COMMISSION REVIEW: May 22. 1989 

COMMENTS: d¢!2n1V?L,7V/k'?? &/,2/""'-4..,,,5 <2'--~i/A (,. 
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• 
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
PLAN REVIEW REQUEST 

• 
Date May 9. 1989 

__ ADVANCE PLANNING DIVISION 
K-PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
K-TRAFFIC ENGINEER 

~PLANS ATTACHED (PLEASE RETURN) 

K-FIRE DEPARTMENT ___ PLANS ON FILE IN PLANNING DEPT. 
K-PLAN REVIEW DIVISION 
__ PARKS & RECREATION 
__ POLICE DEPARTMENT 
__ MARINE SAFETY 
__ GRADING 

APPLICATION OF: Emerald Associates 

FOR: Use Permit No. 3342 (REVISED) 

REQUEST TO: Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly personal 
care facility on property located in the P-C District. The proposal also 
includes a request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot 
basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District; a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula; a 
modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking spaces 
in conjunction with a full time valet parking service and the approval of a 
traffic study. 

LOCATION: 3901 East Coast Hi~hway 

REPORT REQUESTED BY: May 12. 1989 

CITY COMMISSION REVIEW: May 22. 1989 

CoNOr((O{lJS 

Date: S-Jj~9 
7 



• 
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
PLAN REVIEW REQUEST 

• 
Date February 7. 1989 

K-ADVANCE PLANNING DIVISION 
K-PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
K-TRAFFIC ENGINEER 

~PLANS ATTACHED (PLEASE RETURN) 

K-FIRE DEPARTMENT 
K-PLAN REVIEW DIVISION 
__ PARKS & RECREATION 
K-POLICE DEPARTMENT 
__ MARINE SAFETY 
K-GRADING 

___ PLANS ON FILE IN PLANNING DEPT. 

APPLICATION OF: Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 

FOR: Use Permit No. 3342 

Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly personal care 
facility on property located in the P-C District. The proposal also 
includes a request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot 
basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District: a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula: 
a modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking 
spaces in conjunction with a full time valet parking service: and the 
approval of a traffic study, 

LOCATION: 3901 East Coast Highway 

REPORT REQUESTED BY: 2-27-89 

COMMISSION REVIEW: 3-9-89 

COMMENTS: __ ~ah~'~-4~~~~j~~~L;~' __ ~(-~C:~»~'~~"<~'~~;~,' ____________________________ _ 

Signature: Date: 



CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
PLAN REVIEW REQUEST 

lL ANC'E:Y , G DIVISION 

• 
Date February 7, 1989 

lLPUBLi"C --WOlU<S DEPARTMENT 
lLTRAFFIC ENGINEER 

~PLANS ATTACHED (PLEASE RETURN) 

lLFIRE DEPARTMENT 
lLPLAN REVIEW DIVISION 
__ PARKS & RECREATION 
lLPOLICE DEPARTMENT 
__ MARINE SAFETY 
lLGRADING 

_PLANS ON FILE IN PLANNING DEPT. 

APPLICATION OF: Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 

FOR: Use Permit No. 3342 

Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly personal care 
facility on property located in the P-C District. The proposal also 
includes a request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot 
basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District: a request to 
establish an .ff-street Parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula: 
a modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking 
spaces in Cti\junction with a full time valet parking service: and the 
approval of a traffic study. 

LOCATION: 3901 East Coast Highway 

REPORT REQUESTED BY: 2-27-89 

COMMISSION REVIEW: 3-9-89 

COMMENTS: ______ ,-______________________________________________ __ 

! 

Signature: Date: 
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CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
PLAN REVIEW REQUEST 

• 
Date February 7. 1989 

K-ADVANCE PLANNING DIVISION 
Z-PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
K-TRAFFIC ENGINEER 

~PLANS ATTACHED (PLEASE RETURN) 

LFIRE DEPARTMENT 
LPLAN REVIEW DIVISION 
__ PARKS & RECREATION 
K-POLICE DEPARTMENT 
__ MARINE SAFETY 
LGRADING 

_PLANS ON FILE IN PLANNING DEPT. 

APPLICATION OF: Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 

FOR: Use Permit No. 3342 

Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly personal care 
facility on property located in the P-C District. The proposal also 
includes a request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot 
basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District: a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula; 
a modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking 
snaces in conjunction with a full time valet parking service: and the 
approval of a traffic study. 

LOCATION: 3901 East Coast Highway 

REPORT REQUESTED BY; 2-27-89· 

COMMISSION REVIEW: 3-9-89 

Signature: Date: 
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February 28, 1989 

TO: P 1 ann; ng Department 

FROM: Public Works Department 

SUBJECT: Use Permit 3342 
Findings & Conditions of Approval 

FINOINGS: 

1. That the design of the proposed improvements will not conflict with any 
easements acquired by the public at large for access through or use of 
property within the proposed development. 

2. That public improvements may be required of a developer per Section 
20.80.060 of the Municipal Code. 

CONDITIONS: 

1. That the hydrology and hydraulic study be prepared by the applicant and 
approved by the Public Works Department, along with a master plan of water, 
sewer and storm drain facilities for the on-site improv ments prior to 
issuance of a grading permit. Any modifications or extensions to the 
existing storm drain. water and sewer systems shown to be required by the 
study shall be the responsibility of the developer. 

2. That all improvements be constructed as requi red by Ordi nance and the Pub 1 i c \' 
Works Department. 

3. 

4. 

That a standard use permit agreement and accompanying surety be provided in 
order to guarantee satisfactory completion of the public improvements~ if it 
is desired to obtain a building permit prior to 
completion of the public improvements. 

That the on-site parking~ vehicular circulation and pedestrian circulation 
systems be subject to fUrther review by the Traffic Engineer. 

5. That an access ramp be constructed per City Standard 181-l at the 
intersection of East Coast Highway and Hazel Drive; that deteriorated 
portions of sidewalk and curb be reconstructed along the East Coast High\<lay'/ 
frontage, that the existing drive aprons be removed and replaced with curb 
and sidewalk along the East Coast Highway and Hazel Drive frontages, that 
deteriorated portions of curb and gutter along the Hazel Drive frontage be 
reconstructed and that the new drive aprons along East Coast Highway be 
constructed per City Standard 166-l. All work along the East Coast Highway 
frontage shall be completed under an encroachment permit from the California 
Department of Transportation. 

6. That the intersection of the East Coast Highway and drives be designed to 
provide sight distance for a speed of 40 miles per hour. Slopes, ~ 
landscaping, walls and other obstruction shall be considered in the sight 
di stance requi rements. landscapi ng with i n the sight 1 i ne shall not exceed 
twenty-four inches in height. The sight distance requirement may be 



• ) 
1 
, Use Permit 3342 

Findings & Conditions of Approval 
Page 2 

approximately modified at non-critical locations, subject to approval of the 
Traffic Engineer. 

7. That prior to issuance of any grading or building permits for the site, the 
applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Public Works , 
Department and the Planning Department 'hat adequate sewer facilities will W 

be available for the project. Such dem01stration shall include verification 
from the Orange County Sanitation District and the City's Utilities 
Department. 

8. That County Sanitation District fees be paid prior to issuance of any / 
building permits. 

9. That any proposed landscaping adjacent to the public right of way be 
approved by the Public Works Department. 

10. The planter shown on the site corner at East Coast Highway and Buck Gully y/ 

shall not exceed 24 inches in height. 

11. That the required number of handicapped parking spaces shall be designated / 
solely for handicapped self parking and shall be identified in a manner ,,/ 
acceptable to the City Traffic Engineer. Said parking spaces shall be 
accessible to the handicapped at all times. One handicapped sign on a post 
shall be required for each handicapped parking space. 

12, That the Public Works Department plan check and inspection fee be paid. v/ .. 

13. That the Edison transformer serving the site be located outside the sight 
distance planes as described in City Standard 110-l. 

14. Disruption caused by construction work along roadways and by 
movement of construction vehicles shall be minimized by 
proper use of traffic control equipment and flagmen. 
Traffic control and transportation of equipment and 
materials shall be conducted in accordance with state and 
local requirements. A traffic control plan shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Public Works Department. 
No construction storage or delivery of materials shall be 
stored within the state right-of-way. Prior to issuance of 
any Grading Permits, a parking plan for workers must be 
submitted and approved by the Public Works Department. 
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CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
PLAN REVIEW REQUEST 

Date May 9. 1989 
__ ADVANCE PLANNING DIVISION 
K-PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
K-TRAFFIC ENGINEER 
LnR1t_~ " 
K-PLAN REVIEW DIVISION 

~PLANS ATTACHED (PLEASE RETURN) 

___ PLANS ON FILE IN PLANNING DEPT. 

__ PARKS & RECREATION 
__ POLICE DEPARTMENT 
__ MARINE SAFETY 
__ GRADING 

APPLICATION OF: Emerald Associates 

FOR: Use Permit No. '3'342 (REVISED) 

REQUEST TO: Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly personal 
care facility on property located in the P-C District. The proposal also 
includes a request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot 
basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District; a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula; a 
modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking spaces 
in conjunction with a full time valet parking service and the approval of a 
traffic study. 

LOCATION: 3901 East Coast Highway 

REPORT REQUESTED BY: May 12. 1989 

Si nature: Date: 



, 
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
PLAN REVIEW REQUEST 

• 
Date February 7. 1989 

K-ADVANCE PLANNING DIVISION 
K-PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
K-TRAFFIC ENGINEER 

~PLANS ATTACHED (PLEASE RETURN) 

K-FIRE DEPARTMENT 
K-PLAN REVIEW DIVISION 
__ PARKS & RECREATION 
K-POLICE DEPARTMENT 
__ MARINE SAFETY 
K-GRADING 

___ PLANS ON FILE IN PLANNING DEPT. 

APPLICATION OF: Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 

FOR: Use Permit No. 3342 

Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly personal care 
facility on property located in the P-C District. The proposal also 
includes a request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot 
basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District: a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula: 
a modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking 
spaces in conjunction with a full time valet parking service; and the 
approval of a traffic study. 

LOCATION: 3901 East Coast Highway 

REPORT REQUESTED BY: 2-27-89 

COMMISSION REVIEW: 3-9-89 

COMMENTS: __________________________________________________________ _ 

Signature: Date: 



• 
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
PLAN REVIEW REQUEST 

• 
Date February 7. 1989 

K-ADVANCE PLANNING DIVISION 
K-PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
K-TRAFFIC ENGINEER 

~PLANS ATTACHED (PLEASE RETURN) 

K-FIRE DEPARTMENT _PLANS ON FILE IN PLANNING DEPT. 
K-PLAN REVIEW DIVISION 
__ PARKS & RECREATION 
K-POLICE DEPARTMENT 
__ MARINE SAFETY 
K-GRADING 

APPLICATION OF: Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 

FOR: Use Permit No. 3342 

Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly personal care 
facility on propertv located in the P-C District. The proposal also 
includes a request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot 
basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District: a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula: 
a modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking 
spaces in conjunction with a full time valet parking service: and the 
approval of a traffic study. 

LOCATION: 3901 East Coast Highway 

REPORT REQUESTED BY: 2-27-89 

COMMISSION REVIEW: 3-9-89 

COMKEliTS: The parcel is located in an area of "Corona del Mar" which is 
designated for "RETAIL AND SERVICE GOMMERCIAL" uses by both the Land Use 
Element and "Plan" (L.U.E.) of the General Plan, and by the Local Coastal 
Program, Land Use Plan (L.C.P.). The proposal is consistent with the both 
the L.C.P. and the L.U.E. land use category guidelines (the latter 
specifically allows for "senior citizen housing facilities"). The L.C.P., 
as amended by Amendment No.7, designated the property for "specific use 
limited to senior citizen housing facilities; with the direction that the 
property be rezoned to the Planned Community District, with a Use Permit as 
the Planned Community Development Plan". The L.U.E. area specific policies 
stipulate that "the P-C zoned site at 3901 East Coast Highway (the subject 
property) shall be subject to the approval of Planned Community District 
Regulations and a Development Plan." The proposed Use Permit for an elderly 
personal care facility is consistent with the guidelines and policies of 
both documents. 

NO CONFLIGT 

Signature: f=f !f2 Date: 27 February 1989 

C:\WP\UP3342.PRR 
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CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
PLAN REVIEW REQUEST 

• 
Date February 7. 1989 

~ADVANCE PLANNING DIVISION 
~PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
~TRAFFIC ENGINEER 

~PLANS ATTACHED (PLEASE RETURN) 

~FIRE DEPARTMENT 
~PLAN REVIEW DIVISION 
__ PARKS & RECREATION 
~POLICE DEPARTMENT 
__ MARINE SAFETY 
~GRADING 

_PLANS ON FILE IN PLANNING DEPT. 

APPLICATION OF: Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 

FOR: Use Permit No. 3342 

Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly personal care 
facility on property located in the P-C District. The proposal also 
includes a request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot 
basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District: a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula: 
a modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking 
spaces in conjunction with a full time valet parking service: and the 
approval of a traffic study. 

LOCATION: 3901 East Coast Highway 

REPORT REQUESTED BY: 2-27-89 

COMMISSION REVIEW: 3-9-89 

COMMENTS: \ Co H ':)\',-' \1\/ I HI 

Cr.fYQo " 

3 (12 H pl'r< II ) i fl-l 

Si nature: 

Ttl£. 

.k Date: 
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CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
PLAN REVIEW REQUEST 

• 
Date February 7. 1989 

K-ADVANCE PLANNING DIVISION 
K-PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
K-TRAFFIC ENGINEER 

~PLANS ATTACHED (PLEASE RETURN) 

K-FIRE DEPARTMENT _PLANS ON FILE IN PLANNING DEPT. 
K-PLAN REVIEW DIVISION 
__ PARKS & RECREATION 
K-POLICE DEPARTMENT 
__ MARINE SAFETY 
K-GRADING 

APPLICATION OF: Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 

FOR: Use Permit No. 3342 

Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly personal care 
facility on property located in the P-C District. The proposal also 
includes a request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot 
basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District: a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula: 
a modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking 
spaces in conjunction with a full time valet parking service: and the' 
approval of a traffic study. 

LOCATION: 3901 East Coast Highway 

REPORT REQUESTED BY: 2-27-89 

COMMISSION REVIEW: 3-9-89 

COMMENTS: '7lir6 ?pa..,A4 T kcrzi'u /I~ tk>"iV M& t'~ 
JJlvs-r f';a'C.I/'('t.I,.,..cn...,~. A~A~ 

l5e;. A~VA i L.A ~ E2 AM P 

;:: I fl. e:: ;:::::ww 
t::::M rn .. d.t;,,;7J,a 'f 
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~ ....., ANCE PLANNING DIVISION 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
PLAN REVIEW REQUEST 

• 
Date February 7. 1989 

X-PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
K-TRAFFIC ENGINEER 
K-FIRE DEPARTMENT 

~PLANS ATTACHED (PLEASE RETURN) 

K-PLAN REVIEW DIVISION 
PARKS & RECREATION 

K-POLICE DEPARTMENT 
_MARINE SAFETY 
LGRADING 

__ PLANS ON FILE IN PLANNING DEPT. 

APPLICATION OF: Emerald Village Associates, Inc. 

FOR: Use Permit No. 3342 

Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly personal care 
facility on property located in the P-C District. The proposal also 
includes a request to allow a portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot 
basic height limit in the 32/50 Height Limitation District: a request to 
establish an off-street parking requirement based on a demonstrated formula: 
a modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of tandem parking 
spaces in conjunction with a full time valet parking service: and the 
approval of a traffic study. 

LOCATION: 3901 East Coast Highway 

REPORT REQUESTED BY: 2-27-89 

COMMISSION REVIEW: 3-9-89 

COMMENTS: (j) G.fng dr,v", @(JIl C'anfld- acc_n.oc:Wk u..ge kvck 4«.(1... 

as (!10'" /fa"'" - sbv.Y he reM irJl1uI ,6 t~ ~~cftd ML$4. 

(i) Dr,V~ ~:: Ai!l! skd k. #k)ed t6t:';! s~ 
4kU 6e ;M,e0z< aJ. "#'~~;; =I;c~ 

Date: 



• 
Addendum to Emerald Yilla2e CUP Application 

Purpose of Application (describe fully): 

Request to pennit the operation and construction of a 50,175 sq. ft. Residential Care 
Home for the Elderly, licensed by the County's Department of Social Services. The 
structure to be built on a 66,900 sq. ft. site will house eighty-five (85) units plus 
approximately 18,500 sq. ft. of common area and circulation. Sixty to sixty-five of 
the units are studios, those remaining will have a bedroom divided from a private 
sitting area. All units will have a private bathroom and no kitchens. The common 
area includes a central kitchen, dining room, library/living room, craft/recreation 
room, multi-purpose room, central laundry, housekeeping, public restrooms, staff 
lockers and administration offices. A total of forty-three (43) stalls, for a .51 parking 
ratio, * will be provided in a subterranean gardge. 

Emerald Village's side, front and rear yard setbacks will all be significantly greater 
than the Corona del Mar zoning requirements for commercial uses adjacent to 
residential and a variance for buiIdin); hei);ht is not reQ.l!ired. Landscaped open space 
area far exceeds the code minimums. 

* This ratio exceeds by three times the historical "peak demand parking requirements" for multiple 
similar facilities throughout southern California, each observed OVer eight sample periods. This is 
according to Victor Regnier, a University of Southern California professor, who is considered today 
to be the top gerontologist/architect in the country. His letter regarding Emerald Village is attached 
along with his resume. Also attached is a parking study from Kunzman Associates, a local parking 
and traffic engineering group. This study is provided per the request of the City Planning Staff. The 
Kunzman study states that 42 parking stalls would satisfy the total gross parking needs for a similar 
facility having 130 units. Emerald Village is providing 43 stalls for 85 units. Using the 
information provided by both Regnier and Kunzman daily traffic trips are projected to be less than 
200. 
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CHECK LIST FOR APPLICATIONS 

Property owners' list on gummed labels 

Radius map 

Plans - dimensioned, and to scale 

Environmental document required? {:.ef"'-tt i€1"4-:7 • 

Resubdivision or tract map required? 
(Building to be constructed over a common property line?) 

Modification(s) to the Zoning Code required? ·mNJ<eH fAr4-'itV{o u( vAL-f.·_ 

Traffic Study required? 

Coastal Residential Development Permit required? 

Affordable housing (non-coastal) required? 

Letter from the applicant with details of the project? 

Received bfO; (tr awe 
Date: __ .:C:::-i_~--,I_Ll_'_·--,5:'-::-C:.j..l _________ _ 

j 



• • 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

Notice is hereby given that the Planning Commission of the City of Newport Beach will 
hold a public hearing on the application of Emerald Village Associates. Inc. for Use 
Permit No. 3342 on property located at 3901 East Coast Highway. 

Request to permit the construction of an 85 unit elderly oersonal care facility on 
property located in the P-C District. The proposal also includes a request to allow a 
portion of the structure to exceed the 32 foot basic height limit in the 32/50 Height 
Limitation District; a request to establish an off-street parking requirement based on 
a demonstrated formula; a modification to the Zoning Code so as to allow the use of 
tandem parking spaces in conjunction with a full time valet parking service; and the 
approval of a traffic study. 

Notice is hereby further given that a Negative Declaration has been prepared by the 
City of Newport Beach in connection with the application noted above. The Negative 
Declaration states that, the subject development will not result in a significant 
effect on the environment. It is the present intention of the City to accept the 
Negative Declaration and supporting documents. This is not to be construed as either 
approval or denial by the City of the subject application. The City encourages 
members of the general public to review and comment on this documentation. Copies of 
the Negative Declaration and supporting documents are available for public review and 
inspection at the Planning Department, City of Newport Beach, 3300 Newport Boulevard, 
Newport Beach, California, 92658-8915 (714) 644-3225. 

Notice is hereby further given that said public hearing will be held on the 9th day of 
March 1989, at the hour of 7:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers of the Newport Beach City 
Hall, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach. California. at which time and place any 
and all persons interested may appear and be heard thereon. If you challenge this 
project in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else 
raised at the public hearing described in this notice or in written correspondence 
delivered to the City at, or prior to, the public hearing. For information call (714) 
644-3200. 

Gary J. Di Sano, Secretary, Planning Commission, City of Newport Beach. 

Note: The expense of this notice is paid from a filing fee collected from the 
applicant. 



ROYS WALTER M 
3)2. POppy AVE t 
CORONA DEL MAR, CAL 92625 , 

052-181-17 

WILLSON MARGARET T. 
336 POPPY AVE 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-181-18 

CAPRI CATHY L 
341 HAZEL DR. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-181-19 

VAN-FRANK INVESTMENTS 
2950 LOS FELIZ BLVD. 
LOS ANGELES, CA. 90039 
052-181-21 
052-181-31 

MOORESTANLEY 
346 POppy AVE 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-181-34 

VAN FRANK INVESTMENT CO 
2950 LOS FELIZ BLVD. 
LOS ANGELES, CA. 90039 

052-181-35 

WISEMAN DAM R 
336 HAZEL DR. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-182-22 

BANK LLOYDS CALIFORNIA 
P.O. BOX 389 
SANTA ANA, CA. 92702 

052-182-25 

TILLNER NORMAN N 
324 HAZEL DR. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 

052-182-31 

COOPER ROBERT J 
332 HAZEL DR. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-182-35 

LUCIDI EDGAR A TR 
328 HAZEL DR. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

I 052-182-36 

BANK LLOYDS CALIFORNIA 
P.O. BOX 389 
SANTA ANA, CA. 92702 

052-182-39 

EMERALD VILL~o~ 

052-182-40 ~' 
U/,33Y.7 

BANK LLOYDS CALIFORNIA 
P.O. BOX 389 
SANTA ANA, CA. 92702 

052-181-41 

RHODES FRANK A 3RD 
320 SEAWARD R. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-190-02 

WEHRLY LOLA HOLMES 
9277 WARBLER WAY 
LOS ANGELES, CA. 90069 

052-191-01 

MARLEY M P 
P.O. BOX 553 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-191-12 

PETERSON DONALD J 
249 EVENING CANYON RD. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-191-13 

EDWARDS ELEANOR E TR 
255 EVENING CANYON RD. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 
052-191-14 

RON NOW J L 
261 EVENING CANYON RD. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-191-15 

RONNOW RUTH J 
261 EVENING CANYON RD. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-191-15 

SCHOLLER ROBERT W 
265 EVENING CANYON RD. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

ZEIGER HAROLD M 
269 EVENING CANYON RD. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-191-17 

JANAS WITOLD M 
273 EVENING CANYON RD. 
CRONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 
052-191-18 

SHAPIRO HASKELL 
287 EVENING CANYON RD. 
CRONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-191-20 

SHORE CLIFFS PROPERTY 
P.O. BOX 621 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-191-21 

LA VIGNE FRED J 
266 EVENING CYN RD. 
CRONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-192-12 

DAVIES JAMES F. TR 
272 EVENING CANYON RD. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 

052-192-13 

JACKLIN EDWARD TR 
280 EVENING CANYON RD. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-192-14 

ROSE RICHARD J 
332 POINSETTIA 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 
052-161-01 

RENICK GARY A 
332 POINSETTIA 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-161-01 

MILLER ROBERT C 
330 POINSETTIA AVE 
CRONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-161-02 

CRUMP SPENCER 
P.O. BOX 38 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 



PHILLIPS KATHLEEN S 
3018 SCENIC HEIGHTS WAY 
CARMICHAEL, CA. 95608 
052-161-22 

ZIGLAR WALTER M 
327 POPPY AVE 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-161-23 

PHOOES MACK E 
331 POppy AVE 
CORONA DEL-MAR, CA. 92625 

052-161-24 

CASSIDY PARL M 
333 POPPY 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

052-161-25 

WATHEY LAWRENCE L TR 
5770 CAMINO CARRAlVO 
SANTA BARBARA, CA. 93111 

052-162-01 

VAN-FRANK INVESTMENTS INC. 
2950 LOS FELIZ BLVD. 
LOS ANGELES, CA. 90039 

052-162-02 

MASTERS CHARLES W TR 
P.O. BOX 116 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

459-121-01 

MASTERS CHARLES W TR 
P.O. BOX 116 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA 92625 

459-121-02 

FITZ MARY L. 
411 HAZEL DR. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

459-12l-03 

PRICE JOE D. 
P.O. BOX 1111 
BARTLESVI LLE, OK 74005 

459-121-04 

RICH JAMES E 
802 s. BAY FRONT 
BALBOA ISLAND, CA. 92662 

, DUCA PETE J 
3840 E. COAST HWY ~ 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 ~ 
459-123-02 

PLACE DELORES GALLO 
1526 COTTONWOOD CIR 
AUBURN, CA. 95603 

459-123-03 

UNION OIL CO OF CAL 
P.O. BOX 7600 
LOS ANGELES, CA. 90054 

459-123-04 

UNION OIL CO OF CAL. 
P.O. BOX 7600 
LOS ANGELES, CA. 90054 

459-123-05 

RAY JAMES D 
4720 CORTLAND DR. 

'CRONA DEL MAR,C A. 92625 

'459-123-06 

SAX STAN 
412 HAZEL DR. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

459-123-07 

FROST OAKLEY C 
416 HAZEL DR. 
CRONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

459-123-08 

GRANDINETTE MEL JOSEPH 
418 HAZEL DR. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

459-123-09 

CENTRA RONALD 
405 COLUMBUS CIR 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

459-161-10 

FRI EDL EDWARD W. 
401 SEAWARD RD. 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

459-161-14 

COX DILLON R TR 
1781 SHADY CREST PL 
EL CAJON, CA. 92020 

HAWS RAYMOND 1/, 
413 E. BAY ST. 
COSTA MESA, CA. 92627 ' 

459-221-02 

HOMAN LORENE E TR 
P.O. BOX 521 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

459-221-03 

TOBEY DON 0 TR 
P.O. BOX 765 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

459-221-16 

COX DILLON R TR 
1781 SHADY CREST PL 
EL CAHON, CA. 92020 

459-221-18 

GALLAGHER JAMES G 
310 NARCISSUS AVE 
CRONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

459-221-19 

~£Mk(lo~ 
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MILEY JOHN B 
205 E. BALBOA BLVD. 
BALBOA, CA. 92661 -

938-01-037 

SIEGEL BLOSSOM 
1924 SANTIAGO 
NEWPORT BEACH, CA. 92660 

938-01-038 

LEVINE ROSS A 
407 POPPY AVE UNIT 3 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

938-01-039 

CATES JENE 
409 POPPY AVE 
CORONA DEL MAR, CA. 92625 

938-01-040 
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dJI TICOR TITLE 
aI INSURANCE Plant Service Information Guarantee 

NO. FEE 

P A663900-3767 
$ N C 

LIABILITY YOUR REFERENCE 

$200.00 300 FT. VARIANCE 

Ticor Title Insurance Company of California, a California corporation, does hereby guarantee 

EMERALD VILLAGE ASSOCIATES 
4770 CAMPUS DR. #100 
NEWPORT BEACH, CA. 92660 

ATTN: JOHN CHRISTENSEN 

who, by requesting this limited guarantee agrees that the liability of the company hereunder shall not exceed 
the liability herein stated and shall be limited to actual loss if less than said amount, that, as appears from an 
examination of its lot books orproperty indices, information as to the matters herein specified pertaining to land 
herein described is as follows: 

NAMES OF OWNERS, ADDRESSES AND ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBERS OF PROPERTY 
LOCATED WITHIN A 300 FT. RADIUS OF ASSESSORS PARCEL NO. 052-182-37. 

No guarantee is made as to the validity, legal effect or priority of any matter above shown, and if the information 
was requested by reference to a street address, no guarantee is made that said land is the same as said address. 

Dated as of _....:..F=.;EB::.;.R.:.:U.:.;A"'RY.:.....;3"',-=.1::.;98:.;9'--___ @7:30A.M. 

FT ISM TICOR TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA 

By President 

Anest Secretary 

Please note carefully the liability Exclusions and Limitations and the specific assurances afforded by this 
guarantee. If yOU wish additional liability, or assurances other than as contained herein, please contact the 
Company for further information as to the availability and cost. 

P,..i"'''';n~t ()ffir.P· fi~nn Wil~hin'! Roulp.VRrd. P.o. Box 92792. Los Anaeles. California 90009 

---- ------ ------
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I, - 1117 . ?y<::;-
DATE ___ -=-_._.....:..-___ TI .. ~_ '---__ _ 

FOR 

WHILE YOU WERE OUT 

q 0-/:.'"_ '- CLu'~?~-tS-
U'-" '''~ 

OF ____ .$~.;,.. L.cn.,.<.-~,=,-<."_,,,4:f .L- '(.(.~t<c_ 

PHONE r-J .... 'I?" ~~!' " _t:XT. __ 

~ ..... ----- -----.--

WHILE YOU WERE OUT 

M~_' 
OF _________________ _ 

PHONE Noh.'il-r-=-~7-'!-J.!~!- EXT ___ _ 

-

TELEPHONED /' PLEASE CALL 

RETURNED_YOUR CA.L~ WILL CALL A 

CAME IN TO SEE YOU URGENT 

'-'~31 - .. ~B . TE~EPHONED I PLEASE CALL '. . 
. .. if-'" 

00.'." ~""""<O ~"" ~" ,- .,~ "'~o_'" . 
CAME IN TO SEE YOU 1 _ URGEN",: _ 

MESSAGE.------.----.-r.-r-----

L< 
MESSAGE __ _____ . ___ . ___ _ 

--_._._.-----------

-,-\ ..::.[)JV\V~ __ 7_L-t __ ~__'p=__(p~-
ByQR( 

.. /.0/ 
By_~_~(~-~~~· __ - ___ _ 
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C-11 X360:3960 

D-7X460: 3220SF 
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UNITS 

A - OX260 : OSF 

B-OX360 : OSF 

C - 6X360 : 2880SF 

D - 3X460 : 1360SF 

TOTAL 11 UNITS: 4260SF 

AUXILIARY AREA : 858SF 

TOTAl: 5118SF 
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