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Hi Justin -

Can you please add this NOP comment to the Museum House table in Chapter 2 and highlight it so I can see where 
 its inserted? Also save the email as a PDF in the NOP Comments folder here: P:\CNB-17.0\Notices and 
 Distribution\NOP\NOP Comments

Thanks!

-----Original Message-----
From: Ramirez, Gregg [mailto:GRamirez@newportbeachca.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 06, 2016 4:34 PM
To: JoAnn Hadfield; Frances Ho
Subject: FW: OPPOSED: Museum House Project Seeks Public Input

Hi-

Here's one I found that I don't think made it you. Sorry

Gregg

-----Original Message-----
From: Brine, Tony
Sent: Monday, February 22, 2016 9:39 AM
To: Ramirez, Gregg; Brandt, Kim; Wisneski, Brenda
Subject: FW: OPPOSED: Museum House Project Seeks Public Input

FYI

-----Original Message-----
From: Christine Daily [mailto:christine_daily@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 21, 2016 5:08 PM
To: Dept - City Council; Brine, Tony
Cc: Lauri & Darryl Preedge
Subject: OPPOSED: Museum House Project Seeks Public Input

Hi Newport Beach City Council & Tony Brine,

I am opposed to the Museum House Project and am unable to attend the Monday evening session regarding the 
 development  because we are inducting officers into the One Ford Road homeowners association board at the same 
 time and I am one of the candidates.  I am opposed to this type of development.  

We have held meetings together to discuss traffic around CDM high school which has worsened at the intersection 
 of Eastbluff and Vista Del Oro.    Projects like this will likely only make things worse. 

https://shar.es/14NVFh

By Daniel Langhorne | NB Indy Newport Beach residents will get their first opportunity on Monday to share their
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 thoughts on a proposed 26-story condominium tower to replace the Orange County Museum of Art’s building in
 Newport Center. City planning staff will host a scoping meeting to gather public input that will included in the
 environmental impact report for the Museum House project by Related California Urban Housing LLC. “Related is
 well known both for its selection of highly regarded architects as well as for its constructive engagement with the
 communities involved,” said Todd Smith, director and CEO of the Orange County Museum of Art. The funds
 raised from the sale of the property have been earmarked for the construction of the museum’s new facility at the
 Segerstrom Center for the Arts campus in Costa Mesa. The condominium tower, which would include 100 for-sale
 units, would be about 295 feet tall, the same height as the new office towers at 520 and 650 Newport Center Drive.
 Related’s proposal includes 200 resident and 38 guest parking spaces, which would be provided in two levels
 underground. The company wants to start demolishing the museum’s existing 23,000-square foot building in
 January 2018. Construction is expected to last from March 2018 to May 2020. The project would require
 amendments to the general plan to change the land use from private institutional to multi-unit residential, and allow
 a 300-foot building height limit in the San Joaquin Hills Planned Community Development Plan. Among the
 potentially significant impacts identified by the city’s environmental consultant is the obstruction of views from
 surrounding offices, residence and drivers on nearby roads. The impact of more cars traveling from the tower on
 MacArthur Boulevard and the 73 Freeway would need to be studied. The block that would host the condominium
 tower has been undergoing a transition from office to residential use. The Irvine Company’s Villas Fashion Island
 on San Joaquin Hills Road near Jamboree Road is under construction north of the museum property. Bill Lobdell,
 vice president of communications for the Irvine Company, declined to comment. Councilman Keith Curry said the
 project deserves a thorough review by the Planning Commission and encouraged Related to work with community
 members before coming to City Council for approval. “I think it makes sense for us to put residential development
 so people can walk to jobs, walk to restaurants, and walk to retail,” he said. “We should do it in a way that it is
 balanced to limit its impact on the community.” Monday’s scoping meeting is scheduled for 6 p.m. in the Civic
 Center Community Room at 100 Civic Center Drive.

Sent using ShareThis

Best regards,
Christine Daily

Cell: (949) 677-8881
Residence:  (949) 759-0133
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Museum House EIR Scoping Comments 
From:  Jim Mosher ( jimmosher@yahoo.com ), 2210 Private Road, Newport Beach 92660  (949-548-
6229) 

The following written comments are submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation for the 
Museum House (PA2015-152) EIR and are intended to clarify and supplement the comments 
made by me orally at the Scoping Meeting on February 22, 2016: 

1. Hopefully the EIR will define the applicant’s objectives.  If it is to add 100 units to the City’s

residential stock, one might ask why they are not considering a site, or combination of sites,
of sufficient size such that the requested development could be added without modifying the
existing regulations?

2. The compatibility of the proposed project with the current Newport Beach zoning regulations
seems questionable, particularly as to height.

a. The Notice of Preparation says “The PC amendment also includes new residential

development standards including a 300-foot height limit.”

b. Although the proposed project falls within the boundaries of one of the ”High Rise
Height Areas” defined in Title 20 of the Newport Beach Municipal Code (“Planning
and Zoning”), Section 20.30.060 (“Height Limits and Exceptions”), Subsection C.2.e,
says the 300 foot limit is applicable only to “nonresidential zoning districts” within

those boundaries.

c. For multifamily residential construction, the increase in height available through the
discretionary adoption of a Planned Community District, subject to a series of
required findings (including that “The increased height will not result in undesirable or

abrupt scale changes or relationships being created between the proposed

structure(s) and existing adjacent developments or public spaces”), appears
intended to be to a maximum of 32 feet with a flat roof or 37 feet with a sloped roof
(per Subsection C.2.b).

d. The inapplicability of the 300 foot height option to this proposal, and the applicability
of Subsection C.2.b, seems particularly obvious since the Notice of Preparation
explicitly says the PC district is being amended to implement an RM (Multi-Unit
Residential) General Plan designation.

e. Short of a major legislative change in the intent of the Zoning Code regarding the
allowable form of multifamily construction in Newport Beach, this project would seem
to require a variance from the code, which as I understand it needs to be based on
some physical peculiarity of the site denying the applicant a right enjoyed by other
similarly-situated property owners.  But since the notice mentions no peculiar
physical constraints affecting this property, and more importantly since no other
property owner in Newport Beach has a right to build 300 foot multifamily residential
towers, it is difficult to see how such findings could be made.
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3. One of the most obvious impacts of this proposal is the loss of a significant part of the very
small amount of land in Newport Beach designated for cultural use, and currently enjoyed as
such by many.  It would seem the EIR will need to identify some mitigation for this. I cannot
see how the mere payment of something like a “public benefit” fee would guarantee that
new property will be acquired and dedicated for culture, or in the absence of culturally-
designated land, that the residents’ quality of life will not be diminished.

4. At the Scoping meeting, among the factors we heard are not expected to be analyzed in the
EIR was Biological Resources. Yet the Initial Study indicates that during construction
migratory bird nests might be encountered in trees on the site.  If they are, does there not
need to be some additional mitigation specified, such as a guarantee that comparable
replacement nesting sites will be provided?

5. Regarding alternatives to be analyzed in the EIR, I hope they will include:

a. Comparison of the impacts of the proposed project to the maximum development
that is allowed on the property under its existing zoning.

b. Comparison of the impacts of the proposed project to the maximum development
that would be allowed if the property were rezoned, but to an existing standard City
zoning type, for example an RM (Multiple Residential) Zoning District (per Chapter
20.18), without exceptions to the standards.

6. Although perhaps not strictly a CEQA “impact” it is not clear this project does as much as it
might towards advancing the State’s commitment to improving the environment through the
development of sustainable, walkable communities.  Adding residential to a shopping center
may be part of that vision, but the retail component of Newport Center seems to have been
envisioned as an “Island” (specifically, “Fashion Island”) surrounded by a sea of parking
(and then offices).  Although this project would be near the Island, it still seems
disconnected from it, and despite the short distance, it seems likely Museum House
residents would be accessing the Island by car.  Could this project do more to promote
connectivity?  Alternatively, if this property is to be re-zoned, instead of rezoning it for still
more residential, would it not be better to rezone it to provide neighborhood retail
opportunities for the many immediately adjacent residents who have recently been added to
the area?

7. Although also perhaps not strictly a CEQA “impact,” the EIR may wish to acknowledge that
the proposed General Plan amendment announced in the NOP will need Greenlight (City
Charter Section 423) approval by the electorate.

a. The reason there is a Greenlight issue is that the last time voters weighed in on the
residential allotment for Newport Center (Statistical Area L1) was with Measure V
(Resolution 2006-77) in 2006, at which time they added an allowance for 450 new
future dwelling units. However, since then all those units have been allotted and in
2012, in approving the adjacent 524-unit San Joaquin Plaza residential project with
Resolution 2012-63, the City Council “converted” 79 unbuilt General Plan-allocated
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non-residential Marriott hotel rooms into an additional 79 new multi-family dwelling 
units and transferred that “intensity” to San Joaquin Plaza, citing General Plan Policy 
LU 6.14.3 as authority for doing so (note that although the resolution refers to this as 
an allowable conversion and transfer of equivalent “intensities,” under Greenlight, 
“intensity” [non-residential floor area] and “density” [residential dwelling units] are two 
separate and distinct concepts).   

b. Policy LU 6.14.3 appears to authorize the transfer of voter-approved allocations, but
it does not say “conversions” from one type of land use to another are allowed.  And
it certainly doesn’t allow adding housing density above the limits specified in the
General Plan without amending the General Plan.  Even City staff appears to
acknowledge this, for by presenting to the Council for approval, in Resolution 2014-
67 prior to Measure Y, amended anomaly tables reflecting them, they have already
tacitly admitted that whether allowed or not, the prior Council-approved transfers and
“conversions” of General Plan allocations were for all intents and purposes
amendments to the General Plan tables.

c. Moreover, unless it was presented to voters as a Charter amendment, Policy LU
6.14.3 could not have nullified the Charter Section 423 mandate that separate counts
be kept for 10 years of non-voter-approved additions to the General Plan of (1)
residential development, (2) non-residential development and (3) traffic.  But
whatever its sweep, Policy LU 6.14.3 was, in fact, never even presented to voters.
And City Council Policy A-18 makes clear that for purposes of determining the need
for a Greenlight vote, a decrease in one of the preceding three categories cannot be
used to offset an increase in another.

d. The inevitable conclusion is that the Council has already added 79 dwelling units to
Statistical Area L1 above the previous voter-approved limit.  Taking 80% of that per
the Section 423 rules, any attempt by the Council to add more than 36 or 37

additional dwelling units to Area L1 requires voter ratification.

e. This interpretation that conversion of non-residential allocations to residential is not
possible without explicitly or implicitly amending the General Plan is, incidentally,
consistent with the North Newport Center Planned Community Development Plan
(immediately adjacent to the subject property) which observes (on page 13) that for a
transfer to be allowable “in accordance with the General Plan .. Residential use may
be relocated, but may not be converted to or from another use.”

8. For whatever they may be worth, the other comments I remember making at the Scoping
Meeting were to question:

a. Whether the project applicant, Related California Urban Housing, LLC, was actually
the present owner of the property, or merely a party speculating as to what the
property might be worth if entitled differently than it is today?

b. Why the City’s Environmental Quality Affairs Committee had not, as allowed by City
Council Policy K-3 (“Implementation Procedures for the California Environmental
Quality Act”), been asked to comment on the NOP, hopefully more thoroughly,
publicly and carefully than individual citizens could?
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From: Ramirez, Gregg
To: JoAnn Hadfield; Frances Ho
Subject: FW: Current apartment construction and potential Museum Condos
Date: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 8:53:04 AM

Hi,
 
I don’t think I forwarded this one. It’s about cell service.
 
Thanks!
 

From: sharriandbob@yahoo.com [mailto:sharriandbob@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 11, 2016 7:53 AM
To: Ramirez, Gregg
Cc: lynn@lynnswain.com; carl@carlswain.net; helgaing@mac.com; wealtor@me.com; Natalie Raney;
 katcolao@gmail.com
Subject: Current apartment construction and potential Museum Condos
 
I just wanted to follow-up on an earlier e-mail which I sent to you as I feel that this issue is not being
 addressed.  As the apartments expand and go up, I see my Verizon service diminish.  I see it at
 home, my friends see it at my home, and I see it in the car when I drive in my immediate area.  We
 have been here 13 years and have only recently experienced this problem with the construction of
 the new high rise apartments.  We cannot imagine even more concrete tall buildings as that will
 block our service even more.  We have done all we can to improve our reception including
 purchasing an extender and placing it high and near our upstairs window.  Verizon as well as other
 trouble shooters have indicated that the high rises block the air waves for service.  We are very
 concerned that without proper planning by the city, cell phone service in our immediate area will be
 gone or at the very least diminished to the point of not being a viable source for calls.  I trust that
 this issue as well as the other concerns will be addressed when considering the impact of more high
 rises in the Newport Beach Fashion Island area. 
Sharri and Bob Myers
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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1919 S. State College Blvd.

Anaheim, CA 92806-6114

Attn:

Subject: Environmental Impact Report for Museum House Residential Project Located at 850 

San Clemente Dr; Newport Beach

March 8, 2016

City of Newport Beach

100 Civic Center Dr

Newport Beach, CA 92660

Gregg Ramirez

Planning Supervisor

SouthEast Region - Anaheim Planning & Engineering

KR/rl

EIR.doc

Thank you for providing the opportunity to respond to this Environmental Document. This letter is not to be interpreted 

as a contractual commitment to serve the proposed project but only as an information service.  Its intent is to notify you 

that the Southern California Gas Company has facilities in the area where the above named project is proposed.  Gas 

facilities within the service area of the project could be installed, altered or abandoned as necessary without any 

significant impact on the environment.

The availability of natural gas service is based upon conditions of gas supply and regulatory agencies.  As a Public 

Utility, Southern California Gas Company is under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities Commission.  Our 

ability to serve can also be affected by actions of federal regulatory agencies.  Should these agencies take any action, 

which affect gas supply or the conditions under which service is available, gas service will be provided in accordance 

with the revised conditions.

This letter is also provided without considering any conditions or non-utility laws and regulations (such as 

environmental regulations), which could affect construction of a main and/or service line extension (i.e., if hazardous 

wastes were encountered in the process of installing the line).  The regulations can only be determined around the time 

contractual arrangements are made and construction has begun.     

Information regarding construction particulars and any costs associated with initiating service may be obtained by 

contacting our area Service Center at 800-427-2200.

Sincerely,

Katrina Regan
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March 7, 2016 
 
 
Gregg Ramirez, Senior Planner 
Community Development Department 
City of Newport Beach 
100 Civic Center Drive 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 
gramirez@newportbeachca.gov 
 
RE:  Comments on Scope of EIR for Museum House Project 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
Our comments stem from a comparison of anticipated project impacts to baseline 
conditions; that is, what is on the ground now.  The existing use of the property 
stems  from  the  San  Joaquin  Plaza  Planned  Community  District  (PC–19).    This 
District allowed for a building footprint of 15 ‐20%, parking area of 45‐50%, and 
landscaped area of 35 – 40%.    The current proposed project  for The Museum 
House represents an enormous increase in scale and resulting impacts both direct 
and indirect. The use of a Planned Community Development District to overcome 
zoning restrictions, with a waiver from the 10 acre requirement allows this huge 
change  in  scale,  density,  height,  congestion  and  community  character.    The 
cumulative  impacts  of  such  a  precedent  need  to  be  addressed  as  it  can  be 
continued in Newport Center and is already occurring in other areas of Newport 
Beach. 
 
Visual Impacts 
Again considering what is on the ground now, the height and density are of major 
concern to the public.  The baseline that residents have relied on since Newport 
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March 7, 2016 
 
Gregg Ramirez, Senior Planner 
Page Two 
 
RE:  Comments on Scope of EIR for Museum House Project 
 
 

Visual Impacts (cont’d) 
Center was established included a sloping decline in heights with high rises occurring in the northeast 
blocks of Newport Center.  A high rise of this proportion will negatively impact the residents nearby 
in Newport Center but also occur in a whole new skyline space compared to the other existing high 
rises.  It is noteworthy that the renderings depicting this project so far have not shown the building 
fully but only the lower entry level.  To fulfill the needs of the EIR and inform the public, there needs 
to be a mechanism to show the  impact of  the proposed height and bulk of  the building  from all 
angles. 
 
Density 
The  EIR  should  analyze  the  cumulative  effect  of  increased  density  and  population  if  the  new 
precedent for underground parking and high rise buildings are continued in the surrounding area.  
Parking in Newport Center has primarily been with surface and above low rise parking structures.  
The Museum House Project and the simultaneously occurring Newport Center Villas/150 Newport 
Center Drive is suggesting a completely new “big city” type environment with associated increases 
in population, density and congestion. 
 
Traffic 
Along with the yet to be seen traffic from the adjacent new apartment complex, there will be on the 
ground and noticeable changes in traffic patterns for nearby residents and especially on increasingly 
congested intersections such as San Joaquin Hills Drive and Jamboree Road.  There needs to be a 
complete traffic analysis which shows the results of assumed traffic from the number of bedrooms  
 

B-75



 
 

P O   B o x   1 0 2   |   B a l b o a   I s l a n d ,   C A     9 2 6 6 2   |   9 4 9 . 8 6 4 . 6 6 1 6    

 

 

A  501(c)(3)  non‐profit  public  education  organization working  to  protect  and  preserve  the  residential  and 

environmental qualities of Newport Beach. 
 

www.SPON‐NewportBeach.org | Info@SPON‐NewportBeach.org 

FB SPON‐Newport Beach | Twitter @SPONNewport 

 

Gregg Ramirez, Senior Planner 
Page Three 
 
RE:  Comments on Scope of EIR for Museum House Project 
 
 

Traffic (cont’d) 
rather  than  the  number  of  units  alone.    This  need  is  in  keeping  with  the  new  lifestyle  changes 
whereby multiple disassociated people often occupy a condo or  rent  rooms out using Airbnb  for 
example.  The worst case should be examined and such analysis should also apply to parking for the 
building.    There also needs  to be a discussion of how traffic analyses have been changed due  to 
revisions in CEQA guidelines which prohibit the use of level of service analysis to make significance 
determinations. 
 

Alternatives and Mitigation 

This project has the potential to degrade substantially the character and quality of the environment 

for nearby residents.  The precedent for allowing increased heights and density can be replicated 

throughout Newport Center and other areas of the City.  This precedent, breaking through previous 

zoning  restrictions  and  adding  population  that  is  not  allowed  in  the  current  General  Plan,  is  a 

significant and unavoidable impact and the only mitigation is “no project” or a seriously different 

project. 

 

Please incorporate by reference the comments submitted by Jim Mosher, Susan Skinner and Debra 

Stevens. 

 

Thank you very much. 

 

Marko Popovich 
President 
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Debbie Bright Stevens 

1120 Sea Lane 

Corona Del Mar, CA 92625 

March 7, 2016 

Gregg Ramierz 

Senior Planner 

City of Newport Beach 

Community Development Department 

100 Civic Center Drive 

Newport Beach, CA  92660 

Dear Mr. Ramirez: 

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for 

the Museum House project.  I also appreciate that the City recognizes the potential 

significance of this project, is preparing an EIR, and is including most of the 

environmental resources on the CEQA checklist in the EIR.  The following are my 

comments on the Museum House project NOP/IS. 

1. Baseline:  Per CEQA Guidelines 15125(a), the environmental baseline for the

project is the environmental conditions that exist at the time the notice of

preparation is published (February 2016).  The EIR for the Museum Project must

be a stand-alone, project-level EIR and must not rely on the 2006 General Plan

EIR in any manner.  The project was not contemplated in the 2006 General Plan.

2. Traffic:  Traffic impacts during both construction and operation of the Museum

House project must be evaluated in the EIR, including cumulative traffic impacts

associated with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects.  Any

calculation of vehicle miles travelled by residences of the new building must

consider that these units would sell for millions of dollars and would not be

occupied with “average” residents.  Also, residents of this development would not

use public transportation so this development is not a transit-oriented

development.

3. Cumulative Impacts:  Please note that reliance on the 2006 General Plan for

cumulative impacts would violate CEQA requirements as the baseline for the

General Plan EIR was based on the environment setting in 2004-2005 and does

not include a number of projects approved outside of the General Plan.
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4. Water Impacts:  Water demand impacts associated with the proposed project

must be evaluated in the EIR.  A water supply assessment must be included with

the EIR.

5. Aesthetics:  The Museum Project will convert a single story museum into a 27-

story building that is over 300 feet in height.  This building will block views of

the ocean from the north and views of Saddleback Mountain from the south and

be visible throughout the City.  The aesthetic impacts associated with the

proposed project are clearly significant and must be evaluated in the EIR.  This

must include artist rendering of views of the new building from various public

places.  In addition, the use of “story poles” or some other similar mechanism

must be used to adequately determine and disclose to the public the potential

aesthetic impacts associated with increasing the building height on the site to over

300 feet in height.

Significant vistas, as identified in the City’s Local Coastal Program, include 

public coastal views from a variety of roadway segments.  The Museum Building 

would be visible from a number of those significant vistas including:  Avocado 

Avenue from San Joaquin Hills Road to Coast Highway; Bayside Drive at 

Promontory Bay Coast Highway/Santa Ana River Bridge; Coast Highway from 

Jamboree Road to Bayside Drive; Jamboree Road in the vicinity of the Big 

Canyon Park; Jamboree Road from Coast Highway to Bayside Drive; MacArthur 

Boulevard from San Joaquin Hills Road to Coast Highway; Newport Center Drive 

from Newport Center Drive E/W to Farallon Drive/Granville Drive; San Joaquin 

Hills Road from Newport Ridge Drive to Spyglass Hill Road; and San Miguel 

Drive from San Joaquin Hills Road to MacArthur Boulevard.  The number of 

scenic vistas impacted by the Museum House is a testament to the magnitude of 

the aesthetic impacts associated with this project.  The General Plan establishes 

that if new development blocks or obscures any of the significant public 

viewpoints, a potentially significant impact would occur.  The project impacts on 

aesthetics are clearly significant.   

6. Land Use:  The proposed project would violate land use policies that have been

established in the General Plan.  Policy LU 1.1 requires that new development

“maintain and enhance” existing neighborhoods, business districts and the harbor

and be designed to reflect Newport’s topography, architectural diversity, and view

sheds.  General Plan policies require that natural landforms and features be

preserved and that viewsheds be maintained (General Plan Update Policies LU

1.3 and LU 1.6).  The Museum House would clearly violate these among other

land use policies, resulting in significant land use impacts which must be

addressed in the EIR.

7. Cumulative Impacts:  The cumulative impacts of this project and potential

growth-inducing impacts associated with approval of the Museum Project must be

evaluated.  The cumulative impacts must include the potential impacts associated
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with other projects on 1-2 acre parcels that could be allowed to develop into 27 

story buildings. 

8. Growth-Inducing Impacts:  Approval of the Museum Project would be growth

inducing and remove barriers to growth.  The City has enforced view plan

management requirements on development around Newport Center, allowing

taller buildings toward San Joaquin Hills Road and reducing the height of

buildings as they move down the hill towards Pacific Coast Highway.  The

Museum project proposes to place the tallest building in Newport Center near the

middle of Newport Center, as opposed to near San Joaquin Hills Road – a clear

departure from historic policies.  Allowing projects that would change the view

plane requirements would remove obstacles to growth that would allow more

dense development throughout Newport Center and this potential impact on all

environmental resources must be evaluated in the EIR.

9. Alternatives:  Alternatives to the proposed project are required when significant

impacts have been identified.  An alternative to the proposed project must include

a reduced project alternative that would be consistent with existing land use

requirements, existing building heights adjacent to the proposed project, and be

limited to 4-5 stories.

10. Greenlight:  Section 423 of the Newport Beach Municipal Code (Greenlight)

clearly states in section 3(1) that a vote shall be held if there is an increase of 100

dwelling units in a given statistical area.  The project will result in an increase of

100 units into the Newport Center area and requires a Greenlight vote.

Thank you for your consideration.  Please let me know when the Draft EIR is available 

for public review. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Debra Bright Stevens 
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