
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH
LOWER CASTAWAYS AND AQUATIC CENTER SITE AD 

HOC COMMITTEE  AGENDA
City Council Chambers - 100 Civic Center Drive

Thursday, September 18, 2025 - 3:00 PM

Lower Castaways and Aquatic Center Site Ad Hoc Committee Members:

   Joe Stapleton, Mayor

  Michelle Barto, Councilmember

  Noah Blom, Councilmember

  Jonathan Langford, Committee Member

  Keira Kirby, Committee Member

  Rudy Svrcek, Committee Member

  Laird Hayes, Committee Member

Staff Members:

Seimone Jurjis, Assistant City Manager / Community Development 

Director

Sean Levin, Recreation and Senior Services Director

Dave Webb, Public Works Director

Lauren Wooding Whitlinger, Real Property Administrator

The Lower Castaways and Aquatic Center Site Ad Hoc Committee meeting is subject to the Ralph M. Brown Act.  Among other 

things, the Brown Act requires that the Lower Castaways and Aquatic Center Site Ad Hoc Committee agenda be posted at least 

seventy-two (72) hours in advance of each regular meeting and that the public be allowed to comment on agenda items before the 

Committee and items not on the agenda but are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Lower Castaways and Aquatic Center 

Site Ad Hoc Committee. The Chair may limit public comments to a reasonable amount of time, generally three (3) minutes per 

person.

Please  Note: You can submit your questions and comments in writing for the Lower Castaways and Aquatic Center Site Ad Hoc 

Committee to consider by mailing or delivering them to the City of Newport Beach Lower Castaways and Aquatic Center Site Ad 

Hoc Committee at 100 Civic Center Drive,  Newport  Beach,  CA,  92660.  Alternatively,  you  can  send  them  by  electronic  mail  at  

CDD@newportbeachca.gov. In order to ensure adequate time to review comments, please submit any written comments no later 

than 12:00 p.m. on Wednesday in order to give the Committee adequate time to review your submission.

The City of Newport Beach’s goal is to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) in all respects.  If, as an attendee  or  

a  participant  at  this  meeting,  you  will  need  special  assistance  beyond  what  is  normally  provided,  we  will attempt  to  

accommodate  you  in  every  reasonable  manner. Please contact Clarivel Rodriguez, Administrative Assistant, at least forty-eight 

(48) hours prior to the meeting to inform us of your particular needs and to determine if accommodation is feasible at (949) 

644-3232 or crodriguez@newportbeachca.gov.

NOTICE REGARDING PRESENTATIONS REQUIRING USE OF CITY EQUIPMENT

Any presentation requiring the use of the City of Newport Beach’s equipment must be submitted to the Community Development 

Department 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting.
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Lower Castaways and Aquatic Center Site Ad Hoc Committee Meeting

I. CALL MEETING TO ORDER

II. WELCOME AND ROLL CALL

III. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

Public comments are invited on agenda and non-agenda items generally considered to be 

within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Committee.  Speakers must limit comments to three 

(3) minutes. Before speaking, we invite, but do not require, you to state your name for the 

record.  The Committee has the discretion to extend or shorten the speakers’ time limit on 

agenda or non-agenda items, provided the time limit adjustment is applied equally to all 

speakers. As a courtesy, please turn cell phones off or set them in the silent mode.

(This item includes written correspondence received that is not related to items on the 

agenda.)

IV. CONSENT ITEMS

Draft Minutes of July 10, 2025a.

Recommended Action: Approve and File

07102025_Draft Minutes

V. CURRENT BUSINESS

Request for Proposals for Lower Castaways Redevelopmenta.

Summary:

Staff has released the Request for Proposals for the redevelopment of Lower 

Castaways Park and will provide a status update of the process.

Recommended Action: Receive and File

RFP No. 2026-08_Lower Castaways Redevelopment_Final 08192025

Concept Designs for Public Aquatic Center at Mariners Park and Bonita 

Creek Park

b.

Summary:

Staff have worked with RJM Design Group to develop conceptual designs for an 

aquatic center at Mariners Park and Bonita Creek Park. No cost estimates have 

been developed at this time.

Recommended Action: Receive and File

526.14 Mariners Park and Bonita Creek Park Aquatics Feasibility Studies

VI. COMMITTEE ANNOUNCEMENTS OR MATTERS WHICH MEMBERS WOULD LIKE 

PLACED ON A FUTURE AGENDA FOR DISCUSSION, ACTION OR REPORT 

(NON-DISCUSSION ITEM)

VII. ADJOURNMENT

Next Meeting: TBD
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CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 
 
Lower Castaways and Aquatic Center Site Ad Hoc Committee  
Regular Meeting  
July 10, 2025 – 3:00 p.m. 
 

 
I. CONVENE MEETING OF THE LOWER CASTAWAYS AQUATIC CENTER 

SITE AD HOC COMMITTEE TO ORDER – 3:00 p.m. 
 

II. ROLL CALL  
Present: Joe Stapleton, Chair 

Michelle Barto, Councilmember 
Noah Blom, Councilmember 
Jonathan Langford, Committee Member 
Keira Kirby, Committee Member 
Rudy Svrcek, Committee Member 
Laird Hayes, Committee Member 
 

Staff:     Seimone Jurjis, Assistant City Manager 
  Sean Levin, Recreation & Senior Services Director 

Brian Cordeiro, Recreation and Senior Services Manager 
Clarivel Rodriguez, Administrative Assistant  
 

 Councilmember Blom arrived at 3:19 p.m. 
Councilmember Barto arrived at 4:45 p.m. 

   

III. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
 

 None 
 

IV. CURRENT BUSINESS 
a. Potential Uses for Lower Castaways 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Discuss potential uses for Lower Castaways 

 
Chair Stapleton acknowledged the significance of the Lower Castaways site, describing it as a 
genuine opportunity. He observed that he had driven past the site for more than 20 years, 
noting its use primarily for staging heavy machinery. He emphasized the site’s historical 
importance, referring to it as the birthplace of Newport Beach in 1870. He stated that 
everyone present shares a strong passion for the community and a common desire to see a 
meaningful project developed at the location. 
 
Chair Stapleton reflected on his service on the Harbor Commission more than a decade ago 
and his participation in early planning efforts. He noted that the current commission has 
also been tasked with considering alternative uses for the site. He expressed support for the 
development of a world-class aquatic center but reported that the proposal has not received 
the four City Council votes required to move forward. He explained that, as a result, other 
possibilities must now be explored. 
 
Chair Stapleton explained that there remains a strong community need for an aquatic center 
in Newport Beach, and if the Lower Castaways site is not viable, the community must 
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identify another location. He stated that he has been working with Assistant City Manager 
Seimone Jurjis and Councilmember Noah Blom to evaluate other city-owned properties that 
may be suitable for such a facility. He stated that the central question is what the site should 
become if it is not used for an aquatic facility. He reported that individuals outside of the 
meeting had expressed interest in potential legacy projects for the site. Accordingly, he 
suggested that the City consider issuing a Request for Proposals (RFP) to determine 
community interest in developing the property. 
 
Chair Stapleton emphasized the importance of retaining a human-powered launch ramp at 
the site, noting its existing use by kayaks, paddleboards, and other non-motorized vessels, 
supported by adequate parking. He stated that such use aligns well with the site’s character 
and described the land-to-bay connection as essential. He expressed support for visitor-
serving amenities, particularly a park and green space, along with a historical element 
recognizing the site as the birthplace of Newport Beach. At a minimum, he suggested 
relocating the existing monument across the street. He also highlighted the value of 
connecting Upper and Lower Castaways through a staircase or similar structure and 
emphasized the need to address traffic challenges at the intersection. 
 
Chair Stapleton noted community interest in a restaurant on the site, referencing the former 
Castaways Club, and expressed support for a visitor- and resident-serving dining component 
if consistent with the overall vision. He concluded by recommending that if the City issues a 
Request for Proposals (RFP), it should include consideration of community-funded legacy 
investments with potential revenue-sharing opportunities, providing public benefit without 
direct City expenditure, and allowing the aquatic center to be pursued at an alternative 
location. 
 
Chair Stapleton invited input from committee members and noted the deliberate inclusion 
of representatives from the Harbor Commission, Planning Commission, and Parks, Beaches, 
and Recreation Commission—as well as long-time community members—to ensure a 
comprehensive and collaborative conversation. 
 
Committee Member Jon Langford agreed with the Mayor’s comments and supported the 
concept of a long-term ground lease in which a private tenant would assume the upfront 
development costs. He noted that such an arrangement would relieve the City of significant 
capital expenses, allowing it instead to focus on connectivity and infrastructure 
improvements. He emphasized the value of preparing the site as a development pad for a 
private operator to construct and manage a high-quality facility, thereby avoiding the need 
for the City to undertake a large-scale project directly. He further observed that Newport 
Beach already has several successful examples of long-term leases with private operators, 
which enable private investment with sufficient lease terms to ensure cost recovery. 
 
Chair Stapleton referenced the Irvine Company, which owns property in the vicinity. He 
noted that as long as any proposed development does not conflict with the Irvine Company’s 
interests—particularly regarding competing commercial activity—the company would likely 
be supportive of an appropriate and complementary use on the site.  He mentioned the 
existing contract with Bluewater Grill and the importance of ensuring any new use aligns 
with existing agreements. He acknowledged that this contract was likely the result of a 
negotiated trade involving residential units and the Lower Castaways site between past 
councilmembers. He concluded by stating that the proposed approach represents a 
significant opportunity for the City, but any future plans must take existing partnerships and 
agreements into consideration. He remained optimistic that the Irvine Company would 
support the right kind of development at this location. 
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Committee member Langford noted that the Irvine Company serves as both a restaurant 
landlord and boat slip operator, which informs its perspective. He clarified that while a new 
launch site exists across the street, known as the Blue Finial, the current discussion concerns 
a different type of ramp located in a protected area without docks.  He explained that the 
Irvine Company maintains a no-slip policy for a site across the highway designated for a 
future restaurant, though development has not yet begun. He noted that, from the 
company’s viewpoint, additional activity in the area—such as another restaurant—could 
strengthen the overall vibrancy of the district and support the viability of multiple 
establishments. He also highlighted the pedestrian bridge under the Pacific Coast Highway, 
which enhances safe and convenient access to the area. 
 
Chair Stapleton emphasized the importance of maintaining a good relationship with the 
Irvine Company and also emphasized that the committee’s focus should remain on defining 
a meaningful and community-serving use for the site. He noted that if a compelling plan 
emerges, there is reason to believe that the Irvine Company would be supportive. He recalled 
that the company had supported the pool concept, which was not viewed as competition, 
suggesting potential alignment with other community-serving ideas. 
 
Committee Member Langford speaker addressed the role of the California Coastal 
Commission and noted that a restaurant could qualify as a visitor-serving amenity, which 
aligns with the Commission’s priorities. He advised that the inclusion of food service helps 
fulfill the goal of making coastal resources accessible to the broader public, which could 
strengthen the case for approval. He also reiterated support for features such as a human-
powered launch ramp, a connecting path between Upper and Lower Castaways, and an 
extended bike trail along the waterfront. He suggested that these components could serve as 
public benefits required by the Coastal Commission for any development on the site. 
 
Committee Member Keira Kirby noted that several elements, such as the hand-launch area 
and the connection between Upper and Lower Castaways, were included in prior concept 
plans and schematics developed under a previous City Council. She suggested that these 
ideas be revisited, allowing the City to build on prior work rather than starting anew. She 
inquired about the existing interpretive elements—beyond a commemorative plaque—tied to 
the harbor’s history. She proposed the use of interpretive signage or educational boards that 
would share the historical significance of the site with the public.  
 
Chair Stapleton observed that many local organizations are already engaged in celebrating 
the City’s history, particularly during this year of historical recognition. He proposed 
incorporating a historical element into the site, such as a walking path that would provide an 
interactive way for visitors to experience Newport Beach’s heritage. He suggested that 
knowledgeable community members could collaborate with the committee to develop 
concepts that extend beyond a traditional plaque. A waterfront walking path, he noted, could 
function as both a historical timeline and a physical link between the bay and the City’s 
history. 
 
Committee Member Kirby advocated for the continuation of the bike trail in that area. She 
noted that many visitors mistakenly believe the trail already connects through that segment, 
only to discover it does not. 
 
Chair Stapelton emphasized the importance of including a historical and educational 
component in the project. He noted that if a trail is to be developed—whether for bikes or 
pedestrians—it should be thoughtfully designed, especially given the growing presence of e-
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bikes and the issues they have caused on the peninsula. He stressed the value of creating a 
safe and meaningful connection in the area. He  
suggested that it would be ideal if the trail could extend under the bridge and continue along 
the waterfront. He noted that although the current segment is underutilized and lacks 
appeal, he believes it has the potential to become a truly scenic and enjoyable route. 
 
Committee Member Rudy Svrcek expanded on the waterfront path concept by referencing 
examples from other cities where raised wooden walkways protect ecologically sensitive 
areas while accommodating tidal fluctuations. He proposed a similar elevated pathway 
extending to Dover Shores to improve access and preserve the environment. He noted that 
such a trail could offer one of the most scenic experiences in the City and compared it to 
protected areas in New Zealand. 
 
Drawing on his experience on the Harbor Commission and participation in an ad hoc 
committee for Lower Castaways, Commissioner Svrcek stated that he had previously 
developed ideas for the site and offered to share a summary with the group. He explained 
that the concept consisted of a range of ideas presented as a menu of options, not as a single 
comprehensive project. He explained that elements could be selected individually, such as 
pairing certain features with a restaurant or adopting complementary components to 
enhance the visitor experience. 
 
Committee Member Svrcek presented a concept focused on providing an educational 
experience centered on marine life from the bay and ocean. Referring to the site plan, he 
described an entry area featuring a whale display to highlight local sea life. He explained that 
the plan also included a café envisioned as a casual space serving sandwiches and coffee, 
with the flexibility to expand into a full-service restaurant if desired. He noted that the 
largest structure in the concept is an interpretive center designed to showcase exhibits on 
marine species and ocean ecology. He advised that at the center of the site is a touch pool 
area modeled after those in larger aquariums, where children could safely interact with 
marine life under supervision. 
 
Committee Member Svrcek further described a circular underwater theater accommodating 
30 to 40 people, offering an immersive 360-degree experience that would allow visitors to 
feel as though they were underwater, observing marine habitats such as sharks. He advised 
that along the waterfront, the plan includes a series of small display areas featuring three-
dimensional fish models accompanied by educational information about native species, 
including sharks and tuna. He noted that toward the bottom of the plan near Pacific Coast 
Highway, the concept provides for a kayak tour and launch area, along with storage facilities, 
although he noted that the final location of the launch ramp could be adjusted. He 
emphasized that the concept is intended as a flexible framework to inspire discussion and 
refinement. He explained that the components could be rearranged, scaled, or modified 
depending on community interest and feasibility. 
 
Commissioner Svrcek explained that the immersive theater concept could accommodate a 
wide variety of educational themes beyond marine life, including astronomy, desert 
environments, jungle ecosystems, and the Grand Canyon. He noted that the intent is for the 
space to be adaptable, providing diverse natural and educational content. He presented a 
30-second video clip showing what the theater experience might look like.  He explained that 
the concept was inspired by a smaller version currently in operation in Avalon, which was 
developed for approximately $250,000 and is now generating a modest profit. He clarified 
that costs could vary significantly depending on design and scale; they presented this figure 
as a point of reference. He compared the experience to a smaller-scale version of the Sphere 
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in Las Vegas and discussed how the sea life themes could be reflected throughout the 
entryway and exhibits. He suggested that the City’s Arts Commission could contribute 
creative and historically relevant installations, including sculptural pieces that reflect the 
local maritime heritage. 
 
Committee Member Svrcek continued the presentation with the concept of interactive sea 
life displays, including species such as crabs, lobsters, and other local marine animals. He 
noted that these could be arranged around the site for educational engagement, especially 
for children. He proposed a kayak tour program launching from the Back Bay, as well as the 
inclusion of an amphitheater. He advised that this outdoor venue, facing west toward 
Fashion Island, would offer stunning sunset views and could be used for entertainment, 
community events, and educational programs. 
 
Committee Member Svrcek reported that further inspiration for design elements came from 
existing installations in Fashion Island, such as a long-standing art piece featuring Garibaldi 
fish above simulated seagrass. He envisioned a similar three-dimensional display positioned 
along the water’s edge—marked as red dots on the site plan. He noted that each display 
would feature a species of fish alongside interpretive signage to educate visitors about the 
local marine environment.  In closing, he emphasized the educational value of the proposal, 
particularly for children, and expressed enthusiasm for creating something that celebrates 
both the ocean and the history of Newport Beach. 
 
Committee Member Svrcek noted that one idea is to incorporate an educational program in 
partnership with local schools as part of the proposed facility. He explained that the concept 
involves creating a collaborative learning experience in which students visit multiple 
locations across Newport Beach. He noted that these would include the facility at the 
Castaways site, the science center located across the bay, and another research center near 
Corona del Mar.  He envisioned a coordinated field trip model in which students would tour 
one site per day, gaining a comprehensive understanding of the local marine environment. 
He advised that the goal would be to educate students about the bay, the ocean, and the 
natural resources unique to Newport Beach. 
 
Committee Member Svrcek referenced the General Plan and emphasized that the proposal 
aligns well with its stated priorities. He explained that the concept meets goals related to 
marine-oriented programming, environmental education, and public access to the water. He 
noted that significant effort had gone into developing the proposal and believed it 
successfully addressed many of the community’s planning objectives. 
 
Councilmember Blom clarified that his primary concern was not the initial construction cost 
of the project, but the long-term maintenance expenses, which could amount to millions of 
dollars. He emphasized the importance of evaluating return on investment and questioned 
how the City could ensure financial sustainability over time. He noted that in conversations 
with community members, particularly residents of Bay Shores who are directly impacted by 
the site, there was strong support for creating a continuous pedestrian experience into 
Newport. He noted that many residents favored the idea of a space that reflects the character 
of an aquatic park, especially given the waterfront setting and its similarity to Marina Park. 
 
To balance public benefit with fiscal responsibility, Councilmember  Blom suggested 
exploring opportunities for revenue generation, such as leasing a portion of the site for 
hospitality uses. He cited the example of a coffee shop that could serve both park visitors and 
passersby along Mariners’ Mile, enhancing the experience while contributing to financial 
viability. He concluded by recommending that the City consider a public-private partnership 
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model, stressing that a sustainable funding strategy is essential to the long-term success of 
the project. 
 
Chair Stapleton agreed with the overarching objective—to compile the best elements onto 
paper, issue a Request for Proposals (RFP), and invite interested parties to return with their 
interpretations of what would be both viable and meaningful for the site, particularly from a 
revenue standpoint. He emphasized that the project should pursue a public-private 
partnership model, incorporating educational, interactive, and historical components, as 
well as sea life exhibits, hand-launch ramps, and a connection between Upper and Lower 
Castaways. He believed that putting these ideas into the public domain would likely attract 
interest, especially from legacy families in Newport Beach. He referenced successful 
examples such as the Fun Zone, Lido House, and other high-profile local developments, and 
suggested that many legacy families would be enthusiastic about contributing to a project of 
this significance. He believed that issuing an RFP would be an effective way to gauge interest 
and creativity from the community. He noted that once proposals are received, the 
committee would review them and determine how best to proceed. He expressed belief that 
there is a clear pathway toward a project that could serve the entire community.  
 
Chair Stapleton inquired about the formal process of issuing a Request for Proposals (RFP).  
 
Assistant City Manager Jurjis explained that if the committee were to proceed with an RFP, 
the draft should first be brought back to the committee for review. He explained that after 
revisions, it could then be released to the public for responses.  He further explained that 
once responses are received, staff would review and return with a recommendation for the 
committee’s consideration.  
 
Chair Stapleton recommended that the draft RFP be circulated to the committee members 
outside of a formal meeting, allowing members to submit input via email and expedite the 
process. He noted that this would allow the City to move forward more quickly while still 
incorporating feedback. He inquired how long the RFP would be open. 
 
Assistant City Manager Jurjis explained that, once finalized, the RFP would be open for 30 
days, which is the City’s typical timeframe, followed by an additional review period. Based 
on this timeline, he advised that the committee could expect to reconvene and evaluate 
proposals within 60 to 90 days. He acknowledged that a second meeting could be scheduled 
before the RFP is officially released if the committee preferred a more in-depth discussion.  
 
Councilmember  Blom stated that his preference would be for staff to include a broad range 
of ideas in the process, reflecting the committee’s discussions while leaving room for 
creativity from potential proposers in the community. He emphasized the importance of not 
overly restricting the Request for Proposals, noting that many residents have the experience 
and ingenuity to present compelling concepts. He suggested issuing a broad-based RFP 
rather than one with a narrow or highly specific scope, which would allow diverse ideas to 
emerge. He explained that these proposals could then be refined, and contract terms 
adjusted as needed during negotiations. 
 
Councilmember  Blom added that at some point, the City would need to evaluate the 
financial implications of the proposals, both short-term and long-term, and establish a 
budget to determine whether the concept is financially feasible and sustainable. 
 
Assistant City Manager Jurjis suggested that it would be appropriate for all committee 
members to have an opportunity to comment on the RFP draft. He noted that, if necessary, a 
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smaller review subcommittee could be formed to assist with this process, ensuring 
transparency and broad input before proceeding further. 
 
Assistant City Manager Jurjis explained that before proceeding, staff would need to prepare 
a draft RFP and agendize it for the committee to review. He noted that once the committee 
has reviewed and approved the draft, it can be released to the market. It will take some time 
to receive responses, after which staff will evaluate the submissions and present a 
recommendation to the committee. 
 
Chair Stapleton emphasized a strong desire to move the project forward as soon as possible, 
noting the exceptional value of the site. He advised that the goal is not simply to complete 
the project, but to ensure that the final result is meaningful and thoughtfully developed.  
 
Chair Stapleton opened public comments. 
 
Wade Womack raised concerns regarding accessibility for individuals with disabilities. He 
noted that a designated drop-off area at the site may not be feasible due to restrictions, but 
emphasized the importance of providing accommodations, particularly for families with 
members who have mobility challenges. He cited difficulties related to limited parking near 
the Irvine Company lot and described alternative options, such as Marina Park, as 
inconvenient and difficult for those with disabilities. He recommended that the City explore 
solutions to improve accessibility, even if drop-off access must remain restricted, to ensure 
the site is inclusive and usable for all members of the community. He raised concerns 
regarding traffic, which have been discussed extensively. He inquired whether relocating 
parking to the upper Castaways, rather than at the intersection, might help mitigate traffic 
issues.  He referenced the architectural plans, noting that anyone who has reviewed them 
would recognize the thoughtful design and the collaborative work involved.  
 
Carleen Butterfield, a long-time Heights resident of more than 30 years, expressed 
enthusiasm for the project, noting its beauty and potential as a popular waterfront 
destination with financial viability. However, she raised concerns about the site’s limited 
access point. She explained that the small entrance, which serves as a key route for vehicles 
accessing Pacific Coast Highway from Mariners, the Heights, and Cliff Haven, is already 
congested. She cautioned that large events could result in 50 or more vehicles attempting to 
exit simultaneously, further worsening traffic conditions. As an alternative, she suggested 
exploring the use of space at nearby Boca Park, which provides greater parking capacity and 
a signalized intersection to relieve pressure on the main entrance. 
 
Committee Member Svrcek acknowledged that traffic remains a major concern and provided 
background on efforts to address access challenges. He explained that an earlier concept had 
proposed a new access road at a signalized intersection to divert traffic from the current 
entrance. 
 
Councilmember Blom noted that this was deemed infeasible due to the presence of a 
protected bluff containing a sensitive plant species that prohibits grading or excavation. He 
added that portions of the surrounding land, including areas near the bridge, are owned by 
Caltrans, further limiting options.  He noted that City staff and the Mayor had worked with 
traffic engineers, including a contracted firm from LSA, to evaluate alternatives such as 
modifying the median, creating new entrance and exit lanes, and altering the triangular 
intersection. However, he advised that environmental and logistical constraints restricted 
feasible solutions. He concluded that the only viable option identified was to maintain a 
pedestrian access trail, which had been included in the original site design. 
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Councilmember Blom referenced a long-standing issue concerning the possibility of 
acquiring land back from Caltrans, which remains a point of concern. He noted that the 
main challenge is that any agreement to purchase that segment of Pacific Coast Highway 
(PCH) would likely require the City to also assume ownership of the adjacent bridge. He 
advised that this bridge is scheduled for a complete rebuild, a project estimated to cost 
approximately $200 million—significantly more than the recent pier project. He advised 
that the City is not in a financial position to take on that level of responsibility at this time. 
 
Ms. Butterfield described the current traffic pattern in the area. She advised that drivers 
traveling westbound on PCH frequently use a small pocket turn and must cross three lanes 
of traffic to reach Cliff Drive, a route that she uses. She noted that the maneuver is difficult 
and often feels unsafe. 
 
Councilmember Blom emphasized that the City Council has spent considerable time 
reviewing this site, exploring a wide range of possibilities beyond just an aquatic center. He 
advised that the central concern throughout this process has been traffic mitigation. He 
explained that the key question remains how to slow traffic onto the property while still 
creating a high-quality gateway to Newport Beach, something that reflects the City’s 
character, can potentially generate some revenue, and remains cost-effective.  
 
Chair Stapleton noted that the overall goal is to create a win-win outcome for both the 
community and the City. He agreed that although the site is among the most scenic in the 
area, its value will be diminished if traffic concerns are not properly addressed. 
 
Adam Leverenz? Recommended a more targeted approach to the RFP process. He suggested 
narrowing the scope rather than issuing a broad request, explaining that clearer 
specifications would encourage more competitive responses. He referenced a previous RFP 
that produced only one qualified bidder, noting that vague objectives discourage 
participation, while well-defined expectations promote competition, transparency, and 
better outcomes. He emphasized the importance of maximizing public access at the Lower 
Castaways site, particularly for residents who do not live on the waterfront. He recalled a 
Harbor Commission proposal from five to six years earlier that envisioned a simple public 
dock, restroom, and small park. He clarified that the concept would not include a 
commercial dock, which would conflict with existing covenants, but instead provide a public 
amenity consistent with the area’s uses. He noted that the design could incorporate ample 
parking and rack storage for stand-up paddleboards. He further addressed traffic concerns 
by suggesting a reduced parking footprint supplemented by designated drop-off areas and 
alternative transportation options such as driverless shuttles and e-bike racks. This, he 
explained, would allow visitors to access their gear and transition directly to the water 
without contributing to congestion. He concluded by reaffirming support for a simple, 
accessible project that enhances public access, remains cost-effective, and aligns with 
Coastal Commission goals while maintaining environmental sensitivity. He emphasized the 
importance of keeping any improvements simple, clean, and budget-conscious. 
 
Chair Stapleton recalled that for more than a decade, he had been advised that constructing 
a dock in the area would not be permitted due to environmental concerns. A member of the 
staff noted that in 2014, during a previous planning effort, regulatory agencies made it clear 
that a dock north of the bridge would not be allowed, largely due to protected wildlife 
habitats. He noted that human-powered watercraft launches, such as for kayaks and 
paddleboards, could still be supported. 
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The public speaker advised that although a new public dock exists across the water, it is not 
ideal. He noted that for users arriving by water, docking there requires parking elsewhere 
and walking over the bridge. He highlighted that the nearest parking areas are either limited 
or private, referencing signage indicating “no parking” and sharing personal experiences of 
encountering access challenges in the area. He suggested that if an agreement could be 
reached with the adjacent property owner, specifically the Irvine Company, to allow for an 
official drop-off zone, that would significantly improve public access. 
 
Chair Stapleton emphasized the importance of involving the Irvine Company in any 
reimagining of the site, noting its ownership and influence. He expressed hope that the 
company would serve as an active and motivated partner in efforts to enhance the area for 
public benefit. He agreed with previous comments and stressed that any plan must be 
harbor-friendly, with strong connections to the bay and waterline. While he voiced personal 
support for the idea of a public dock, he stated that such a project is not feasible. Based on 
prior guidance and environmental constraints, construction of a public dock at this location 
is not a viable option. 
 
Bill Kenney, noting prior service alongside the Mayor on the Harbor Commission. He 
expressed appreciation for the direction proposed by a fellow committee member and 
acknowledged the potential in the current concept. He noted the existence of deed 
restrictions on the site, though the exact terms were not recalled. Additionally, he 
emphasized that the area falls under the jurisdiction of the Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
which adds complexity to the entitlement process. He concurred with earlier comments that 
pursuing a dock at this location would be extremely difficult and unlikely to receive 
approval. He recalled a prior effort, approximately four years earlier, when Public Works 
conducted a cleanup of the beaches on both sides of a deteriorating bulkhead. He advised 
that the goal at that time was to improve safety and access for human-powered watercraft. 
He noted that at the time, the southern end of the area near Lower Castaways was identified 
as one of the safest launch zones due to its protection from the current and its location under 
the bridge. He also suggested that a quick-service food operation would be appropriate and 
feasible for the site. In contrast, he noted that a sit-down restaurant might be impractical 
due to parking constraints. While generating revenue from a stand-up paddleboard (SUP) 
vendor could be considered, he advised that the harbor already hosts approximately 18 SUP 
rental businesses, making market demand questionable. He proposed that either the staff or 
the committee conduct a basic pro forma analysis to determine what elements of the project 
might generate revenue and to estimate overall costs. He supported the idea of breaking the 
project into multiple components, rather than issuing a single, comprehensive RFP. He 
noted that this approach could result in more targeted feedback and greater interest from 
potential partners. He expressed strong support for the idea of enhancing the monument 
area to better commemorate the site's historical significance as the birthplace of the harbor. 
He suggested that more than just a plaque is warranted and applauded the formation of the 
committee, affirming that it is moving in a positive direction. 
 
Mr. Kenney recommended that a list of key work components be drafted, with particular 
focus on the critical elements of the project. He explained that once the scope is defined, the 
City would be able to obtain preliminary cost estimates.  
 
Chair Stapleton confirmed that, following completion of the RFP draft, the committee would 
be dissolved, and the ad hoc subcommittee would take over. He noted that once the RFP is 
released, the typical timeline would allow for 30 to 60 days for responses. He advised that 
after that, responses would be collected and reviewed. He confirmed that if there are five or 
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more submissions, the subcommittee would review the proposals, determine a preferred 
vendor, and recommend a selection based on alignment with the City’s goals. 
 
Chair Stapleton closed public comments. 
 
There was no further discussion on the item. 

 
b. Potential Locations for a Public Aquatic Center 

Recommended Actions: 
2. Discuss potential locations where a public aquatic center may be located. 

 
Chair Stapleton emphasized that location is the most important factor and stated that the 
project must be situated in West Newport, west of the bay, given the lack of resident-serving 
facilities in that area compared to the east. He explained that the focus should be on 
locations that best serve the west side. He identified Marina Park, the area above Randall 
Preserve, and Mariners’ Park as current considerations. 
 
Chair Stapleton noted that Mariners’ Park consistently emerges as the strongest option. He 
advised that the 6.2-acre park is near Lower Castaways, well-positioned to serve the west 
side, and accessible via Irvine Avenue, which, despite carrying significant traffic, does not 
pose major noise concerns. He highlighted the site’s existing features, including tennis 
courts, a half basketball court, and proximity to a school, as well as its accessibility from the 
east side via MacArthur, the 73, or Bristol. He described the park as offering numerous 
opportunities for reimagining. He cautioned that summer access, particularly in and out of 
the peninsula, would be highly problematic. He further expressed concern that Marina Park 
would attract significant out-of-town usage, making it less desirable for residents. In 
contrast, he advised that Mariners’ Park better serves both its neighborhood and the wider 
community, and its facilities make it a strong candidate. 
 
Chair Stapleton noted the potential for collaboration with Newport Harbor and the school 
district, particularly with respect to the tennis courts. He suggested that the tennis courts 
and possibly the half basketball court could be removed, but emphasized that the sports 
field, which supports baseball and other activities, must remain.  
 
Councilmember Blom inquired about the lifespan of the fire station. 
 
Assistant City Manager Jurjis advised that the fire station dates back to the 1950s and is 
expected to have about ten years remaining. 
 
Councilmember Blom suggested that it is time to begin reviewing the Capital Improvement 
Plan (CIP) and Facility Improvement Plan (FIP). He noted that this area of the City has been 
described as one of the least master-planned sections. He advised that the existing tennis 
courts are aging, and there are also older features, such as single-person outdoor handball 
courts.  
 
Assistant City Manager Jurjis noted that the site currently includes a 50-meter pool but 
emphasized that the adjacent fire station is the oldest in the City and requires significant 
attention, as all other stations have already been rebuilt. He observed that the area is 
underutilized and presents many opportunities for improvement. He highlighted parking as 
a key consideration, noting the potential to create substantial additional capacity. He also 
stressed the importance of the surrounding sports facilities, which are actively used by both 
the school and the community. He further noted that an adjacent parcel containing another 
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baseball field is owned by the school district. He expressed optimism that the district would 
be open to collaboration, particularly since a pool would benefit them as well. He concluded 
that this presents an opportunity to reimagine the entire site through a cooperative effort. 
 
Councilmember Blom noted the possibility of incorporating a parking raised, given the 
growing need for parking to accommodate school events, pool use, baseball games, and 
other community activities. He advised that this approach could help alleviate pressure on 
nearby areas, such as Dover Shores and Mariners Park. He emphasized the importance of 
viewing the site not as a fixed canvas but as a collaborative project, with shared costs and 
benefits between the City and the school district. He advised that the area is already 
designed for children and families. 
 
Chair Stapleton advised that it is located in one of the largest residential neighborhoods, 
where pools are less common compared to the east side of the City. He noted that previous 
locations under consideration carried more liability concerns and traffic challenges, whereas 
this area is better suited for development. He remarked that this location offers better 
accessibility and community alignment. He noted that it is situated in a family-oriented area 
with existing infrastructure that supports recreation. He concluded by stressing the 
importance of developing the site to serve residents, especially children and families, rather 
than focusing on locations with less residential presence. 
 
Committee Member Kirby emphasized the importance of being very cautious and intentional 
when moving forward with plans for this area, particularly in how the project is presented to 
nearby residents. She noted that discussions on platforms like Nextdoor often escalate 
quickly. She reported that residents have already reached out, assuming she was involved in 
specific proposals simply because her name was associated with the ad hoc group. She 
clarified that they had not yet discussed or reviewed any proposals, yet there was already 
speculation and concern from the community.  She highlighted the need for thoughtful 
communication and planning, particularly when considering existing features such as the 
playground. She noted that the shaded area and playground are frequently used by families 
with younger children, and these aspects must be carefully evaluated during the planning 
process. 
 
Councilmember Blom agreed that community-focused features, such as a splash pad, could 
be incorporated into the project alongside other recreational elements. He emphasized the 
importance of engaging residents, particularly in this vocal area, and cautioned against 
moving forward without proper outreach. He recommended first evaluating the viability of 
each site, then developing action plans and next steps for community engagement. He 
stressed the need to gather feedback on potential gaps and explore creative ways to 
reconfigure areas while enhancing, rather than removing, existing features. He underscored 
the importance of communicating clearly that the goal is to add amenities, not take them 
away, and highlighted priorities such as preserving shaded areas and ensuring accessible 
play spaces. While acknowledging that change often meets resistance, he pointed to the 
success of projects like Bonita Canyon Sports Park, which transformed open fields into a 
well-used community recreation area. He emphasized that this project, like previous ones, 
should focus on improving amenities and enhancing the quality of life for residents. He 
stressed the need to shift the narrative to focus on programming and community benefits, 
rather than creating the impression of building something overly commercial, such as a 
water park.  
 
Committee Member Kirby expressed strong support for the value of a City pool, noting that 
an earlier ad hoc meeting with the Parks, Beaches, and Recreation Commission had already 
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gathered significant community feedback. She emphasized that aquatic activities are central 
to the community, yet not all residents have access to pools. She further observed that with 
the Newport Harbor pool currently out of service, City programming and neighborhood 
access, particularly on the west side of the bay, have been adversely affected.  
 
Chair Stapleton highlighted the issue of overcrowding at existing pools. Compared to other 
communities with multiple Olympic-sized pools, Newport’s resources fall short, and there is 
a clear need to improve aquatic facilities. He emphasized the importance of careful 
messaging to the community to avoid concerns about overcrowding or excessive outside use. 
He noted that the focus should be on the programming itself—providing opportunities for 
young athletes, senior citizens, and residents of all ages to engage in swimming, water polo, 
and other activities. Additionally, he advised that the proposed site offers financial 
advantages, as it does not require costly infrastructure such as seawalls, potentially reducing 
construction expenses by millions of dollars. 
 
Councilmember Blom emphasized that the project’s focus should remain on children, noting 
the proximity of the library and public safety facilities. He observed that this cluster of 
services could function as a secondary civic center for far West Newport. While not a 
traditional community center, he stated that it could serve as a central hub for the area. 
 
Committee Member Svrcek presented three pool concepts for one of the potential sites, 
noting that they would not require changes to the existing parking layout. He explained that 
the site is located on county-owned land, which complicates its use.  
 
Councilmember Blom noted that while the City recently renegotiated its agreement with the 
Newport Aquatic Center, only part of the area is under City control, with the remainder 
belonging to the county. He stated that this division has made it difficult for the City to 
assume full control of the property despite past efforts to do so for important projects. He 
remarked that the area is ideal, pointing out that he visits it regularly and that the parking 
lot is frequently full. He clarified that he is not directly connected to the Newport Aquatic 
Center. He advised that the center currently has about 49 years left on its lease, adding 
another layer of complexity to any plans. 
 
Committee Member Svrcek referenced Sunset Ridge Park off Superior, explaining that he 
had superimposed three pools on the site purely for scale and visualization. He noted that 
the project would require a new bridge costing approximately $14 million, as well as a new 
parking lot. While the location in West Newport offers exceptional views and would not take 
up excessive space, he acknowledged that the proposal would likely meet strong resistance 
from residents.  
 
Recreation & Senior Services Director Sean Levin noted that the community’s reaction to 
any major changes at Sunset Ridge Park would be intense, with some residents strongly 
opposed to altering the park’s current state. He advised that parking is also a significant 
issue, as the existing lot is already designated for park visitors and includes spaces reserved 
under a coastal development agreement. Additionally, he advised that staffing the facility 
would require constructing a new building.  Lastly, he noted that the owners have shown no 
intention of selling. Additionally, he explained that the complexity of the site includes hotel 
development rights and other entitlements, making any project a significant undertaking. 
 
Councilmember Blom advised that there is a section of Banning Ranch where building has 
previously been restricted, and the other is behind Pacifica, near a corner parcel. He 
described an interesting element within Banning Ranch, where an adjusted parcel exists. He 
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noted that the property is not entirely owned by a single entity and that there is a section of 
approximately three acres located near the oil fields. He advised that access would involve 
driving slightly uphill to reach another parcel adjacent to it. He mentioned that while part of 
the area is leased, the City also owns a portion, and there remains a larger parcel in the 
middle of Banning Ranch that could be explored. He still believes Mariners Park is the better 
location due to its central position but acknowledged that environmental concerns present 
challenges.  
 
Recreation & Senior Services Director Levin referenced a conversation about the utilities 
yard as an alternative location. He recalled that a concept was developed years ago to 
combine the utilities yard and the general service yard, with the plan to build a pool there. 
He noted that the site offers excellent views, but feasibility would need to be re-evaluated.  
 
Councilmember Blom advised that one major issue is the presence of an underground 
reservoir, which complicates construction plans. He noted that the original concept would 
require reconfiguring the layout to work around or relocate this structure. 
 
 
Committee Member Kirby inquired about the Randall Preserve in Banning Ranch. She noted 
that part of the property may have been deeded to the school district as part of a sale, though 
the exact boundaries of that area are unclear.  She inquired about the progress. 
 
Councilmember Blom advised that there has been little movement and noted that there is a 
Council ad hoc committee involved, but the process has been slow and complicated by the 
involvement of multiple organizations, including Native American groups. Additionally, he 
advised that there has been discussion about incorporating the area into a coastal 
agreement, which adds another layer of complexity. 
 
Committee Member Kirby acknowledged that the property could provide more flexibility in 
terms of potential use compared to the preserve itself. 
 
Councilmember Blom noted that it is located outside the City’s official borders, even though 
it remains within the City’s sphere of influence.  
 
Chair Stapleton advised that, from the community’s perspective, there are essentially two 
viable sites under consideration. He recommended engaging with the architect who assisted 
with the Lower Castaways project to begin developing a site plan for Mariners’ Park. He 
noted that this plan would focus on the area currently occupied by the fire station, the 
basketball court, and the two tennis courts, including the handball area, to see what could be 
achieved in that space. He emphasized that partnering with the school could be beneficial 
but acknowledged that discussions involving parking structures could complicate the 
process. He suggested incorporating a new fire station into the design, especially given that 
the current one is approaching the end of its useful life and will likely need to be rebuilt 
within the next ten years.  
 
 
Chair Stapleton  noted that this project needs to be carefully evaluated, which is why the 
entire 6.2-acre park must be reviewed in detail. He advised that the goal is to determine if 
parking can be expanded without reducing shaded areas or playground space.  
 
Councilmember Blom believed that the school board would likely partner with the City on 
this effort, viewing such collaboration as a positive step toward achieving the broader goal of 
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programming the site effectively. He emphasized that the pool should not be limited to open 
swim but should be programmed to offer classes and activities that serve all segments of the 
community.  
 
Committee Member Kirby pointed to the popularity of programs at OCC’s pool, which is 
known for its high costs and limited availability, as an example of unmet demand for diverse 
aquatic activities. She noted that the community’s interests extend beyond water polo to 
include adult fitness programs, such as deep-end workouts, as well as master swim sessions. 
 
Chair Stapleton opened public comments. 
 
Ms. Butterfield, building on her earlier comments about traffic, noted that the proposed plan 
makes sense for the neighborhood since many nearby families already have access to pools 
within their condominium complexes. She suggested that the site could be organized into 
three components, with the first being an athletic center featuring activities such as rowing, 
kayaking, restrooms, picnic areas, and walkways with distinctive features. She noted that the 
second would provide educational and cultural opportunities, such as a youth center with an 
amphitheater or outdoor performance space. Lastly, she advised that the third would serve 
as a community gathering place, complementing the nearby book center, offering social and 
cultural experiences for both residents and visitors. She emphasized that this vision would 
create a balanced mix of recreation, community, and cultural amenities that could appeal to 
local families and attract visitors from outside the area. She also raised the idea of 
incorporating a revenue-generating attraction, noting that sound and view impacts would 
need to be managed.  
 
Adam Leverenz highlighted the community support, particularly from water polo players 
who strongly advocated for an aquatic center at Lower Castaways. He found their 
enthusiasm compelling, even if the site itself was not ideal. He expressed support for adding 
a splash pad, noting that they are extremely popular with children and families.  
 
Chair Stapleton noted that the goal would be to activate the pool for multiple uses, including 
toddler swim lessons and senior programs, while keeping operational costs manageable. He 
expressed some hesitation about including a splash pad at this site, explaining that its 
presence could attract large groups of children and visitors from outside the area, potentially 
creating challenges for the surrounding neighborhood. He suggested that the design should 
focus on ensuring the right fit for the site. 
 
Wade Womack agreed with others that the west side of Newport is the correct location for 
this project, as the east side already has a variety of community amenities, while the west 
side is lacking. He raised the question of purchasing a parcel of land, asking what the 
minimum footprint would need to be to accommodate the facility. Rather than planning for 
three pools, he suggested that 1.5 pools or another scaled-down approach might be more 
practical. He mentioned an 11-acre site owned by the school district, noting that he had read 
an article suggesting that, by law, surplus properties must first be offered to nonprofits and 
park districts before going out to a general request for proposals (RFP). He questioned 
whether this rule still applies and how it might impact potential opportunities. He suggested 
that if the school district is unable to fully utilize the property, there could be an opportunity 
to create a parking lot and pool on that parcel as part of a mutually beneficial agreement. He 
noted that schools in the surrounding area could potentially benefit, and this arrangement 
could serve as a revenue generator for the City. 
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Chair Stapleton pointed out that the Dove site had an estimated cost of $30 million, 
illustrating the financial challenges of purchasing new land for a project of this scale. He 
advised that the goal is to avoid a $10 million to $30 million upfront cost just to acquire a 2- 
to 4-acre lot before construction even begins. He explained that various locations across the 
City had been considered, but ultimately, the most feasible option appeared to be building 
on property the City already owns. 
 
Chair Stapleton closed public comments.  
 
Chair Stapleton summarized the next steps for the project. He noted that there is potential to 
move forward with Lower Castaways and that Councilmember Blom, Commissioner 
Langford, and he will form a subcommittee to meet after the RFP is drafted. He advised that 
once finalized and approved, the RFP will be distributed to gather ideas, which will then be 
reviewed collaboratively in an iterative process. He advised that the goal is to ensure that the 
final plan reflects a well-thought-out and high-quality project that Newport Beach can be 
proud of, rather than a superficial or inadequate solution. 
 
He advised that there are available resources within the on-call staff to evaluate how the site 
can accommodate the proposed facilities. He acknowledged that community concerns, 
particularly from nearby residents, will be a key challenge. He stressed the importance of 
proactive communication and finding ways to address objections, including concerns about 
the loss of recreational amenities like tennis courts. He reiterated that the committee must 
effectively present and advocate for the project to gain public support. 
 
Committee Member Svrcek inquired about how the program for Lower Castaways will be 
determined, specifically what elements will be included and how the overall concept will be 
developed.  
 
Chair Stapleton responded that the approach will involve identifying potential platforms and 
usable spaces that could fit on the site. He noted that one of the preliminary drawings 
includes approximately 185 parking spaces, and the plan will involve determining how much 
parking can be accommodated before finalizing other design elements.  
 
Committee Member Svrcek explained that community input will play a role, with some 
people likely to advocate for fast-casual restaurant options, others for a Castaway Club 
concept, and other potential uses.  
 
Councilmember Blom noted that the process will involve reverse engineering the design 
based on traffic and parking constraints to ensure the project remains practical. He advised 
that once the parking capacity and flow are defined, the team can determine the footprint 
that complies with parking requirements and consider how much space can be allocated for 
amenities such as patios and gathering areas. He noted that the approach will be to work 
backwards, starting with an entitlement perspective focused on parking and traffic, and then 
bringing forward a refined concept for review. 
 
Chair Stapleton agreed that the site should include some form of food service or hospitality 
component to activate the space. He noted that without amenities such as bathrooms or 
small hospitality features, the area risks becoming merely a passive park. He noted that the 
community, particularly near Mariners or Castaways, would benefit from a more dynamic 
space. He advised that the goal is to create something with a unique or special feature. 
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Chair Stapleton asked if any committee members had announcements or items for a future 
agenda. The committee agreed that another meeting was not immediately necessary, as 
direction had already been established. Chair Stapleton recapped the process, noting that 
the group would reconvene once drawings were completed. He stated that Mariners’ Park is 
expected to advance more quickly than Lower Castaways, with the next meeting anticipated 
in 30 to 45 days to review initial drawings and conceptual plans for Mariners’ Park. He 
added that approximately 45 days later, additional updates from Forward are expected. 
 
There was no further discussion on the item. 
 

 
V. ADJOURNMENT – 4:32 p.m.  

 
 
Submitted by:                                               
     Clarivel Rodriguez, Administrative Assistant 
 
 
 
 
Approved by:          
     Joe Stapleton, Chair 
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INTRODUCTION 

OBJECTIVE 
 
The City of Newport Beach (“City”) is seeking proposals from qualified Proposers with sufficient 
experience, financial resources, and personnel to enter into a Public Private Partnership with the 
City through a long-term lease to successfully plan, design, permit, fund, and construct 
improvements to develop the property located at 100 Dover Drive, Newport Beach, [A.P.N. 117-
801-10] known as Lower Castaways Park (“Property”). Proposers will develop, market, operate, 
manage, and maintain the new improvements at the Property. The objective of this Request for 
Proposals (“RFP”) solicitation is to identify the highest-qualified proposer to provide these services 
over the course of a long-term lease. The City reserves the right to make multiple awards if doing 
so serves in the best interest of the City. Final contract terms, including compensation and length 
of the agreement are subject to final City and/or City Council approval, depending on department 
needs. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The City was incorporated September 1, 1906 and the current City Charter was adopted in 1954. 
The City operates under a Council-Manager form of government. The City is located in the County 
of Orange and serves a population of approximately 86,000 people.  The City covers an area land 
of approximately 26 square miles, with an additional 25.5 square miles of ocean, bay, and harbor 
waters. 

The City of Newport Beach owns and/or holds in trust a variety of real property, both income and 
non-income producing assets. The income producing properties vary in use from residential 
developments, tidelands with yacht basins and upland office space, to telecommunication sites. 
The City's non-income producing properties also vary in use and include beaches, parks, open 
space preserves and reservoirs, parking lots, libraries, community centers, and police and fire 
stations. 

Deeded to the City in 2008, the Property was transferred from The Irvine Company (“TIC”), a local 
landowner and developer, pursuant to the terms of a Development Agreement. The grant deed 
reserved certain water and oil rights to TIC, as well as provided easements for communications 
facilities and some limited rights of access for maintenance of the same. Covenants restricting 
the use of the property and allowing TIC to review and comment on any improvement plans for 
the Property run with the land and limit the City’s ability to transfer the Property to another owner.  
 
The Property consists of approximately 175,933 square feet or 4.04 acres and is currently 
unimproved. There are several existing temporary uses of the Property: (i) A fenced maintenance 
yard is used by TIC pursuant to a temporary non-exclusive easement with sixty (60) days’ notice 
of termination, which occupies approximately 15,995 square feet and contains a trailer, storage 
sheds, and parking area; (ii) A lease agreement with thirty (30) days’ notice of termination with 
the non-profit Newport Outrigger Canoe Club, which agreement allows for use of approximately 
6,500 square feet of the Property for the storage and use of outrigger canoes and other 
equipment; (iii) A lease agreement with thirty (30) days’ notice of termination with a second non-
profit outrigger club, Castaways Outrigger, which allows for storage and use of outrigger canoes 
and other equipment over approximately 2,800 square footage of the Property; (iv) A temporary 
non-exclusive and revocable license agreement is in effect but not currently occupied by the 
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Orange County Sanitation District for potential use of an 18,000 square foot area of the Property 
for staging and storage of office trailers, vehicles, and construction equipment and materials and 
expires on the sooner of completion of the project or December 31, 2028, or upon one hundred 
eighty (180) business days’ notice; and (v) Intermittent temporary use of the Property for 
construction staging and equipment and material staging and storage for City projects.  
 
Easements for water lines and mains cross the north section of the Property from the bulkhead 
to the right-of-way on Dover Drive, near the property line with the City-owned Castaways Park. 
Additionally, the City does not have plan or permit records of the bulkhead structure, but records 
show it as existing in 1947 when the area was mapped and the Property was subdivided by TIC 
pursuant to Tract Map No. 1125. The Property was annexed to the City under Ordinance No. 748 
which was approved by the City Council on April 25, 1955.  
 
DEFINITIONS 
 
The following is an explanation of terms frequently referred to in this document: 
 
 “City”: Refers to the City of Newport Beach. 
 “Request for Proposals (RFP)”: Refers to the solicitation process wherein the City is 

seeking proposals. 
 “Proposal”: The formal response to this solicitation submitted to the City by a proposer or 

proposers. 
 “Proposer”: Refers to the individual, partnership, or corporation that is submitting a 

proposal in response to this RFP process. 
 “Project”: The provision of Lower Castaways Park Redevelopment, as requested in this 

solicitation. 
 “Shall”: Refers to a mandatory requirement. 
 “Contractor or Consultant”: Refers to the individual, partnership, or corporation that is 

awarded a contract by the City upon conclusion of this RFP process. 
 “Contract” or “Agreement” or “Exclusive Negotiating Agreement”: A promissory agreement 

with specific terms between the City and one or more parties that creates, modifies or 
destroys a legal relation in exchange for consideration. 

 “Project Manager”: The City’s Real Property Administrator, or designee as assigned by 
the City.  
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INSTRUCTIONS 

RFP REGISTRATION: 
 

All aspects of this RFP will be managed on the City of Newport Beach PlanetBids portal.  

Once registered as a vendor/bidder on the City of Newport Beach PlanetBids portal (hereby 
referred to as “the Portal”), please search for this solicitation (RFP No. 26-08 to register as a 
bidder for this project specifically. Any and all updates, addenda, questions and answers and 
changes to this RFP will be distributed through the Portal. The City shall not be held responsible 
or liable if interested bidders or proposers do not register for this solicitation specifically and miss 
any information relevant to this RFP. 

 
PREBID MEETING: 
 
Prebid meeting mandatory:  Yes 
Prebid date and time:   September 10, 2025 at 11:00AM 
Prebid address and location:  100 Dover Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92663 

 
Prebid contact:  Lauren Wooding Whitlinger 

(949-644-3236 
lwooding@newportbeachca.gov 

 
QUESTIONS, ANSWERS AND ADDENDA TO RFP: 
 
Questions are due on Friday, September 12, 2025 by 12:00PM.  Prior to the RFP submission 
deadline questions may arise regarding the specifications and procedural or administrative 
matters.  All questions pertaining to this RFP shall be submitted using the City of Newport Beach 
PlanetBids portal, using the “Q&A” tab within this solicitation. Proposers shall contact PlanetBids 
for all technical matters related to use and function of PlanetBids; proposers shall not contact 
any other City personnel, City Council members or other members of the Lower Castaways Ad 
Hoc Committee, other than the City’s Purchasing Division for matters regarding this solicitation. 
The RFP Administrator will provide formal answers to all questions. Changes to the RFP itself 
shall only be made by the City via formal written addenda. Addenda will be published and 
distributed through the Portal. All addenda shall become a part of the RFP document requiring 
acknowledgment by the proposer. 

It is the sole responsibility of the proposer to ensure that they have received the entire Request 
for Proposals, including any and all questions, answers and addenda by visiting the City of 
Newport Beach PlanetBids portal. 
 
SUBMITTAL INFORMATION: 

 
Proposals are due on Friday, October 3, 2025 by 1:00PM. It is the sole responsibility of the 
bidder to ensure that their bid and/or proposal is submitted through the City of Newport Beach 
PlanetBids portal before the stated deadline. In the event you encounter any complications with 
the Portal or require further assistance, please contact PlanetBids support at (818) 992-1771, 
Monday – Friday between 7am – 5pm (PST). The submittal status of a bid and/or proposal can 
be checked any time using PlanetBids. The City shall not be held liable for complications arising 

24

mailto:lwooding@newportbeachca.gov


 

 

due to connectivity or network issues.  Should you have any questions regarding the RFP or 
contract process, please reach out to the RFP Administrator below: 
 

RFP Administrator:  Jennifer Anderson 
Email: janderson@newportbeachca.gov 

 
PROPOSAL EVALUATION CRITERIA: 
 
Proposals will be evaluated on the basis of the response to all provisions of this RFP. Since this 
solicitation is an RFP as opposed to a bid, pricing alone will not constitute the entire selection 
criteria. The City may use some or all of the following criteria and corresponding percentages in 
its evaluation and comparison of proposals submitted. The criteria listed are not necessarily an 
all-inclusive list. The order in which they appear is not intended to indicate their relative 
importance. The City reserves the right to modify the evaluation criteria and percentage of score 
as deemed appropriate prior to the commencement of evaluation. 
 

PROPOSAL EVALUATION CRITERIA 

EVALUATION CRITERION PERCENTAGE OF SCORE 
Qualifications, Experience, and Subject Matter 
Expertise of the Firm and Key Personnel in 
Providing the Requested Project 

40% 

Proposer’s Plans for the Property, and Proposed 
Deal Terms and Conditions 40% 

 Project Pro Forma 15% 

Proposer’s References 5% 

The following deficiencies may result in a proposal 
disqualification, deemed non-responsive or 
penalized in the evaluation of the proposal: 

• Missing required submittal 
documentation.   

•  

The following deficiencies may result in a penalty in 
the evaluation of the proposal: 

• Incomplete submittal 
documentation.   

• Number of Exceptions 
Taken 

 
The City reserves the right to determine whether or not a proposal meets the specifications and 
requirements of this RFP and reject any proposal that, in the City’s opinion, fails to meet the detail 
or intent of the requirements. The City reserves the right to reject any and all proposals. 

 

SELECTION PROCESS: 
  
The City shall employ a multistep process to select a partner for this Project. First, an Evaluation 
Committee shall rate all Proposals using the criteria described above. Each criterion shall be 
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assigned a unique scoring weight based on the significance of each criterion to the overall 
success of the Project. Proposals must earn a minimum of 70% of the available points in Step 1 
to advance to Step 2. Step 2 will require Oral Interviews with the Evaluation Committee. The total 
number of points earned for the written Proposals and Oral Interviews will be combined for each 
Proposer, and rank ordered. Based on said ranking, the Evaluation Committee will recommend a 
Primary Proposer for City Council approval. It is the City’s intention to first negotiate an exclusive 
negotiating agreement (ENA) with the Primary Proposer then negotiate a lease. Should the 
parties fail to reach an agreement on the ENA or lease terms, the City may begin negotiations 
with the next Ranked Proposer. The City reserves the right to make no award or award the 
Agreement in its entirety to a sole Proposer.  

PROJECT SCHEDULE:  
 
The following is a tentative schedule of this entire RFP process. While the City will attempt to 
apply the necessary resources to maintain this schedule, the following dates are merely 
projections, and the City reserves the right to modify this schedule as needed to accommodate 
the completion of this RFP process. 
 

TENTATIVE PROJECT SCHEDULE 

RFP Published: August 19, 2025 

Mandatory Prebid Meeting: September 10, 2025 at 11:00AM 

Questions from Proposers Due: September 12, 2025 by 12:00PM 

Questions and Answers Posted: September 18, 2025 

Proposals Due: October 3, 2025 by 1:00PM 

Anticipated Contract Award: November 2025 
 
PROPOSAL FORMAT: 
 
Please refer to the Submittal Checklist and Proposal Format (located in this RFP) section for a 
comprehensive guide regarding the format of the proposal submittal.  
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TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

I. Acceptance of Terms and Conditions 

Submission of a proposal indicates acceptance by the company submitting the proposal of 
the terms, conditions and specifications contained in this RFP and in the Draft Agreement, 
unless clearly and specifically stated otherwise in the completed Statement of Compliance. 

II. Precedence of Terms and Conditions 

All terms and conditions of the Draft Agreement are hereby incorporated into this RFP.  In the 
event of a conflict between a provision in the RFP and the Draft Agreement, Draft Agreement 
shall take precedence. 

III. Public Record 

Upon submission of a proposal and other materials for consideration by the City, such 
proposals and materials shall become the property of the City of Newport Beach.  Proposals 
may be subject to public inspection and disclosure pursuant to state and federal law after the 
award of a contract for this Project.  Prior to the RFP deadline, proposals may be modified or 
withdrawn by an authorized representative of the proposer by written notice to the Purchasing 
Office. 

IV. Availability of Records 

All relevant documents pertaining to this RFP and procurement process shall be made 
available by the Purchasing Office upon successful conclusion of the entire procurement 
process. 

V. Late Proposals 

Any proposal which is not received according to the City’s submission requirements prior to 
the deadline date and time set forth in this RFP shall not be considered.  The City assumes 
no responsibility or liability for the transmission, delay, or delivery of a proposal by either public 
or private carriers. 

VI. Specificity of Information 

No verbal or written information which is obtained other than through this RFP or its addenda 
shall be binding on the City.  No employee of the City is authorized to interpret any portion of 
this RFP or give information as to the requirements of the RFP in addition to that contained in 
or amended to this written RFP document. 

VII. Errors and Omissions 

This RFP cannot identify each specific, individual task required to successfully and completely 
implement this Project. The City relies on the professionalism and competence of proposers 
to be knowledgeable of the general areas identified in the scope of work and to include in their 
proposals all materials, equipment, required tasks and subtasks, personnel commitments, 
man-hours, labor, direct and indirect costs, etc.  Proposers shall not take advantage of any 
errors and/or omissions in this RFP document or in the firm’s specifications submitted with 
their proposals.  Where such errors or omissions are discovered by the City, full instructions 
will be given by the City in the form of an addenda. 
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VIII. Proposal Validity 

Unless otherwise noted by the proposer, all proposals shall be held valid for a period of 180 
days. 

IX. Right of Rejection 

The City reserves the right to: (1) Accept or reject any and all proposals or any part of any 
proposal, and to waive minor defects or technicalities in such; (2) Request clarification of any 
information contained in a proposal; (3) Solicit new proposals on the same project, or on a 
modified project, which may include portions of the original RFP as the City may deem 
necessary; (4) Disregard all non-conforming, non-responsive, or conditional proposals, (5) 
Reject the response of any proposer who does not pass the evaluation to the City’s 
satisfaction, (6) Allow for the correction of errors and/or omissions; (7) Select the proposal 
that will best meet the needs of the City, and (8) Negotiate contract and terms with the 
successful proposer. 

X. Right of Rejection of Lowest Fee Proposal 

The City is under no obligation to award this project to the proposer offering the highest lease 
fee proposal.  Evaluation criteria expressed in this RFP solicitation shall be used in the 
proposal evaluation process.  In evaluating proposals, the City may consider the qualifications 
of the proposers and whether the proposals comply with the prescribed requirements.  The 
size and scope of the Project at hand may dictate the degree to which Qualifications-Based 
Selection processes are utilized. 

XI. Non-Compliance 

Proposers and/or proposals that do not meet the stated requirements for this Project may be 
considered noncompliant and may be disqualified, unless such noncompliance is waived by 
the City.  During the evaluation process, the City reserves the right to request additional 
information or clarification from those submitting proposals, and to allow corrections of errors 
and/or omissions. 

XII. Exceptions to Proposal Requirements 

Proposers may find instances where they must take exception with certain requirements or 
specifications of the RFP and/or Draft Agreement.  All exceptions shall be clearly identified 
using the Statement of Compliance, and written explanations shall include the scope of the 
exceptions, the ramifications of the exceptions for the City, and a description of the advantage 
to be gained or disadvantages to be incurred by the City as a result of these exceptions. 

XIII. Determination of Responsiveness and Responsibility 

The City shall have sole authority in determining the responsiveness and responsibility of any 
and all proposals.  For Proposals containing exceptions to specifications and/or requirements, 
the City shall have sole authority in determining the extent to which exceptions affect the 
responsiveness and responsibility of any and all proposals. 

XIV. Obligation to Award 
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The City of Newport Beach is not obligated to enter into a Contract or Agreement on the basis 
of any proposal submitted in response to this RFP.  City reserves the right to award multiple 
contracts for this Project if is deemed most advantageous to the City. 

XV. Bidder Reimbursement Prohibition 

The City will not pay for any information herein requested, nor are they liable for any costs 
incurred by any vendors prior to award of a contract or purchase order.  The City may require 
the finalist proposer(s) to provide on-site presentations and demonstrations of the 
product(s)/service(s) proposed by the proposer(s).  All costs associated with the 
demonstrations or follow-up interviews are the sole obligation of the proposer(s). 

XVI. Gratuity Prohibition 

Proposers shall not offer any gratuities, favors, or anything of monetary value to any official, 
employee, or agent of the City for the purpose of influencing consideration of this proposal.  
Submission of a Proposal indicates proposer certifies that they have not paid nor agreed to 
pay any person, other than a bona fide employee, a fee or a brokerage resulting from the 
award of the contract. 

XVII. Contact with City Personnel or Entities 

The RFP Administrator is to serve as the primary point of contact for all communications 
related to the procurement process including the evaluation process, and the selection 
process. Proposers shall not contact City personnel or City Council members or Lower 
Castaways Ad Hoc Committee members other than the City’s Purchasing Division for matters 
regarding this Project until conclusion of the entire procurement process, which shall be 
defined as Agreement Award. Unauthorized contact may result in disqualification of 
proposals. 

XVIII. Indemnification 

Proposer, at its own expense and without exception, shall indemnify, defend and pay all 
damages, costs, expenses, including attorney fees, and otherwise hold harmless the City, its 
employees, and agents, from any liability of any nature or kind in regard to the delivery of 
these services. Submission of a Proposal indicates proposer waives the right to claims for 
damages of any nature, whatsoever, based on the Proposal solicitation and/or selection 
process.   

XIX. Insurance Requirements 

The selected Contractor(s) for this Project shall furnish proof of insurance in accordance 
with the specific types and limits set forth in the insurance requirements included in the Draft 
Agreement after the Notice of Intent to Award is issued. Contractor(s) shall be considered 
ineligible for the contract award if the insurance requirements are not met.  

Additionally, the insurance requirements reflected in Section 7.1. Entry for Investigation of 
the Draft Agreement are revised as follows:  

Subsection (f) is hereby revised to read: “(f) provide to City prior to initial entry a certificate of 
insurance evidencing that Developer has procured and paid premiums for an all-risk public 
liability insurance policy written on a per occurrence and not claims made basis in a 
combined single limit of not less than FOUR MILLION DOLLARS ($4,000,000.00) which 
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insurance names City, its City Council, boards and commissions, officers, agents, volunteers 
and employees…” 

Any self-insured retentions (“SIR”) must be declared to and approved by the City. The City 
reserves the right to require that an SIR be eliminated, lowered, or replaced by a deductible. 
The proposal should disclose the value and type of self-insurance, if any. 

Insurance reviews are conducted through a third party, via an online portal called Ebix.  It is 
required that the selected Contractor(s) maintain the insurance coverage through Ebix. 

XX. Compliance with All Applicable Laws 

Proposer declares that it shall comply with all licenses, statutes, ordinances, regulations and 
requirements of all governmental entities, including federal, state, county or municipal, 
whether now in force or hereinafter enacted, including, but not limited to, appropriate 
Contractor licensing, permits and business licensing. 

XXI. Inclusive Proposal Pricing 

Proposal pricing shall include any and all applicable licenses, insurance coverage, 
endorsements, bonding and if necessary, any wage compliance deemed necessary to 
perform the Work or Services as part of the Project described in this RFP.  City will not be 
responsible for reimbursing Contractors for any charges not included in the proposal pricing 
that are incurred in securing these requirements.  

XXII. Subcontractor/Joint Ventures 

The selected Contractor shall be the Prime Contractor performing the primary functions of the 
Agreement.  If any portion of the Agreement is to be performed by a subcontractor, this must 
be clearly set forth in the proposal submittal as to what part(s) is/are to be delegated.  The 
City reserves the right to reject any proposal wherein use of subcontractors significantly 
affects the ability of the proposer to function as the Prime Contractor on the awarded 
Agreement.  The Prime Contractor will at all times be responsible for the acts and errors or 
omissions of its subcontractors or joint participants and persons directly or indirectly employed 
by them.  Acceptance or rejection of a proposer’s request to use subcontractors is at the sole 
discretion of the City. 
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Objective:  
 
The City of Newport Beach (“City”) is seeking a qualified private developer (“Developer”) to plan, 
design, permit, finance, construct, and operate public amenities at the City-owned Lower 
Castaways property through a public–private partnership (PPP). The Lower Castaways site – 
approximately 4 acres at the corner of Dover Drive and West Coast Highway – represents 
Newport Beach’s last undeveloped bayfront parcel. The City’s objective is to activate this currently 
underutilized site with a public park and parking facility along with low-impact recreational and 
visitor-serving uses at no cost to taxpayers by leveraging private investment. The selected partner 
will enter into a long-term lease agreement with the City to develop the site and share project 
revenues with the City. This Scope of Work outlines the project vision, required components, 
developer responsibilities, and key considerations (regulatory, financial, and contextual) to guide 
proposals in response to this Request for Proposals (RFP). 
 
After selection of the highest-qualified Developer, the City anticipates preparing an exclusive 
negotiating agreement (“ENA”) to be submitted to the City Council for its consideration in early 
2026. Once the selected Developer has determined the project scope and necessary 
entitlements, a review of the use and design by the City’s Planning Commission is likely. The 
lease will be negotiated and submitted back to City Council for its consideration with the final 
project designs.  If any work is necessary over the tidelands, which boundary is provided in 
Attachment 2, the project shall be submitted to the California State Lands Commission for its 
consideration and approval prior to being considered by City Council. Upon approval of the project 
scope and lease agreement, the selected Developer will be required to obtain the necessary 
entitlements for the project, which will include a coastal development permit from the City.  
 
Term: Negotiable, but subject to the maximum terms in state law 

I. Site Background and Context 

Site Description: Lower Castaways Park is a City-owned waterfront property located along 
Newport Harbor, immediately north of the Marian Bergesen Memorial Bridge on West Coast 
Highway at Dover Drive. The site is currently a gravel lot used for equipment staging, laydown 
yard, and small boat storage, with basic improvements such as a hand-launch area and portable 
restrooms. Several informal trails cross the site and connect to the adjacent Upper Castaways 
bluff, which is a designated view park. 

Historical Significance: The Lower Castaways area is often noted as the “birthplace of Newport 
Beach,” being near the spot where early mariners first entered and discovered Newport Harbor in 
the 19th century. It is regarded as the founding site of the city, yet today remains an unimproved 
expanse of dirt – “essentially a vacant storage lot” in the words of one Councilmember. Any 
development should incorporate interpretive elements to celebrate this rich history (e.g. signage 
or displays about Newport Harbor’s origins and the Castaways’ role). The Upper Castaways Park, 
overlooking the site, already features scenic lookouts and memorials, underscoring the cultural 
importance of this locale as a public viewpoint and historic site. 

Environmental Context: Lower Castaways lies at the nexus of Newport Harbor and the Upper 
Newport Bay Nature Preserve. The waters offshore immediately adjacent to the site are part of 
the Upper Newport Bay State Marine Conservation Area, a protected ecological reserve, and the 
site’s shoreline and uplands may include sensitive habitat. Past studies have identified the area 
as an ideal hub for outdoor recreation (hiking, biking, human powered watercraft) while cautioning 
that development must respect the sensitive coastal environment. The site’s status as a public 
tidelands-adjacent property means that uses must align with public trust purposes (coastal 
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recreation, navigation, habitat conservation). Developers should be aware of potential 
environmental constraints – such as protected bird species, wetland adjacency, and water quality 
considerations – and plan to incorporate sustainable, low-impact design and habitat protections. 
Educational or interpretive signage about local ecology (e.g. Upper Newport Bay’s wildlife and 
marine protected area regulations) is a desired component to enhance public understanding of 
the environment. 

II. Project Vision and Required Components 

The City envisions transforming Lower Castaways into a vibrant yet low-intensity recreational 
waterfront park destination that serves the community. The development program must include 
the following key components: 

• Passive Park Areas: Landscaped open space for informal recreation and relaxation. The 
design should create a “passive park” atmosphere – e.g. grassy or natural areas with 
benches, picnic tables, and shade – rather than active sports fields or intensive facilities. 
The park areas should capitalize on the site’s panoramic bay and harbor vistas, effectively 
extending the Upper Castaways “view park” experience at the bluff down to the water’s 
edge. Minimal hardscape, native or drought-tolerant landscaping, and possibly a small 
community garden or habitat garden are encouraged to enhance aesthetics and 
environmental value. 

This park is not a secondary amenity but a critical and prominent element that reflects the 
City’s commitment to public access, environmental stewardship, and quality of life. 
Proposals must clearly demonstrate how the passive park will be prioritized in the site 
plan, how it will connect with other site features, and how it will be maintained over the 
long term. Activation through interpretive signage, public art, or light-touch programming 
may be proposed, provided it is consistent with the serene nature of the space. 

• Flexible Commercial Use Area: The project should incorporate a flexible commercial 
use area that supports the public-serving character of the marina and waterfront. Potential 
uses may include—but are not limited to a restaurant, café, retail shop, rental facility or a 
combination thereof. The design may accommodate a small kiosk-style footprint or a 
larger standalone building, depending on the developer’s vision and feasibility within site 
and parking constraints. The City does not intend to prescribe a specific building type or 
use, allowing the proposer to be creative and responsive to market demand. However, 
residential and general storage uses (beyond operational or janitorial support space) are 
strictly prohibited. The intent is to create a vibrant, visitor-serving use that complements 
the bay and encourages public access and engagement with the waterfront. 

• Hand Boat Launch and Kayak Storage: A dedicated hand-launch facility for human-
powered watercraft—including kayaks, canoes, and stand-up paddleboards—shall be a 
central feature of the project. Adequate staffing should be provided to manage and 
facilitate the operation.  Although the Lower Castaways site is already informally used for 
free public launching, the proposed redevelopment should formalize and enhance this 
function through a safe, durable, and environmentally sensitive launch structure. Options 
may include a small floating dock or gently graded ramp designed to minimize impacts to 
the shoreline and adjacent habitat, in full compliance with applicable harbor and coastal 
regulations. The area is prone to erosion and beach replenishment efforts. No motorized 
boat launch is proposed, consistent with the passive recreational use of Upper Newport 
Bay and the preservation of a tranquil setting. 
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To further support non-motorized boating activity, the project must include secure, 
accessible on-site human powered watercraft storage facilities (such as kayaks, outriggers 
and stand-up paddle boards). These may take the form of lockable racks, enclosed 
lockers, or modular storage sheds with capacity for short- and long-term storage. The 
storage area should be conveniently located near the launch point, incorporate durable 
weather-resistant materials, and be made available to the public with reasonable access 
controls. The selected developer will be responsible for designing, constructing, and 
maintaining both the launch and storage components, and for ensuring continued public 
access under clearly posted operating hours or safety guidelines. 

• Pedestrian Walking Trails: A network of walking paths connecting the site’s features and 
linking to existing trails. Trails should provide public access through the site, including a 
connection between the Lower Castaways waterfront and Upper Castaways Park 
(potentially via a stairway). The trails must be designed for ADA accessibility where 
possible and could include a bayfront promenade or viewpoint overlooks. Wayfinding 
signage, seating at viewpoints, and bicycle racks (“bike node” amenities) should be 
integrated to encourage use by hikers and cyclists. These pathways will enhance coastal 
access consistent with the California Coastal Act’s mandate to maximize public access 
and recreational opportunities. 

• Interpretive Signage and Displays: The project must incorporate interpretive elements 
to educate visitors about the site’s unique natural and cultural history. This may include 
informational signage, plaques, or small exhibits on topics such as the history of Newport 
Harbor’s founding at Castaways (e.g. the landing of early settlers or sailors); the ecology 
of Upper Newport Bay and its status as a protected wetlands and marine area; and the 
significance of the site to the community. All interpretive features should be thoughtfully 
placed along trails or near the commercial space where people will encounter them, and 
should be made of durable, weather-resistant materials. The developer should plan to 
consult with local historical societies, the Newport Bay Conservancy, and/or Native 
American representatives (if applicable) to ensure accurate and meaningful content. By 
telling the “story” of Lower Castaways, these elements will enrich the visitor experience 
and fulfill a cultural/educational role in line with Coastal Act policies promoting public 
coastal education. 

• Parking Requirements and Considerations: The developer shall include a 
comprehensive parking strategy that addresses the anticipated demand generated by the 
proposed redevelopment project. The parking plan must ensure adequate availability to 
support all intended uses, including commercial and visitor-serving functions, in 
accordance with applicable City standards and the California Coastal Act’s requirements 
for public access. Developers are expected to analyze parking needs, propose efficient 
configurations, and incorporate ADA-compliant spaces. The number, layout, and type of 
parking spaces shall be clearly depicted in the conceptual design plans. The City will 
evaluate parking adequacy during entitlement review and may require modifications to 
ensure alignment with community needs and regulatory obligations. 

• Monument Sign Relocation and Integration: As part of the proposed improvements to 
the Lower Castaways site, the developer shall be responsible for the relocation and 
reinstallation of the existing monument sign currently situated on Coast Highway. The 
monument sign, which identifies the Castaways area and its contributions to the City’s 
historical and civic identity, must be repositioned in a manner that maintains high visibility 
from West Coast Highway while complementing the new site layout and landscaping. The 
final location and design of the relocated sign shall be reviewed and approved by the City 
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to ensure it aligns with aesthetic, wayfinding, and branding objectives. The developer shall 
bear all costs associated with the relocation, including design modifications, permitting, 
fabrication (if needed), and installation. 

In addition to the above required elements, developers are encouraged to be creative in 
suggesting other compatible enhancements that align with the site’s passive recreation theme – 
for example, a small outdoor event lawn or picnic pavilion (which could double as an event venue 
for community gatherings), public art installations reflecting maritime history, or a harbor lookout 
platform. However, any added use should remain low-impact and coastal-dependent or coastal-
related, consistent with the Coastal Land Use Plan. The City will evaluate proposals on how well 
they integrate the required components and any optional features into a cohesive, balanced plan 
that serves the public interest. 

III. Developer Scope of Work and Responsibilities 

The selected development partner will be responsible for delivering a turnkey project – from initial 
planning through long-term operations – under a comprehensive development lease. Major 
responsibilities and tasks include: 

• Master Planning and Design: Prepare a detailed site master plan and 
architectural/landscape designs for all improvements. This includes conducting site 
investigations, developing conceptual designs (with floor plans, elevations, and renderings 
for facilities such as commercial space and any structures), and refining the plans in 
response to City and community feedback. The design phase must ensure that all required 
project components (commercial space, park areas, launch, trails, signage) are 
thoughtfully integrated. The developer’s team should include qualified architects, 
landscape architects, and engineers with experience in coastal projects. The end goal is 
a plan that achieves the City’s vision while respecting community and environmental 
needs. All designs will be subject to City approval prior to moving forward. 

• Entitlement and Permitting: The developer shall be responsible for securing all required 
entitlements and approvals necessary for project implementation. This includes leading 
the multi-agency regulatory process typical of coastal development, such as obtaining a 
General Plan Amendment (if applicable), Site Development Review, Coastal Development 
Permit, and conducting Environmental Review in compliance with CEQA. The developer 
is expected to coordinate with all relevant local, regional, and state agencies to ensure 
timely approval. 

• Financing and Funding: The developer must provide 100% of the project’s financing, as 
no public funds are available. This includes covering all planning, design, permitting, 
construction, and startup costs through private sources such as equity or debt. The 
proposals should include a clear financing plan and proforma outlining all costs and 
expected revenue. The City will require proof of financial capacity and relevant experience. 
During the ENA period, the developer may need to show proof of funds or provide 
performance security. All entitlement and development-related costs, including application 
and permitting fees, are the developer’s responsibility. 

• Construction and Implementation: Once approvals are obtained, the developer will 
complete all improvements per approved plans and permits. This includes site grading, 
utility work, and construction of commercial space, parking, hardscape, landscape, trails, 
signage, lighting, and other required facilities. Work must comply with all codes and 
environmental mitigation measures. The developer is responsible for construction 
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logistics, traffic control, and maintaining public access when possible. A phasing plan 
should minimize disruptions, and certain features (e.g., the hand-launch area) may remain 
open during construction. Insurance, bonding, progress updates, and City inspections will 
be required. The finished project must be turn-key and delivered with all as-built plans and 
warranties per the negotiated lease. 

Operations and Maintenance: Following construction, the developer (or its operator) will 
manage and maintain all facilities throughout the lease term. This includes operating the 
commercial space, overseeing any rentable amenities, and maintaining public areas—
such as landscaping, trails, lighting, docks, restrooms, and signage—to City standards. 
Public access to the park, trails, and launch must be preserved, with posted hours and 
safety measures as needed. A maintenance plan covering routine upkeep, cleaning, and 
security is required. All operational costs are the developer’s responsibility but may be 
offset by on-site revenue to be negotiated in the lease. The City will monitor performance, 
and all improvements will revert to the City in good condition at the end of the lease term, 
unless otherwise agreed. 

Public access to the passive park, pedestrian trails, and hand-launch facilities shall be 
maintained for the duration of the lease. These elements must remain open to the public 
during posted hours of operation and may not be restricted for private use or events unless 
explicitly approved by the City. Temporary closures for maintenance or safety shall be 
minimized and clearly communicated in advance. The developer shall not impose fees for 
general public access to non-commercial elements of the site.  

The developer must work closely with City staff throughout all project phases and follow City 
contracting requirements. Regular meetings with the City’s project manager will track progress on 
design, permitting, construction, and operations. The developer is also responsible for securing 
required insurance, providing indemnifications, and complying with labor laws, including use of 
licensed contractors and prevailing wage if applicable. A detailed project schedule with key 
milestones must be included in the proposal and will be part of the final agreement. 

IV. Partnership Structure and Financial Terms 

The City intends to structure the public-private partnership in a manner that shares both the 
responsibilities and rewards of the project, while securing long-term public benefits. Key 
anticipated terms and options include: 

• Long-Term Ground Lease: The City will offer a long-term ground lease—typically 30 to 
50 years—allowing the developer to build, operate, and earn revenue from the site while 
the City retains land ownership. At lease end, ownership of all improvements will revert to 
the City. The lease term will be negotiated to balance the developer’s investment recovery 
with the City’s long-term interests. Developers should recommend a lease length and 
justify it based on project financing. Extensions may be considered if linked to future 
upgrades or performance goals. Developer will indemnify City against any and all claims 
arising on the Property and carry adequate insurance policies naming the City as 
additionally insured. 

• Revenue Sharing Model: Instead of fixed rent alone, the City prefers a revenue-sharing 
model to share in the project's financial success. Proposals should include a financial offer 
with both base rent (guaranteed minimum) and a percentage of gross on-site revenues 
(e.g., commercial use, event fees). The City is open to creative structures, such as tiered 
revenue sharing or varying percentages by revenue type. The aim is to ensure fair public 
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value from private use of public land. Final terms will be negotiated and included in the 
lease, with financial reporting and audit rights required.  

• Capital Investment and Ownership: The developer will fund all project costs, and the 
lease will likely be a triple-net (NNN) structure, meaning the developer covers all 
maintenance, insurance, taxes, and operating expenses. The City will not provide capital 
funding; its contribution is the land itself. Developers should consider fair market ground 
rent in their financial offers, though below-market rent may be accepted early on if 
balanced by higher revenue sharing and significant public improvements. Ownership of 
all improvements will likely transfer to the City at no cost at the end of the lease. If cost 
recovery is needed over time, the lease term should reflect that. 

• Lease Structure Options: While a ground lease is most likely, the City is open to 
exploring alternative lease or partnership structures if they better achieve the project 
goals. Possible structures could include: 

o A Concession Agreement or Operating Lease for certain components (for 
example, the City could own the park improvements while the developer only 
leases the commercial space and perhaps has a concession to operate the boat 
launch rentals). In such a case, different term lengths might apply to different 
facilities. 

o A Phased Lease where portions of the site are developed in phases and each 
phase’s lease commences upon completion. 

Developers are encouraged to suggest the structure that they believe will be most effective and 
financially viable. However, any structure must ensure the City’s fee interest in land ownership 
and public access rights are protected in perpetuity. Ultimately, the City Council will approve the 
final business terms, and any long-term lease on City property will likely require City Council 
approval.  

• Exclusive Negotiating Agreement (ENA): Before finalizing a lease, the City plans to 
enter into an Exclusive Negotiating Agreement (ENA) with the selected developer. The 
ENA will set deadlines for key pre-development tasks such as design, entitlements, 
outreach, and environmental review, as well as lease negotiations. If milestones aren’t 
met or lease terms can’t be agreed upon, the City may end the ENA and engage another 
developer. The ENA term is typically 6–12 months, with possible extensions if progress 
continues. 

• Performance Guarantees: The City will likely require certain performance security, such 
as performance and labor and materials bonds for construction and maybe a form of 
guaranty or letter of credit ensuring completion of the project and initial operation. 
Additionally, default provisions in the lease will protect the City: for example, if the 
developer fails to construct the improvements by a certain date or abandons the project, 
the City can step in, terminate the lease, and retain improvements or seek damages. 
Similarly, failure to operate the facilities to the agreed standard could constitute default. 
These provisions ensure the public investment (in terms of opportunity cost of the land 
and the envisioned amenities) is safeguarded. 

 

V. Minimum Developer Qualifications and Experience Requirements 

37



SCOPE OF SERVICES 

 

The following minimum qualifications must be met by any Developer submitting a proposal in 
response to this RFP. Proposals that do not demonstrate these qualifications may be deemed 
non-responsive and excluded from further consideration. 

• Demonstrated experience in managing, designing, permitting, constructing, renovating, 
promoting, advertising, operating, and maintaining integrated landside and waterside 
commercial marina-related projects. Projects should include amenities such as office 
space, restaurants, retail, storage, boat slips, and parking facilities. 

• Proven track record of managing commercial development projects in Newport Beach 
and/or other coastal-centric areas within Orange County and Southern California. 

• Prior experience partnering with public agencies on real estate development projects is 
preferred but not required. 

• Experience navigating entitlement and permitting processes with the California Coastal 
Commission and municipalities operating under a certified Local Coastal Program (LCP). 

• A thorough and demonstrated understanding of the California Coastal Act, including 
policies relevant to coastal access, land use, and environmental protections. 

• Demonstrated financial capability to secure and deploy sufficient capital to fund pre-
development, entitlement, construction, and operation phases. This includes the ability 
to access both debt and equity sources. 

 
VI. RFP Information Requirements 

RFP submittals must include the following: 

• Cover Transmittal Letter 
• Provide narrative that introduces the firm and team highlighting the strengths of the 

Developer to implement the City and Developer’s vision for the project. 
• Developer’s Qualifications, Experience, and References 
• Developer must include a description of the anticipated management team structure and 

key development team staff including but not limited to the following roles: 
o Management 
o Design 
o Entitlement 
o Leasing 
o Operations 

• Describe specific qualifications and experience of firm and/or key individuals with direct 
project responsibility. 

o Current resumes of firm and/or key individuals must be included. 
• Developer must include at least three references. 
• Relevant Project Experience 

o Developer must include two or more current or previous projects (within the 
last 10 years) and include the following information: 
 Type and location of the project(s), 
 Entity scope of involvement, 
 Current status, 
 Project Management responsibilities, 
 Value of development, 
 Financing strategy of the development, 
 Summary of Public-Private Partnerships (as may be applicable) 

associated with the project, 
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 Any additional information that may clarify the Developer’s success in 
producing projects of this type 

• Financial Capability to Complete the Project 
o RFP must include information that will enable the City to discern the financial 

resources available to the entity. Such information should help the City to 
determine whether the development entity has the financial ability to deliver 
the proposed revitalization program as evidenced by submission of information 
such as: 
 Description of relationships with lending institutions, financial partners, 

investors, etc., along with who is responsible for decision making; and 
 Description of any bankruptcy filing by the Developer, a major team 

member, or an entity controlled (minimum past ten years). 
• Conceptual Project Proposal 

o Developer must include: 
 Conceptual design, including: floor plans, floor areas, proposed uses, 

height, and amount of parking provided; 
 Any added entitlements, amendments and approvals anticipated for 

project; 
 Plan and timing to implement the project; 
 Ability and plan to finance the project; 
 Marketing plan; 
 Parking and circulation during construction and the term of the lease;  
 Management and operation plan for the project during the Lease term; 

and 
 Financial offer to the City. 

• Project Proforma 
o Developer must include: 

 A detailed description of Developers plans to finance costs of 
entitlement, design, and construction. 

 A budget for direct/hard and indirect/soft costs and financing expenses.  
Cost and expense detail should include lease payments, hard 
construction costs, parking costs, on and off-site infrastructure and 
mitigation costs, all direct and indirect soft costs, and all construction 
financing costs.  Soft development costs should be detailed as 
appropriate, including architecture and engineering, construction 
insurance, legal fees, developer overhead, administration, and leasing 
commissions. 

o All estimated pre-development costs necessary to complete the entitlement, 
permitting and CEQA processes 
 Provide a proforma of the project including anticipated costs, 

anticipated revenue, and revenue sharing proposal. 
• A detailed schedule for the proposed project.  
• A plan to attract and recruit tenants. 
• Description of any litigation in which the Developer or a major team member was a 

defendant (past 5 years or pending), and any litigation involving the City of Newport Beach 
or any other governmental agency or jurisdiction at any time. 

ATTACHMENTS 

The following pages contain attachments relevant to this project and RFP. They are as follows: 
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1. Aerial Vicinity Map 
2. Tidelands Boundary Map 
3. Site Plan 
4. Monument Sign 
5. Grant Deed, recorded 10/17/2008 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 

AERIAL VICINITY MAP 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
 

TIDELANDS BOUNDARY MAP 
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ATTACHMENT 3 
 

SITE PLAN 
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ATTACHMENT 4 
 

MONUMENT SIGN 
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ATTACHMENT 5 
 

GRANT DEED 
 

[see attached] 
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REQUIRED CITY FORMS FOR 
BID/PROPOSAL SUBMITTAL 

A bid/proposal that does not 
include the completed and 
signed forms from this 
section shall be deemed 
incomplete and materially 
nonresponsive, and shall 
not be considered. 
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BIDDER/PROPOSER INFORMATION FORM 

BIDDER/PROPOSER CONTACT INFORMATION 

Bidder/Proposer Firm Name: 

Address for Notices: 

City:     State:  ZIP Code: 

Main Contact Name and Title: 

Email: 

Telephone:    Fax:  

BIDDER/PROPOSER SIGNATURE AUTHORIZATION AND CERTIFICATION 
Per the California Corporate Code, Business and Processions Code, the Bidder's/
Proposer’s Bylaws/Operating Agreement and/or the attached Board Resolutions (if applicable), 
I/we hereby verity that I/we am/are (an) authorized signatory(ies) for the aforementioned 
Bidder/Proposer and as such am/are authorized to sign and bind the Bidder/Proposer to contract 
with the City of Newport Beach. 

Date:(1) Signature: ___________________________ ________________________ 

Title:(1) Print Name: ___________________________ ___________________________ 

Date:(2) Signature: ___________________________ __________________________ 

BIDDER/PROPOSER AUTHORITY IS PROVIDED IN ACCORDANCE WITH: 

(2) Print Name: ___________________________  Title: ___________________________

Copy Attached 

Copy Attached Board Resolution 

Corporate or Business Professions Code ** 

Bidder/Proposer's Bylaws/Operating Agreement Section:_________

** If Bidder/Proposer is a corporation, two (2) authorized signatures will be required on all 
documents submitted, unless specified in the organization’s Bylaws or corporate resolution. 

IMPORTANT NOTE: If the signature authorization status of any individual changes during the term 
of the contract, it is the responsibility of the Bidder/Proposer to contact the RFP Administrator 
regarding the change and to complete and submit a new Bidder/Proposer Information Form.  
Incorrect information on file may delay the processing of any of the documents submitted. 
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STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE

The undersigned declares that the Proposal submitted to provide building plan review, 
permit technician, and inspection services, as described in, and in response to City of Newport 
Beach RFP No. 26-08 was prepared in strict compliance with the instructions, conditions, and 
terms listed in the RFP, Scope of Services and Draft Agreement, with exceptions listed 
below, if applicable. At least one box for each item must be checked. 

RFP Instructions and Terms & Conditions (Check One) 

Exceptions Taken 

Exceptions Taken 

No Exceptions Taken 

Scope of Services (Check One) 

No Exceptions Taken  

Insurance Requirements (Check One) 

No Exceptions Taken  Exceptions Taken 

If any exceptions are taken, this Statement of Compliance shall include a narrative that identifies 
each item to which the Bidder/Proposer is taking exception or is recommending change, including 
the suggested rewording of the contractual obligations or suggested change in the RFP, and 
identifies the reasons for submitting the proposed exception or change. When available, please 
reference specific line item numbers as provided in the RFP. The City reserves the right to rule as 
non-responsive and reject any Proposals that are not accompanied with the required documentation 
as described above. 

Signature Date 

Print Name Title

[Attach a separate sheet(s) detailing each exception being taken, if applicable] 

No Exceptions for Changes to the Draft Contract Agreement Terms and Conditions Shall 
be Allowed

Acknowledgment
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AFFIDAVIT OF NON-COLLUSION AND NON-DISCRIMINATION 

I hereby swear (or affirm) under the penalty of perjury: 

That the attached bid/proposal has been prepared by the bidder/proposer independently and has been submitted 
without collusion with and without any agreement, understanding, or planned common course of action with any 
other firm or entity designed to limit fair and open competition; 

That the contents of the bid/proposal response have not been communicated by the bidder/proposer or its 
employees or agents to any person not an employee or agent of the bidder/proposer and will not be 
communicated to any such persons prior to the official opening of the solicitation responses; and 

The bidder/proposer does not and shall not discriminate, will provide equal employment practices, and will 
adhere to an affirmative action program to ensure that in their employment practices, persons are employed 
and employees are treated equally and without regard to or because of race, religion, ancestry, national origin, 
sex, sexual orientation, age, disability, marital status or medical condition. 

I certify that the statements in this affidavit are true and accurate. 

Signature Date 

Print Name Title 
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Name of Firm: Date: ________________ 

Address: ________________________________________________ 

State: Zip Code: Phone No.: 

1. No Federal appropriated funds have been paid, by or on behalf of the above named firm to any
person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of
Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in
connection with the awarding of any Federal contract, the making of any Federal grant, loan or
cooperative agreement, and any extension, continuation, renewal, amendment, or modification thereof,
and;

2. If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have paid or will be paid to any person for
influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee or any agency, a Member of Congress,
an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with
this Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement, the above named firm shall complete
and submit Standard Form-LLL, "Disclosure of Lobbying Activites", in accordance with its
instructions, and:

3. The above-named firm shall require that the language of this certification be included in the
award documents for all sub-awards at all tiers (including subcontracts, sub-grants, and contracts
under grants, loans, and cooperative agreement) and that all sub-recipients shall certify and disclose
accordingly.

This certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed when this 
transaction was made or entered into. Submission of this certification is a prerequisite for making or 
entering into the transaction imposed by Section 1352, Title 31, U.S. Code. Any person who fails to 
file the required certification shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and not more than 
$100,000 for each such failure. 

AFFIDAVIT OF NON-FEDERAL LOBBYIST REQUIREMENTS CERTIFICATION

Acting on behalf of the above-named firm, as its Authorized Official, I certify as follows: 

Signature Date 

Print Name Title
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All vendors interested in conducting business with the City of Newport Beach must complete and 
return the Vendor Conflict of Interest Disclosure Form in order to be eligible to be awarded a contract. 
Please note that all vendors must comply with the conflict of interest policies stated below.

Failure to disclose potential conflicts of interest shall result in disqualification from doing business with 
the City.

The vendor named below has none of the following conflicts of interest:

1. No City of Newport Beach official or employee or City of Newport Beach employee’s immediate
family member has an ownership interest in vendor’s company or is deriving personal financial gain
from this contract;
2. No retired or separated City of Newport Beach official or employee who has been retired or
separated from the organization for less than one (1) year has an ownership interest in vendor’s
company;
3. No City of Newport Beach official or employee is contemporaneously employed or prospectively to
be employed with the vendor; and
4. Vendor hereby declares it has not and will not provide gifts or hospitality of any dollar value or any
other gratuities to any City of Newport Beach official or employee to obtain or maintain a contract.

I certify that the information provided is true and correct by my signature below: 

Vendor Name Vendor Phone Number 

Conflict of Interest Disclosure 

Name(s) of City of Newport Beach employees, 
elected officials, or immediate family members with 
whom there maybe a potential conflict of interest. 

Relationship to employee _______________  

Interest in vendor’s company ____________

 Other ______________________________

If a vendor has a relationship with a City of Newport Beach official or employee or an immediate 
family member of a City of Newport Beach official or employee, the vendor shall disclose the 
information required below.

VENDOR CONFLICT OF INTEREST DISCLOSURE FORM

Signature Date 

Print Name Title
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Name of Firm: 

I, the undersigned, a duly authorized representative of the above-named firm 
(“Consultant”) to the best of my knowledge and belief, certify as follows: 

Consultant, including its principals: 

1. Is not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible, or
voluntarily excluded from covered transactions by any federal department or agency,
and not does not have a proposed debarment pending;

2. Has not within the three-year period preceding this certification been convicted of
or had a civil judgment rendered against it for commission of fraud or a criminal offense in
connection with obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performing a public (federal, state or
local) transaction, contract, or subcontract under a public transaction; for violation of
federal or state antitrust statutes; or for commission of embezzlement, theft, forgery,
bribery, falsification or destruction of records, making false statements or receiving stolen
property;

3. Is not presently indicted for or otherwise criminally or civilly charged by a governmental
entity (federal, state, or local) with commission of any of the offenses enumerated in
paragraph (2) above;

4. Has not within the three-year period preceding this certification had one or more public
transactions (federal, state or local) terminated for cause or default; and

5. Consultant further certifies that Consultant, including its principals, is not listed on the
government-wide exclusions in the System for Award Management (SAM.gov).

DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION CERTIFICATION

I acknowledge that falsely providing this certification may result in criminal 
prosecution or administrative sanctions, and that this certification is a 
required component of all proposals in response to this RFP. 

A proposal that does not include a completed and signed version of this 
certification will be deemed incomplete and materially nonresponsive, and will not be 
considered. 

Signature Date 

Print Name Title
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PROPOSER REQUIRED QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. Do you have experience managing, designing, permitting,
constructing, renovating, promoting, advertising, operating and
maintaining integrated landside and waterside commercial marina-
related projects such as: office, restaurants, retail, storage, boat
slips, parking facilities, etc.?

2. Do you have a record of managing commercial projects in Newport
Beach and/or other coastal-centric areas within Orange and
Southern California?

3. Do you have a record of partnering with public agencies on real
estate development projects?

4. Do you have experience navigating entitlements and permitting
process with the California Coastal Commission and cities with
Local Coastal Plans?

5. Do you have a demonstrated understanding of the California
Coastal Act?

6. Do you have the financial capability to secure and deploy sufficient
capital to fund pre-development, entitlement, construction and
operation phases? This includes the ability to access both debt and
equity sources.

Yes   No
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SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST AND PROPOSAL FORMAT 

 

The Submittal Checklist and Proposal Format is used to help proposers minimize the risk 
of a proposal being penalized, disqualified or deemed non-responsive.  Please review the 
Evaluation Criteria, Scope of Services and utilize the Submittal Checklist Proposal Format 
to build a complete RFP document for submittal. 
  
 
1. PRE-PROPOSAL REQUIREMENTS 
 

REGISTER ON CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH PLANETBIDS PORTAL AND 
DOWNLOAD DOCUMENTS 
Visit http://www.newportbeachca.gov/bidderportal to register for this RFP and 
download all documents. 
 
 

2. PROPOSAL FORMAT 
 
Click on the “Place eBid” button (located in the bottom right hand corner of the 
screen) to start submitting your proposal. After you complete the “Detail” tab 
with your information, click on the “Attachments” tab, which will prompt you 
to attach each of the following items that is accompanied with a checkbox: 

 
RESPONSE FILE 
For the Response File, please upload a document that addresses the following areas: 
 

• Please see SCOPE OF SERVICES for RESPONSE FILE requirements.  
 
 

The information requested above is intended as a baseline minimum in order to 
give the evaluation panel an understanding and familiarity with your operations. If 
you have more information that can help the panel assess your experience and 
qualifications for this project, please include it in the Response File.  

 
 

3. ADDITIONAL DOCUMENT DOWNLOADS, ACKNOWLEDGEMENT, AND 
SUBMISSION 
 
PROPOSER REQUIRED QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
 
4. COST FILE 

 
One of the mandatory attachments that the PlanetBids portal will prompt you 
for is called a “Cost File.” This requirement can be satisfied by completing and 
uploading the Cost File. The Cost File is either attached as part of the RFP or 
satisfied by following the requirements requested in the Scope of Services.  
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SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST AND PROPOSAL FORMAT 

 

 
DO NOT INCLUDE A COPY OF YOUR COST FILE WITH THE MAIN PROPOSAL 
FILE. Failure to comply with directions may result in a penalty during the 
evaluation of the proposal.  

 
 
5. REQUIRED SUBMITTAL DOCUMENTS 

 
BIDDER/PROPOSER INFORMATION FORM 
 
STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE 
 
AFFIDAVIT OF NON-COLLUSION AND NON-DISCRIMINATION 
 
AFFIDAVIT OF NON-FEDERALIST LOBBYIST REQUIREMENTS 
CERTIFICATION 
 
VENDOR CONFLICT OF INTEREST DISCLOSURE FORM 
 
DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION CERTIFICATION 
 
 

6. SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS 
 
DOWNLOAD AND ACKNOWLEDGE ADDENDA (IF APPLICABLE) 
If issued for this RFP, the Portal will prompt you to download any active addenda. 
Such addenda will need to be electronically acknowledged before your proposal is 
accepted. If your proposal is submitted before an addendum is issued, you will be 
prompted to log back into the Portal and acknowledge outstanding addenda. 
 
ELECTRONICALLY TRANSMIT THE PROPOSAL USING THE CITY OF 
NEWPORT BEACH PLANETBIDS PORTAL 
Click on the “Submit” (green) button to finalize and submit your proposal to the City. 
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Ball Field

Playground

Pool Facilities/Fire House

MARINERS PARK
CITY POTENTIAL REDESIGN -  OPTION 1
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AQUATICS FEASIBILITY STUDIES
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MARINERS PARK
OPTION A

Aquatics Center Building (5,500 SF)
- Admin Offices
- Meeting Room
- Lifeguard Room
- Restrooms / Locker Rooms

Pool Mechanical Room

Main Entry Plaza 

25 Yard x 50 Meter Pool

Therapy Pool (900 SF)

Shade Structures

Bleacher Seating with Overhead 
Shade Structure

Fire Department Station 6 (4,600 SF)

Fire Department Apparatus Bay and 
Access Drive

Playground

Ball Field / Soccer Field Overlay

Pedestrian Walkways

Active Kids Lawn Area 

Parking Lot - 158 stalls

Existing Restroom Building
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AQUATICS FEASIBILITY STUDIES
120’0’ 60’ 240’
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OPTION A (ALT)
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AQUATICS FEASIBILITY STUDIES
60’0’ 30’ 120’
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MARINERS PARK
OPTION A (ALT)

Aquatics Center Building (5,500 SF)
- Admin Offices
- Meeting Room
- Lifeguard Room
- Restrooms / Locker Rooms

Pool Mechanical Room

Main Entry Plaza 

25 Yard x 50 Meter Pool

Therapy Pool (900 SF)

Shade Structures

Bleacher Seating with Overhead 
Shade Structure

Fire Department Station 6 (4,600 SF)

Fire Department Apparatus Bay and 
Access Drive

Playground

Ball Field

Pedestrian Walkways

Active Kids Lawn Area 

Parking Lot - 158 stalls

Existing Restroom Building
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Parking
(approx 59,500Sqft)

Pool Facilities/Fire House

MARINERS PARK
CITY POTENTIAL REDESIGN -  OPTION 2
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AQUATICS FEASIBILITY STUDIES
120’0’ 60’ 240’

MARINERS PARK
OPTION B
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AQUATICS FEASIBILITY STUDIES
60’0’ 30’ 120’
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MARINERS PARK
OPTION B
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Aquatics Center Building
- Admin Offices
- Meeting Room
- Lifeguard Room
- Restrooms / Locker Rooms

Pool Mechanical Room

Main Entry Plaza 

25 Yard x 50 Meter Pool

Therapy Pool 

Shade Structures

Bleacher Seating with Overhead 
Shade Structure

Fire Department Station 6

Fire Department Apparatus Bay and 
Access Drive

Playground

Ball Field / Soccer Field Overlay

Pedestrian Walkways

Active Kids Lawn Area 

Parking Lot - 137 stalls

Existing Restroom Building
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AQUATICS FEASIBILITY STUDIES
120’0’ 60’ 240’

MARINERS PARK
OPTION C
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AQUATICS FEASIBILITY STUDIES
60’0’ 30’ 120’

MARINERS PARK
OPTION C
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Aquatics Center Building (5,500 SF)
- Admin Offices
- Meeting Room
- Lifeguard Room
- Restrooms / Locker Rooms

Pool Mechanical Room

Main Entry Plaza 

25 Yard x 50 Meter Pool

Therapy Pool (1,100 SF)

Shade Structures

Bleacher Seating with Overhead 
Shade Structure

Fire Department Station 6 (4,350 SF)

Fire Department Apparatus Bay and 
Access Drive

Playground

Ball Field / Soccer Field Overlay

Pedestrian Walkways

Active Kids Lawn Area 

Parking Lot - 144 stalls
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AQUATICS FEASIBILITY STUDIES
120’0’ 60’ 240’
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AQUATICS FEASIBILITY STUDIES
120’0’ 60’ 240’

BONITA CREEK PARK
OPTION A  
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AQUATICS FEASIBILITY STUDIES
60’0’ 30’ 120’

BONITA CREEK PARK
OPTION A  
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Aquatics Center Building (6,600 SF)
- Admin Offices
- Meeting Room
- Lifeguard Room
- Restrooms / Locker Rooms

Pool Mechanical Room

Main Entry Plaza 

25 Yard x 50 Meter Pool

Therapy Pool (1,250 SF)

Team Shade Structures

Individual Shade Structures

Bleacher Seating with Overhead Shade Structure

Concrete Seatwalls

Right In / Right Out Only Access / Egress

Parking Lot - 206 stalls

Existing Concourse

Existing Community Center

Existing Utility Building and Maintenance 
Access Road
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AQUATICS FEASIBILITY STUDIES
120’0’ 60’ 240’

BONITA CREEK PARK
OPTION B
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AQUATICS FEASIBILITY STUDIES
60’0’ 30’ 120’

BONITA CREEK PARK
OPTION B
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Aquatics Center Building (8,900 SF)
- Admin Offices
- Meeting Room
- Lifeguard Room
- Restrooms / Locker Rooms

Pool Mechanical Room

Main Entry Plaza 

25 Yard x 50 Meter Pool

Therapy Pool (1,250 SF)

Team Shade Structures

Individual Shade Structures

Pedestrian Walkways

Concrete Seatwalls

Right In / Right Out Only Access / Egress

Parking Lot - 182 stalls

Existing Concourse

Existing Community Center

Existing Utility Building and Maintenance 
Access Road
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AQUATICS FEASIBILITY STUDIES
120’0’ 60’ 240’

BONITA CREEK PARK
OPTION C
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