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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The public hearing on this matter was opened and continued at the Commission’s December
12, 1996 meeting. Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine
that NO substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been
filed for the reasons discussed below.

SUMMARY OF APPELLANT’S CONTENTIONS

Appellant Surfrider Foundation, San Luis Bay Chapter (Surfrider), contends that there are
feasible alternatives to the City-approved project, that the approval is inconsistent with LCP
policies D-2(c) (Building and Site Design Criteria, Views), PR-22 (Lateral Beach/Shoreline
Access), and S-6 (Shoreline Protective Devices), and with zoning ordinance sections
17.066.020 (Coastal Access Criteria and Standards), 17.078.060 (Shoreline Protection Criteria
and Standards), and 17.096.020 (View Considerations Overlay Zone Criteria and Standards).
Surfrider contends that the City-approved project is inconsistent with these policies and zoning
ordinance sections because it will interfere with public views, public access along the beach,
and shoreline sand supply. (Please see Exhibit 1 for the full text)

PSB96115.00C, Central Coast Office
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SUMMARY EVALUATION OF SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE
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ZONING

 ORDINANCE
L SECTION ¢

SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE -
. EVALUATION

No substantial issue. Altematives,

17.078.060,
to approved | Protective Devices | Shoreline Protection | such as a vertical concrete seawall,
proposal Criteria and beach nourishment, or moving the
Standards house away from the bluff are either
infeasible and/or are not any less
environmentally damaging.
Natural S-8, Shoreline 17.078.060, No substantial issue. Proposal is
Landforms | Protective Devices | Shoreline Protection | for protection of existing
and Sand Criteria and development and there are no
Supply Standards feasible or less environmentally
damaging alternatives.
Lateral PR-22, Lateral 17.066.020, Coastal | No substantial issue. City required
Access Beach/Shoreline Access criteria and dedication of lateral beach access.
Access Required; | Standards; Proposed rip-rap shown as being
S-6, Shoreline 17.078.060, above mean high tide line.
Protective Devices ; Shoreline Protection
Criteria and
Standards
Visual D-2(c),Building and | 17.078.060, No substantial issue. Policy D-2(c)
impacts Site Design Shoreline Protection | applies to buildings. Section
Criteria, Views; S- | Criteria and 17.078.060 states that seawall
6, Shoreline Standards; design must use visually compatible
Protective Devices | 17.096.020, View colors and materials; City found that
Considerations proposal will use rip-rap compatible
Overlay Zone, Criteria | in color with bluff. Section
and Standards 17.096.020 does not apply because
subject lots not in mapped View
Overlay Zone.
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. APPEAL PROCEDURES

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides for limited
appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coastal
development permits. Developments approved by cities or counties may be appealed if they
are located within the mapped appealable areas, such as those located between the sea and
the first public road paralleling the sea. Furthermore, developments approved by counties may
be appealed if they are not the designated “principal permitted use” under the certified LCP.
Finally developments which constitute major public works or major energy facilities may be
appealed, whether approved or denied by a city or county (Coastal Act Section 30603(a)).

For projects not located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea, the
grounds for an appeal shall be limited to an allegation that the development does not conform
to the certtified LCP (Coastal Act Section 30603(b)(1)). Because this project is appealed on the
basis of its location between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea, the grounds
for an appeal to the Coastal Commission include not only the allegation that the development
does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program but also the
allegation that the development does not conform to the public access policies of the Coastal
Act.
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Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the

Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the appeal. It the staff ' .
recommends “substantial issue,” and no Commissioner objects, the substantial issue question

will be considered moot, and the Commission will proceed directly to a de novo public hearing

on the merits of the project.

If the staff recommends “no substantial issue” or the Commission decides to hear arguments
and vote on the substantial issue question, proponents and opponents will have 3 minutes per-
side to address whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. It takes a majority of
Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is raised. If substantial issue is found,
the Commission will proceed fo a full public hearing on the merits of the project. If the
Commission conducts a de novo hearing on the permit application, the applicable test for the
Commission to consider is whether the proposed development is in conformity with the
certified Local Coastal Program.

in addition, for projects located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea,
Section 30604(c) of the Coastal Act requires that a finding must be made by the approving
agency, whether the local govemment or the Coastal Commission on appeal, that the
development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3
of the Coastal Act. In other words, in regard to public access questions, the Commission is
required to consider not only the certified LCP, but also Chapter 3 policies when reviewing a
project on appeal.

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial issue question
are the applicant, persons who made their views known before the local government (or their
representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other persons regarding
substantial issue must be submitted in writing. Any person may testify during the de novo
stage of an appeal.

. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION

The City of Pismo Beach conditionally approved the proposal on October 22, 1996, including a
negative declaration, architectural review permit, and coastal development permit for a bluff
protection system to include addition of rock to repair of an approximately 50 foot iong section
of existing rip-rap, instaliation of an approximately 30 foot long section of new rip-rap, and
installation of a second new area of rip-rap approximately 10 feet long to plug a sea cave that
is undermining the bluff. '

. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE
Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that NO substantial

issue exists_with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed, for the reasons

discussed below under Recommended Findings and Declarations.

Motion Staff recommends a YES vote on the following motion:

| move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-3-PSB-96-115 raises NO .
substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed.
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A majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass the motion.

IV. RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. Project Description and Background

1. Location and Description. The proposed project is located at 2679 and 2685 Spyglass
Drive in the northem portion of the City of Pismo Beach in southem San Luis Obispo County.
The lot at 2679 Spyglass Drive is developed with a single family dwelling that lies
approximately 25 feet inland from the edge of the almost vertical, approximately 75 foot high
bluff. The lot at 2685 Spyglass Drive is a vacant lot which abuts the northwest property line of
2679 Spyglass Drive and lies between that developed lot and another developed lot to the

 northwest. Both properties are essentially level. The proposed project would consist of

installation of drought resistant landscaping and a drainage system and the placement of a
significant amount of new rock to repair the existing rip-rap at the toe of the bluff of the vacant
lot and the placement of new rip-rap at the toe of the bluff of the developed lot, including
plugging a seacave that is undercutting the developed lot, with rip-rap. The rip-rap would
extend approximately 80 feet along the biuff from approximately elevation five feet above sea
level at the toe of the bluff on each lot to elevation 32 feet on the bluff face of the vacant lot
and to elevation 20 feet on the bluff face of the developed lot. The rock to plug the sea cave
would extend approximately 10 feet along the bluff.

2. Background. According to the findings for emergency permit # 6 CUP-87 and # 20-CP-87
authorized by the City on April 28, 1987, “1. On March 6, 1987 a large bluff failure was
observed at the rear of lof 2 which was about 45 feet wide and 20 feet deep. 2. On Apil 17,
1987 an additional bluff failure was observed taking about 5 more feet behind the original slide
and expanding easterly another 35 feet.” Lot 2 is a developed lot which abuts the vacant lot at
2685 Spyglass on its northwesterly side; it appears that a portion of the last described bluff
failure involved this vacant lot.

The emergency permit issued by the City authorized bluff stabilization by installation of a rigid
frame system of deep caissons interconnected with grade and cap beams along the bluff top
of the vacant lot extending across the developed lot to the northwest and partially onto the
developed lot beyond that. Rip-rap extending approximately eight feet up the bluff face from
the toe of the biuff along the same three lots was authorized by a regular coastal development
permit approved by the City on June 15, 1987. The developed lot at 2679 Spyglass, part of
this currently proposed project before the Commission on appeal, was not involved in the 1987
incidents or bluff protection work. Since the time of the installation of the bluff stabilization
system and the rip-rap on the other lots, some of the rip-rap has migrated a few feet seaward
from the toe of the bluff (it does not hinder laterai beach access) and some of it has settled
into the sand. The rip-rap that remains at the toe of the bluff no longer functions as an
effective shoreline protection device. Continued, inevitable erosion of the upper portion of the
bluff has reached the point where the caissons and cap beam on the vacant lot are exposed in
the bluff face and the house on the developed lot is approximately 25 feet from the bluff edge.
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B. Issue Discussion. The appellant has raised questions about the proposed project’s
consistency with the following portions of the City's Local Coastal Program: Land Use Plan
policies D-2(c) (Building and Site Design Criteria, Views), PR-22 (Lateral Beach/Shoreline
Access), and S-6 (Shoreline Protective Devices); zoning ordinance sections 17.066.020
(Coastal Access Criteria and Standards), 17.078.080 (Shoreline Protection Criteria and
Standards), and 17.096.020 (View Considerations Overlay Zone Criteria and Standards).

1. Land Use Plan Policy D-2{(c), Building and Site Design Criteria, Views, states that

Views to the ocean, creeks, marsh, and surrounding hills should be preserved and
enhanced whenever possible. The feeling of being near the sea should be emphasized,
even when it is not visible.

Land Use Plan (LUP) policies D-2(a), (b), (d), (e), (f), and (g) each provide building and site
design criteria specifically in terms of buildings. Policy D-2(c) does not provide such specificity.
In this case, since the rip-rap would be placed at the toe of the bluff and extend up the 75 foot
high bluff approximately 30 feet, the only views listed under policy D-2(c) that could be
affected would be views to the surrounding hills, from offshore. However, from its context, it
appears that this particular policy is meant to apply to proposed buildings which might degrade
or block the listed views and not to structures such as shoreline protective devices. Further,
there is language in LUP policy S-6 and zoning ordinance section 17.078.060 which
specifically addresses the visual qualities of shoreline protective devices. Even if LUP policy
D-2(c) did apply, views from offshore to the surrounding hills would not be blocked by the
proposed rip-rap. Neither does it appear that those views would be significantly degraded
since the City found that “The size, color and amount nip-rap materals are visually compatible
with the existing sea bluff, soil & rock terrace and intertidal rocky and sandy shoreline.”
Therefore, no substantial issue exists with respect to Building and Site Design Criteria, Views..

2. Land Use Plan Policy PR-22, Lateral Beach/Shoreline Access Required, states;

Coastal Beach Access Dedication - For all developments on parcels located along the
shoreline, a lateral public access easement in perpetuity extending from the oceanside
parcel boundary to the top of the bluff shall be required for the purpose of allowing public
use and enjoyment of dry sandy and rocky beaches, intertidal and subtidal areas. Such
easements shall be granted to the California Department of Parks and Recreation, the
City of Pismo Beach, or other appropriate public agency.

City condition B)5 states: “The applicant shall comply with the General Plan/Local Coastal Plan
Policy PR-22 -- Lateral beach/shoreline access; a lateral public access easement in perpetuity
extending from the oceanside parcel boundary to the top of the bluff shall be required and
granted to the California Department of Parks and Recreation, the City of Pismo Beach, or
other appropriate public agency.” The permit is clearly conditioned to require the access
dedication required by LUP policy PR-22. Closely related to policy PR-22, although not
mentioned by the appeliant, is policy PR-23 which generally requires all development on the
bluffs to dedicate a blufftop conservation and public access zone, providing for public lateral
access along the top of the bluff. However, LUP policy LU-D-5 states that the lateral biufftop
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access generally required by policy PR-23 is not required in the Spyglass Planning Area,
where the subject parcels lie. Therefore, no substantial issue exists regarding lateral access.

3. Land Use Plan Policy S-6, Shoreline Protective Devices states that

Shoreline protective devices, such as seawalls, revetments, groins, breakwaters, and
riprap shall be permitted only when necessary to protect existing principal structures,
coastal dependent uses, and public beaches in danger of erosion. If no feasible
alternative is available, shoreline protection structures shall be designed and constructed
in conformance with Section 30235 of the Coastal Act and all other policies and standards
of the City’s Local Coastal Program. Devices must be designed to eliminate or mitigate
adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply...maintain public access...shall minimize
alteration of natural landforms...and shall minimize visual impacts.

Zoning Ordinance section 17.078.060, Shoreline Protection Criteria and Standards,
states that

Seawalls shall not be permitted, unless the city has detenmined that there are no other
less environmentally damaging alternatives for protection of existing development or
coastal dependent uses. If permitted, seawall design must (a) respect natural landforms;
(b) provide for lateral beach access; and (c) use visually compatible colors and matenals
and will eliminate or mitigate any adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply.

i. Alternatives. The City did make a snecific finding that the proposed development was the
least environmentally damaging alternative, basing its finding on the following: rip-rap is
consistent with the natural terrace landform; lateral beach access is provided as required; the
rip-rap is visually compatible with the biuff, terrace, and shoreline; and the rip-rap would not
adversely effect local shoreline sand supply. No specific finding was made as to whether or
not there was an alternative solution. )

Other alternatives could include a vertical concrete seawall. The advantage of vertical
concrete seawalls is that they typically take up a negligible amount of beach area. However,
such a wall as high (20 - 30 ft.) and as long (approx. 80 ft.) as the proposed rip-rap wouid he
extremely expensive, much more so than rip-rap. This altemative is not feasible beczause of
the high cost.

A second alternative would be to move the house on the developed lot back away from the
bluff edge. The developed lot is approximately 90 feet deep from Spyglass Drive to the edge
of the bluff. The house is approximately 25 feet back from the edge of the bluff, extends
approximately 50 feet toward Spyglass Drive, and occupies essentially all of the width of the
lot between the side setbacks; it cannot be moved anywhere else on the lot. This alternative is
not feasible because there is no place to move the house.

Another alternative is beach nourishment, where sand is imported and added to the shoreline
sand supply to reduce the destructive force of waves. However, the City does not have a
beach nourishment program nor is there a homeowners association with such a program. This
means that the applicant alone would have to pay for and ensure that the nourishment is
accomplished, rather than adding to or supplementing an existing nourishment program.

Page 7
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Nourishment is initially expensive and is most suited to areas with long beach frontage. It is
rarely effective for protection of relatively small, individual lots typically found in developed
urban areas. ‘

The two subject lots here have only about 130 feet of beach frontage together. Sand placed in
front of them would quickly be moved by the ocean downcoast and would provide only a very
temporary solution unless the nourishment was very frequent. Additionally, nourishment would
require a mechanism to place the sand in an appropriate manner and location on the beach
from the top of the 75 foot high bluff to ensure success of the nourishment and to not interfere
with lateral beach access. There is no access from up- or down-coast for a bulldozer or front-
end loader to move the sand as might be necessary, so all sand placement would have to be

done from the bluff top. Clearly, this altemative is not feasible for the two subject lots because

of its relative ineffectiveness, technical difficulty of sand placement, and expense.

Other potential alternatives, such as gunite or shotcrete are impractical and infeasible because
of their relative lack of resistance to direct wave attack and difficulty of anchoring such material
to the bluff face.

Therefore, for the reasons given above no substantial issue exists regarding altematives since
no other feasible alternatives nor any less environmentally damaging alternatives have been
shown to exist.

il. Natural Landforms and Sand Supply. Rip-rap is typically placed such that it follows the
shape of the landform. However, rip-rap fixes the location of the back beach by inhibiting
naturally occurring erosion that sustains the beach. The area of Pismo Beach where the
subject lots lie can be characterized as having an eroding beach and coastline. Beaches in
such environments tend to get narrower if the back beach is fixed because the erosive force of
the ocean is largely transferred from the back beach at the toe of the biuff seaward to the
beach at the toe of the rip-rap. At some unknown future time, the toe of a rip-rap revetment
such as the one proposed here could very well be at the mean high tide line due to erosion of
the beach seaward of the rip-rap. The rip-rap would then function much as a short groin and
disrupt longshore transport of sand. Bluff protection devices can also displace wave energy to
either side of the ends of the device and result in increased erosion of the landforms at either
or both ends but the effect of this is relatively insignificant with rip-rap when compared to end
erosion caused by wave displacement from vertical concrete seawalls.

Both LUP Policy S-6 and Zoning Ordinance section 17.078.060 require that shoreline
protective devices eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. The
City found that;

“S. The bluff protection system and repair of existing nip-rap at 2679/2685 Spyglass Drive
complies with the shoreline erosion and geologic setback requirements as established in
the City’s certified Local Coastal Program.

“6. These findings can be made based on the small-scale and limited scope of the
structural design and placement of the seawall improvements on a small and limited
portion of the lot and on the bluff face.”
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Gary Griggs, James Pepper and Martha Jordan, in California’s Coastal Hazards: A Critical
Assessment of Existing Land-Use Policies and Practices, found that since decisions to
approve shoreline protective devices “are usually made on a project-by-project basis, they
tend to be evaluated independently, without any systematic consideration of the aggregate or
cumulative effects either within or among jurisdictions. Within such a decision-making context
any given project can be viewed as small and thus easy to rationalize in terms of approval.
Cairns (1986) calls this endemic failure to take into account the aggregate effects of
environmental management ‘the tyranny of small decisions.” Review of applications for
shoreline protection devices generally does not include consideration of aggregate or
cumulative effects of the device on sand supply and shoreline sand transport. This is what has
occurred here and at many other locations along California's coast.

The developed lot here is approximately 90 feet deep from Spyglass Drive to the edge of the
bluff. The house on that lot is approximately 25 feet back from the edge of the bluff, extends
approximately 50 feet toward Spyglass Drive, and occupies essentially all of the width of the
lot between the side setbacks; therefore, it cannot be moved anywhere else on the lot. The
undeveloped lot here could hypothetically erode some 90 feet back until erosion endangered
Spyglass Drive. However, it is unlikely that the erosion on the undeveloped lot would stay
completely within the property lines and not affect other properties. In fact, the trend of
erosion on the undeveloped lot is southeast, toward the house on the other subject lot.

The proposed shoreline protection for the subject lots does not and probably cannot eliminate
or mitigate for adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. If the proposed rip-rap is
installed, it will greatly reduce the shoreline sand supply from these two lots, however small an
amount that may be of the overall sand supply from the entire Pismo Beach coastline. There
has been no quantification of the contribution these two lots make to the shoreline sand
supply. Nevertheless, both the Coastal Act and the City’s LCP provide for the protection of
existing bluff top development by one or more of the various methods of shoreline protection.
Although one of the subject lots is undeveloped, protection of its biuff is critical to protection of
the house on the developed lot. Additionally, the lots are located in an urban area with
significant existing armoring of the coast and other potential alternatives to the proposed rip-
rap are not feasible. Therefore, no-substantial issue exists regarding landform alteration and
shoreline sand supply.

ili. Lateral Access. When approving development between the first through public road and
the sea, the City is required to find that the proposal is consistent with the certified LCP and
with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. When the tide is high,
access along the beach is difficult at best and can at times be blocked. Atlow tide, it is
possible to walk along the beach, although to get to the beach from up- or down-coast requires
climbing over rock outcroppings. According to the preliminary plans for the proposal, the rip
rap would be above -- inland - of the mean high tide line. If the rip rap were to be placed
where indicated, then there should not be any blockage of lateral access along the beach by
the rip-rap (during the period when the beach can be accessed). The rip-rap may also provide
a means for people to scramble over the rocks laterally along the beach even when the tide is
high.

The City found that the proposal is consistent with the public access and recreation policies of
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as well as the LCP and conditioned the permit to require
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dedication of a public access easement over the property from its most seaward edge to the
top of the bluff. Therefore, no substantial issue exists with respect to lateral beach access.

iv. Visual Impacts. Section 17.078.060 specifically states that seawall design must use
visually compatible colors and materials. This measure helps to maintain the scenic character
of the Pismo Beach shoreline by requiring that shoreline protective structures visually blend
with the naturally-occurring rock materials on the site.

According to the negative declaration for the proposal, there would be no adverse scenic or
visual impacts from the rip rap. The City did make a specific finding about scenic and visual
impacts in the negative declaration stating that *“The size, color and amount of nip-rap
materials are visually compatible with the existing sea bluff, soil & rock terrace and intertidal
rocky and sandy shoreline.” The City Council found that “The bluff protection system and
repair of existing nip-rap at 2679/2685 Spyglass Drive does not interfere with the public views
from any public road or from a recreational area to and along the coast as set forth in the City's
certified Local Coastal Program.”

Drawing on the response of the applicant in the Cliffs Hotel case (just upcoast) to the issue of
visual compatibility of rock rip-rap with the existing biuff material, it appears that there may be
no rock locally available that provides a good color-match with the existing bluff material.
However, the existing rip-rap at the toe of the bluff of the vacant lot appears to be relatively
compatible with the bluff materials in color, being slightly more bluish.. This may be due to
weathering of the rip-rap, although that is unknown. If that were the case and if the same type
of rock were to be used in this proposal, then most likely the proposed rip-rap would, over time,
become similar in color to the bluff material. Regardless of the color of the rock, the rip-rap
would be visible from the bluffiop, the beach, and offshore. Any structural shoreline protection
would be visible from those same areas. Rip-rap exists below the vacant lot and vertical
concrete seawalls exist just downcoast from the subject lots. There is no feasible alternative to
some sort of visible structural shoreline protection for the subject lots. Therefore, no
substantial issue exists with respect to visual compatibility of the proposed rip-rap with the bluff
material,

4. Zoning Ordinance section 17.066.020, Coastal Access Overlay Zone, Criteria and
Standards. This section implements the public access requirements of the LUP. Please refer
to Land Use Plan Policy PR-22, Lateral Beach/Shoreline Access Required, page 6 and
Lateral Access at "iii” on page 9 for discussions about access.

5. Zoning Ordinance section 17.096.020, View Considerations Overlay Zone, Criteria
and Standards. The subject lots are not within this mapped overlay zone. Therefore, this
section will not be considered further in this staff report.

6. Ambulatory Mean High Tide Line. Generally, lands lying seaward of the mean high
tide line are public lands. Any development proposed in that area must obtain approval from
the Coastal Commission and State Lands Commission and must, according to the Coastal Act
and the City’s LCP, provide for continued public lateral access and provide protection for
marine resources. The mean high tide line is not a static or stationary line. It fluctuates over
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. time with the most noticeable fluctuation occurring between winter and summer. Typically, the

profile of winter beaches is steeper than summer beaches. This is because sand is removed
from the beaches by waves in the winter and replaced by waves in the summer. The steeper
beach profile also means that the width of the beach between the ocean and the bluff is less in
winter than in summer. In effect, in winter the mean high tide line is closer to the back beach
than itis in summer. Thus a shoreline protective device which is landward of the mean high
tide line in summer could be seaward of it in winter. This could mean that public access could
be adversely affected by a shoreline protective device which would not lie seaward of the
mean high tide line in summer, but which would in winter. Here, the City has required granting
of a lateral public access easement extending from the oceanside boundary of the parcel to
the top of the bluff, thus ensuring the public’s right of continued lateral access.

The preliminary plans for the proposal at issue here show the mean high tide line
approximately 30 feet landward of the mean high tide line and five feet above it. It is unlikely
that the mean high tide line would fluctuate as much as 30 feet horizontally and five feet
vertically between summer and winter on this beach. Therefore, the applicant is not required
to obtain approval of the proposal from the State Lands Commission.

C. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires that a specific finding be made in
conjunction with coastal development permit applications showing the application to be consistent
with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section
21080.5(d)(2)(i) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are
. feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen
any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the environment.. Here, there are
no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen
the environmental impacts of the proposed shoreline protection device. For that reason and for
the reasons set forth above in this staff report, the Commission finds that the proposed project will
not have significant adverse impacts on the environment and therefore is consistent with CEQA.
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SECTION I, Decision Be*na.ﬁnuealed

. 1: Neme of 1ucalznort
qovernment: Citv of Pismo Beach

2. Brwef description of development being
appea1ed construction of a blufc protectzcn system an& repalr

of exist lnﬂ ru)-ran

3. Development's-location {street address, assessor’ s]F
ne., cross street, ete.):__ 267 /?695 Spyglass Drive,

and 010~042-004

.. 010-042-003 -

4. Description of deciston being appealéd:

a. Approval; no special conditions: ¥ -

b. .Approval with special conditians: ' xxxx

¢. Denial:

- Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP denia!
decisians by. a local government cannot be appealed unless
the development is a major energy or public works project.
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealabls.

- J0_BE COMPLETED 8Y COMMISSION:

APPEAL NO: ¥/ = 3 -/5.6-96-#%5 . EXHHUT 1

DATE FILED:__///5/Pc .
A-3-PSB-q6-15

p1STRICT: (e tenl Coog?




FROM @ CENTRAL CUGST KAYAKSE: = 3T8@ PHONE NO. 8657739757 e Nov. @4 1586 B84:52rM  PO1
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PEIMIT BECISION QF LOCAL GOYERNMENT (Pags 2) . .

5. Decision being appea‘zed was made by (checx one)

a. __Planning uirector/mning c. __Planning Comissiaa'
T Administrator

*

b. %_?';Qm_\‘.nunn.‘lllﬂoard of d. _Other
Sugervisors

. §. Date of local government's decision: ctomer 22, 1996 .

7. Llocal government's file number (if any): ' 96-148 (CDP?ARP)

D B . e . - s%':.‘.; .l

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons. *
Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use
additional paper as necsssary.)} ‘
. N f t appii :
a amgataxnd mi*fﬁ"cﬁgd’;‘éﬁa? pemu appiicant: A*‘thur and Bernice Bender
73, Spyt:183s,Drive  (APN 010-042-003) —— 2695 Soyglass Drive .
t.fodi"*ed,;sﬁhnbt Molsgobifornis 15701 7 910-042-004) .

200 Suburban Read, San Luis Obispo, 93401 568 EESS%SQF &f‘;gsec.
h. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified ‘9 T
(either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port haaring(s).

Include other parties which you know to be interested and should

raceive notice of this appeal

(1} _- Fred Schott | -
200 Suburkan Rcad
San TLuis Obispo, Califormia, 93401

(2) Danl and Vicki Pahar
2819 _Spvolags Drive
pxsmn,qpar% Palafhrnwa 83549 : ‘ o et

(3) vanl _Schiro
154 Main Street
piama Reach, Calif, 93449

(4)

Ex. 4,02
SECTION 1V. Reasons Supporting This}nnea] : : ‘ : ‘. A- 3‘_ Ps®-9- NS.

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are
1imited by a variety of factors. apd requirsments of tha Coastal

. Act, Please review the appeal thfprmation sheet for assistance

1o e Yaddnw dhie santdan’ Lihish santriniae Aan tha navé nemn




FROM @ C=ITF “OAET KAYRKSSES T3S0 PHONE MY, « codrfrozo:
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H . APPEAL_ FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTY (Page 3)

Stata briefly your reasons for this aopeal. Include a summary
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, .or Port Master
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hear1ng
(Use additional paper as necessary.)

Themheéd,to spoceal for this approved project»atarted with an

ciginal emergency permit issued 4-21-81 ¢calling for a separate permanent

symit application izsuvance to be applied for within 30 days of their emeggency

srmit gqrantad on 4-21-81 (case #6, cup-87, #20 CP 87) for an emergency bluff-top

cean bank “rotecfion system, before‘the~placement of rip—-rap on the beach helow

5u1d begin, w@ £ind no such dccument. Before moving ahead many facts need to

! aﬁdrggsed: i.e.C.E.0.7A. resorts,Environmentil impact reports and the orxgxnal

-

imensions for the rip-rao.

Nota: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal. is
a1lowed by law, The appeilant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commissxon to.
support the appeal request.

" SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of

my/our knowledge.
B 7%6%%@«

Signature of Appellant(s) or
Authorized Agent

ie 11/ 4] 96

NOTE: If signed by agent, appellant(s)
must also sign below.

. . A-3-Psp-ge-1ts
 Me |

F/ve hereby authorize to act-as my/our
representative and to bind me/us in a?l matters concern1ng this

- 3 o oTlin, B%iwﬁ oy gl

Signature of Appellant{s)’

. Section VI. Agent Authorization
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Surfnder Foundation requests w for the caissons, written conditions placed on its
issuancs as to adeedmmcnonforpubimbeachacmmdheach dc:ﬁcatwnasioﬂ:epohc.csof
Section 30210 through 3212 of the California coastal Act of 1976, and in compliance with the
City of Pismo Beach Policy, PR~22. The need and required second permit is now in question. in
respest 10 ferms of the deed restriction in relation to public besch access and beach dedication and
we find nothing recorded with the county clerk. The Surfiider Foundation belives strongly that
unpermitted plawnm of rip-rap has caused &ocmﬁemed erosion problems and should be -
removed. '

The Surﬁ'xdw Foundations mgmal anpcal of a planning comm:ssmn decision dats 9-23-96
outlines our pomm of contention:

1. Secnnn 13096 of the California '
codcofmhnonmqmreﬂxaiaspeczﬁcﬁndmbemdaandbcccnmmatwnhmyapphcabln .
requirements of the C.E.Q.A. pmhﬂmﬁaxxcpoa&ddwdopmcmﬁ‘ombqngzpprov?dd’mwm
feasible alternatives of feasible mitigation measures available which wounld substantially fessen any
significant sdverse impact which the activity may have on the environment, Please referto a
aliernatives such as soil mailing which s idestified under G.1.. "protective structurss ", on page
28 of the biuff erosion study , CﬁyofosmoBeach, July 31, 1992, by Rarth Systems
Consultants , Northern California. The placement of rocks on cur beach to correct the old
dmnpmgofiﬂogalrocksmbcmgdonsmcmt”ﬁemm&x&dmﬂgcofmmmmm
is their disposition to settle when found on sand,"...quoting the same Farth .

system study , page 25. Thum:gmhonmblcmhascansedthosehxgemckstodcpaﬁmdmm
further owt from the biuff and on'to our sandy beach. To correct his problem the engineer now
wamstogoomatthcwizcstpomtﬂ'mmdﬁmﬁ’hxghaga:nstthabhxﬁ'andforadzmnccofw’
This issue of alterinatives to the citys' approved proposal finds faulf and incunsistency with the
LCPPohcy,S-G shorelioe pmwcm'e dmccsandcm/zonmgordhancc secuon 17.078. 60
ﬂwmhwpmtcc&oncntznamdstandards.

2. This calls for geo-technical report and sand suppiy smdy \mdu'LCP policics 8-6, shoreiine |
'ptotcchvedmccs and city zoning ordinance 17.078.060, shore fine protection criteria and
standards wtnnhhasnotbeeadoneor wnmnsnopmvmans mdunMeormhgammof
shorchnnmdmppty ‘

[

Ex 1). ,P |
A-3-psp-ac-1S




FROM @ CENTRAL CORET KQYPKSE@SZZZSS@@ PHONE NO. @ 2857739767 - Nov, ¥4 1opo woevnn o Lo

3. The Surfndm' Foundation be!sevcs htcral beach access will be hindered by those rocks -
cxtending 48* out on to the sandy beach. Sincs ﬁ!crcwasnapropcxfyhmsimwnonﬂ\cplammn
heyond the Land Owners/appiicanis properiy. Section 30210 through 30212 of the -

. State of California Coastal Act call for the mazimized "public access to the shorefine and along the
coast”, that, cin not be the case with 48" of beach taken out of public use forever or until those
proposed rocks rigrate cven further out onto the beach. This issue of public lateral access s in
icp poﬁmes PR-22 lateral beach/shoreline access required and s-g, shorsine protective dovices as
weil a3 city zoning ordinancs section 17.066.020, coastal access cnfemaudsmnd:tdnmd
17.078.060. siwrchns pmzecucn criferia and staudards.

4.. The visual ﬁnpac!_issuc is covered under LCP policies D-2(c), building and site design criteria,
view; S<6 shoreline protective devices and Gty zoning ordinance svctions 17,078.060, shorcline
protection criteria and standards; 17 .096.020, view com:dcmixmxs overlay zone, criletia and
standards. We call special attention to this issus of visual impact because this is very inconsistent
with section 17.073. 80 because is specifically states that scawall dc*s:gnmust use visually .

. compaiible colors and materials, We feel the proposed project will have sxgmﬁcant adverse

' impacts on the environment and cannot be found consistent with CEQA.

Ex1, o5
A‘3 PSp - q¢- ns -



NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION BY THE CITY OF PISMO BEACH CITY COUNCIL
ON A COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

DATE: Cctober 23, 1996

TO: California Coastal Commission Certified MailffiP031 482 893
725 Front Street, Suite 300
Santa Cruz, CA 25060

ATTN: STEVE GUINEY ACTION
- : NOTICE
FROM: City of Pismo Beach R,
Public Services Department REFERENCE 8 3 —
PO BOX 3/760 MATTIE ROAD Encz 93~ PSB-q ¢ ~0%

Pismo Beach, CA 93449 APPEAL peRICO_10 /30

=1/3/4¢

RE: : Action by the City of Pismo Beach on a Coastal Development Permit for the followimyproject
located within the Pismo Beach Coastal Zone:

APPLICANT::

NERASe s S :
Name: - _Paul & Vicki Pobar/Arthur & Bernice Bender

Address: %Fred Schott. 200 Suburban Rd.. San Luis Obispo. CA_83401

Telephone No. _(805)544-1216

Application File No.: 96-148
Site Address / APN: 2679 /2685 Spvalass Drive/ 010-042-003 /004

Project Surmnmary: Contruction of a bluff protection svstem and repair existing rip-rap.
Date of Action: October 22 18286
Action by: Planning Commission  _X_ City Council =~ __ Staif
Action: X Approved ‘
Approved with conditions/modifications
Denied E @ E DVE
 — [
Continued: tomeetingof____ D
Aftachments: _X__ Conditions of Approval X
“X__  Findings 0CT 2 Y 199
X __  Staff Report :
CALIFORNIA
Appeal Status: . Yes  Appealable to the Coastal Commission (see note) COASTAL COMMISSION

NOTE: Appealable to the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Coastal A&cgé&é‘ﬁ 996%%1‘ ‘%?\EA
aggrieved person may appeal this decision to the Coastal Commission within ten working days
following Coastal Commission receipt of this notice. Any appeal of this action must be filed in writing
to the Coastal Commission using forms obtainable from the Santa Cruz district office at the address

identified above.

EXHIBIT 2 @

h-3-P58- q¢- 15



A RESCLUTION OF TEE CITY COUNCIL REGARDING FINDINGS FCR APPROVAL
0F A COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AND DENIAL OF AN APPEAL OF A
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AND OTEER RELATED PERMITS FOR PRCOJECT
NO. 96-148 LOCATED AT 2679/2635 SPYGLASS DRIVE FOR THE
CONSTRUCTION OF A BLUTF STABILIZATION SYSTEM.

WHEREAS, Paul & Vicki Pcbar/Arzhur & Bernice Bender the
"Applicanc®) have submitted applications to the City of Pismo
Beach for approval of a Negative Declaration and the applicacions
for a Coastal Development Permit ané Architectural Review Permit
to construct a bluff procection system and to repair ex*s:;nc

rip-rap; and

WHEREAS, On Septemker 10, 1996, the Planning Commission held a
noticed public hezaring on the prcjecc. The Commissicn considere
the written materizl included in their Septamber 10, 1995 agenda
racket, testimcny from city scaff, the aprlicant and members of
the public; and

1]

WHEREZAS, The Planning Commissicn grancsd approval of the
‘abovementioned permits con Septemper 10, 1996; and

WHEREAS, On Septemter 23, 1996, the City Clerk received z letter
of appeal from Bruce McFarlan, Surfrider Foundation, San Luls Bay
Chaot~-, requesting the City Council to address many
nvircnmental, geotschnical and policy issues raised in the
letter; and

WHERZAS, A staff report and recommendation ro the City Council
meeting of Cctoker 22, 1996 was prepared and considersd by the
City Council on that date; and

WHEREZAS, In considering this appeal, the City Council has
considered all informaticn sutmitted by the appellant together
with the staff report and other comments and testimony f£ro m the

general public.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ESyLVnD that the City Council of the City
of Pismo Beach as follow

SECTI N 1:

FINDINGS AND DECISTON

A, FINDINGS FOR DENIAL OF THE APPEAL OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
DECISION TO APPROVE PROJECT NO. 96-148:

5 | EE\(il, (>:Z
A-3-PSB-4¢-I\S



1 The bluff procection system and repair of exiscing rip rap
ar 2679/2685 Spyglass Drive dces not incerfere wi iic
access to the beach as set forch in the city's ce
Local Coastal Pregram.

2. The bluff protection system and repair of existing rip rap
at 2679/2635 Spyglass Drive does not interfere with the
public views from any public road or from a recreaticnal
area to and along the coast as set forth in the citcy's
certified Local Coastal Program.

3. The bluff procection system and repair of existing rip rap
at 267972685 Spyglass Drive is compatible with the
established physical scale of the arsa and is also
consiscent with the level and scale of development provided
for the area in the city's certified Local Coastal Program.

4. The bluff procection systsm and rspair of existing rip rap
at 2679/2685 Spyglass Drive will not significancly and
adversaly alter existing natural landforms.

5. The bluff protaction systam and repair of existing rip rap
at 2679/2685 Spyglass Drive complies with the shoreline
erosion and geologic setback reguirements as established in
the city's cervified Locazl Coastal Program.

5. These findings can be made basad on the small-scale and
limited scope of the structural design and placement ¢f the
bluff protection improvements.

B. THE CITY COUNCIL HEEREBY DETERMINES TO DENY THE APPEAL AND TO
UPECLD THE PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION OF SEPTEMBER 10, 1996 TO
APPROVE THEE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AND OTHER PERMI’I‘S AND
NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR PROJECT NO. 96-148.

1. The City Council hereby requires that all permits as
approved by the Planning Commission on September 10, 1996 be
issued to the applicant, attached as Exhibit 1 and amend the
date of issuance on the permit to October 22, 1996.

UPON THE MOTION of Councilmember Chgpman , seconded by
Councilmember _ Halldin ., the foregoing resolution is hereby

approved and acdopted this 22nd day of October 1996 by the
following roll call vote, to wit:

AvssS: Councilmempers Chaoman, Halldin, Mellow, Reiss and Mayor Browm

—

NCES: __noune

ABSENT:__none

ABSTAIN: none Ex 2’ P3
| B-3-PS8- qg- 115




/s/ JOHN C. BROWN
John C. Brown Mayer

Q;./arén Jones u

CITY CLERK

Ex 2} P L\
A-3- PSB-q6-115



EXHIBIT 2
CITY OF PISMO BEACH
PERMIT NO. 96-148 / CDP
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 10, 1996
CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF OCTOBER 22, 1996

The conditions set forth in this permit affect the title and possession of the real property which is the
subject of this permit and shall run with the real property or any portion thereof. All the terms,
covenants, conditions, and restrictions herein imposed shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit
of the owner (applicant, developer), his or her heirs, administrators, executors, successors and
assigns. Upon any sale, division or lease of real property, all the conditions of this permit shall apply
separately to each portion of the real property and the owner (applicant, developer) and/or possessor
of any such portion shall succeed to and be bound by the obligations imposed on owner (applicant,

developer) by this permit.

CASE NO: 96-148 - (CDP/ARP ) ; PAGE 1/4
APPLICANT/OWNER: P. & V.POBAR/ A. & B. BENDER ' )

LOCATION/APN: 2679/2695 SPYGLASS DRIVE / APN 010-042-003 & 004)

AUTHORIZATION: Subject to the conditions stated below, approval of Permit No. 96-148 grants
the permittee permits to construct a bluff stabilization system and rpair the existing rip rap.
Construction shall be consistent with plans approved by the Planning Commission on
September 10, 1996.

EFFECTIVE DATE: This permit shall become effective upon the passage of 10 days following the
Planning Commission approval, provided that an appeal has not been filed to the City Council within
10 working days. The filing of an appeal shall stay the effective date until an action is taken on the

appeal. : , :

EXPIRATION DATE: The applicant is granted two years for inauguration (i.e. building permits
issued and construction begun) of this permit. The permits will expire on Qctober 22, 1998 unless
inaugurated prior to that date. Time extensions are permitted pursuant to Zoning Code Section

17.121.160(2).
STANDARD CONDITIONS, POLICIES AND SELECTED CODE REQUIREMENTS

Conditions as indicated below have been deemed to be of a substantive nature on the basis of the
Planning Commission's decision. These conditions cannot be altered without Planning Commission

approval.

A-3-935p-94-118




CASE NO: 96-148 - (CDP/ARP) ' PAGE 2/4
APPLICANT/OWNER:  P. & V. POBAR/A. & B. BENDER
LOCATION/APN: 2679/2695 SPYGLASS DRIVE / APNs 010-042-003 & 004

A) CONDITIONS SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF A
BUILDING PERMIT:

PUBLIC SERVICES DE"ARTV[E\IT[PLANWG DIVISION:

I. BUEQ[NQ E&‘\_/!]I &EELIQ IIQ . To anoly for building permits submit four (4) sets of

Building Diviston.

N G N
APPROVAL. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Project Planner shail confirm that
the construction piot plan and building elevations are in compliance with the Planning

Commission's approval and conditions of approval.

0

The engineering and building plans shall show the rip-rap to protect the toe of the sea-bluff
consistent with the recommendations of the geologic report.

(V3]

4, In the event of the unforeseen encounter of subsurface materials suspected to be of an
archaeological or paleontological nature, all grading or excavation shall cease in the
immediate area, and the find left untouched until a qualified professional archaeologist or
paleontologist, whichever is appropriate, is contacted and called in to evaluate and make

_recommendations as to the disposition, mitigation and/or salvage. The develoger shall be

liable for costs associated with the professional investigation.
5. Building plans must clearly delineate the location of the mean high tide.

6. Building plans shall reflect the project drainage.

7. The geologic report for the project shall be reviewed and approved by the Engineering
division prior to issuance of a building permit per Section 17.078.050 of the Zoning

Ordinance.

7a.  Building plans submitted shall be prepared and stamped by a registered civil engineer with
expertise in soils.

7b.  Landscape plans shall be submitted showing drought resistant landscaping. These plans shall

Ex?.) pﬁ‘@
A-3- f58-Go-1\F
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CASE NO: 96-148 - (CDP/ARP) PAGE 3/4
APPLICANT/OWNER:  P.& V. POBAR/A & B. BENDER
LOCATION/APN: 2679/2695 SPYGLASS DRIVE / APNs 010-042-003 & 004

be reviewed and approved by the City prior to the issuance of a building permit.

7c.  The building plans shall include a drainage plan, designed by a registered Civil Engineer and
submitted to the Engineering division for review and approval prior to the issuance of the

building permit.

8. An Army Corp of Engineers permit may be required. If the permit is required, it must be
secured prior to issuance of the building permit. If a permit is not required, the applicant shall
provide evidence from the Army Corp of Engineers that such a permit is not required.

PUBLIC SERVICES DEPARTMENT: ENGINEERING DIVISION

9. No material is to be placed in the street unless an encroachment permit has been acquired and
a guarantee bond has been posted.

B) CONDITIONS SUBJECT TO ONGOING COMPLIANCE:

1. COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAWS. All appiicable requirements of any law or

agency of the State, City of Pismo Beach and any other governmental entiry at the time of
construction shall be met. The duty of inquiry as to such requirements shalil be upon the
applicant.

2. During constmction,Athe site shall be maintained so as to not infringe on neighboring
property. Soil maintenance shall be determined by the Building Oﬁcial.

All soil removed from the face of the bluff durmg reconstruction shall be removed from the
site.

Ll

4, Any work below the mean high tide line will require a coastal development permit from the
Coastal Commission. -

5. The applicant shall comply with the General Plan/Local Coastal Plan Policy PR-22-Lateral
beach/shoreline access; a lateral public access ‘easement in perpetuity extending from the
oceanside parcel boundary to the top of the bluff shall be required and granted to the
California Department of Parks and Recreation, the City of Pismo Beach, or other appropriate
public agency. .

6. Consistent with the recommendations 'of the geologic report, the dewatering and inspection

3 | E%Q) Pm?’
N-3-%BB-4A6-NFE
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CASE NO: 96-148 - (CDP/ARP) PAGE 4/4
APPLICANT/OWNER: P. & V. POBAR/A. & B. BENDER
LOCATION/APN: 2679/2695 SPYGLASS DRIVE / APNs 010-042-003 & 004

weils should be regulariy plumbed to detect water buildup in the terrace depositis. The bluff
face should be inspected on a regular basis to detect an undue amount of water drainage
through the terrace deposits. If water is found to be impounding behind the bluff face or
within the dewatering weils, engineering solutions should be formulated to drain and stabilize

any weakened area.

O MISCELLANEOUS/FEES:

1. REQUIRED FEES. The applicant shall be responsible for the payment of all applicable
development and building fess, ;

The property owner and the applicant (if different) shall sign these Conditions of Approval within ten
(10) working days of receipt. The permit is not valid until signed by the property owner and applicant.

I HAVE READ AND UNDERSTOOD, AND I WILL COMPLY
WITH ALL ABOVE STATED CONDITIONS OF THIS PERMIT

Approved by the Planning Commission on September 10, 1996
Approved by the City Council on October 22, 1956

Applicaht : Date

Property Owner Date

hme\b:\seawalls\cond96. 148

L
E’i(i) pwﬁ ‘
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R. T. WOOLEY

INGIMEERING SEOLSGY COMIULTING CEOLOCIST

IMVIRONMENTAL 2R3L0CY \
CARTH STABILITY 7 ERCSION 512 EL CAMING DR, \
#ATER SURPLY SEQUIM, WASHINGTON $8382 {380 881072y .
Y
\
. "
June 15, 1996 ' \
Fred Schott and Assoc.
200 Suburban Road

San Luis Obispo, Ca 93401

Subject:  Maintenance of the Installed Bluff Stabilization Project at Lots 2,3, and
' 4, Tract 391, Shell Beach, CA

References: (a) Preliminary Geologic Report of a Slope Failure of the Seacliff at 2689
and 2695 Spyglass Drive, Shell Beach, CA dtd Mar.9,1997
(b) Addendum to Previous Preliminary Geologica Report on Seacliff .
Instability at 2689 and 2695 Spygiass Drive, Shell Beach, Ca, dtd April
4, 1987
(c) . Request for Emergency Construcdon Permit for Oczan Bank
Protection on Lots 1,2,and 3, Tract 391. (Schott to City of Pismo
Beach, dtd April 21, 1987). ‘
(d) Geologic Consultation and Supervision of Caisson Installation for CHff
Stabifization and Dewatering Wells, Salin/Bender Properties, 2689,
2695 Spyglass Drive, Shell Beach, CA. (Wooley to Schott, July 7,
1987)
(¢) Excavation for a Dewatering Well on the Paul Pobor Property (Lot 4,
Tract 391) Spygiass Drive, Shell Beach, CA ( Wooley to Schott, é6td
May 26, 1987) :

Pursuant to your request, a review of bluff stabiiization work completed in 1987 on Lots
1,2,and 3, Tract 391, Shell Beach, California, has been completed.Originally, this work
was undertaken on an emergency basis since a large slide occurring betwesen residencss and
the bluff top edge was clearly hazarding life and property. The stabilization of the bluff
was accomplished by installing a rigid frame system of desp caissons interconnected with
grade and cap beams along the bluff top. Additionally, a series of desp wells were installed
along the northeastern portion of the property to allow inspection of possible water
accumulation, and to furnish a dewatering mode if necessary. At a later time, rip-rap was
installed along the toe of the biuff under Lots 2 and 3.

In the nine-year interval since rip-rap installaton, cvents have occurred that have Icsscncd
the effectiveness of the rip-rap barmrier to a degree that hazards the beach slope and the
installed bluff stabilization system.
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The subjest Lots are located between Spyglass Drive and the Ocsan immediately north of
Shell Beach. The Lots are flat-lying with oniy a slight slope toward the water. The bluff
edge is sharp and drops very stespiy to the beach (ses profile sketches appended). The
bluff-top above Lots 2 and 3 was subiiized by a rigid frame system with caissons to a
depths averaging 50 fest. Ref (d) reports the general construction condidons, including
boring logs. This system was installed to stabilize the bluff after sudden loss of a
significant amount of terrace from Lots 2 and 3. At some time after this constructon was
completed, rip-rap was placed on the beach to protect the toe of slope from undue
erosion.. This rip-rap has settled and accumulated sand fiiling that permits wave run-up to
attack the biuff facs. This erosion is removing support of the upper terrace. Additionally,
inspection of the bluff face shows several areas of water percolation through the terracs

deposits.

An observation well on Lot four was excavated in 1987 near the swesz. This well did not
show accurnulated water after drilling to seventy fest, and it was cased and covered. Ses

ref (e).

No protective rip-rap was placed on the beach below Lot 4 and, consequently, a greater
degres of erosion has occurred in this area. A dripping spring from the desper erosional
indent in the cenmral beach indent was noted and a flowing water stream was sesn near the
bedrock/ terracs contact on the beach indent on the southeast lot comer.

Geologically, the borings on ail thres Lots showed a similarity. A silty clay ( evaluated as a
possibie fill soil) to a depth of five to ten fest subsurface, Below this are terrace deposit
soils comprised of unconsolidated sand, silt and clay in various mixtures and degrees of
moisture., extending to a general depth of fifty feet subsurface. Bedrock was found at an
average depth of fifty fest below the terrace surface at a general elevadon of thirty fest
above mean sea level. The bedrock is Mocene age Monterey formation silicsous shale
standing almost vertical with a east/west trend. The caves cut into the toc of slope ars

trending with the bedrock orientation.

No fault traces were seen in the exposed terrace gravels. The nearest active fault is the
Hosgri Fault, with the closest strand of a multiple break lying onfy four miles to the west.
The Hosgri is thought to have the capability to producs a maximum credible earthquake of
Magnitude 6.5. The Saa Andreas Fault lies 40 miles to the east of the site and is probably
capable of a Magnitude 8.5 maximum credible seismic event. Damage criteria from either
event would probably result in similar site response, i.¢., moderate ground shaking with no
soil rupture. Significant sloughing of the sea bluff should be expected if this maximum
event were to occur. Liquefaction and settlement are not considered to be seismic hazards
due to the density of the terrace deposits, as long as significant amounts of water do not
build up in the subsurfacs. (See RECOMMENDATIONS).

The bedrock that underiies the terrace deposits is stable and suitable for heavy vertical
loads. Sand depth on the beach will vary with the seasons and the vitality of the longshore
currents. Erosion and cave formation at a rate dependent on the severity of the winter
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storms will continue uniess protective measures are taker. Normal tides bring sea waves to
the toe of the sea bluff . The highest tides observed along this area of the coast werz at 7.5
feet above mean sea level. The sea level datum, established by the Coast and Geodetic

Survey, is at 2.7 fest.
NS A ] S

The seacliff and bluff slope below Lot 2,3,and 4, is being eroded at a rate that could
imperil the houses on Lots 2 and 4, and the slope stability structures on Lots 2 and 3.. In
my opinion; the lessened effectiveness of the original rip-rap was caused in large part by its
not being piacsd to an adequate height to protect the sea bluff.

Additionally, the terrace deposits along this shoreline are very liable to accumulate water
within the terrace soils and especially at the terrace soil/ bedrock contact. If the lower
buttressing terrace deposits accurnulate water to a degres that lessens terrace cohesion ,

massive sloughing of the biuff slope could occur.
The following recommendations are submitted herewith:

(1) A seawall, rip-rap, or other suitable soructure should be placed so as to protect the toe
of the sea-bluff below Lots 2, 3, and 4.- An enginesr experienced in beach construction

should be utilized to design the protectve system.

(2) The dewatering and inspection wells placed on the subject Lots should be regularly
plumbed to detect water buildup in the terrace deposits. The seabluff face should be
inspected on a regular basis to detect an undue amount of water drainage through the
terrace deposits. If water if found to be impounding behind the bluff face or within the
dewatering wells, engineering solutions should be formulated to drain and stabilize any

weakened area.

Respectfuily submitted,
;ﬂ/{/{b{;«' ¢
R.T. Wocley, CAEG #951
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Holocene Slide Debris
( sand, silt, clay)

. Pleistocene Terrace Deposits
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(sand,silt, clay, gravels
Miocene Monterey formation
(shale)
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Bender, Salin, Pober Lots
Spyglass Drive, Shell Beach
1996
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Arthur and Bernice Bender
2695 Spygless Drive

Pismo Beach, CA 93449
(80Sy 773-4117

OWHER (.ot 4

Paul and Vicki Pober
2679 Spygloss frive
Pisno Beach, CA 93449
{805y 773-3141

[ENGINEER

Fred H Schott & Associates
200 Suburbon Rood, Sulte A
'Son tuis Obispo, CA 934G1
(80S) S44-1216

PROECYT REPRESENIATIVE:
Fred H Schott & Assoclotes
200 Suburboen Road, Suite A
San Luls Oblspo, CA 93401
(B05) S544~1216

2685 Spy

Bender Lot & Pobor Residence
Bluff Protection System
~ Rip=Rop Repair

glass Drive (Lot 3)
APN: 010-042-003

Parcel Size (Approximately: 6,300 SF>

2679 Spyg

lass Drive (L'd't 4>
APN: 010-042-004

Parcel Size (Approximotely: 6,300 SF)
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View Irom Southeast end of
Seach area snowiag nacural
rock groin dirscziv
adjacent to proiser arsa.

View of beach araa looking Southeasterly
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Intermediate view looking Northwesterly







