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PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS: 

5-97-371 Rebuild a failed slope. Construct a shoring system across five lots to stabilize 
Bay Drive. The shoring system and slope repair includes the installation of: 1) a shoring wall 
comprised of shoring piles and shotcrete adjacent to Bay Drive and the adjacent homes at 21 and 
33 Bay Drive, 2) overexcavation and recompaction of slide debris ( 44,000 cubic yards of 
grading--22,000 cubic yards of cut and 22,000 cubic yards of fill) to create a buttress fill, 3) a 
buried toe protection wall near the toe of the slope, and 4) installation of drainage devices. No 
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homes are proposed to be constructed as part of this project. Merge three of the five lots into two 
(resulting in a new total of 4lots, with the 27 Bay Drive address eliminated as a result). 

5-98-020 Construction of a 3,720 square foot, 5-level, single-family home with an 
attached two-car garage and two uncovered parking spaces, 997 square feet of deck area, an 840 
square foot swimming pool terrace with swimming pool and hardscape. The proposed home 
would step down a repaired coastal bluff and be 57' 6" from its lowest level to the highest point 
of the roof. The top of the proposed home would extend ten feet above the centerline of Bay 
Drive. Also proposed is 9,984 cubic yards of grading ( 4,992 cubic yards of cut and 4,992 cubic 
yards of fill). 

5-98-064 Construction of a 3, 719 square foot, 5-level, single-family residence with a 662 
square foot two-car garage, 812 square feet of decks, a covered, open-air pool terrace and game 
room, swimming pool and patio area, and 7,662 cubic yards of grading (3,831 cubic yards of cut 
and 3,831 cubic yards of fill). The proposed home would terrace down a rebuilt coastal bluff and 
be 61 feet high from the pool terrace level to the top of the roof of the garage, with the top of the 
home extending 11' above Bay Drive. 

• 

5-98-178 Construction of a 5,099 square foot, 5-level, single-family residence with 
attached 742 square foot three car garage, 1,935 square feet of deck area, swimming pool, spa, • 
landscaping, and 12,900 cubic yards of grading (6,450 cubic yards of cut and 6,450 cubic yards 
of fill). The proposed home would terrace down a repaired coastal bluff and be 62 feet tall from 
the pool level to the top of the roof of the garage. The proposed home would only extend 11' 
above the centerline of Bay Drive. 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: See Appendix A 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: See Appendix A 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following revised findings in support of the 
Commission's approval with conditions of coastal development permit application 5-97-371 (the 
proposed shoring system) on August 13, 1998. The adopted special conditions concern: 1) an 
assumption-of-risk deed restriction, including requirements that no seawalls shall be built on the 
site and that the applicant shall be solely responsible for removal of debris resulting from hazards 
on the property, 2) conformance with geotechnical recommendations of the applicant's 
geotechnical consultants as well as the consultant's of the applicant's neighbors, including that 
deviations to the plans such as proposed changes identified after completion of additional slope 
stability analysis require a permit amendment, 3) modification of the design of the side wall 
adjacent to 33 Bay Drive to achieve a factor of safety of at least 1.5 and acceptable pile • 
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deflections, 4) requirements concerning how any future homes must be built on the approved 
lots, including compliance with structure and deck stringlines, 5) the use of drought-tolerant 
landscaping to reduce the amount of water added to groundwater levels on-site to minimize slope 
instability, 6) prohibition on the placement of construction materials and equipment on the beach 
to minimize water quality impacts, 7) disposal of construction debris, 8) the installation of 
inclinometers to monitor earth movement/bluff instability, and 9) the applicant's legal ability to 
undertake the development proposed. 

Staff is separately recommending that the Commission adopt the following revised findings in 
support ofthe Commission's separate actions on August 13, 1998, approving with special 
conditions the coastal development permit applications for the homes currently before the 
Commission (permit applications 5-98-020, 5-98-064, and 5-98-178). The adopted special 
conditions concern: 1) an assumption-of-risk deed restriction, including requirements that no 
seawalls shall be built on the site and that the applicant shall be solely responsible for removal of 
debris resulting from hazards on the property, 2) conformance with geotechnical 
recommendations, 3) the use of drought-tolerant landscaping, 4) prohibition on the placement of 
construction materials and equipment on the beach, 5) disposal of construction debris, and 6) 
mitigation measures to minimize leaks from proposed swimming pools and spas which would 
result bluff erosion and instability. These conditions would apply to all three applications for 
proposed homes. 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Special Conditions 
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The revised findings essentially take the July 24, 1998 staff report for these permits and include 
the modifications in the August 11, 1998 addendum and provide findings for the changes to the 
assumption-of-risk conditions verbally made by staff at the hearing. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution separately for each 
permit application: 

I. APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS •. 

The Commission hereby GRANTS a permit, subject to the conditions below, for the proposed 
development on the grounds that the development, located between the nearest public roadway 
and the shoreline, would be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California 
Coastal Act of 1976, including the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3, would not 
prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local 
Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and would not 
have any significant adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

II. STANDARD CONDITIONS. (Applicable to all permits) 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall 
not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent, 
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to 
the Commission office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit would expire two years from 
the date this permit is reported to the Commission. Development shall be pursued in a diligent 
manner and-completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit 
must be made prior to the expiration date. 

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set 
forth in the application for permit, subject to any special conditions set forth below. Any 
deviation from the approved plans must be reviewed and approved by the staff and may require 
Commission approval. 

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition would be 
resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 

5. Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and the project 
during its development, subject to 24-hour advance notice. 

6. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files 
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit. 
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7. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be 
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future owners 
and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions. 

III. SPECIAL CONDITIONS. 

Special Conditions for the Proposed Shoring System and Lot Merger; Coastal 
Development Permit 5-97-371 

• 

· 1. Assumption-of-Risk. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the applicant and all landowners shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form 
and content acceptable to the Executive Director, which shall provide: (a) that the applicant and 
all landowners understand that the entire site may be subject to extraordinary hazards from 
landslides/slope failure and wave attack, and the applicant assumes the liability from such 
hazards; (b) that the applicant and all landowners unconditionally waive any claim of liability on 
the part of the Commission and agree to indemnify and hold harmless the Commission, its 
officers, agents, and employees relative to the Commission's approval of the project for any 
damage due to the natural hazards, and (c) that the applicant agrees that no shoreline protective 
devices shall be constructed on the parcel; and (d) the applicant accepts sole responsibility for the • 
removal of any structural debris resulting from landslides, slope failures or erosion on this site. 
The document shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded 
free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the 
restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Coastal 
Commission-approved amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive 
Director determines that no amendment is required. 

2. Geotechnical Recommendations. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the 
Executive Director, two sets of final revised grading, drainage, foundation, and engineering plans 
for the proposed shoring system slope stabilization to be built on all lots on the subject site. The 
final revised plans shall be consistent with the preliminary plans received by the Commission on 
July 14, 1998, as generally depicted in the exhibits to the staff report for the August 1998 hearing 
for this report except that the final revised plans shall incorporate the recommendations 
contained in: 1) the "Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation", Proposed Four Lot Residential 
Development, Lots 26, 27, 28, and 29 of Tract 970, Three Arch Bay, South Laguna Beach, 
California, dated Aprilll, 1997, prepared for James Conrad by Hetherington Engineering, Inc. 
(Job No. 1800.2) excluding the requirements for benching and subdrains, 2) the "Supplemental 
Geotechnical Investigation", Proposed Residential Development, Lots 26, 27, 28, 29, and 30 of 
Tract 970, Three Arch Bay, South Laguna Beach, California, dated January 26, 1998, prepared 
for James Conrad by Hetherington Engineering, Inc. (Project No. 1800.3) excluding the • 
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requirements for benching and subdrains, 3) the letter from Ninyo & Moore to Ms. Shirley 
Frahm dated July 15, 1998 (Project No. 201351-01), 4) the letter from Josephson Werdowatz & 
Associates, Inc. to George B. Piggott, Esq. dated July 15, 1998, 5) the letter from Post, Buckley, 
Schuh & Jernigan, Inc. to George B. Piggott dated July 15, 1998, 6) the letter from Sid 
Danenhauer to Coastal Commission staff dated July 15, 1998, and 7) the August 11, 1998letter 
from Osman Pekin of Leighton and Associates, Inc. to Three Arch Bay (Leighton and 
Associates, Inc. Project No. 1971218-001 ). Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, 
the applicant shall submit, for the Executive Director's review and approval, evidence that the 
appropriate licensed professional has reviewed and approved all final design and construction 
plans and certified that each of those final plans incorporates all of the recommendations 
specified in the above referenced documents. 

The approved development shall be constructed in accordance with the final revised plans as 
approved by the Executive Director. Any deviations from said plans including any proposed 
changes which are identified after the additional slope stability analysis shall require a Coastal 
Commission-approved amendment to this permit unless the Executive Director determines a 
permit amendment is not needed. 

3. Revised Side Wall Design. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the 
Executive Director, revised plans which demonstrate that: 1) the design of the side wall section 
of the proposed shoring wall adjacent to the property at 33 Bay Drive achieves a minimum 1.5 
factor of safety for the slope, 2) the side wall piles shall be designed to accommodate both 
construction loads and final project loads with acceptable bending and deflection, and 3) the side 
wall shall be modified using some combination of tiebacks, increased embedment depth of piles, 
increased pile strength, lagging, and/or more piles. The applicant shall undertake development 
consistent with the plans approved by the Executive Director. 

4. Requirements for Homes Which May be Built on the Lots. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE 
OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant and all landowners shall execute 
and record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, which 
shall provide that: 

(a) any proposed homes, accessory structures, and hardscape (such as patios and swimming 
pools) to be built on the subject site shall be designed and constructed in a manner which 
maintains the factor of safety established by the proposed shoring system approved by this 
permit (with a minimum factor of safety of 1.5), 

(b) any swimming pools, spas, or water features proposed shall include measures to mitigate 
against leakage from the swimming pools, spas, water features or associated plumbing, 
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(c) any proposed homes shall comply with the structure stringline and any proposed accessory 
structures, including pools~ and all hardscape shall comply with the deck stringline, and 

(d) the entire portion of the sites seaward of any proposed homes shall be fully vegetated with 
drought tolerant, primarily native non-invasive vegetation, and no pathways, whether paved or 
unpaved, are allowed between the homes or hardscape area seaward of the homes and the beach. 

The document shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded 
free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the 
restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Coastal 
Commission-approved amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive 
Director determines that no amendment is required. 

• 

5. Landscaping. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, 
revised landscaping plans. The revised landscaping plans shall: 1) be consistent with the 
preliminary landscaping plans dated September 12, 1997 prepared by Lawson's Landscape 
Services, 2) be prepared by a licensed landscaped architect, and 3) incorporate the following 
criteria: (a) planting shall be of drought tolerant plants (native, non-invasive drought tolerant 
plants are preferred); (b) the turf grass areas depicted seaward of the proposed homes shall be • 
deleted, (c) Only temporary irrigation to help establish the landscaping shall be allowed; and (d) · 
The plantings established shall provide 90% cover in 90 days. The applicant shall comply with 
the plans approved by the Executive Director. 

6. Staging and Storage of Construction Materials and Equipment. Construction 
material and equipment shall not be staged or stored on the beach. Any accidental spills of 
construction equipment fluids shall be immediately contained on-site and disposed of in an 
environmentally safe manner as soon as possible. 

7. Disposal of Landslide and Construction Debris. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF 
THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall identify in writing, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, the location of the disposal site of the exported 
excavated soil resulting from the proposed project. If the disposal site is located in the coastal 
zone, a coastal development permit must be obtained before disposal occurs. Disposal shall 
occur at the approved disposal site. 

8. Installation of Inclinometers/Remedial measures. The applicant shall monitor on-site 
ground movement which may cause distress on immediately adjacent off-site properties. The 
applicant shall install inclinometers to monitor ground movement. The inclinometers shall be 
installed on-site along the perimeter of the site, adjacent to the Bay Drive roadway and the 
adjacent homes at 21 and 33 Bay Drive. Should the inclinometers indicate that severe ground • 
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movement is imminent which would jeopardize the stability and structural integrity of Bay Drive 
and the adjacent properties at 21 and 33 Bay Drive, the neighbors at 21 and 33 Bay Drive, the 
Three Arch Bay Homeowner's Association or the operator of Bay Drive, and the Executive 
Director shall be immediately notified of the situation. An application to amend permit 5-97-371 
shall be submitted for any emergency remedial measures which may be necessary. 

9. Legal Ability to Undertake Development. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval 
of the Executive Director, written evidence demonstrating that the applicant has the legal ability 
to: 1) carry out the approved project, including those portions of the project located on land not 
owned by the applicant nor which the applicant has a fee interest in nor legal right to use, and 2) 
carry out all conditions of approval of this permit. 

Special Conditions for the Proposed Homes; Applicable to Coastal Development 
Permits 5-98-020, 5-98-064, and 5-98-178 

1. Assumption-of-Risk. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the applicant and all landowners shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form 
and content acceptable to the Executive Director, which shall provide: (a) that the applicant and 
all landowners understand that the entire site may be subject to extraordinary hazards from 
landslides/slope failure and wave attack, and the applicant assumes the liability from such 
hazards; (b) that the applicant and all landowners unconditionally waive any claim of liability on 
the part of the Commission and agree to indemnify and hold harmless the Commission, its 
officers, agents, and employees relative to the Commission's approval of the project for any 
damage due to the natural hazards, and (c) that the applicant agrees that no shoreline protective 
devices shall be constructed on the parcel; and (d) the applicant accepts sole responsibility for the 
removal of any structural debris resulting from landslides, slope failures or erosion on the site. 
The document shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded 
free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the 
restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Coastal 
Commission-approved amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive 
Director determines that no amendment is required. 

2. Geotechnical Recommendations. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the 
Executive Director, two sets of final revised site plans, floor plans, elevations, grading, drainage, 
foundation, and engineering plans for the proposed home and related accessory development 
(e.g., swimming pools, patios, etc.) approved by this permit. These plans shall show all cut and 
fill slope profiles extending the entire length of the site from the existing beach/toe of existing 
slope interface through the seaward edge of Bay Drive. These plans shall be consistent with the 
preliminary plans received by the Commission on July 14, as generally depicted in the exhibits to 
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the staff report for the August 1998 hearing for this pennit except that these plans shall 
incorporate the recommendations pertaining to the homes and accessory development contained 
in both; 1) the "Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation", Proposed Four Lot Residential 
Development, Lots 26, 27, 28, and 29 of Tract 970, Three Arch Bay, South Laguna Beach, 
California, dated Aprill1, 1997, prepared for James Conrad by Hetherington Engineering, Inc. 
(Job No. 1800.2), 2) the "Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation", Proposed Residential 
Development, Lots 26, 27, 28, 29, and 30 of Tract 970, Three Arch Bay, South Laguna Beach, 
California, dated January 26, 1998, prepared for James Conrad by Hetherington Engineering, Inc. 
(Project No. 1800.3), and 3) the August 11, 1998letter from Osman Pekin of Leighton and 
Associates, Inc. to Three Arch Bay (Leighton and Associates, Inc. Project No. 1971218-001). 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall 
submit, for the Executive Director's review and approval, evidence that the appropriate licensed 
professional has reviewed and approval all final design and construction plans and certified that 
each of those final plans incorporates all of the recommendations specified in the above 
referenced documents. 

The approved development shall be constructed in accordance with the final revised plans as 

• 

approved by the Executive Director. Any proposed deviations from said plans shall require a • 
Coastal Commission-approved amendment to this pennit, unless the Executive Director 
detennines a permit amendment is not needed. 

3. Landscaping. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, 
revised landscaping plans. The revised landscaping plans shall: 1) be consistent with the 
preliminary landscaping plans dated September 12, 1997 prepared by Lawson's Landscape 
Services, 2) be prepared by a licensed landscaped architect, and 3) incorporate the following 
criteria: (a) planting shall be of drought tolerant plants (native, non-invasive drought tolerant 
plants are preferred); (b) the turf grass areas depicted seaward of the proposed homes shall be 
deleted, (c) the stone paths leading from the pool terraces of each home to the beach shall be 
eliminated and replaced with drought tolerant plants, and (d) only temporary irrigation to help 
establish the landscaping shall be allowed. The applicant shall comply with the plans approved 
by the Executive Director. 

4. Staging and Storage of Construction Materials and Equipment. Construction 
material and equipment shall not be staged or stored on the beach. Any accidental spills of 
construction equipment fluids shall be immediately contained on-site and disposed of in an 
environmentally safe manner as soon as possible. · 

S. Disposal of Landslide and Construction Debris. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF 
THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall identify in writing, for the • 
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review and approval of the Executive Director, the location of the disposal site of the exported 
excavated soil resulting from the proposed project. A coastal development permit shall be 
obtained for the disposal site prior to disposal occurring. Disposal shall occur at the approved 
disposal site. 

6. Minimizing Swimming Pool Impacts. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the 
Executive Director, a written plan to mitigate for the potential for leakage from the proposed 
swimming pools and spas. The plan shall include, at a minimum: 1) installing separate water 
meters for each pool and spa which are separate from the water meters for the houses to allow for 
the monitoring of water usage for the pools and spas, and 2) identification of the materials, such 
as plastic linings or specially treated cement, to be used to waterproof the undersides ofthe pools 
and spas to prevent leakage, and information regarding the past success rates of these materials. 
The applicant shall comply with the mitigation plan approved by the Executive Director. 

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

A. Detailed Project Description and Location 

The applicant is proposing to repair a failed slope located on five beachfront lots in Three Arch Bay in the 
City of Laguna Beach, as well as merge two of the lots into one and construct a home on each of the 
resultant lots. The lot numbers for the legal descriptions and the site addresses correspond as follows: 

Lot Corresponding Street Address 
Number 
(Tract 970) 
26 23 Bay Drive; 5-98-020 (Conrad) 
27 25 Bay Drive; 5-98-064 (Barnes 
28 27 Bay Drive (To be eliminated after proposed lot merger) 
29 29 Bay Drive (Home not before the Commission) 
30 31 Bay Drive; 5-98-178 (McMullen) 

1. Bluff Repair/Shoring System {Permit Application 5-97-371) 

The applicant is proposing to repair a failed bluff. The top of the subject site is approximately 90 feet 
above sea level. The proposed project consists of: 1) a shoring wall, 2) buttress fill, 3) toe protection for 
the buttress fill, and 4) a drainage system. (see Exhibit 8) 
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a. Shoring Wall 

• 
Part of the proposal includes the construction of a shoring wall to stabilize Bay Drive and adjacent homes. 
The shoring wall is intended both to provide temporary shoring while the existing bluff material is 
recompacted and the buttress fill installed, as well as serving as part of the permanent overall shoring 
system. The shoring wall would be "U" shaped, with the bottom of the "U" adjacent to and parallel with 
Bay Drive, with the legs of the "U" running about halfway towards the sea down the side property lines 
between the subject site and adjacent properties. (see Exhibit 8, Page 3) The tunnel located deep under 
Bay Drive landward of the proposed shoring wall, as shown on the plans, is an existing tunnel built in the 
early part of this century which directs off-site drainage to Aliso Creek a few miles upcoast. (see Exhibit 
8, Page 5) 

The proposed shoring wall would be comprised of fifty-one (51) thirty inch (30") concrete with reinforced 
steel cage diameter piles spaced at eight foot (8') intervals along the length of the wall with a system of 
gunnite and steel bridging between the piles. The proposed piles are to be founded ten feet (1 0') into 
bedrock below the projected failure plane (clay seam). The height of the piles would range from slightly 
less than forty feet to about fifty-five feet. Approximately ten feet of the wall would protrude above 
grade. The remainder would be buried. To withstand the presence of groundwater within the site area, 
the wall would be waterproofed with a bentonite system, in addition to a proposed drainage system • 
described further below. 

A system of tiebacks is proposed to anchor the shoring wall in place. (see Exhibit 8, Page 1) The 
proposed tiebacks would be between forty and fifty feet long. The proposed tiebacks would be installed 
at a 30 degree angle below horizontal and extend approximately thirty-five feet into bedrock beyond the 
identified failure plane. The proposed tiebacks would be designed so that they would run under Bay 
Drive but would not extend landward of Bay Drive. The proposed tiebacks would also extend across the 
property line onto the adjacent property at the downcoast end, but not the property at the upcoast end. 

b. Buttress Fill 

Once the proposed shoring wall is completed, the existing landslide material is proposed to be 
overexcavated and recompacted (22,000 cubic yards of cut and 22,000 cubic yards of fill for 44,000 cubic 
yards of total grading) for the construction of a buttress fill. The proposed buttress fill would constitute 
the primary method of shoring Bay Drive and the adjacent properties. 

The proposed buttress fill would extend to the current interface between the beach/sand and the existing 
toe of the landslide debris. The landslide debris on-site would be excavated down below the identified 
clay seam/failure plane in the San Onofre Breccia (bedrock) identified by the consulting geologist. The 
proposed buttress fill includes a thirty foot(30') wide key way cut into the bedrock near the seaward edge 
of the buttress fill. The proposed buttress fill would be stabilized by the construction of the soil key wa. 
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Approximately six thousand (6,000) cubic yards of the excavated landslide debris would be removed 
from the site because it is unsuitable for recompaction due to high levels of moisture and organic material. 
The 6,000 cubic yards of exported material would be replaced with a like amount of imported material. 
The imported material and the remaining 16,000 cubic yards of non-exported excavated material would 
be recompacted on-site to construct the proposed buttress fill. 

c. Toe Protection for tile Buttress Fill 

The applicant is also proposing a buried wall near the toe of the buttress fill to protect the toe of the 
buttress fill from eroding. The toe protection wall would protect the soil key way described above which 
stabilizes the buttress fill. The proposed toe protection wall would be located roughly along the 27 foot 
contour line (in plan view). The proposed toe protection wall is to be founded in bedrock below the 
failure plane and would extend up to 25 feet above sea level, so it would be buried about two feet below 
the surface of the buttress filL 

d. Drainage System 

The proposed drainage system would be comprised of a mira-drain barrier, located behind the proposed 
shoring wall (i.e., on the landward side of the shoring wall, between the wall and Bay Drive, parallel to 
the wall and Bay Drive), which would channel groundwater to french drains located at the bottom of the 
shoring wall. The french drains would be situated perpendicular to Bay Drive at the center of each lot 
From this point, groundwater would be conveyed to the beach via non-erosive drain lines. Where the 
proposed drain lines meet the beach, seepage pits are proposed to be installed to promote seepage of the 
ground water into the ground rather than having the water run across the sand to the ocean and causing 
beach erosion. 

2. Lot Merger 

The subject site is zoned for Village Low Density residential use, which allows a density of 3-7 dwelling 
units per acre. The applicant is also proposing to merge three of the existing lots into two. (see Exhibit 7) 
The three lots to be merged are Lots 28, 29 and 30. The 27 Bay Drive address would be eliminated as a 
result of the proposed lot merger. As a result, there would be a new total of four single-family residential 
lots on the site. The proposed lot at 23 Bay Drive would be 14,337 square feet in size. The proposed lot 
at 25 Bay Drive would be 13,282 square feet in size. The proposed lot at 29 Bay Drive would be 18,520 
square feet in size. The proposed lot at 31 Bay drive would be 17,441 square feet in size. 

3. Proposed Homes 

The applicant is also proposing to build four homes; one of each of the four proposed lots. At 
the present time, the proposed home at 29 Bay Drive has received approval from the City of 
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Laguna Beach Design Review Board, but the appeal period to the City Council has not yet 
expired. Therefore, there is no permit application for this home before the Commission, but the 
applicant has included drawings of it for reference. (see Exhibit 5) 

• 
The proposed homes would be consistent with a stringline drawn between the two nearest adjacent 
existing residences (see Exhibit 2) and would be setback more than one hundred feet from the current 
slope/sand interface. The proposed homes would be situated between 45' -50' above mean high tide line 
and would be built on caisson/grade beam/structural slab foundations which would be tied into the 
proposed shoring walL The proposed homes would be multi-level, with the garages at street level and the 
living area of the proposed homes stepped down the hillside below street level. Therefore, only the 
garages would be visible at the level of Bay Drive. The two immediately adjacent homes at 21 and 33 
Bay Drive are similarly situated, with garages at street level and the living areas cascading down the 
hillside below. The subject site and two immediately adjacent homes have very little levelland on which 
to build. The other blufftop lots in Three Arch Bay are more typical of blufftop lots, with a large flat area 
on the top on which to build a home, a relatively defined bluff edge and a sharp drop-off to the beach 
below. 

a. Proposed Home at 23 Bay Drive; Permit Application 5-98-020 (Conrad) 

The applicant is proposing to construct a 3,720 square foot, 5-level, single-family home with an attach4 
two-car garage and two uncovered parking spaces, 997 square feet of deck area and an 840 square foot 
swimming pool terrace. The proposed home would be 57'6" from its lowest level to the highest point of 
the roof. The highest point of the structure would extend ten feet above the centerline of Bay Drive. (see 
Exhibit 3) Also proposed is 9,984 cubic yards of grading (4,992 cubic yards of cut and 4,992 cubic yards 
of fill). 

b. Proposed Home at 25 Bay Drive; Permit Application 5-98-064 (Barnes) 

The applicant is proposing to construct a 3, 719 square foot, 5-level, single-family residence with a 662 
square foot two-car garage, 812 square feet of decks, a covered, open-air pool terrace and game room, 
swimming pool and patio area, and 7,662 cubic yards of grading (3,831 cubic yards of cut and 3,831 
cubic yards of fill). The proposed home would be 61 feet high from the pool terrace level to the top of the . 
roof of the garage. The top of the roof of the garage would extend eleven feet above the centerline of Bay 
Drive. (see Exhibit 4) 

c. Proposed Home at 31 Bay Drive; Permit Application 5-98-178 (McMullen) 

The applicant is proposing to construct a 5,099 square foot, 5-level, single-family residence with attached 
742 square foot three car garage, 1,935 square feet of deck area, swimming pool, spa, landscaping, and 
12,900 cubic yards of grading (6,450 cubic yards of cut and 6,450 cubic yards of fill). The proposed 

• 
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home would be 62 feet tall from the pool level to the top of the roof of the garage. The top of the garage 
would extend eleven feet above the centerline of Bay Drive. (see Exhibit 6) 

d. Proposed home at 29 Bay Drive 

A coastal development permit application has not been submitted to the Coastal Commission for 
the proposed home at 29 Bay Drive because the local appeal period has not run out. The local 
appeal period is expected to end before the August Coastal Commission hearing, provided no 
appeals are filed at the local level. (see Exhibit 5) 

B. History of Landslide Activity/Development on the Subject Site 

The subject site has had a history of landslides in the past. A geology report prepared in 1992 for 
the property at 21 Bay Drive adjacent to the subject site provides some history of the landslides 
on the subject site, as does the applicant and the applicant's geology report. A home was built on 
Lot 26 (23 Bay Drive) in the 1920's, and a home was built in the 1930's which straddled Lots 30 
and 31 (31 and 33 Bay Drive). Only a portion of this house was on the subject site (33 Bay 
Drive is not part of the subject site). Landslide activity on the subject site typically occurred 
during years when rainfall was unusually heavy. A clay seam/failure plane underlying the site is 
lubricated by excessive rainfall which causes the land above the seam to slide. In addition, the 
toe of the previously existing slope was also subject to instability due to wave attack. 

In 1952, when rainfall was more than 25 inches (the fourth wettest year between 1926 and 1992), 
stability of the site was at issue. Lot 28 ( 27 Bay Drive) had a small accessory structure near the 
beach which was demolished in the 1950's due to high surf and landslide activity. In 1978-79, 
24+ inches of rain fell, and slide movement occurred. This landslide activity caused the 
destruction of the home on Lots 30 and 31. Subsequently, a home was rebuilt on Lot 31 only. 
This home, which currently exists immediately adjacent to the upcoast end of the subject site, 
was built on caissons. During the 1982-83 El Nino winter season, when rainfall was 23.53 
inches, the home at 23 Bay Drive was damaged. This house was demolished in 1992. Also in 
1992, the Three Arch Bay Homeowner's Association constructed a wall parallel to Bay Drive to 
provide shoring. That wall, however, is being undermined by further movement of the slide 
material on-site. 

C. Chapter 3 Policy Analysis 

1. Geologic Hazards 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

• New development shall: 
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(/) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding 
area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natura/landforms along bluffs and clifft. 

The proposed project involves the repair of a landslide on five residential blufftop lots. Three of 
the lots would be merged into two for a new total of four lots. The subject site is currently 
vacant, although homes or accessory structures previously existed on three of the existing lots. A 
home is proposed to be built on each of the proposed lots. The previously existing homes were 
destroyed by landslides or demolished because of landslide damage. The geotechnical reports 
provided by the applicant address both the proposed shoring system and the proposed homes. In 
addition, neighbors of the subject site also had geotechnical consultants review the plans for the 
proposed project. 

The geotechnical reports submitted by the applicant's geotechnical consultant are: 1) the 

• 

"Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Four Lot Residential Development, Lots 26, • 
27, 28, and 29 of Tract 970, Three Arch Bay, South Laguna Beach, California", dated April11, 
1997, prepared for James Conrad by Hetherington Engineering, Inc. (Job No. 1800.2)., 2) the 
"Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Residential Development, Lots 26, 27, 28, 
29 and 30 of Tract 970, Three Arch Bay, South Laguna Beach", dated January 26, 1998, 
prepared for James Conrad by Hetherington Engineering, Inc., (Job No. 1800.3, Log No. 4376), 
and 3) the "Preliminary Geotechnical Parameters for Structural Design of Toe Wall" prepared by 
Hetherington Engineering, Inc. on June 19, 1998 (Project No. 1800.3, Log No. 4561). In 
addition, George Piggott, the attorney for the neighbor at 33 Bay Drive, submitted the following 
comments geotechnical and structural engineering consultants on the proposed shoring system: 
1) Ninyo & Moore report dated July 15, 1998 (Project No. 201351-01), 2) a July 15, 1998letter 
from Josephson Werdowatz to George Piggott, and 3) a July 15, 1998letter from Post, Buckley, 
Schuh & Jernigan, Inc. to George Piggott. (see Exhibits 11, 12, and 13) Sid Danenhauer, who 
owns a home on the inland side of Bay Drive adjacent to the subject site also provided a 
summary of his geotechnical consultant's comments. (see Exhibit 14) Also submitted is an 
August 11, 1998letter from Leighton and Associates to Three Arch Bay. (see Exhibit 39) 

a. Stabilization of Site and Adjacent Properties (Application 5-97-371) 

The applicant's geotechnical report indicates that the subject site has slid several times in the 
past; in 1952, the late 1970's/early 1980's, and the late 1980's/early 1990's. The report indicates 
that the slides coincided with periods of heavy rainfall, and that groundwater seepage at the site • 
is a problem. In 1992, the Three Arch Bay Association (which serves as a homeowners group) 
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placed tiebacks, caissons, and shotcrete to protect the slope immediately bounded by Bay Drive, 
according to the report. The report indicates, however, that the slope still shows signs of 
movement in some areas. 

The primary goal of the proposed shoring system is to provide support for Bay Drive and the 
homes at 21 and 33 Bay Drive adjacent to the subject site, as well as having the buttress fill 
recreate the slope in approximately the same landform that previously existed prior to the 
landslide. Due to the landslide, Bay Drive and adjacent properties seaward of Bay Drive to the 
east and west of the subject site have lost lateral structural support. 

The proposed bluff repair needs to be carried out in a manner which meets the minimum factor of 
safety of 1.5 which is required by the City of Laguna Beach and Orange County, regardless of 
what types of homes, if any, are built on the site. The geotechnical consultant has determined 
that the proposed project is feasible from a geotechnical standpoint and is able to achieve a 
minimum factor of safety of 1.5. The proposed project is beneficial since it reduces slide 
potential and stabilizes Bay Drive and the adjacent residences. 

The applicant indicates that other alternatives to the slope repair, including crib block, buttress 
walls located at the sand line, soil nailing, chemical grouting, buttress fills without a shoring 
wall, chemical grouting, and a seawall at the toe of the slope were considered. The proposed 
shoring system alternative was selected in part because it is similar to a method of construction 
that has been used elsewhere by the applicant in Laguna Beach. 

Furthermore, a shoring wall, similar to the proposed shoring wall, was installed in the Wyland 
Gallery project in downtown Laguna Beach. The applicant's neighbors indicated at the April 7, 
1998 Coastal Commission meeting that the bluff seaward of the Wyland Gallery eroded this past 
winter. The applicant's geologist indicated that the bluff at the Wyland Gallery eroded because it 
was not protected by a seawall, not because of defects with the shoring wall, and shoreline 
erosion was anticipated. (see Exhibit 16) For the proposed Bay Drive shoring project, the 
applicant proposes to install a toe protection wall near the base of the proposed buttress fill to 
prevent the type of erosion of the buttress fill that occurred at the Wyland Gallery. 

While the other alternatives may provide site stability, they do not all provide for the proper 
drainage of the site. Thus, the alternatives which did not provide for proper drainage were 
rejected. Although the rejected soil nailing alternative would allow for the installation of 
necessary drainage improvements, this alternative would not achieve an acceptable level of 
safety without similar excavation and recompaction (landform alteration) and a shoring wall 
similar to what is being proposed under the proposed project. 

The proposed project is an acceptable method to achieve long-term stability of the site, adjacent 
road (Bay Drive), and adjacent properties. Drainage would be collected on-site to minimize 
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off-site adverse impacts from erosion and would be discharged in a manner that minimizes beach 
erosion. The repaired bluff would mimic the original bluff profile and tie in to the slope profile 
of the adjacent properties in a manner that does not result in significant differences at the 
interface between the subject site and adjacent properties. The geotechnical consultant has 
indicated that the proposed project would not result in adverse impacts to adjacent off-site 
properties. (see Exhibit 1 0) The minimum factor of safety of 1.5 would be met. 

Further, the proposed project would provide a level of stability not achieved before on the subject 
site, and would minimize further occurrences of landslides on the site. This is because the 
proposed project: 1) is a comprehensive slope stability project, 2) would remove the major 
identified slide plane by excavating below the identified clay seam/failure plane, 3) provides 
drainage controls which address the issue of reducing groundwater on the site that contributes to 
landslides, and 4) provide toe protection which would stabilize the slope. 

• 

The geotechnical reports indicate that the proposed development is feasible from a geotechnical 
standpoint. The geotechnical reports contains recommendations that, if incorporated into the 
proposed project design, would assure stability and structural integrity. The recommendations 
include: 1) removal of the active landslide debris and reconstruction as compacted fill, 2) 
installation of drainage systems (as proposed), 3) construction of the slope at a 2:1 (horizontal to 
vertical) ratio to assure gross and surficial stability, 4) construction of a buttress keyway at the • 
toe of the identified slide plane, 5) benching, and 6) installation of a toe protection wall inland of 
the buttress key, founded a minimum of 3 feet into dense bedrock. 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act requires that new development minimize risks to life and 
property in areas of high geologic hazard. The applicant's geotechnical reports indicate that the 
subject site has slid several times in the past. To minimize risks to life and property, the project 
must achieve a minimum factor of safety of 1.5. In a letter dated August 3, 1998, Hetherington 
Engineering stated that the proposed slopes and shoring system will achieve a 1.5 factor of 
safety. (see Exhibit 35) Hetherington Engineering, Inc. clarified in a letter dated August 5, 1998 
that the slope at the bottom of the fill would not exceed 5:1 (horizontal to vertical) and as a 
consequence benching would not be necessary to achieve the required factor of safety. (see 
Exhibit 36) Therefore, the Commission finds that the project is consistent with Section 30253 
since benching is not necessary for purposes of minimizing risks to life and property considering 
that the slope at the bottom of the fill would not exceed 5:1 and the project will achieve a 1.5 
factor of safety. 

The applicant, by letter dated July 16, 1998, proposed to remove the proposed benches and 
subdrains and install in their place " ... a series of french drain trenches that would be situated 
perpendicular to Bay Drive at the center of each lot." (see Exhibit 9, Page 4) In addition, by later 
dated July 21, 1998, the applicant stated that Mark Hetherington, the applicant's engineering 
geologist, had omitted the previously proposed benching because the slope of the identified • 
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failure plane was only 2.5:1 and benching is typically required for slopes greater than 5:1. (see 
Exhibit 9, Page 1) 

(1) Conformance with Geotechnical Recommendations/Revised Side Wall plans 

The geotechnical consultants for the applicant's neighbors did not in4icate that the proposed 
project was infeasible or that it would not provide the stability indicated. They did, however, 
provide written comments on the proposed project and made a number of recommendations to 
ensure that the proposed shoring system would perform as anticipated. The installation of 
inclinometers was proposed to monitor movement of the land during construction. In addition, 
further analysis of the expected stability of the portion of the proposed shoring wall adjacent to 
33 Bay Drive was another recommendations put forth. To assure that other geotechnical 
evaluations are taken into consideration, a special condition is imposed to require that the 
applicant's geotechnical consultant incorporate the recommendations of the other geotechnical 
consultants except the requirement for benching. The benching requirement was deleted based 
on an August 3, 1998 by Hetherington Engineering, Inc. (see Exhibit 35) 

Therefore, as a condition of approval, the Commission finds that it is necessary to require the 
applicant to submit final revised plans which include signed statements of the applicant's 
geotechnical consultants and which incorporate the recommendations of the neighbors 
geotechnical consultants certifying that the final revised plans incorporate the geotechnical 
recommendations. As a condition of approval, the Commission also finds that the applicant shall 
prepare revised side wall plans that ensure the stability of the portion of the proposed shoring 
wall adjacent to 33 Bay Drive for both construction conditions and final project conditions. 

(2) Assumption-of-Risk Deed Restriction 

Because landsliding has occurred several times on the subject site, the Commission finds that, as 
a condition of approval, the applicant and all landowners of the subject site must record an 
assumption-of-risk deed restriction to inform the applicant and all current and future owners of 
the subject site that the site is subject to hazards from landslides and coastal erosion/wave attack. 
This is especially important since homes would likely be rebuilt on the subject site. 

The proposed stabilization project involves eliminating a clay seam/failure plan that was a chief 
cause of previous landslides and construction of a toe protection wall that would support the 
proposed buttress fill, which in tum supports the approved shoring wall, which in turn protects 
existing structures such as the Bay Drive roadway and adjacent homes. The applicant's 
geotechnical and coastal engineering consultants assert that the proposed stabilization project 
would be designed in a geotechnically safe manner, and that the proposed stabilization project 
would provide support for future homes on the site . 
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However, geologists employed by adjacent property owners and the homeowners' association 
indicated the need for further refinement of the design of the proposed stabilization project to 
ensure that it will in fact perform as intended. Further, geotechnical evaluations do not guarantee 
that future bluff retreat or further landslides will not affect the stability of the proposed 
stabilization project. There is always some risk of an unforeseen natural disaster, such as an 
unexpected landslide due to an unknown failure plane, erosion of the bluff seaward of the toe 
protection wall due to unusually large waves, etc., that would result in complete or partial 
destruction of the proposed stabilization project. 

In case such an unexpected event occurs on the subject property, the Commission attaches 
Special Condition No. 1 (d), which requires recordation of a deed restriction whereby the 
landowner assumes the risks of extraordinary erosion and geologic hazards of the property and 
accepts sole responsibility for the removal of any structural debris resulting from landslides, 
slope failures, or erosion on the site. 

• 

The Commission further finds that Special Condition No. l(a) must be attached because 
recordation of the deed restriction will provide notice of potential hazards of the property and 
help eliminate false expectations on the part of potential buyers of the property, lending 
institutions, and insurance agencies that the property is safe for an indefinite period of time and • 
for further development indefinitely in the future. 

In addition, although the applicant understands that the site has the potential for future geologic 
hazard, no once can predict when or if there might be bluff failure that might affect the proposed 
development since such failure appears to be episodic in nature. The Commission thus attaches 
Special Condition No. 1 (b), which also requires recordation of a deed restriction whereby the 
landowner assumes the risks of extraordinary erosion and geologic hazards of the property and 
waives any claim of liability on the part of the Commission or its officers, agents, and employees 
for any damage due to these natural hazards; in addition, the landowner accepts sole 
responsibility for the removal of any structural debris resulting from landslides, slope failures, or 
erosion on the site. 

The Commission notes that the applicant specifically claims that a seawall will not be necessary 
and, at the August 1998 Commission hearing, agreed to the imposition of this condition. 

(3) Installation oflnclinometers 

To ensure structural integrity and geologic stability, the Commission finds that the applicant 
shall, as required by Special Condition No.8: 1) install inclinometers along the perimeter of the 
subject site to monitor ground movement so that imminent movements can be better identified 

• 
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and appropriate remedial measures prepared, 2) notify the neighbors and Executive Director of 
landslides, and 3) submit a coastal development permit application for the remedial measures. 

( 4) Requirements for Future Homes 

The Commission finds that, because homes are proposed to be built on the subject site, 
parameters for the construction of future homes must be set forth. These parameters include: 1) 
requiring that future homes to be built on the site are designed and constructed in a manner 
which maintains the minimum factor of safety of 1.5 for the subject site, 2) the submittal of 
measures to minimize and mitigate leakage from proposed swimming pools and spas to reduce 
the amount of groundwater on-site, and 3) conformance with the structural and deck stringlines, 
and 4) that the slope seaward of the proposed homes be entirely vegetated with drought-tolerant, 
primarily native non-invasive vegetation. Regarding landscaping, the Commission finds that 
yarrow does not constitute turf and thus its use for landscaping is acceptable. 

(5) Landscaping 

Because groundwater levels have contributed to the landslide episodes on the subject site, the 
Commission finds that it is necessary to minimize irrigation on the site and require 
drought-tolerant landscaping. Minimizing irrigation and use of drought-tolerant landscaping 
would lessen the amount of water added to the groundwater supply that would cause erosion. 
Also, the Commission finds that it is necessary to require the elimination of the proposed paths 
from the proposed homes to the beach below. This is because the construction of paths, where 
paved or unpaved, would serve as a conduit for runoff whereby rain would collect and be 
funneled along the paths, causing gullying and erosion which would lead to slope instability. 

(6) Conclusion (Geologic Hazards- Shoring System) 

Therefore, as conditioned for: 1) recordation of an assumption-of-risk deed restriction, including 
requirements that no seawalls shall be built on the site and that the applicant shall be solely 
responsible for removal of debris resulting from hazards on the property, 2) the incorporation of 
geotechnical recommendations of the applicant's geologist, 3) revised side wall plans, 3) the use 
of drought-tolerant landscaping, 4) setting forth requirements for construction of future homes on 
the site including conformance with the stringline, and 5) the installation of inclinometers, the 
Commission finds that the proposed shoring system is consistent with Section 30253 of the 
Coastal Act. 

b. Stability of Proposed Homes (Applications 5-98-020, 5-98-064, and 5-98-178) 

Coastal development permit applications 5-98-020 (Conrad; 23 Bay Drive), 5-98-064 (Barnes; 
25 Bay Drive), and 5-98-178 (McMullen; 31 Bay Drive), are for proposed homes to be built on 



5-97-371 (Conrad), 5-98-020 (Conrad), 
5-98-064 (Barnes), and 5-98-178 (McMullen) 

Revised Findings; Page 22 

the buttress fill proposed under coastal development permit application 5-97-371 (Conrad}. 
Structural integrity would be ensured in part because: 1) the proposed homes would be setback 
100 feet from the seaclifftoe while the proposed patio/swimming pool areas would be setback 70 
feet from the seaclifftoe, and 2} the proposed slope protection includes a buttress keyway and a 
toe protection wall would stabilize the adjacent structures and also provide protection for the 
proposed homes. 

(1) Conformance with Geotechnical Recommendations 

The proposed homes would be built on caisson-grade beam foundations which would be tied into 
the proposed shoring wall to provide stability. The supplemental geotechnical report dated 
January 26, 1998 (Hetherington Engineering, Inc. Project No. 1800.3, Log No. 4376) provided 
by the applicant includes recommendations that the drilled piers for the proposed foundations 
extend at least 10 feet into the bedrock, provide a minimum horizontal clearance of30 feet from 
the face of the slope to the outer edge of the bearing surface, and that the piers be a minimum 
diameter of two feet. In addition, the geologist for the homeowners association also provided 
additional geotechnical recommendations. Therefore, the Commission finds that it is necessary 
for the applicant to submit plans depicting the final foundation and house designs which 

• 

incorporate the recommendations contained in the geotechnical reports to further assure • 
structural integrity. . 

(2) Assumption-of-Risk Deed Restrictions 

As described above, the Commission finds that coastal development permit 5-97-371 (Conrad) 
for the stabilization of the subject site, as conditioned, is consistent with Section 30253 of the 
Coastal Act regarding geologic hazards. The proposed stabilization project involves eliminating 
a clay seam/failure plan that was a chief cause of previous landslides. The proposed stabilization 
project also involves the construction of a toe protection wall that would support the approved 
buttress fill, which in turn would support the approved shoring wall, which in turn would protect 
existing structures such as the Bay Drive roadway and adjacent homes. The applicant's 
geotechnical and coastal engineering consultants assert that the proposed stabilization project 
would be designed in a geotechnically safe manner, and that the stabilizationproject would 
provide support for the proposed homes. 

However, geologists employed by adjacent property owners and the homeowners' association 
indicated the need for further refinement of the design of the proposed stabilization project to 
ensure that it will in fact perform as intended. Further, geotechnical evaluations do not guarantee 
that future bluff retreat or further landslides will not affect the stability of the proposed 
stabilization project, which in turn would affect the stability of the proposed homes. There is 
always some risk of an unforeseen natural disaster, such as an unexpected landslide due to an 
unknown failure plane, erosion of the bluff seaward of the toe protection wall due to unusually • 
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large wavesJ etc., that would result in complete or partial destruction of the proposed houses or 
the proposed stabilization project. 

In case such an unexpected event occurs on the subject property, the Commission attaches 
Special Condition No. 1 (d), which requires recordation of a deed restriction whereby the 
landowner assumes the risks of extraordinary erosion and geologic hazards of the property and 
accepts sole responsibility for the removal of any structural debris resulting from landslides, 
slope failuresJ or erosion on the site. 

The Commission further finds that Special Condition No. l(a) must be attached because 
recordation of the deed restriction will provide notice of potential hazards of the property and 
help eliminate false expectations on the part of potential buyers of the property, lending 
institutions, and insurance agencies that the property is safe for an indefinite period oftime and 
for further development indefinitely in the future. 

In addition, although the applicant understands that the site has the potential for future geologic 
hazard, no once can predict when or if there might be bluff failure that might affect the proposed 
development since such failure appears to be episodic in nature. The Commission thus attaches 
Special Condition No. 1 (b), which also requires recordation of a deed restriction whereby the 
landowner assumes the risks of extraordinary erosion and geologic hazards of the property and 
waives any claim of liability on the part of the Commission or its officers, agents, and employees 
for any damage due to these natural hazards; in addition, the landowner accepts sole 
responsibility for the removal of any structural debris resulting from landslides, slope failures, or 
erosion on the site. 

The Commission notes that Jim Conrad, the applicant for permit 5-98-020 and the agent for 
permit applications 5-98-064 (Barnes) and 5-98-178 (McMullen), specifically claims that a 
seawall will not be necessary and, at the August 1998 Commission hearing, agreed to the 
imposition of such a condition on each of the subject permits precluding construction of future 
protective devices on the subject sites. 

(3) Minimizing Groundwater 

Because groundwater levels have contributed to the landslide episodes on the subject site, the 
Commission also finds that it is necessary to lessen the amount of groundwater on-site. 
Therefore, the Commission finds that it is necessary to: 1) require the submittal of measures to 
minimize and mitigate leakage from proposed swimming pools and spas to reduce the amount of 
groundwater on-site, 2) minimize irrigation on the site and require drought-tolerant landscaping, 
and 3) require conformance with the deck and structural stringlines to minimize the creation of 
hardscape, pools, and paths which could serve as conduits for runoff which would cause gullying 
and erosion leading to bluff instability. 
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Further because landsliding has occurred several times on the subject site, the Commission also 
finds that, as a condition of approval, the applicant and all landowners of the subject site must 
record an assumption-of-risk deed restriction to inform the applicant and all current and future 
owners of the subject site that the site is subject to hazards from landslides and coastal 
erosion/wave attack. 

(4) Conclusion (Geologic Hazards- Proposed Homes) 

As conditioned for: 1) an assumption-of-risk deed restriction, 2) the incorporation of the 
recommendations contained in the applicant's geotechnical reports, 3) the elimination of water 
dependent landscaping areas, 4) conformance with deck and structural stringlines, and 5) 
measures to mitigate swimming pool leakage, the proposed homes are consistent with Section 
30253 of the Coastal Act .• 

2. Shoreline Protective Devices 

Section 30235 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

• 

Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and • 
other such construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall be permitted when 
required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public 
beaches in danger from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse 
impacts on local shoreline sand supply. 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

New development shall: 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding 
area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natura/landforms along blufft and cliffs. 

The subject site is on a beach. The subject beach is a deep pocket beach approximately 1,400 
feet long flanked by headlands that project seaward from either end of the crescent shaped beach 
by about 800 feet. Coastal development application 5-97-371 (Conrad) is for a bluff 
repair/stabilization project that involves construction of both a shoring wall along Bay Drive and 
part way along the sides of the adjacent properties, and a buried vertical wall seaward of the toe 
of the repaired slope. Coastal development permit applications 5-98-020 (Conrad), 5-98-064 • 
(Barnes), and 5-98-178 (McMullen) are for the construction of homes on the stabilized slope 
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located landward of the proposed buried vertical toe protection wall. The firm of Noble 
Consultants prepared a coastal engineering assessment (dated April 2, 1998) of the subject site, 
local and subregional shoreline processes of the Laguna Beach Mini Cells littoral system. (see 
Exhibit 20) The littoral system consists of the bluffs, rocky shoreline, and cove beaches that start 
at the north at the Corona del Mar bluffs (just south of the Newport Harbor entrance) to Dana 
Point Harbor at the south adjacent to the Dana Point Headlands promontory. 

a. Construction Wltich Alters Natural Shoreline Processes (Section 30235) 

The proposed project involves the construction of a buried vertical wall and a shoring wall that 
would reduce or limit bluff retreat, thus reducing the amount ofbluffmaterial for natural beach 
replenishment. (See Exhibit C) Bluff retreat is caused in part by wave attack at the toe of a 
coastal bluff, which leads to bluff erosion. Bluff retreat and erosion are natural shoreline 
processes. 

A coastal engineering assessment of the proposed bluff repair acknowledges that the proposed 
buried vertical wall and larger shoring wall adjacent to Bay Drive would deprive the littoral cell 
of upper terrace deposit sediments that would otherwise enter the littoral system through seacliff 
retreat and slope sloughing processes. Therefore, the proposed project involves construction 
which alters natural shoreline processes. Thus, the Commission must find that the proposed 
shoring wall and vertical wall are: 1) required to protect existing structures, and 2) are designed 
to mitigate adverse impacts on shoreline sand supply. 

b. Protection of Existing Structures (Section 30235) 

Section 30235 allows the construction of a shoreline protection device which alter natural 
shoreline processes if the protective device is required to protect existing structures in danger 
from erosion. As described above, the proposed shoring wall and toe protection would alter 
natural shoreline processes. The proposed toe protection wall, which the applicant's coastal 
engineer recommends be located approximately 25-30 feet landward of the existing slope/sand 
boundary line, would protect the proposed soil key way at the toe of the proposed buttress fill 
from erosion due to wave attack. The proposed keyway would stabilize the proposed buttress 
fill, which in turn provides the primary shoring support for the Bay Drive roadway, the homes on 
the landward side of Bay Drive (which is a relatively narrow street), and the existing adjacent 
homes at 21 Bay Drive and 33 Bay Drive. Therefore, it is important to ensure that the proposed 
keyway is protected from wave attack by a toe-protection wall. 

In addition, the proposed toe protection wall is situated at the 27 foot contour line and is buried. 
Until such time as the beach and slope seaward of the proposed toe protection wall completely 
erode away, causing the proposed toe protection wall to be exposed to wave action, the toe 
protection wall would serve primarily as a retaining wall for the proposed buttress fill rather than 
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a seawall. The applicant's geologist has indicated that the toe protection wall would allow for 
the construction of a larger buttress fill than could be constructed without some sort of wall near 
the toe. The applicant's geologist further indicated that the larger the buttress fill, the greater the 
support for existing structures (e.g., the Bay Drive roadway and the homes at 21 and 33 Bay 
Drive). Thus, the toe protection wall allows for the construction of a larger buttress fill to 
provide additional support for existing structures. 

The proposed shoring wall would provide temporary support during construction of the proposed 
buttress fill, as well as providing permanent support once the buttress fill is constructed. 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed buried toe protection wall and shoring wall 
are needed to protect existing structures. 

c. Adverse Impacts on Shoreline Sand Supply (Section 30235) 

• 

Section 30235 also allows the construction of a structure which alters natural shoreline processes 
only when the structure is designed to minimize adverse impacts to shoreline sand supply. The 
coastal engineering assessment indicates that seacliff erosion in the area is episodic and occurs 
sporadically rather than continuously, during times of heavy storm events coupled with high 
tides. The assessment notes that the presence of dense vegetation at the toe of the bluffs in Three 
Arch Bay implies that wave activity which would wash away the vegetation doesn't often reach • 
the bluff toe, thus implying that bluff erosion from wave activity is low. 

On an average annual basis, the assessment estimates the rate of seacliff retreat in the area to be 
approximately 0.1 to 0.2 feet per year. The assessment concludes that the estimated annual 
average volume contributed to the sediment supply of the cove beach from seacliffretreat in 
Three Arch Bay is less than two hundred (200) cubic yards per year. Thus, the bluffs in Three 
Arch Bay do not contribute a large amount of sand to the local cove beach. 

In addition to the bluffs in Three Arch Bay not contributing the sand supply of the local beach 
itself, the bluffs only nominally contribute to the larger subregional sand supply. The assessment 
indicates that the major source of sand in the area is the approximately twelve thousand (12,000) 
cubic yards of sediment which comes down nearby Aliso Creek every year. In addition, the 
assessment concludes that alongshore transport of sand in the Laguna Beach Mini Cells littoral 
system for the most part bypasses the subject beach. The shoreline processes of the subject 
beach are more dominated by cross shore sand exchanges. In essence, the sand supply of the 
subject beach is relatively stable. The sand moves offshore and then back onshore in response to 
sea conditions which change with the seasons, rather than moving upcoast or downcoast to a new 
location, never to return. Thus, permanent loss of sand from the subject beach to the offshore 
littoral drift which would contribute to subregional sand supply is minimal. 

• 

t 
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Further, the proposed toe protection wall is situated at the 27 foot contour line and is buried. 
Until such time as the beach and slope seaward of the proposed toe protection wall completely 
erode away so that the wall is directly exposed to wave attack, the proposed toe protection wall 
would not affect the process of slope material being added to the beach sand supply. The rate of 
erosion due to wave attack at the toe of the slope at the subject site is fairly low, according to the 
coastal engineering assessment (further described below). The assessment also concludes that 
the two hundred (200) foot stretch of bluff would likely impact less than 0.2 percent of the 
overall alongshore subregional sand transport volume. It is not likely, therefore, that the 
proposed toe protection wall would be exposed during the lifetimes of the proposed homes, 
based on the low historical erosion rates identified in the coastal engineering assessment. The 
wall would be exposed much quicker, however, if erosion rates accelerated due to abnormally 
high waves resulting from unusually strong storm events. 

Since the subject beach and sand supply are somewhat static and isolated from the larger 
subregional system, the limitation on bluff retreat would not have a significant impact on the 
sand supply of either the local cove beach nor on the larger subregional system. Therefore, the 
specific nature of the subject beach and the local and subregional shoreline processes are such 
that the reduction in on-site bluff material for natural sand replenishment, which is minimal, that 
would result from the proposed project, does not constitute an adverse impact on local shoreline 
sand supply. 

d. No future seawalls allowed (Section 30253) 

The approved vertical toe protection wall would be located seaward of the proposed home. As 
discussed above, the vertical toe protection wall would provide some measure of protection for 
the proposed home. Also, the applicant's coastal engineer indicates that seacliff erosion on the 
site appears to be low, and that the proposed home would likely be" ... well over 100 years 
away from seacliff retreat encroachment." (Noble Consultants April2, 1998 letter to Jim Conrad, 
Page 3) Thus, no additional toe protection walls should be necessary. Therefore, the 
Commission attaches Special Condition No. l(c), which requires that the landowner agrees 
through recordation of the deed restriction that no bluff or shoreline protective devices shall be 
constructed on the subject site. This requirement is consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal 
Act, which provides that new development shall not in any way require the construction of 
protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 

The Commission notes that Jim Conrad, the agent for the subject permit application, specifically 
claims that a seawall will not be necessary and, at the August 1998 Commission hearing, agreed 
to the imposition of such a condition on each of the subject permits precluding construction of 
future protective devices on the subject sites . 
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e. Conclusion (Shoreline protective devices) 

The Commission finds that the proposed project involves construction that would alter natural 
shoreline process. However, the Commission finds that: 1) the proposed project is necessary to 
protect existing structures (the Bay Drive roadway and the homes at 21 and 33 Bay Drive), 2) the 
proposed project will not result in adverse impacts to natural shoreline sand supply, and 3) no 
additional toe protection walls should be necessary. Thus, the Commission finds that the 
proposed project, as conditioned, is consistent with Sections 30235 and 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

3. Marine Resources/Water Quality 

Section 30230 of the Coastal Act states: 

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored. Special 
protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or economic 
significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a manner that 
would sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that would maintain 

• 

healthy populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long-term • 
commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes. 

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states: 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms 
and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored 
through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and 
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and 
substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, 
maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and 
minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

The proposed project consists of the construction of a drainage system which would collect 
runoff and groundwater. The drains would direct the collected water to the beach through four 
outlets. Where the proposed drain lines meet the beach, seepage pits are proposed to be installed 
to promote seepage of the groundwater into the ground rather than having the water run across 
the sand to the ocean and causing beach erosion. The proposed drainage system would collect 
water which already seeps onto the beach from the subject site and inland areas. The California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region ("RWQCB"), sent the applicant a 
letter indicating that they have no objection to the construction of the proposed drainage system. • 
(See Exhibit D) An off-site drainage system to the east of the site also discharges onto the beach. 



• 

• 

• 

5-97-371 (Conrad), 5-98-020 (Conrad), 
5-98-064 (Barnes), and 5-98-178 (McMullen) 

Revised Findings; Page 29 

The applicant has indicated that no construction equipment or supplies would be placed upon the 
sandy beach. (See Exhibit L, Page 4) The applicant has indicated that a flat pad would be graded 
approximately midway on the slope for temporary storage of equipment and materials to be used 
in the construction of the proposed shoring wall. The applicant has indicated that contractors 
would be briefed as to minimizing the occurrence of and containing spills of petroleum and other 
toxic fluids. A health risk to marine life and swimmers would be created if toxic substances were 
to get on the beach and leak into the ocean. In addition, staging or storing construction 
equipment and material on the beach would take up beach area needed for grunion spawning, 
thus resulting in adverse impacts on the grunion. 

In order to ensure that adverse impacts to marine resources and water quality are minimized, the 
Commission finds that it is necessary to require a condition which prohibits the staging or storing 
of construction equipment or materials on the beach and to minimize and control spillage of toxic 
substances. Further, the Commission finds that the construction debris must be disposed of 
outside the coastal zone, or at an approved site in the coastal zone, to minimize adverse impacts 
on marine resources. As conditioned, the proposed project is consistent with Section 30231 of 
the Coastal Act. 

4. Public Access 

Section 30212 ofthe Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast 
shall be provided in new development projects except where: 

(2) adequate access exists nearby ... 

The subject site is a beachfront site located between the nearest public roadway and the shoreline 
in the private community of Three Arch Bay. The toe of the proposed repair slope contains an 
easement, between 46 to 57 feet wide, for access and recreation purposes solely for the residents 
of the private Three Arch Bay community. The beach is a cove beach separated from public 
beaches by rocky headlands. Thus, the beach is not readily accessible from nearby public 
beaches. A December 10, 1997 survey of the mean high tide line indicates that the mean high 
tide line is anywhere from approximately 275 feet to 365 feet from Bay Drive. The seaward 
most extent of the proposed project would be only 220 to 250 feet seaward of Bay Drive. The 
California State Lands Commission ("CSLC") has acknowledged the presence of the above 
mentioned private recreation easement on the beach. Thus, it appears the proposed project would 
not extend seaward of the mean high tide line onto sovereign land . 
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In addition, the CSLC has written the applicant regarding the issue of encroachment of the 
proposed development onto state lands. (see Exhibit H) The CSLC is not asserting any claim at 
this time that the proposed development intrudes onto state lands. However, the CSLC indicates 
that the decision not to assert a claim at this time does not prejudice any future assertion of state 
ownership or public rights. 

The subject site is in a private community. The proposed development would not result in direct 
adverse impacts, either individually or cumulatively, on physical vertical or lateral public access, 
or on sovereign lands seaward of the mean high tide line. Vertical public access and public 
recreation opportunities are provided at nearby Salt Creek County Beach Park a mile to the 
southeast. Therefore, the Commission finds that no public access is necessary with the proposed 
development. Thus, the Commission finds that the proposed development is consistent with 
Section 30212 of the Coastal Act. 

5. Visual Quality 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states: 

• 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to • 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration 
of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 
New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California 
Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

The proposed project is to repair a failed slope. The proposed slope repair involves the 
installation of a shoring wall and caissons. Only the uppermost five feet of the wall would 
extend above ground. A crib wall near the base of the slope is also proposed, but it would be 
entirely underground. Therefore, the proposed wall would not be visible for the most part. 
Further, the proposed homes would obscure the upper portion of the slope repair. The lower 
portion of the proposed slope repair would be vegetated. The proposed homes are stepped down 
the hillside, with only the proposed garages located at street level. The proposed garages would 
only extend 10 to 11 feet above the centerline ofBay Drive. Thus, when viewed from the level 
of Bay Drive (a private street), only the garages would be visible. This is similar to the character 
of the existing adjacent homes at 21 and 33 Bay Drive, where only the garages of the homes are 
visible since the remainder of the homes step down the hillside. 

In addition, the proposed project is located in a private community. Therefore, the proposed • 
project would not block any public views to the shoreline. Public views along the coast from 



• 

• 

• 

5-97-371 (Conrad), 5-98-020 (Conrad), 
5-98-064 (Barnes), and 5-98-178 (McMullen) 

Revised Findings; Page 31 

public trust land seaward of the mean high tide line would be similar to the views which 
currently exist since the bluffs are altered and developed with homes which step down the bluff 
face. Further, since the private beach is flanked on either side by rocky headlands which extend 
several hundred feet into the ocean, it would be difficult for the public to access the part of the 
beach seaward of the mean high tide line in order to view the bluffs. Even if the public were to 
be able to view the private bluffs (e.g., from a boat offshore), the proposed homes would be 
consistent with the character of the existing adjacent homes at 21 and 33 Bay Drive which are 
also multi-level and step down the hillside. The proposed development would also remove 
weedy, non-native vegetation which has grown haphazardly on the site, creating an unattractive 
sight. Also, reconstructing the bluff as proposed would hide the exposed underside of Bay Drive. 

However, as a condition of approval for permit 5-97-371 (Conrad) for the underlying slope 
repair and lot merger, a deed restriction is being required stating that any homes to be built on 
the repaired slope must conform to deck and structural stringlines, as described previously. The 
Commission finds that to allow development, such as swimming pools or paths and stairs to the 
beach, seaward of the stringlines would not be in character with the nature of existing 
development and would result in adverse visual impacts. 

The City's certified local coastal program ("LCP") is not effective in Three Arch Bay because 
the area is not certified, but it can be used for guidance. The LCP generally requires a structural 
setback of 25 feet from the edge of the bluff or a setback ascertained by a stringline, whichever is 
more restrictive. The Commission has consistently required in Orange County that development 
be setback a minimum of 25 feet from the edge of a coastal bluff. The Commission has also 
recognized that in a developed area, where new construction is generally infilling and is 
otherwise consistent with the Coastal Act policies, no part of the proposed development should 
be built further seaward than a line drawn between the nearest adjacent comers of either decks or 
structures of the immediately adjacent homes. 

In this case, the applicability of the 25 foot setback from the edge of a coastal bluff is moot since 
the proposed development is occurring on a bluff face. The use of a stringline therefore is the 
appropriate solution for determining the seaward extent of development considering that the 
proposed residential development is infill development. Normally, the stringline is applied to a 
new house which is being built between two existing houses. However, in this situation, because 
of a prior landslide which destroyed prior development, the application of the stringline must be 
modified to use existing residential structures and accessory structures on either side of the 
proposed development that were not affected by the landslide as the "anchors" for determining 
the stringline since this is bluff face development. Taking this approach is reasonable and 
equitable since it would limit new development to the seaward extent of existing development. 

The applicant is proposing development seaward of the stringlines drawn between the nearest 
existing decks and structures on either side of the subject site. (See Exhibit B, Page 1) The 
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the seaward extent of all other accessory structures including swimming pools, spas, hardscape, 
decks, and at-grade patios. Though the proposed residence complies with the structural 
stringline, development occurring seaward of the deck stringline consists ofhardscape, patios, 
stairs, and paths. The purpose of the stringline is to minimize the impacts of new development 
on both bluff stability and visual resources. The geologic instability of the project site has been 
detailed in preceding sections of this report. Though development is occurring on the bluff face 
rather than the bluff top because virtually no bluff top exists on the subject site, forcing the 
development to step down the hillside, the intent of the stringline and bluff top setback policies 
must be kept intact. 

The Commission's regularly used stringline policy applies to all structures whether they are at 
grade or above grade since all impermeable surfaces act to accelerate and increase the amount of 
runoff and erosion of slope areas and may adversely impact bluff stability and visual resources. 
The Commission has routinely required that all non-habitable accessory structures and hardscape 
conform to the deck stringline. 

The intent of the bluff top and stringline policies of the LCP is similar to the Commission's 
policy for controlling seaward encroachment of development, including hardscape. Chapter 
25.50.004 of the City's Zoning Code states that "no new buildings, additions to existing • 
buildings, or structures or improvements shall encroach beyond the applicable building stringline 
or be closer than twenty-five feet to the top of an ocean front bluff; the more restrictive shall 
apply." While the City does allow hardscape up to ten feet from the bluff edge, it does not 
usually allow development on the bluff face. 

/ 

In the case of the subject application, the adjacent existing residences do not have beach paths or 
stairways to the beach or hardscape seaward of the deck stringline. To allow such development 
with the proposed project would result in an adverse visual impact and would not be consistent 
with existing development patterns. Therefore, the Commission finds it necessary to impose a 
special condition requiring the applicant to submit revised landscape plans which show that the 
hardscape and other structural development seaward of the deck stringline have been deleted. 
Further, this was a requirement of the approval of permit 5-97-371 for the underlying bluff 
stabilization and lot merger as well as the approvals of the permits for the other three homes on 
the stabilized slope. Thus, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, is 
consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

D. Local Coastal Program 

The City of Laguna Beach local coastal program ("LCP") is effectively certified. However, 
several locked-gate beachftont communities are deferred, including Three Arch Bay. The 
subject site is located in Three Arch Bay. Therefore, the standard of review for the proposed • 
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project is conformity with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and not the certified LCP. 
However, Section 30604(a) provides that a coastal development permit should not be approved 
for development which would prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare an LCP 
consistent with the Chapter 3 policies. 

The proposed project is also consistent with the certified LCP, which may be used for guidance 
in non-certified area. Land Use Plan Policy 1 0-C provides, in part, that projects located in 
geological hazards areas are required to be designed to void the hazards where feasible. The 
proposed project would eliminate the clay seam/failure plane which has been identified as a 
major cause oflandslide activity on the site. The proposed project also complies with the 
stringline provisions of the certified LCP. 

Further, the proposed project, as conditioned, would be consistent with the geologic hazards 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed 
project would not prejudice the ability of the City of Laguna Beach to prepare an LCP for the 
Three Arch Bay community, the location of the subject site, that is consistent with the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act. 

E . California Environmental Quality Act 

Section 13096 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations requires Commission approval 
of Coastal Development Permits to be supported by a finding showing the permit, as 
conditioned, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) ofCEQA prohibits a proposed development 
from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available 
which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on 
the environment. 

The applicant considered other geotechnical alternatives including soil nailing, buttress fills 
without a shoring wall, chemical grouting and a seawall at the toe of the slope. The primary goal 
of the proposed project is to recreate the slope in approximately the same landform that 
previously existed prior to the landslide and to return it to its previous use as residential sites as 
well as to stabilize the road (Bay Drive) at the top of the bluff. Due to the landslide, Bay Drive, 
and adjacent properties seaward of Bay Drive to the east and west of the subject site, have lost 
lateral structural support. 

While the rejected alternatives may provide site stability, they do not all provide for the proper 
drainage of the site and thus were rejected. Although the rejected soil nailing alternative would 
allow for the installation of necessary drainage improvements, this alternative would not achieve 
an acceptable level of safety without similar excavation and recompaction (landform alteration) 
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and a shoring wall similar to what is being proposed under the proposed project. Further, the 
applicant could not obtain local government approval for a seawall located at the toe of the bluff. 

The chosen alternative would not have significant adverse effects on the environment. The 
proposed project is an acceptable method to achieve long-term stability of the site, adjacent road, 
and adjacent properties. The proposed project would have no adverse impacts on the stability of 
adjacent properties. Further, the proposed development is located in an urban area. 
Development previously existed on the subject site. All infrastructure necessary to serve the site 
exist in the area. 

The proposed project has been conditioned in order to be found consistent with the development 
policies regarding hazards, shoreline protection devices, and marine resources of Chapter Three 
of the Coastal Act. To assure structural stability and to minimize risks to life and property from 
geologic hazards, feasible mitigation measures requiring: 1) an assumption-of-risk deed 
restriction, 2) conformance with geotechnical recommendations, 3) landscaping requirements, 4) 
prohibiting the staging and storing of construction equipment and materials on the beach, and 5) 
identifying the disposal site; would minimize all significant adverse environmental effects. 

• 

As conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which • 
would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on the 
environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, can be 
found consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA. 

• 
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APPENDIX A 

Substantive File Documents 

0 "Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation", Proposed Four Lot Residential Development, Lots 
26, 27, 28, and 29 of Tract 970, Three Arch Bay, South Laguna Beach, California, dated 
April11, 1997, prepared for James Conrad by Hetherington Engineering, Inc. (Job No. 
1800.2). 

0 "Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation", Proposed Residential Development, Lots 26, 27, 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28, 29, and 30 of Tract 970, Three Arch Bay, South Laguna Beach, California, dated January 
26, 1998, prepared for James Conrad by Hetherington Engineering, Inc. (Project No. 1800.3). 
Letter from Hetherington Engineering, Inc. to Coastal Commission staff dated March 18, 
1998. 
Letter from Hetherington Engineering, Inc. to James Conrad dated June 19, 1998. 
Letter from Hetherington Engineering, Inc. to Jim Conrad dated July 6, 1998. 
Letter from Hetherington Engineering, Inc. to Coastal Commission staff dated August 3, 
1998 . 
Letter from Hetherington Engineering, Inc. to James Conrad dated August 5, 1998. 
Letter from Noble Consultants to James Conrad dated March 6, 1998(#823-01). 
Letter from Noble Consultants to James Conrad dated April 2, 1998. 
Letter from Noble Consultants to James Conrad dated May 12, 1998. 
Letter from Noble Consultants to James Conrad dated June 23, 1998. 
Ninyo & Moore geology report dated July 15, 1998 for Shirley Frahm (Project No. 
201351-01). 
Letter from Josephson Werdowatz to George Piggott dated July 15, 1998. 
Letter from Post, Buckley, Schuh & Jernigan to George Piggott dated July 15, 1998. 
Letter from Leighton and Associates, Inc. to Three Arch Bay Homeowners Association dated 
August 11, 1998 (Project No. 1971218-001) 
"Engineering Geologic Investigation, 21 Bay Drive, Laguna Beach, California," dated 
August 8, 1992 prepared by Gerald Raymond by Coastal GeotechnicaL 
December 17, 1997 letter from the California Regional Water Quality Control Board - San 
Diego Region to James Conrad. 
January 14, 1998 letter from the California State Lands Commission to James Conrad (File 
Ref: SD 97-12-15.4). 
Letter from James Conrad to Coastal Commission dated July 29, 1998 . 



5-97-371 (Conrad), 5-98-020 (Conrad), 
5-98-064 (Barnes), and 5-98-178 (McMullen) 

Revised Findings; Page 36 

APPENDIX A (Cont'd) 

Local Approvals 

5-97-371 (Conrad); Shoring System: Variance 6425; Design Review 97-039; City of Laguna 
Beach Lot Line Adjustment 97-07. 

5-98-020 (Conrad); Home at 23 Bay Drive: Variance Application 6446; Design Review 
97-206 

5-98-064 (Barnes); Home at 25 Bay Drive: Variance Application 6449; Design Review 
97-212. 

5-98-178 (McMullen); Home at 31 Bay Drive: Variance Application 6478; Design Review 
98-031. 

• 

• 

• 
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1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

Vicinity Map 

5-97-371 (Conrad), 5-98-020 (Conrad), 
5-98-064 (Barnes), and 5-98-178 (McMullen) 

Revised Findings; Page 37 

LIST OF EXHIBITS 

Plans 

Site Plan (all four proposed lots, with homes) 
Plans for proposed home at 23 Bay Drive: Permit Application 5-98-020 (Conrad) 
Plans for proposed home at 25 Bay Drive: Permit Application 5-98-064 (Barnes) 
Plans for proposed home at 29 Bay Drive: NOT BEFORE THE COMMISSION 
Plans for proposed home at 31 Bay Drive: Permit Application 5-98-178 (McMullen) 
Lot Line Adjustment 97-07: Permit Application 5~97-371 (Conrad) 
Shoring System Plans: Permit Application 5-97-371 (Conrad) 

I Geotechnical Information 
9. Applicant's letters regarding geology 
10. Applicant's geologist's March 18, 1998letter regarding off-site impacts 
Comments from neighbors regarding geology 
11. Ninyo & Moore geology report 
12. Comments from Josephson Werdowatz 
13. Comments from Post, Buckley, Schuh & Jernigan 
14. Letter from Sid Danenhauer 
15. Applicant's response to neighbors comments 

16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 

Coastal Engineering Information 
Applicant's geologist's comments on Wyland Gallery project 
Applicant's coastal engineer's calculations for toe protection 
Applicant's geologist's recommendations for toe protection 
Applicant's coastal engineer's assessment of the need for toe protection 
Applicant's coastal engineer's assessment of shoreline processes 

Other Exhibits 

21. Letter from the Regional Water Quality Control Board regarding drainage 
22. Letter from the California State Lands Commission regarding public trust lands 
23. Mean High Tide Line survey 
Letters of permission from landowners 
24. Three Arch Bay Homeowner's Association; owner of Bay Drive private recreation 
easement 
25. Owner of25 Bay Drive Barnes) 
26. Owners of29 Bay Drive (Griswold) 
27. Owner of 31 Bay Drive (McMullen) 
28. Owner of off-site adjacent property at 21 Bay Drive (letter of intent) 



Time Extensions 

5-97-371 (Conrad), 5-98-020 (Conrad), 
5-98-064 (Barnes), and 5-98-178 (McMullen) 

Revised Findings; Page 38 

29. Coastal development permit application 5-97-371 (Conrad) 
30. Coastal development permit application 5-98-020 (Conrad) 

{The following additional exhibits will be sent under separate cover at a later date} 

31. July 23, 1998letter from Hetherington Engineering, Inc. to the Coastal Commission 
32. Plans for toe wall at base of buttress fill 
33. Plans for energy dissipator for drainage system 
34. July 29, 1998letter from James Conrad to Coastal Commission staff 
35. August 3, 1998letter from Hetherington Engineering, Inc. to the Coastal Commission 
36. August 5, 1998 letter from Hetherington Engineering, Inc. to James Conrad 
37. August 11, 1998letter from James Conrad to Coastal Commission staff 
38. August 3, 1998letter from Elite Pools • Spas to Coastal Commission staff 
39. August 11, 1998letter from Leighton and Associates to Three Arch Bay 
40. Roll Call Vote Record 

5-97-371, 5-98-020, 5-98-064, 5-98-178 Revised Findings (Conrad) 

• 

• 

• 
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81/81,1995 13:16 714-497-1288 

November 14, 1997 

Charles A Valoric Cirilwold 
"19737 Live Oak Canyon Raid 
Trabuco. CA 9267f 

Re: Lot Lme Adjuatment No. '17-o7 

Dar Mr. arsd Mrs. Orilwold: 

PAGE II 

•••• 

f 

Ala ~arty scheduled mcetin,s oftbe City Council or the City otL•suna B=ch held NOVIIDbcr 
4. 1997, action was taken approviq your ~pplieati011 tor Lot Line Adjustment No. 'T/-47 Jbr 
property lota&ed ar 27 lt. 31 Bay Drive. In order to finalize thiJ pmces&, 1he oripaal copy of tbc 
document must be recorded by you wilh rhe Orooae County Recorder. Please come ill tD tbe 
OepAnmenr of Commuuity Development at Ciry Hall u soon 11 possible to pick up tbc orlpW 
docwncnt for reeordiD1- The Lex Line AdjU51mCDt approval will auwuwically expire 90 daysl:om 
the dAle of the Ciry Council action i!it bu not been recorded. .. . 
FOf your inf'onnation.. the adcheu ot lhe Oranae County Recorder iJ 630 N. Bro.dway, FiDIDce 
Buildina #100. Salim Ana. and the telephoae aumbcr is 134-2500. 

It you have 111)' questions repntiDJ tbis mltler, plase call our Community Deve1opmiiDt 
Depanment. (114) 497~711. 

- FORIIT AVI. • 

. 
5-'17- 37/ 

tOASTAL COMMISSION 
-.~~ 

EXHIBIT # .... !. .... -..:­
~-

PAGE ••••• l... OF -·~ 

LAGUNA 81ACR, CA _, • 1'IL tntl a17·JI11 . . ... ., .. ..,""'' 
·-C"fCLID ...... 

• 

• 

• 
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EXHIBIT B . 
LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT NO. LL -

(HAP) 

Tr. ~70 

PROPOSED PARCELS 

.• 

lEGE NO 
-- E~16l~'n9 IDIIine. TfJ r~n'IDrn. 
·· -- -Etli(inf /tJ/ nile ID /Je reYt4etf 
-- fl-11pD~ed !tJf /lne 

!!'97-:371 
tol n COASTAL COMMISSION 

UJf fYlerF 

EXHIBIT # ..... 7.~---···--­
PAGE •••••• cP.;. OF -~--
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81/81/1~5 81:38 714-497-1288 PAGE 82 

JAMES CONRAD, ARCHITECTS. 

Mr. John Auyoni 
. StafF Aulylt 
Cslifomia Coastal Commiaioa. 
200 Oceanaate Suite 1000 
Lona Bcac:h, CA 

July 21, 1998 rw ~~~n~~ ~~ 
lf() JUL 211998 L 

'CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIO:--.: 

RE: BAY DRIVE SHOJ.UNQ WAIJ.. 4 4 PRIVATE RESIDENCES 

In response to the request fbr infbrmatioft that you made 'Via tetepholle COilVCI'IItion 
today~ t otrer tbe foDowlna telpOIIII 

1. Brmc:bina oflzuurm fill. 

I spoke with the CMJ Eqineer, llay Toal ofToal ~ about the abaence of 
benching at the: buttreas flU.. He responded that the aeoteclmic:al report apecifted that • 

• 

key way be inJtaJ1ed at tb6 toe of the buttreSS tll but it did aot requite beftc.hia8 to b6 •. 
utiliz.ed. Mr. Toat felt that the bodrook surtace wu not Rep cuou.ah to nquire bemdioa 

I then spoke 'With Mark Hetlleti.qgtou., the~ Oeolocist, .bout tiJe illue. 
Mr, HetheriDgtoa explained that the reuon thG beucbiDa wu not required wu because of 
the flat pde of the fiiJurc p1anc: {bottom ofbuttrest fDl ). nc slope oftaiJure plane is 
approximatlly a 2.5 : 1 slope. BcnebiDa is required, typioally. when tbe tlope of'tbe 
bottom or a buttress till aoeecll $; J. A. a llfety precautioa, we would propo1e to ldd 
t.be DOte to the sradina plaa that if the tlope ofbottom of'tht but:b'al ftD tiXCIIidl $: J , 
benchins will be nquirecl 1he clesip for tbla beftchia& it~ wiD b6 dOII8 •• 
addendum to the plllll. 

2. llqponJe to'Niqyo & Moore'• d•im about llkp "*"kr· 

IIPOke fo our lfluctural en,slneer, David CeU, and tile qinecriDa poJosilt. Mark 
· ·., Hetherin&ton regardiDa thil eaertioa. They both~ a copy oFtbe slope ttability 
.:.: lnll)'Bis tbat N'myo A Moore prepncl to make tbe usertioJL I blaw requested dis 

analysia ( aee attached letter to Mr. Pigott ). We will rapond to thl: coa.cem u IOOD • 
we receive the IUppOI'Iins docluaeata. 

Utt IOVTR CO&IT •• '1., Un'tS '' • LACUNA aa.AC., C.A • fl'll 
PKGIIS! ( U4) •••·•••• • f&a: ( tit) tt?.0211 

[[-1/7-~71 . 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
Afl/1~ /e#e46 

q 
EXHIBIT # ···········-····-

/ ~ 
PAGE ·····--· OF -·-

• 



• 

• 

• 

81/81/1995 81:38 714-497-8298 

-:Z-

It you have any Author questions p1ease give me a clll. 

Mr. Chuck Damm, Senior Dflputy Direcror 
Ms. Deborah Lee. South Coast Deputy DireQor 
.M~. Teresa HeDJY, South Coast District Manapr 
Ms. Lesley Ewing, Associate Civl1 El)8ineer 

PAGE 83 
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-- 81/81/1995 83:28 714-497-1288 

JAMES CONRAD, ARCHITECTS 

Mr. John Auyoas 
Staff Anal)'st 

July 16. 1991 

PAGE 12 

CaJiromit Coutat Commialoa 
200 Occangatc Suite 1000 
LonsBeadi,CA 

CAUFORNIA 
cOASTAL COMMISSION 

R£: BAY DlUV.B SHO:RlNG W~A: 4 PlUVAl'B USIDENCE.S 

I have received your &x tbit mot'!liDa 'Mwe )'OU poMIINfll'll questions. Below 
are the answon to thole questiODS. 

1. The dra'Willa for the wall • the base oftbt butttett 1111, the by way protectioa 
waD. lsloc:ated on the lfldiDa plaDI, ( sht. 2 ). The calcuJatiou f'or this stnlCtul'a1 

•• 

cbip are located ill the calcW.ciOD piCbp prepiU'ecl by Noble CoalultaDta. • 
1bese bave both bean .. to you pmiowily. Jtyou Dlld aother copy of lither 
of these pleue pve me a Gill 

< ' . ..... z 

2. The tie backs proposed are to be ptu.d Into a fl' diameter hole drilled lmo tbe 
bedrock. AA ancbor wiD be tbc:::o pllced into the bole. The IDChon are eitblr 8 
or 91tr1Dda, ( approzimately %* iD clialnM" ). 1"he tieback~ 11'1 tt. tp'OUtld per 
apeciflciDoal. . 

3. 1be site will be acawted doWD to the failure plaDe.but tbe beDdiaa u proposed 
previoully wiD aot be ncces_,.. 11ae buttr.a illtlbilized by the construclion of 
the 80iJ by WIJ. no by WIJ il p:oteated by the inchuioa ota buried by way 
protecdaft wd. 5-~7-3 7/ 

C~T~L CDI~1F.:ISSIOtl 
.. ·rrr"' ~ Ll!itt»s 

EXHIBIT# CJ 
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4. There wiU DOt be sub drains located at each beach u prrnously proposed. The 
bc:Jx:hes haw beel1 eliminaled. We arc. however, proposing to install a series af 
fi"ench drain trenches that will be situated perpendicular to Bay Drive at the ceoter 
of each lot. These &cnch drain trenches wiD convey 1he p-ound water to the 
ooeiiL 

If you have any fiuthcr questions please give me a CIJl. 

Sincetely, 

Mr. Cb!.d D~ Senior Deputy Director 
Ms. Deborah Lee, South Coast Deputy Diro(;tor 
Ma. Teresa Hemy, South Coast DiJtrict Manapr 
MI. Lesley Ewiag, Alaociate Civil Engiaeer 

$-q7-~71 
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HETHERINGTON ENGINEERING, INC. • 
$OIL & FOUNDATION ENGINE.EAJNG • ENGINEE~_ING GEOLOGY • HYDROGEOLOGY 

Cdroraia eoa.st.r Commiulal 
SoutJa Coast Area om. 
200 ()canptc, lOth Ploar 
Loa; Beida. CA. 90102-ao:l 

FAX (56%) 590-5014 

Attcalioa: Wr.Johrl ~ 
. 

k OFF-SITE IMPACTS 

Marcb 11, 1991 
Project No. 1100.3 

LoaNo.44G 

Loti 26. 27, 21. 2P ad 30; Tract 170. Llatma ~ Ca&toni& 

J)w Mr. Auyoaa: 
. 

Tbe development (resiorltion Wna the proposed tborina Mll a recompacdoll ot 
landslide debrislreconstnactica oftht slope) of' the lite at Lots 26, 27, 21, 29 tDd JO. Tria 

• 

970, (23-31 811)' l>rWe) Ill tquDa Beach. Catitorail. • proposed UDder eoutal • 
avalopmeat pamit appUcatioa 5-97-371 will 1at adVIneJy affect adjallll o!'-llte · 
pcopenies tom a aeotecbnic:al ltmfpoint IIIUI!I1na appropriate desisn and CODID'UCdoa. 
W&th repnl to au1acD driJaaae oonsideradou, lpfn usuminJ appropriate daip aa4 
ooaswcdoa. we bave DO ...uoa to believe that the proposecl project trill ldvmcly am. 
adj~ properties tom a draina&e au4poiM. Sur6ce draiDaa• coDSiclcatioM sbolakl, 
bowever, be addreued b.Y tiM! CMl&naP,..... 

.. "Civil Eftliifteiit 
.GeotedmicalEnP-'397 
(apira 3131100) 

o-'t1-3"7' 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
~l~isii le.~ 
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Ms. Shirley Frahm EXHIB~T # ... f/.. .. _... ·· 
c/o George B. Piggott / OF Lb 
2603 Main Street, Suite 1050 PAGE --- • ~ • 
Irvine, California 92614-6232 

Subject: Geotechnieat Review 
Proposed Shoring System-Bay Drive 
Laguna Beach, California 

Dear Mr. Piggott: 

July IS, 1998 
Project No. 201351-01 

~ ~~~~~~ /r I 
JUL 1 7 1998 L~ I 

CAlfFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMJSSiOt,.· 

In accordance wi1h your request and authorization, we have perf'onncd a geotechnical review of a 

shoring system proposed along Bay Drive and adjacent to the easterly side of the Frahm Resi­

dence in the Three Arch Bay area of Laguna Beach, California. The purpose of our review was to 

evaluate tbe relevant geotechnical reports (as listed in the references) and shoring system design 

prepared by others and to provide our review comments. 

The Frahm residence is located on the beach side of the cul-de-sac at 33 Bay Drive (Lot 31 ). 1hc 

shoring system proposed will extend along an approximately 200 foot length of vacant pxope.rties 

parallel to the existing slope which descends from Bay ~c. The shoring system will also ex­

tend along the property line adjacent to 33 Bay Drive as wd1 as along the property line adjaccrrt 

to Lot 2S at the southem end. The sborln& system is planDed to support Bay Drive IID<l adjoining 

Jesidmtial properties durina excavation work usociatecl with removal of an active lancblide and 

cons.troction of four new resid=tial S'tJ\1C:tUres on the site. The roadway ancl some residential 

proPenies have experienced distress in 1he past and have been SDbject to various remedial meas­

w-es and a number of reports and geotechnical evaluations have been perl'onned in~ past. 

The project architect is Mr. James Conrad. The project geotechnical consultant is Hetherington 

Engineering, Inc. Structural design and plans were prepared by Cefali lr. Associates, Inc. The 

project civ11 engineer is Toal Engineering, Inc. 

. . . .. ·-·---------- --------------------------------·- . 
102258NneSCanyonRoad • SuaA-112 • SanOiego.CMromiill 92121 • tlnanti619J.f57~oo • F,pf619J55•ti'M» 
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Frahm Resjdence 
33 Bay Drive, Laguna Beach. California 

SCOPE OF SERVICES 

lUlU u • auuau:. 

July 15,1998 
Project No. 201351-01 

• Our scope of work during this review hu ineluded 1he following services. A list of referenced 

documents reviewed is attathe:d. 

• A review of readily available published regional aeologic data, topographie maps and aerial 
photoaraphs. 

• A site visit to observe the &eneral surface conditions and topographit fcatunls. 

• A review of various prior g~teclmieal reports assodatcd 'With properties along Bay Drive. 

• Review of project &eotechnic:al rcpol15 and shorin& plans for the subject project. 

• Geotechnital en&inecrin&. intruding slope stability analyses. 

• Consultations and preparation of this letter report. 

REVIEW FINDINGS AND COMMENTS 

The geologic data presented in Hetherinaton Engineering's (HE) report dated JanWIJ)' 26, 1998, 

include the results of subsurface c:xploration performed by their finn and also include a compila­

tion of data from earlier studies.. In general, the data presented indicate that the slope II'Cil 

beneath Bay Drive is unde.dain by Pleistocene-age tarace deposits which rest UDCODformably on 

sedimentary bedrock of the San Onofre BreceiL The geoloaic strutturc. as presented, is cbarac-

• teri2.ed by a number of hi&h an&Je. .north-northwest to DOJth..DOrtheast trendi.Dg faults IDI1 

associated zones of .hcturing. Orientation of bedding in the San Onofre Breccia is variAble, but 

the beddiDJ strikes predominantly to the northeast and dips from approximately IS to 2S degrees 

to the southeast The active landiUde iDcludes the vacant lots below Bay Drive and e:x.tends be­

neath a portion of the Frahm residence. The heac:Jscmp of the landslide is consic:Jcred to be 

coiDcident with a steeply dippina fiiult, which is subparallel to Bay Drive and 1rends approxi­

-· NSOW and dips approximately 12 degrees south. Sianificant amounts of poundwatcr 

sccpaae were n=ported. Based on Om' review, it is Our opi.Dion that the JCOIO&ic intctprelatiOD pre­

sented in the HE report is reasonable based on the available data. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Frahm Residence 
33 Bay Drive, Laguna Beach. California 

July 1 S, 1998 
ProjeaNo. 201351-01 

The proposed shoring system consists of a drilled pier and tic-back system parallel to Bay Drive 

and along the southeast side adjacent to Lot 25. The shoring system adjacent to 33 Bay Drive is 

depicted u a row of cantilever driUed piers whhout tie-bacb. 

Based on our review of the project reports and shoring plans, we have the following com­

ments: 

1) The geologic data presented in the HE report, as well as previous reports by others, indi­

cate that the area along Bay Drive is complicated by the presence of faulting, fracturing 

and jointing. The proposed shoring system will rely on the strength of the formational 

materials beneath Bay Drive as weU as the bonding stress between the formational soil 

and the pressure grout to withstand tie-back forces. We are concerned with the potential 

impact that planes of weakness, associated with faults, fi'acturcs, and/or joint sets may 

have on the planned tic-back system. We note that subsurface exploration has not been 

extended into the zone where the tie· back anchors arc proposed. 

2) Tic-back lengths specified on the plans show a bonded length of 35 feet beyond the in· 

terseetion with a slip plane which has been projected from the active slide plae. This 

slip plane bas not been depicted on geologic cross-sections and its presence is not de­

fined. We recommend that detal1s regarding the projection of the slip plane and 

specifications for detennining the sJip plane in the field be provided . 

. 
3) The tic-backs are c1osely·spaced. Durin& tie-back testing, if a failure occurs additional 
.. 

tie-baclcs are not likely feasible. We recommend that the project specifications include 

detailed procedures to follow iD case of1ie-baclc fililurc. 

4) According to the shoring plans each tic-bade is designed for a teJw1e strength of ap­

proximately 210 kips to be distributed along the 3S foot bonded length. A bond stresS of 

25 PRWl~Wls~JfRJl..~s!) was recommended by HE for design of the bonded 
liU~:S ~~~ liUhh~II~!)IUN 
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Frahm Residence 
33 Bay Drive, Laguna Beach, Califomia 

NINYO. MOORE 

July 15, 1998 
Project No. 201351.01 

Jen&1h. Based on our experience. the actual distribution of stress along the bonded length 

of tie-back may~ concentrated along the first lS to 20 feet. ConseQuently. it may re­

QUire a bonding stress higher than 2S psi between the fonnational soil and pressure grout 

in the bonded length. In addition, our review of the asleulations perfonned by Cefali ct 

Associates. dated .JUDe 9, 1998. indicate that a tie-back force rangina tiom 220 to 270 

kips was utilized in the design. We recommend tbat adttitional slope stability analyses be 

performed. usin& a tie-back force of210 kips alona wi1h adequate structural analysis, to 

evaluate the final design shown on the plans. 

S) The tie-backs appear to be close to the sewer ~eJ. We recommend that the project 

consultants address potential conflicts amona the tie-backs, pressure grouts and the ex· 

isting sewer tunnel.. 

6) Construction staging and SeQuencing should be evaluated and addressed prior to con­

struction; including drilling access and stability oftemporaty cuts and fills. 

1) Caving conditions were encountered during exploratory dril1iDa on site and will likely be 

encountered dwiq chilling for &borin&- We recommend that the project specifications 

address control of groundwater, caving potential and dril1iDa sequencing. 

8) After the shoring and tie-back S)'Sicm is in-placo mamerous acklitional caiSSODS 111'0 

planned between the shoriDg wall ed Bay Drive for the proposed foundations systems. 

. Jt appears that these caissons will interfere with the tie-backs. BE's report states that the 

.!Shoring system is a permanent feature. We recommend that the project consultants ad­

dress potential conflicts between the shorin& tie-back system and future foundation 

systems. 

9) Our analyses of1he proposed shoring system have included evaluation of a cross-section 

oriented approximately due south tbroush the Frahm residence on Lot 31 and tbrouah 

CO-ASTAL COMrf.ISSION 
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Frahm Residence July 15, 1998 
Project No. 20J3SJ-01 33 Bay Drive, Laguna Beach, California 

the shoring system. Our analyses of this section show a potential un51able condition 

when the landslide material is excavated and the temporary slopes rely 011 the shorina 

system for support. For these analyses we have adopted the same design concept u pre­

sented in the plans dated· June 22. 1998 and assumed that a weak· bedding plane 

projected from the active slide plane may exist. Sinee there are no tie-backs proposed as 

a part of the shoring system in this area. our analysis indicated that the proposed l-foot 

diameter piles will deflect excessively and may fail by tilting. 

1 0) The sborin~ plans reviewed include notes regarding monitoring of the shorina sy~ 

but details regarding the type of monitoring are not Jpctificd. Details regarding the 

monitoring system and frequency of readings should be specified.. We recommend that 

inclinometer casings be installed prior to the excavation and readings taken 1iequen1ly to 

monitor the performance of the shoring system. 

11) We recommend that a baek·up plan be prepared in the event of a shorins system failure. 

12) A detailed subsurface drainaae system sboulcl be installe~ either behind the proposed 

shorins system if the shorins systems are to be left in place after construction or behind 

the basement walls between Bay Drive. This drainage system should be dcsip1ed based 

on the amount of estimated groundwater seepaae and should be directed to a suitable 

outlet. 

13.) Additional slope stability analyses including. but not limited to. a ~seated failure 
...... 
·· surface alona the sUp surl'ace projected from ihe active slide plane and exteadiDS up 

throush the slope behind Bay Drive should be perfonned to address the overall slope 

stability for both durin& construction and after completion of constmction. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Frahm Residence 
33 Bay Drive, Laguna Beach, Califomia 

SUMMARY 

July 1 S, 1998 
Project No. 201351.01 

The purpose of our review was to evaluate the feasibility of the planned shoring system tiom a 

geotechnical perspective and to provide review comments. Based on our review of the available 

referenced material. it is our opinion that 1he geoloJic interptetation regarding the active lud­

•lide presented by Hetherinston ED&incerinJ is reasonable, but we have concerns n:prdin& 1he 

potential impact of faultinaud ~cturina on the intepUy of the shoring system proposed. In our 

opinion. additional subsurfaee ·exploration to evaluate the bedroc1c material in the tie-back zone is 

warranted; particularly in Upt of the eonsequences of a shoring system failure. The adcfitioul 

exploration should be desiped to evaluate the bcdroc:k ~nditions with respect to degree of 

faulting and !racturina. material strength and should be cxteoded to the depths planned to the tie­

back anchors. 

As indicated, our own analyses of the cantilever sborinssystcm parallc:l to the Frahm residcace 

• 

indicate a potential for excessive deflection of the shoring and possibly failure. In ow opiDio~· • 

additional evaluation of this pordoD of the shorin& system should be pe:rfonned. Adttitioaal 

measures of support may be appropriate. 

The evaluation and stability malyse:s were gCDa'llly limited to the subject property and Bay 

Drive. As indicatecl in Item 13, we recommeDd that ai:DO.Ie Jlobal slope stability analyses be per· 

fonned which includes upJrldjent properties to the n011heasl The interim coDStruction md lODI­

tenn site stability should be evaluated iDciudina th_, upgradiCD.t CODditions. Without such 

enalyses. the stability of the proposed shoring system u well u the safety md stability of Bay 

D;rive CID DOt be evaluated adequately • 
.. ....... 

We also recommend that the review comments listed above be addressed. We would be pleased 

to meet with the project consulumts to discuss our concerns and analyses. if requested. 

Our seope of work hu been limited to review of ibe rd'erenc:ed documents &Ud eqiDecrin& 
analyses utiliz:ins the available data. We have not perfonned ·subswf~ exploration or laboraiory 
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Frahm Residence 
33 Bay Dri-ve, Laguna Beach, California 

July 1 s. 1998 
Project No. 201351..01 

testing. Our review has been limited to the data available to us. Additional data regarding the 

project, if available, should be provided for our review. 

Ninyo & Moore appreciates the opportunity to provide Q.Cotcchnical servjces on this project. If 

you have any questions regardinalhis Jetter, please contact the undersianed at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 
NINYO & MOORE 

v~ 

~~?~ 
Avram N'myo, G.E. 
Principal Enameer 

LTJ/CAPIDC/A'N./av 

Distribution: (3) Addressee 

Attachments: References 
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Beach. California, dated Aprill4. 

Syndor, Robert, Certified En&ineerins Geologist. 1981, Engineering Oeology Review of Vacant 
Site, dated May 7. 

Toal Engineering, Inc.,1997, Preliminary Oradina Plan. Lots 26 and 27 ofTmet 970, and Parcel 
1 and 2 ofLL Adj., Laguna Beach, California, Sheets 1-2. dated November 11. 

Triad Foundation Engineering, Inc •• 1986, Visual Geotechnical Inspection, dated January 14. 

Twinina Laboratories, 1982, CoD,lpression Test on Concrete Cylinders, 33 Bay Drive, South 
Laguna Beach, California, dated July 16. 

2R Engineerina, 1981, Loadina Djagrams, Pier Retainin& Wall for the Proposed Residence at 33 
.~~ Bay Drive, South LaguDa. California. dated Aupst S. · · · · 

2R. Engineerina, 1981, Cover letter along with 2 copies of Soluble Sulfate· Test Results fO"t a Pro· 
posed Residential Development on Bay Drive, 1brcc Arch Bay. South Laguna, 
California, datccl September 4. 

2R Engineering, 1982, Desip Parameters for Pjcrs to Support the Seaward Side oftbe Proposed 
Residence at 33 Bay Drive, Three Alch Bay~ South Laguna, California. dated Apri129. 
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Georse B. PJ.sgott, Esq. EXHfBiT # I :lv 
Law Offices of George B. Piggott fAGE j········---·-;---
2603 main Street, Suite 1050 ., -······· OF --~­
Irvine, CA 92614-6232 

Subject: Reriew of Proposed Shoring WaD at 3 Arch Bay 
South Lquna Beach. CaJifomia 

Dear Mr. Piggott: 

619 558 2188 P.Bl/05 
"70 LWc Boul ..... ld. Suitt F200 
San Oicp. C.Ufo<Na 0Jt21-D'S! 
'1i:l..11~~<mc 619.nB.21BI 
Fa~milc 61!).5~8.1118 

6!100 E.asr C'.amelbaclr N.lt.ld.. Suite 512 
Scnttsda.!e, Aritona 85l51-UU 
Trltphurv fi0l.,45. 5.U7 
f'talmik 602.945.S499 

liD ~~~U~[\ j uu JUL 17 1998 '---

CAUFORNlA r-• 
COASTAL COMM\SSt-. ..... ·. 

At your request, we have completed our independent review of the proposed sborms wan intended for 
the properties adjacent to 33 Bay Drive within the 3 Arch Bay community of Laguna Beach. Our 
review to date is based on information provided to w which includes the following: 

. 

l) Structural drawings produced by Cefali & Associates, Inc., dated June 22. 1998 

2) Structural calculations produced by Cefali & Associates, Inc., dated June 19, 1998 

3) Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation produced by Hetherington Engineering, dated 
January 26, 1998 

4) Civil engineering drawings produced by Toal Engineering, Inc., dated November 9, 
1997 

S) Site section drawmss produced by James Conrad Architect. dated May 1, 1998 

6) Other related documentation including Coastal Commission reports and previous soils 
reports . 

Pro,Oied S,lllm 

Per the structural drawings and accompanying soils report, the proposed shoring waD is to be 
comprised of a drUled pier & tieback system. The drawings reflect this type of system including the 
use of horizontal concrete waler grade beams used to link the drilled piers together and provide 
anchorage for the tieback anchors themselves. Additionally, the drawings indicate the use of drilled 
piers without tieback anchors to be used adjacent to the Fralun property line. Design criteria is given 
within the body of the soils report for lateral earth pressures, minimum pier diameter and spaeiDg, soil 
bea.riDg values, tieback bond capacity etc. The soils repon goes on to address the preliminary 
foundation recommendations for the future homes themselves, but acknowledges that final design 
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criteria should be provided once the building plans are better tnown. 

Findingl 

Subsequent to our review of the drawings, calculations and accompanyinJ soils report. the following 
items were noted as being either incorrect or inconsistent within the overall design intent. 

Anchor Spadng!WoD41Agging 

Per the soils report, drUied piers are to be spaced at a maximum of 2-112 diameters on cooter if 
lagging is not utilized. Using 24 inch diameter piers as shown on the drawings,lhe maximmn 
pier spacing should be a maximum of five feet on center. Per the drawings, piers are typically 
spaced at eight feet on center (with some spacings reaching as great u ten feet on center) . 

Within the general notes, wood lagging is discussed, but nowhere in the drawings is this 
lagaing ever referenced or detailed with the exception of detail S on sheet ES-6. Furthermore, 
nowhere in the calculations is this wood lagging ever deslped. · 

Per the drawings, the connection of the support for the wood laa.ging to the soldier piles 
themselves is comprised of wedge anchors spaced at 2 feet on-center. ·Based on the "apparent 
earth pressure• parameters given by Hetherington BDgiDeerin&. it appears that the proposed 
connection is not capable of resistina the design pressures. 

SIUJtcmt Wtlll 

1be soils report does not address the use of any son of containment wall uide from the use of 
wood lagging spanning between piers u discussed previously. Within the drawings however. 
an eight inch thick, reinforced shotcrete wall is referenced and detaDecl in numerouslocat:ioD.s • 

. i·, Per the site section cuts, the shotcrete wall appem to be inlended only for the toP-moil portion 
.: of the slope above the piers for purposes of stabilization. However. in other locations within 

the drawings. the sbotcrete wall is shown in coqfunction wkb the drilled piers. waler beams and 
tiebacks found at the lower portion of the slope. Funhermore. there is no design within the 
struetura1 calculations for the lhotcrete wall bseJf. 

• 

• 

Within the drawings, no specific reference to quantity or size of the longitudinal or .horlzoDtal 
reinforcement at the drilled piers is made. Review of the calculations shows three distinct shaft • 
daips. but the corresponding reinforcement listed in these calculatioDS does not appear 
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anywhere on the drawings. In addition, shaft section cuts on the drawings depicts an 
unsymmetrical reinforcing layout which appears to conflict with the design inteDt of the 
calculations. 

Per the drawings, the diameter of the drilled piers is specified to be 24 inches. Per the shaft 
calculations, shaft diameters of 30 inches, 30 inches, and 36 arc specified. The design· for 
required flexural steel is not clearly detailed within the calculations and no suppon:i.n& 
calculations or reference to a compuler program or analysis method is included. As a result, 
with the diameter of the shafts on the drawings being specified as 24 inches as opposed to 30 
and 36 inches as found in the calculations, it is possible that the proposed shaft design as shown 
on the drawings is inadequate. 

Per the soils repon, the minimum pier depth into bedrock is given as ten feet. Per the 
drawings, no pier depth is spec:ifically given, although the wall elevations and sections provide 
a scale of height above sea level, for which the pier depth can be graphically estimated. Per 
the drawings, dimensions for total pier height, embedment into bedrock, and the location of the 
horizontal waler beams is denoted with different variables, This use of variables indicates the 
use of some sort of schedule, but no such schedule has been provided. The calculations 
provide elevations for the top and bottom of the retained slope, and state an embedment depth 
of 11 feet into bedrock, but this information does not appear anywhere on the drawings. 

Per the drawings, the typical tied-back section indicates the section of pier extending upward 
from the base to the first horizontal water beam to be "hardrock concrete. • Per the concrete 
notes found on sheet ES-1. a slurry mix is specified to be used "above the wall. • Interpreting 
the note in relation to the drawings, it is not clear which "wan• the designer is referrin& to. 
Furthermore, there is no mention of a slurry mix being used at any portion of the drilled piers 
anywhere in the calculations. 

Nowhere in the calculations are the required lengths of the tieback anchors calculated based on 
the allowable design parameters. Tieback anchor reactions appear to be calculaled within the 
proprietary computer program used by Cefali & Associates, but this reaction value docs DOt 
appear to be used to compute tbe required anchor length based on the allowable tieback bond 
ltmlgth. 

Per the shaft calculations, the maximum horizontal reaction at the tieback anchors is 254,000 
lbs. In the following grade beam calculations, the maximum anchorage force is specified to be 
280,000 lbs. (for anchors at a 25 degree angle). Per the drawings, the design load for the 
typical tieback anchor is 210,000 lbs. and the corresponding test load is 315,000 Jbs (1.5 times 
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the design load of 210,000 lbs.). Utilizing the maximum design load of 280,000 lbs. found in 
the calculations, the design load and minimum teSt loads shown on the drawings are inadequate. 

Per the drawings, the enginee.r requires that the lint two anchors on the upper wan, as well as 
the first anchor on each lower wall, be tested to 200% of the design load. Based on the 
drawings, it is not clear which walls the designer is referring to, nor is it clear which anchors 
arc to be tested to 200, of their design load. 

North tm4 South Bulkhead D1rip 

The north and south bulkhead designs found within the structural calculations offer no specific 
design infonnation as to the cantilevered piers at these locations. The· one page output for each 
of the two bulkheads depicts graphical elevation views of the respective hillsides, but no other 
information regarding pier size, spacing, height, depth or reinforccmcD.t is given. Likewise, no 

• 

information is given on the drawings regarding pier depth aside from the graphical scale • 
indicating height above sea level discussed previously. Infonnation provided to us by Ninyo & 
Moore specifies preliminary design criteria for the cantilevered piers along the north bulkhead 
(Frahm residence), and has yielded a design moment in excess of the design moment used to 
design shaft C in the original structural calculations. Furthermore, per the calculations 
provided by Ninyo & Moore. deflections for these cantilevered piers as originally designed is 
approximately 25 inches. 'Ibis magnitude of deflection is not acceptable. 

Without additional information. it is difficult to fuUy understand the approach taken by the original 
designer. However, based on review of the documents provided to our office~ it appears that cbe 
coordination between the calculations and the drawings is lacking, and that certain infonnation is either 
incorrect as stated on the drawings or missing altogether. The design provided by thc$e drawings does 
not .ppear to be adequate to resist the proposed design loads. We therefore recommend that the 
following issues be reviewed and addressed by the original engineer prior to any submittal to the 
California Coastal Commission. 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Drilled pier spacing does not match soils report recommendations 
No design for wood Jaaing 
Insufficient support for wood lagging 
Unclear location and desip ofshotcrete wall 
Incomplete desip of drilled piers (size, reinforcement, embedment and material) 
Pier size, embedment and reinforcing on drawings does not match calculations 
Lack of calculations for tieback design and depth • 



• 

• 

• 

"JUL-15-1999 11=31 

Mr. Georae B. Piggot 
Paaes 
July 15, 1998 

JOSEPHSCN - IAERDCI.tJATZ 

• Inconsistent tieback 1oad testing criteria 

619 558 2188 P.BS/05 

• Lack of calculations at north and south bulkheads 

If you have any questions or comments reaardiog our review or of the preceding fmdings, please feel 
free to contact us at your convenience. We thank you for the opportunity to be of service on this 

.. matter and look forward to working with you in the future. 

Sincerely, 

JOSEPHSON-WERDOWATZ& ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Carl H. s , S.E. 
Principal Enginur 

COASTAL CUMfv~ISSION 
- ff~'/7-371 

EXHIBIT # : ... /.f!. ..... ·-·-
PAGE ••. .:£ .. OF {?._ __ _ 

~~-~ 
tthew T. McPherson. P.E. 

Associate Engineer 

TOT"-. P.es 
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George B. Piggott 
Law Offices 
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lfU JUL 171998 ~_j 

2603 Main Street, Suite 1 OSO 
Irvine, CA 92614-6232 

Subject: Frahm Property. Three Arch Bay, Plan Review 

Dear George: 

CAUFORN\A . 
COASTAL COMMlSS\Qi'.\ 

In accordance with your telephone request and subsequent letter dated July 14, 1998 I have 
reviewed the following plans: 

1. Preliminary Grading Plan - Lots 26 and 27 of Tract 970 and Parcel 1 and 2 of LL 
Adj., Laguna Beach, no print date, no professional signature 

2. Landslide Stabilization- 3 Arch Bay, South Laguna Beach, California, no print date, 
no professional signature 

My comments are as follows: 

1. The grading plan requires details as to the method of drainage along the easterly 
property line of the Frahm property. 

2. The keyway protection wall requires elevations on the plan and a profile along the ·• 
Frahm property line. The sections should show the proposed ground line and 

•.. ... .: 

existing ground line; it is not clear whether this wall will be constructed parallel to 
the Frahm property. The alignment and outlet of the sub-drain system should be 
shown on the plans. 

3. The plan indicates that minor drainage will be directed to the Frahm property, 
however the existing contours shown on the plan note flows in this direction. 

4. The plan indicates that the proposed pool deck will be approximately 10 feet above 
the F}'abm property. This will have the visual affect of a 1 ()..foot high wall in Frahm 
property rear yard. 

S. The Landslide Stabilization Plan should have a profile of the piles and top of wall 
along the Frahm property. The existing ground line and existing Frahm property 
improvements should be shown in background. 

6. There should be details for protection of the Frahm property and improvements 
during the construction of the piles and landslide stabilization wall. . . 

I trust this review will be helpful to you and Mrs. Frahm as this project proceeds through the 
approval process. If you have any further questions please don't hesitate to call me. 

Yours tnlly, COASTAL COMMISSION 
\ff-'?7-371 

EXHIBiT # __ _!:?__n···-···-·-
"' , ~· J'' • PAGE L OF l J.P. . p, p .E. . i ..... .... ···--·-

Califo ia Registered .fessional Engineer, Civil, R.C.E. Number 22015 
Expiration date: September 30, 2001 

18012 Cowan. Suite 100A. Irvine, Callfomla 92614 • Telephone: 7141660-8600 • Fax: 714/4-4()..8183 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Mr. John Auyong / 
200 Oeeangate, 1oth Aoor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Ref: Coastal Development Pennit 5-97-371 
Shoring Wall ·Conrad et.al. 

Oear Mr. Auyong: 

Thank you very much for your letter of July 1Oth. It was sent to our old business address and just 
arrived. Please send all futufe correspondence or notifications to this address: 

. Sid Oanenhauer Phone: 3231727 ·9800 
5930 Bandini Blvd. Fax: 8231722-2848 
los Angeles. CA 90040 

We received the pfans from Mr. Conrad and forwarded them to a consulting structural engineer. 
He had the following comments and concerns: · 

(1). How did the soils engineer arrive at the pressures used for the design? 
(2). What are the depths of anchors rnto lmbedement? 
(3). Concerned about corrosion protection. Suggests double corrosion protection 

on tie backs 1nto the streel This lengthens the life and minimizes sulfur and aalt 
· water attack. · 

{4). Recommends rather than conventional soldier pfle construction described that they 
consider post tension concrete pile design to extend life and &trangth. 

(6). Slope inclinometers should be installed to monitor and wam of any ground 
movement 

(8). Concerned about water· drainage, percolation and storm water removal. 
This will be a critJ.oallssue and a secondary or back up sys~m f$ recommended. 

We are also concerned about the focatlon of the slide plane in relation to 1he depth of piles. 
Furthermore, we attended a meeting of the Thtee Arch Bay Board of Directors on July 13th where 
the shoring wall was discussed by their consultant. Mr. Osmond Pekin of Leighton & Associates. 
He indicated that he has reviewed the plans and haa requested additional lnfonnation before he 
can render an opinion. 

Sincerely, 

~0/;P~ 
Sid & Lestey Danenhauer 
6930 Bandinl Blvd. 
Los Angeles, GA 90040 

cc: Jim Conrad 

Ne t~h brr J?w1ew 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

5-'17-'81/ 

EXHIBIT # n_/!!_ __ 
PAGE .... / Of-.../_ CALIFORNIA . 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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JAMES CONRAD, ARCHITECTS 

• 
Mr. Jolm Auyona 
Staff' Analyst 

II!PIJ/i~., 16. 1998 
. .,., tzet' .;[Sfhl~ 

CO~St l COMMISSION 
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LnJ JULl 7 1998 ll EXHIBIT# J5 
California Coastal Commiuion 
200 O*"sate Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 

PAGE _;_~-;;·-~-- CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISS!Ot---: 

RE: BAY DJUVE SHORING WAll. & 4 PRIVATE RESIDENCES 

The foBowing iJ a response to the c:oncems raised by the consultant• hired by Ms. 
Frahm, the owner o£33 Bay Drive. 

BelPO* to iHuH raised b,y Nhryo & Moore 

The report prepared by N*myo & Moore listed 13 comments. The foDowins is A 
general response to those commeatl. 

1. The GeoteChnical~ bad similar concerns and considered theae inues in 
providfua the allowable bondin& stre.s value&. The statement tbat .. aab surface 
exploration bas oot extended into the zcme where tie back anohors are proposed " 
is not accurate. Pleue aee HEB-3 boriD& Jos in 1be aootechnical report. 

2. Tbe aeotoaic sections used for the design of the tie bleb wtl'e pl'l')Vidtd to the 
ltnlctural engineer by Hetherington & Allociltes. We did not include tbem in the 
aubmitteJ to the Coastal CollUni&lioQ. If you would like to 1ee the ICCtiona we 
would be alld to provide thole to you. 

3. We wiD consider tbil OODIDellt in rcftniDJ the plafts Jllld apecifiCidions. 

4. We wiD conlider tbis COII1IDC'At m refilling the plus llld ~. 

5. We wiD consider this comment in refbUDs the plana IIIII ~· 

U,. SOUTH COAST ll1VT., SUITW 11 • LACUNA IBA.CM, CA • tUU 
PHONI: ( 'IU ) ''"·UOII • FAX: ( 114 ) 4t7.0IU 
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6. We Wl11 eonsider this comment in refining the piam & 5petifications a& well as the 
method of employina the specified system. 

7. We win c»nsidM this comment in refining the plans .t specifications. 

8. We will consider this comment in refining the plans & specifications as well as the 
coordination of hnplementing the system. 

9. If this slope stability IDI!ysis is pJovided to us we will consider it in refining the 
plans & &pecificationl. 

10. We are planning to install inclinomct~ prior to commencement or CJOnstructiOIL 

II. We will consider this connnent in refining the plans & specifications as well as tbe· 
installation schedule for the shoring l}'ltem. 

12. Please see the gradiua and drainage plans prepared by Toal £nsineering, civil 
engineers. 

13. We are in the prooess of 1>10mpletin$ slope stability lltlalysisas part of the 
refinement ot the plans and specificalions. 

In the conclusion. I was happy to see that the consultant felt that the geolQiic 
interpretation regarding the active lar~dslide presented by Hetherington Engineering is 
reasonable. We will take their comments jnto consideration iu the refinement of the plans 
4 specifications prior to submittal to the City of Laguna Beach Department ofBuilding ct 
Safety. 

R.ea>onse to comments made l?J Jose,phson Wcrdowatz & Almciatea, Inc. 

In their repon under the section .. ConeJusionl " they lilt 9 concerns. 1 'WID respond 
to those concerns. · 

1. The drilled pier apa.cing does match the soils report u we propose to use lagging 
in the temporary am.tion. 

2. We will pro~de the design for the lagging in the fuW structural submittal . 

3. We will address the design oftbc Jaaslll& in tbe final struCIW'Ilsubmittal. 

4. The &hotcrete wan is located berween tbe COJJCretc piles. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
·g-:.97-371 

EXHIBIT# 15 . ...................... __ _ 
PAGE •••••• i?_ OF ••• "f:..._ 
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S. The design oftbe reinforcement or the drilled piers wiU be more clear u the plaas 
&. specifications are refiDecl. 

6. Any incoosistenclei betweeal the piau and calcutationa wm be oorrected. 

7. This comment wiD be addressed in the refinement oftbe plans 4 &pedfications. 

8. This commcat 'Will he addreased in the refinement ofthe plans & specifications. 

9. This conunem 'Will be addressed in tho refinement of the plana & ~ticationJ. 

The concerns raised by Josipbson Wcrdowatz are tedmioal in nature am:l will be 
addressed as the plans & specifications are revised for submittal to the City of LaswJa 
Beach Department ofBuild.iQa A Safety. We feel confident that the structural desip 
propo$ed win provide an adequate factor of lllfety as required by Coastal Policy Sectiaa 
30253 ofthe Coastal Act. We wW continue to wodc witb tbe COD!IUitants u we refine the 
plans. The issues raised .... by Josephson Werdowatz do Dot susscst that the stnJctura) 
system proposed wiJ1 not be able to meet an acceptable factor or saCety. Tho oonoema 
they raised would be more appropriately addresaod at the next phase of approval. 

Remonse to comments made bY 'PPat. Buckley. Scbuh & ls;ri,ao., JNC, ( PBSl ) 

The comments made by PBSJ are listed 1-6. The followin& is our response to those 
OOJlliMilts. 

I. Tbis comment will be considered iD the refblemeat of the plans & specificationa. 

2. The key way protection waD is constructed to elevation 2St above sea level. The 
wall will return alona the property line with Ms. Frahm's propeny. The drain outlets 
are shown on tbe sradinS I draiDage plana ( abt. 1 ). 

l. This comm.em will be eousidercd. in the refinemeo.t oftbe plalls &: apecilications. 

4. The elevation of the wall could be lowered be iftcorporatina allope at the north 
side oftbe pool deck area. this would result iD a m..u»os wlllaloaa tbc: 
property line or approximately s•..cr. 

s. The exiatina grade illhown oa the clevatioft 1/BS-3. 

6. This will be couidered iD the rc6aemeDt of the pbma A~. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
. ~-97-37! 
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John, this is our general response to the comment& made by the consultants hired by 
Ms. Frahm. It you need more detailed response to any of the specific commems> please 
let me know. We will respond promptly. 

Thank you for you belp with this application. 

. Chuck Da.mm, Senior Deputy Director 
Ms. Deborah lee, South Cout Deputy Director 
Ms. Teresa Hemy, South Coast District Managa­
Ms. Lesley Ewing. A&sociatc Civil Eagineer . 

COASTAL CDMMISSIQ!r 
- l5. 97-37 I It 
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JUly 6, 1998 
Project No. 1800.3 

LogNo.4580 

Mr. James Conrad CAUFORNIA 
1590 So. Coast Highway, Suite 17 COASTAL COMMISStC_. 
Laguna Beach, California 92651 · 

Re: Bay Drive/Whaling Wall Cafe and Gallery Slopes . 

Dear Mr. Conrad: 
. . 

Stabilization/protection of the landslide effected slope seaward of the Whaling Wall Cafe 
and Gallery was not a part of that project. Instead, future coastal erosion and possible 
future Iandsliding of the slope were anticipated and the southwest portion of the structure 
is supported by a deepened foundation system designed to resist lateral loads caused by 
the anticipated removal of lateral support on the downslope side of the foundation 
system. · The st:ructure was unaffected by landslide movement this past winter as 
intended. The drilled pier shoring system constructed at the Whaling Wall Cafe and 
Gallery is oriented perpendicular to the shoreline and was intended to protect the adjacent 
property to the south during construction and to act as a permanent retaining wall. The 
drilled pier shoring system has performed as intended. 

Stabilization/protection of the landslide effected Bay Drive slope is a part of the Bay 
Drive project. The stabilization/protection measures include: 1) removal of the landslide 
debris and reconstruction as compacted fill with a soil key way; 2) construction of .a 
drilled pier and tieback shoring system to protect adjacent properties during grading and 
to provide permanent retaining walls; 3) construction of a buried key way protection wall 
to mitigate the possible future effects of coastal processes on the key way and compacted 
fill such as wave action and run·up during severe storm or extreme high tides. 

If you should have any questions, please contact this office. 

S~erely, 

#.fl/~ 1'1~.; -
/11/ev' te:-Mit~ ~/111,; 

·COASTAL COMttiSSION 
1i''17-511 
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NOBLE 
CONSULTANTS, INC •. 

June 23, 1998 823-01 

James Conrad I? . · 
~;~ss~~:way, Suite 17 :::~IT ~ ····--o···F···p_- [OJ fC (fil fE 0 no /C@ 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 ·····- · -[JI] /.6 liB /.6 \i'l /.6 · ' 

RE: Coastal Development Pennit Application S-97-371 JUL 14 1998 u j 
Bluff Toe Wall for Lots 26, 27, 28. 29, and 30, Tract 970 . CALIFORN 
Three Arch Bay, Laguna Beach, CA COASTAL CQAA.t!A 

lYIIvdSSION 
Dear Mr. Conrad: 

Attached are our structural calculations prepared for the proposed bluff stabilization toe wall for the 
subject Jots. Our previous correspondence to you dated May 12 and April2, 1998 discussed the 
design basis and necessity of this structure to protect your proposed slide repair buttress fill from 
coastal erosion. In that correspondence, we stated our opinion that a shoreline protection device will 
be necessary to preserve the long tenn stability of the Bay Drive right-of way and existing 
development behind it This letter transmits our buried structure design which is proposed to provide 
the recommended toe protection. 

We have located the toe wall as shown on Sheet 7 of our calculations packet to optimize setback 
distance and buttress fill considerations. We recommend that the wall be located approximately 
twenty-five (25) to thirty (30) feet landward of the existing slope/ sand boundary line. This location 
in our opinion allows for a conventional retaining wall structure design that may be buried from 
view. We understand that Hetherington Engineering, Inc. has designed an earthen key to stabilize 
the buttress fill itself. The proposed toe wall is designed to provide resistance to shoreline erosion 
and runup to protect the structural integrity of the soil key and associated fill. The toe wall's top 
elevation of +25 feet, MLL W was set based upon an anticipated wave runup elevation limit should 
the structure become fully exposed in the fUture. 

-,. ... 
' . 

We do not recommend that the toe wall be located further landward than shown. The existing toe 
wall has a ten foot high stem section. Moving the wall further back means that a more substantial 
structure would be required to accommodate higher lateral load conditions. The revised structure 
would be at least twenty feet high which would require tie-back and/ or caisson pile foundation 
support. Furthermore, a more landward wall location would significantly alter the site's aesthetics 
in our view because of the more massive vertical scale that the structure would present when 
exposed by future toe erosion . 

lJ 359 BEL MARIN KEYS. SUITE 9 NOVATO. CA 94949-5631 

I!J2201 DUPONT DRIVE, SUITE 610 JllVINE, CA 92715·1515 

4151814·0"127 FAX 4151814-0135 

714n52-15lO FAX 7J4nsz-uat 
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LE CONSULTANTS, INC. 

James Conrad 
June 23, 1998 
Page·2· 

Please contact us should you have any questions regarding this submittal. 

Yours very truly. 

NOBLE CONSULANTS. INC. 

JTM:jm 

Attch: Structural calculations (3 copies) 
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HETHERINGTON ENGINEERING, INC. 

SOIL & FOUNDATION ENGINEERING • ENGINEERING GEOLOGY • HYDROGEOLOGY 
15--17-371 

A/;lt~ST~L .COMMiSSION ~ re rf\l re n ~fl re ~ 
J/t;l:7n.s ~ P:~~~h?()ll'- u; 11& u; u w u; n 

EXIl!SIT # _ _/!__________ JUL 2 1998 u Proj.!tun~C:.9ia:; 
PAGE ...... /... OF ... f!:.. . .:. · CALIFORNIA Log No. 4561 

Mr. 1ames Conrad 
· COASTAL COMMISSION 

1590 S. Coast Highway, Suite 17 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

• Subject: PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL PARAMETERS 
FOR STRUCTURAL DESIGN OF TOE WALL 
Lots 26, 27, 28.29 and 30 of Tract 970 
Three Arch Bay 
South Laguna Beach, California 

References: 1) ··Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Four Lot Residential 
Development, Lots 26, 27, 28, and 29 of Tract 970, Three Arch Bay, 
South Laguna Beach, California, by Hetherington Engineering, Inc., dated 
Aprilll, 1997. 

2) Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Residential 
Development, Lots 26, 27, 28, 29 and 30 of Tract 970, Three Arch Bay, 
South Laguna Beach, California, by Hetherington Engineering, Inc., dated 
January 26, 1998. 

3) Preliminary Toe Wall Concept, by Noble Consultants, Inc. 

Dear Mr. Conrad: 

In response to the request ofMr. Ion Moore ofNoble Consultants, Inc., we are providing 
preliminary geotechnical parameters for structural design of the proposed toe wall. We 
haVe assumed that the toe wall will be located as shown on Reference 3. 

The proposed toe wall should be founded at a minimum depth of3 feet into dense bedrock 
below the existing landslide debris. Toe wall footings founded as recommended may be 
designed for a bearing Capacity of 2,000 pounds per square foot This value may be 
increased by one-third for loads including wind or seismic forces. A lateral bearing value 
of 400 pounds per square foot per foot of depth and a coefficient of friction between 
foundation soil and concrete of 0.40 may be assumed. These values assume that footings 

• will be poured neat against the foundation soils. Footing excavations should be observed 

5245 Avenida Encinas, Suite G • C&rtsbad. CA 92008·4369 • (760) 931·1917 • Fax (760) 931-0545 
32242 Paseo Adelanto, Suite C • San Juan Capistrano. CA 92675-3610 • (714) 487-9060 • Fax (714} 487·9116 
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PRELlMJNARY GEOTECHNICAL PARAMETERS FOR 
STRUCTURAL DESIGN OF TOE WALL 
Project No. 1800.3 
1une 19. 1998 
Page2 

by the Geotechnical Engineer prior to the placement of reinforcing steel to ensure that 
they are founded in suitable bearing materials. 

The proposed toe waD. retaining a 2:1 (horizontal to vertical) fill slope, should be 
designed for an active pressure of 6S pounds per cubic foot. equivalent fluid pressure. If 
the toe wall is restrained &om movement at the top it should be designed for an a~ditional · 
uniform soils pressure of 8xH pounds per square foot where H is the height of the wall in 
feet. Any additional surcharge pressures behind the wall should be added to these values. 
The toe wall should be provided with adequate drainage to prevent buildup or hydrostatic 
pressure and should be adequately wateri:>roofed. · 

If you have any questions, please call our Carlsbad office. 

Sincerely, 

th 
Civil Engineer 0488 
Geotechnical Engineer 397 

~ (expires 3/31/00) 
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NOBLE 
(.: 0 N S U L TAN 1' S,. I N C. 

May 12, 1998 

James Conrcld 
James Conrad,Mhitcct 
1590 South Coa.~ Highway. Suite 17 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

RC: Corwtal Development Pennit Application S-97-371 
Shoring Wall and Blufl'Repair at 23·31 Bay Drive, Laguna Beach. CA 
Necessity for a Shoreline Protection Device EXHI~fT .# .. /..1 ........... .... 

PAGE ••.. f.. ... OF -~-·-
DctJr Mr. Conrad: 

Our coastal engineering assessment of the proposed project development dated April 2. 1998 
included discussion concerning the nocd J'itr toe protection of the proposed shl'Jring wall and 
associated buttress till material. In that conespondc.ncc, we Ktated our opiniun that a shoreline 
protection device wlU be n~ to preserve the long term h1abiUty of the Bay Drive right-of wa&y 
and cxhning development behind il lbi~ letter is furnished to provide further clarification rcgurding 
the basis fur this opinion. 

Shoreline erosion rates along th~ Lusuna Beach shoreline arc related in part to seacliff retreat 
proces.tres whereby wave action and high tides attack the toe. Historical data and previous studies 
concemins shon term and long tenn rates of recession are nearly non-existent. As a result. the 
ability to provide quantitative forecasts of shoreline retreat with confidence is diflicull at beSt. 

'!be limited previoll.'\ studies conducted Lo review SC~~Cliff retreat within the Laguna Reach Mini-Cells 
cite long terrn talc..-s of recession on the order of 0.1 tn 0.2 feet per year. lb.cse relatively low rates 
arc more appropriat.c to describe coa.~tal segmcnlti that arc duminated by the erosion resistant San 
Onofre llroocia fonnational material. Where this bedrock is present in suffi~icnt JJUl"-~.low ralc.~t of 
shoreline crnsion nlAy be expected and the need fbr supplemental shoreline protection devices 
diminished. However, for those segmentS of shoreline whete the bedrock is tau low in elevation 
and/ or teTTaCC deposit soils are exposed to wuve impingement and runup (e.g. the Throe A reb Bay . 
project site} higher rates of l'Ctteat wlll occur. 

·~ ,-: 

The unique lupography nfdlc Three .An:h nay sile and the proposed slide repair profile require that 
buttn."S., fill material ~ placed to the hackbcach boundary line. In so doing, the tl11soil will be 
vulnr:rablc to ftmm:: wa'ttal sturm evcnLs which in our opinion will M.'iult in scq~.~CT~m of we erosion. 
It is difficult to fo~1 the rate of recession since the erosion process is episodic, depends on the 
frequency and severity of coastal storm occurrences over time, and will be impacted by the residual 
stability oflhe soil mass. that remains after each crusion event. 

0 )59 Kt-\1 ·MARIN l;tiVS. StJit.!i 9 NOVATU. (:A 9oi949-S6)1 

liJ UOI nur<»« lHtlVF.. $UITF.620 lkVJNI!.CA0271S.J.51S 
4151114·0721 fAJC4JS/tt4·01lS 

11417SZ·IUO FAX 714nSl-I)IU 
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For purpose.~C or project evaluation. M believe lbalan unprtltected buttress nn will emde at a lllbe 
that is orders of magnitude highet than the narural scacUff retreat rate that has been estimated for the 
more resistant bednx:k. In nur opinion. it is conceivable that erosion of one quancr to one half of 
the amtire buttn:ss fill could be reasonably expected to occur over the project'H life a." 11 TeKUlt uf 
marine related processes. 'lbus. it is for this reason that we recommend that a shoreline protection 
device will be necessary and should be incorpolClted within the road repair project to preserve the 
shoring wall for the Blufl'Drive ri¥ht-of-way. We believe that this action is wam1nled irrespective 
of any other dcvelupmenl considerations proposed seaward of the road in order to prevent more 
catastrophic Jus.<c or the primary access roadway and existing structures adjaccot to it. 

This concludes our supplemental diliCUSsion. Please contuct us should you need clarificalic.m Ill the 
items discussed in thls letter ur if you have have any questions conccming our pmres.~ional opinions 
that have becJl cxprcsted. 

Yours very truly. 

JTM:jm 

COASTAL COMMISSIOrf 
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NOBLE 
CONSULTANTS, INC. 

April2,1998 

James Conrad · 
James Conrad,Architect 
1590 South Coast Highway, Suite 17 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

EXHIBIT # --~f?. .....•.• _ 
I ~ 

PAGE -------- OF ·-·-

RE: Coastal Engineering Assessment 
Coastal Development Permit Application 5-97-371 
Shoring Wall and Bluff Repair at 23-31 Bay Drive, Laguna Beach, CA 

Dear Mr. Conrad: 

This letter summarizes our coastal engineering assessment of the above referenced development. 
Our scope of services has been limited to review of the relevant coastal processes of the Three Arch 
Bay, and providing responses to information requested by the California Coastal Commission. 
Letters from the Commission staff dated January 24 and 31, 1998 have asked the following coastal 
engineering related questions: 

1. What is the controlling sand supply and shoreline processes within Three Arch Bay? 

2. What is the potential for shoreline erosion and the necessity for shoreline protection devices? 

3. What is the potential impact of seepage drainage on the beach? 

Our response to these questions presented in this letter is based on a limited study effort consisting 
of a site visit to observe existing beach conditions, literature review, and assessment of potential 
project impacts based upon our professional judgement 

Controllina Sand Su,p.ply and Shoreline Processes 

The project site is located at the southern end of the littoral physiographic unit known as the Laguna 
Beach Mini Littoral Cells of Orange County. This stretch of coastline which extends from the 
Newport Harbor entrance to Dana Point Harbor is characterized as one of projecting headlands, deep 
and shallow intervening bays with sandy beaches, and seacliffs. Three Arch Bay is a deep pocket 
beach approximately 1,400 feet long flanked by headlands that project seaward from either end of 
the crescent shaped beach by about 800 feet. As is the much of the Laguna coast, the shoreline 
within Three Arch Bay is urbanized with development and infrastructure close to the edge of the 
seacliff. 

0 359 BEL MARIN KEYS, SUITE 9 NOVATO, CA 94949·5637 

I!J 2201 DUPONT DRIVE, SUITE 620 IRVINE, CA 9271S·JS15 

415/814..0727 FAX 415/114-0735 

714n52·1S30 FAX 7J4nS2-1311 
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tend to be less influenced by alongshore sand transport and more dominated by cross shore sand 
exchanges that are related to short tenn storm driven episodes or longer lasting seasonal fluctuations. 
Studies which include the Laguna shoreline have been conducted by the US Army Corps of 
Engineers and the County of Orange under the auspices of the Coast of California Storm and Tidal 
Waves Study (CCSTWS.) Review of available documents indicates the following: · 

a) The Three Arch Bay shoreline has been stable between 1934 and 1981 with a peak 
width noted in 1959. Average beach widths have been observed to range from 69 to 
130 feet between 1992 and 1994. · 

b) Alongshore transport past Three Arch Bay is estimated to be on the order of 10,000 
to 20,000 cubic yards per year. Sand that passes by the area does not appear to be. 
collecting within the embayment's beach as it apparently did between 1927 and 1987. 
It is speculated that the local nearshore profile has adjusted over time to a condition 
that is now conducive for transport to occur further offshore past the headlands. 

:: 

• 

In summary, existing studies have indicated that the alongshore sediment transport dynamics is not 
well understood within the Laguna Mini Cells primarily because of the lack of long term data. • 
However, at Three Arch Bay, the deep pocket beach planform suggests that only a fraction of the net 
littoral transport that passes by the shore segment reaches the area, if at all, and permanent losses 
from the local beach to the offshore littoral currents may be minimal. Accordingly, we believe that 
the beach will respond more to changes in wave climate and tide which means that sand will likely 
niove periodically inshore and offshore in response to prevailing northwesterly swell, local sea 
conditions, and occurrences of the more distant southern hemisphere swell. The fact that the deeply 
recessed pocket beach appears to have been relatively stable over time, indicates that permanent 
losses to the offshore probably does not occur to any significance. 

Potential for Shoreline Erosion and the Necessity for Shoreline Protection Devices 

ShoreliP.e erosion processes along the entire Laguna coastline are dominated by a combination of 
seacliff retreat influenced by marine processes and slope failure and sloughing due to subaerial 
causes. Seacliff retreat rates have been estimated by Everts ( 1997) using geomorphic model 
methods, and analytical results predict average annual recessions ranging from 0.1 to 0.2 feet per 
year. 

In reality, seacliff erosion within Three Arch Bay, as elsewhere along the south Orange County coast, 
is episodic and occurs sporadically in response to periods when beaches are depleted, stonn swell 
occurrence is more intense and frequent, and the more severe storm related events arrive coincident • 
with high tides. This EI Nino winter is a good example of the more extreme conditions needed to 
produce erosional sequences. Reconnaissance of all beaches throughout the Laguna Mini Cell 
liUoral rach intticates that they are sewttly depleted of saod 'Which taders the adjacent seacJifftoes 
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wlnerable to wave attack. Over time, this marine erosion processes leads to destabilization of the 
seacliff toe, and when combined with subaerial stope sloughing, causes the net seacliff recession that 
is observed. Although the quantitative estimates of seacliff recession given by Everts should be used 
with caution, they nevertheless provide an indication of the order of magnitude of the process within 
the locality. The proposed homes will be setback more than 100 feet from the seacliff toe. The 
homes are proposed to have pools that will come to within 70 feet of the seacliff toe. This implies 
that structures will be well over 100 years away from seacliff retreat encroachment. The densely 
vegetated bluff toes within Three Arch Bay imply that seacliff erosion is low. However, given the 
special circumstances of the reactivated landslide, more conservative toe protection strategies are 
warranted and have been proposed to protect Bay Drive. . . 

Landslide repairs at seacliffs nearly always entail a two part plan of action: stabilization of the soil 
mass itself using conventional geotechncial methods and erosion protection of the bottom soil block 
that provides the necessary lateral restraint to the upper reconstructed slope wedge. An extreme 
example of this principal is the history of the Portuguese Bend landslide and proposed toe buttress 
repairs at the Palos Verdes Peninsula. In this case, wave erosion of the base of the slide area bas 
been a major factor in loss of slope stability and continued movement of the upper soil mass (U.S. 
Army, 1990.) 

Protection of the slide toe at Three Arch Bay is similarly considered to be a mandatory requirement 
to repair the slope and prevent catastrophic loss of the Bay Drive right-of-way and existing structures 
behind the access roadway. Recent landslide activity and slope failures at the site have necessitated 
shoring of over steepened slopes at the street edge. Continued slope movement toward the beach 
has prompted a design remedy to stabilize the existing structures and infrastructure. Repairs consist 
of excavation of landslide debris material, construction of a tied'!'back retaining wall, placement and 
recompaction of suitable backfill, and measures to protect the slope toe from marine erosion 
(Subbiondo, 1997.) 

In the long term, measures to protect the toe have been proposed and will be necessary to preserve 
the integrity of the repaired slope. The current proposal consists of a buried toe buttress wall. Over 
time, t!Us structure will likely daylight as the slow process of marine erosion progresses inland. 
AlternatiVely, toe walls setback from the beach may be constructed to simulate natural rock features 
in a manner similar to those constructed elsewhere along the Laguna Beach shoreline. To preserve 
aesthetics, the structural wall stems of the toe walls are clad with a simulated rock finish constructed 
of integrally colored sculptured shotcrete that is textured by hand to simulate the local rock outcrop 
strata. The methodology bas also been applied to bluff repairs and stabilization measmes of over 
steepened and failed seacliffs in San Clemente and Encinitas. · 

Armoring of the shoreline will deprive the littoral cell of upper terrace deposit sediments that would 
otherwise enter the littoral system through seacliff retreat and slope sloughing processes. However, 
the overall impact may be insignificant. Estimates of sediment supply to the littoral system from 
Three Arch Bay seacliff retreat bas been estimated to annually average a volume of less than 200 
·cubic yards per year. This tnmslates to abOut QDe percent of the total net alongshore transport tate 
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past the shore segment. Thus, permanently annoring the seacliff within the slide repair section 
(about 200 feet) implies that in the long term less than 0.2 percent of the alongshore transport 
volume may be impacted. In our opinion, this number is too small to be considered as being accurate 
given the limited state of knowledge of the local shoreline processes. Consequently, the potential 
for adverse impact on the littoral system by annoring the landslide toe must be interpreted as one of 
non·significance. This conclusion may be further put in perspective by considering the volume of 
sediment deliveey from the nearby Aliso Creek. This fluvial sand contributor (estimated to discharge 
an annual average volume of 12,000 cubic yards per year) is the dominant source of coarse sand to 
the south Orange County beaches. 

Potential Impact of Se~ase Drainqe on the Beach 

• 

The proposed slide repair includes four gravel drain outlets at the base of the slope which are 
intended as the terminus points of the groundwater colJection system necessary to prevent adverse 
build up of subsurface water pressures or slope runoff. The drains are approximately 10 feet in 
diameter and will extend about fourteen feet below sand level. Groundwater seepage throughout the 
Laguna Beach coastline is common and naturally occurring. In our opinion, the proposed • 
groundwater outlet structures will not adversely impact the local beach. It is anticipated that seepage 
rates will be low flows. Consequently it is expected that the porous cross sections of the storm drain 
outlets will allow for natural percolation to occur within the beach sands for most of the time. 
During and immediately after winter seasons having above normal rainfall totals, it is conceivable 
tAat seepage discharges may daylight to the surface at times. In such instances minor rilling of the 
beach could occur. However, since the entire sand tense within Three Arch Bay can be and often 
is mobilized by wave action, we believe that any groundwater influences to the beach will be 
insignificant by comparison. 

This concludes our reponse to the Coastal Commission's request for informatioJ'l. Please contact us 
should you need clarification to the items discussed in this letter or if you have have any questions 
concernjng our professional opinions that have been expressed. 

Yours veey truly, 

JTM:jm 
Attch:. Bibliography 
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nacember 17, ~''' 

Mr. Jame• Conrad 
1590 s. Coaat Hwy., Suite 17 
Laguna Beach, California 92651 · 

Dear Mr. Conrad: 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE SYST!M 

ay letter dated December 16, 1997 you •Ubmitted plana for 
constructing a pas•ive drainage •Y•t•m on your property in 
South Laguna Bay. We understand that the purpose of the 
drainage system ia to divert ground water around a propoaed 
shoring wall on the aite to the adjacent beach. We further 
understand that the proposed drainage ayatam will not result 
in a significant change to the current di•eharge of ground 
water to the beach. 

Saeed upon thia understanding, we have no objection to the 
construction of the proposed drainage ~atem. If you hav• 
any questions or need further informatioa, pleaaa call 
Mr. Bob Morri• of my etaff at (619) 467•2962. 

Respectfully, 

~e S-'17 -311 

COASTAL COMMISSION ., _ _ 
1 ~ecutive Officer 

RWM 

JOHN H. JtOIER'lVS 
Executive Officer 

~~~~ 
.. - ;2.1 . 
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CAUFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South 
Saetamento, CA 95825-8202 

ROBERT C. HIGHT, Ex&Cutive Officer 
(816) 574·1800 FAX (816) 574·1810 

Calllbm/1 Relay Service From TDO Phone 1-800·735·2122 
from Voice Phone 1-800·735-2121 

James Conrad, Architect 
1590 S. Coast Hwy. Suite 17 
laguna Beach CA 92651 

Dear Mr. Conrad: 

January 14, 1998 

~9J1\ 
~~~" 

Contact Phone: (916) 574-1892 
Contact FAX: (918) 574-1925 

E·Man Address: amlthj@slc.ca.gov 

File R~!f: SO 97·12-15.4 
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~fe, ~ Clmm-~ 

EXHIBIT # .... l. .. _fl.~ 
PAGE ••••• £ .... OF ~--

SUBJECT: Coastal Development Project Review. for Proposed Retaining Wall 
and Grading, Three Arch Bay, Laguna Beach 

This is in response to your request for a determination by the California State 
lands Commission (CSLC) whether it asserts a sovereign title interest in the property 
that the subject project will occupy and whether it asserts that the project will intrude 
into an area that is subject to the public easement in navigable waters. 

The facts pertaining to the project, as we understand them, an~ these: . . 
You propose to construct a retaining wall, fill and regrade an existing slope, and 

construct a subdrain system in the bluff adjacent to Lots 26, 27, 28. 29 and 30 of Tract 
970, M.M. 31-5, Orange County, adjacent to Three Arch Bay, also referred to as 23, 25. 
27, 29 and 31 Bay Drive in Laguna Beach. The work Is needed to protect the bluff top 
road and reestablish the bluff due to the effects of a landslide. These lots run some 
200' parallel to the ocean and are presently undeveloped. There are existing 
residences on the lots both up and down coast. Based on the Concept Grading Plan 
dated September 3, 1997 and revised September 11, 1997, the retaining wall will be 
locateg between the 50' and 85' contour and the subdrain system will terminate at the 
10' contour. The plan identifies an existing recreation easement This easement Is 
m.ore specifically descnbed in the title report as a 1932 recorded easement. dedicated 
and conveyed to the record owners of each and every lot in Tract 970 and 971, and/or 
their successors In interest, as being • ••• an easement over that portions of Lot 25 and 
Lots 27 to 32, both inclusive, of said Tract 970, between the foot of the slope and the 
line of ordinary high tide of the Pacific Ocean as shown on ••• , for ingress and regress 
over and across, conduct of lawful sports upon, and for the free use and enjoyment of 
the record owners of each and every of said lots" • 

As to that portion of the project involving ~e proposed retaining wall, it does not 
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·• 
appear that It will occupy sovereign lands or Intrude Into an area that is subject to the 
pubnc easement in navigable waters. 

The subdratn system will Involve the underground placement of four 12• 
. Corrugated Metal Pipes which will drain Into four eight-foot diameter outlet structures 

surrounded by rip rap. ·The outlet structures appear to terminate at or about the10' 
elevation. We do not at this time have sufficient information to determine whether this 
portion of the project will Intrude upon state sovereign lands or interfere with other . · 
public rights. Development of information sufficient tQ make such a determination . 
would be expensive and time-con.suming. We do not think such an expenditure of time, 
effort and money is warranted In this situation. given the Hmited resources of this 
agency and the circumstances set forth above. This conclusion is based on the size · -
and location of the property. the character and history of the adjacent development. and 
the minimal potential benefit to the public, even If such an inquiry were to reveal the 
basis for the assertion of public claims and those claims were to be pursued to an. . . 
ultimate resolution in the state's favor through litigation or otherwise. 

• 

• 

Accordingly. the CSLC presently asserts no claims that the subdrain system 
intrudes onto sovereign lands or that it would lie In an area that Is subject to the public 
easement in navigable waters. This conclusion is without prejudice to any future 
assertion of state ownership or public rights, should circumstances change. or should • 
additional information come to our attention. 

If you have any questions, please contact Jane E. Smith, Publi~ Land . 
Management Specialist, at (916) 574-1892. 

.· 

0 rt ~\r.L 
DMsion of Land Management 

6·111-&11 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
t)fAU.lbW ~· ~ 
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T6Al ENGINE •. ; ' : 
139 AVENIOA NAVARRO 

SAN CLEMENTE, CALIFORNIA 92672 
(714) 492-8586 

FA:I. (714) 498-8625 
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17,441.32 sq. ft. 

0.400 ~ 
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lHREE ARQ:! BAY 

". 
S BAY Datvl:. Saunf l..AGuNA. CAuf:oltlfL\ 92671. (714) 49P-45f'1 

December 17,1997 

James Conrad, Ardlitect 
1590 South Coast Hlgh"M.y ·SUite 17 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

m . . ·- . Sborfng··watl!B8.y Drive 
Coastal Development Pennlt 5·97-371 

Thank you for your invitation to join you as a co-applicant on your 
petition to the Coastal ColDD'I1sslon. 

While the Association does not wish to partldpate as a co-applicant 
at the present time, you are granted permission to proceed with your 
application. 

Please let us know if we can assist fn anyway. 

o: Board of D1redDrS 

Sincerely, 

~I.A..I~ 
Dewellyn de 1a Cruz, CCAM 
Executive Director 

~,fy"tJIA,~ 
COASTAL

1
cfMMISSION 

""~rq7-37/ 

EXHIBIT # ... ~._Lf __ 
PAGE __ j_ OF j__ 
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/1995 88:24 714-497-8298 -- ·- ···--" ............ 

Thnday, Oeoeml;)w 18,1897 

JlmCornd 
Conrad Davaloprntri 
1590 s. Coatt Hwy 
Sta.17 
Laguna BMCf\ CA e2851 

Re: Coastal Co!mtlulon 

J Troy Barnet am The Legal Owner d Lot 21 Track 970 (25 Bey Drtva). 
I giva my authorization to Jii'n Conrad to eot on my behalf in obtaining 
the Coastal Commission Development permit for both the~ wan 
W1d the subMquei'X my homo tD be built on thlt lat. 

Slncerwty, 

~~b~ 
Troy D. e.nH 
PrealdMt/CEO 

PAGE 82 ...... 
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to whom it may ooncem: 

We. Chari• amd Valerie Griswo~ authorize Jamea Conrad to represent us iD OOD!Iedion with the 
Coastal Diviai.on pennk on OUt propaty at 29 Bay Drive, lotl28 IDd 29 of tract 970. 

fJ~p 
~.LL~J.(J ;zillj9z 

alerie Grilwold Dlie' 

~11~ 
~ ~ 1; J-1 ecr~· 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
'5-q7- 371 

EXHJSIT # 2{11 
PAGE ~;·]= 

I 

• 

•• 

• 
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t. Tim McMullen, am the lepl owner orLot 30 tract 970 ( 31 Bay Drive)~ I !Pve 
my autboriz.ation to Jim Conrad to act on my behalf in obtainifts the Coastal Development 
Permit for both the shorina wall and subsequen.t1y my new home tot, built on that lot 

£eiav ~ P.fJYnt~ 
~~o/J 81&4~­

CO,STAL COMMISSION CJ 
-o-q7-57'/~w9~-~7g' 
EXHssrr # ;;< 7 
PAGE j------···-··~--·-

. --...1.._ OF -·-

JS90 S. Coast Hwy. Suite 17 Lquaa Beach CA 92651 



81/81/1995 81:49 714-497-8288 
FRCI1 I Coast. Paettlc 

11111/lltS 11:14 ~14-11'~ 

• 

DurMr. /qal& 

1 un abo vwoet of'tbt JM'OI*'1• 21 :aq ~ IIIIJICIIIt to dill pCIJK*IIICI..., WID. 
t b&Tei"CYk'wecl tJie p-. t.r \lac wa1:1 a 1 • ~ otw llfOPOMd JIIIIJtc. 
1 W'tdetllud t111t 1111 Ml wit nqu~nt tMbaokJ 1o bo '*'*'UDder my propt~tY. r-. 
~·.,~~..-...-~~tbi& ..... 
It i1 t11J iak4dcla 10..,., tbe ~to bt pfaced Uadrr1l1'J JXUpc:d). I Mil CliaiMI1) 
•ddRa out 1.ftl1qat daDa tbr all wldl tbl P'4'«'1 O'M\C!I' &e«<.y ..... » 111J 
prop~~'~)', Mr. Ibn toad. 

lf'SIOU haw lll!'qu.tltioolllhauttllltar., Olbw.....,. ....._., 111M1tdt DDt....._ 
to.U. 

-~ rw ~c~~w~~~ 
(/..PiWy Jb :t~ fb IJO JUL 211998 ill) 

-~~~ . -:<.;; i o/: :11 ~ () . CAUFORNJA Otl~At c~ MMISs1oNO AsrAL COMM1ss1o"· 

5--117,371 
EXHI&T # ___ ;._f __ 
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81/Bl/1995 ee:e2 714-497-8288 PAGE 11 

ITATI. 0' CALIFORNIA· THE MSOI.IRCES ~ 

~ALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
I(I.IA!I Cel:lt AIM Olllol 
100 ~lle.lllltl '10110 
1..1:rc Buell, CA P»C2..uar 
(tU)-..rt 

.EXTENSION OF TIME (AB 884) 

..... 

Re: Appficatlon No. f· '17-31/ 

APPUCANT 
STP.EET 
CITY, STATE, ZIP 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Purtuant to Government Code Section 85857, 

.. 

I, C\&'1!\e....", Cot.::s ~ • the (owner) (owner' a representative, authorized 

to act In accordance with Title 1•, C.J. Admin. Code aubaactlon 13P53.5J of the 

pre>perty before the Comml11lon on Appllcltion No. 1-17.000, hereby ret.~ueat thet the 

tlma llmitl for • declalon on my ce>eatel development permit appficetion eatabliahed by 

Government tocfe S.ctJon 85852 be extended for 1 period not to excead 90 d-va. Thia . 
90 day extenaron ahetJ bacoma effective only upon consent of tha Executive Director of 

the CoaiJtat Commialion • 

·. 



81/81/1995 88:13 71.-49?-8208 

IT ATE Of' CALIFORNIA • 'THE J\ISOU!ItCll ~ .... a= 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
lovtl\ cout AIM 0.. 
JCC 0MAII§Itt, lkilt tDCID 
Uflt a.HI\, CA IOICIWa 
(.tGJIIO-III't 

= 

... 

EXTENSION OF TIME (AB·884) 

Re: Application No. 5 -'l f -OZO 
,_3 ~ Dri~ ~~Aeh 

APPLICANT~IM ~ 
STREET I~D S. (t)it'Sf i/w)' tJ.n 
C.ITY, IT ATE, ZIP J..lrlMAAik MfltC4I &1- fU67 

Put1u1nt tD Gov•rnment Cod1 St;tion 11117, 

PAGE 81 

• 

1, __,;;;C'== ... _\ tlf'.........,.....__G ..... a;;;;;;.....,D ..... ~:.--.J ___ .1M Cownerl towner' a representative. tuthorlzed 

to •ct in aocord•nc:• with Titll 14, C1l. Atlmln. Code subnctJon 1 3053.1) of lhl 
£rftf,020 

proptrty bafon1 the Cornmf .. lon on Apptfc:atlon No. I If DOO, hereby requut 1hlt the • 

tim• limltl for 1 decision on my coaltef development permit appncltlon utablilhed by 

Govtmrn.nt Code S.ction 85152 ba extencftd for • period not to exoaecf 10 days. This 
• 

10 day extension at.tl ~ effecttva only upon conalnt of 1hl lxt;utfvt DJrector of 

'lha Coaatel Conwnlllloft. 

CAUFORNIA • 
COASTAL COMMISSION 


