
STATE OF CALIFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

•

outh Coast Area Office 
00 Oceangate, .1Oth Floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590-5071 

• 

• 

7h~h-e Staff: John T. Auyong 
Staff Report: July 24, 1998 
Hearing Date: August 11-14, 1998 
Commission Action: 

COMBINED STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDAR 

APPLICATION NOS.: 

Applicant 

Project 
Location 

5-97-371 
Jim Conrad 

23, 25, 27, 29, 
and 31 Bay 
Drive, Three 
Arch Bay, 
Laguna Beach, 

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS: 

5-97-371, 5--98-020, 5--98-064, and 5--98-178 

Jim Conrad 

23 Bay Drive, 
Three Arch Bay, 
Laguna Beach, 
Orange County 

Troy and Celeste 
Barnes 
25 Bay Drive, 
Three Arch Bay, 
Laguna Beach, 
Orange County 

Tim McMullen 

31 Bay Drive, 
Three Arch Bay, 
Laguna Beach, 
Orange County 

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 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, and a path to the beach. 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 offill) . 
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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, a path to the beach, 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. 

5-98478 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, a path to 
the beach, 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 

STAFF NOTE: The Commission opened the hearing on application 5-97-371 at its April 7, 1998 

• 

hearing. The Commission directed staff and the applicant to bring back permit application 5-97-371 • 
along with the permit applications for the homes which are also proposed for the subject site and have a 
consolidated hearing. Therefore, there is only one staff report for the four permit applications (one for 
the shoring system and three applications for houses). However, the Commission must vote separately 
on each application. 

At the April hearing, three neighbors (two of whom have property immediately adjacent to the subject 
site) addressed the Commission about geologic hazards concerns and requested the opportunity to 
review and comment on the proposed plans for the shoring system. The Commission also directed the 
applicant to provide these neighbors with the opportunity to review and comment on the plans. 

The permit applications for three of the four proposed homes are addressed herein. The fourth home, 
proposed for 29 Bay Drive, has received approval from the City of Laguna Beach Design Review 
Board, but the appeal period to the City Council had not yet run out. Thus, the City's approval of the 
fourth house is not final and therefore not before the Commission. Because the Commission directed 
staff and the applicant to bring all the homes back, the applicant has, for reference purposes only, 
provided plans for the fourth home and a site plan depicting all four homes. For information purposes, 
the fourth home which is not before the Commission is located at 29 Bay Drive, and the applicants are 
the Griswolds. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION- ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED: 

Staff recommends approval of coastal development permit application 5-97-371 (the proposed shoring • 
system) with special conditions for: 1) an assumption-of-risk deed restriction, 2) conformance with 
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geotechnical recommendations of the applicant's geotechnical consultants as well as the consultant's of 
the applicant's neighbors, 3) modification of the design of the sidewalk adjacent to 33 Bay Drive to 
achieve a factor of safety of at least 1.5 and acceptable pile deflections, 4) requirements concerning how 
any future homes must be built on the approved lots, including maintaining the minimum factor of safety 
of the proposed buttress fill, mitigation measures for swimming pools, and prohibiting paved or 
unpaved paths to the beach which would result in gullying/erosion and therefore bluff instability, 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 approval of the applications for the homes currently before the 
Commission (permit applications 5-98-020, 5-98-064, and 5-98-178) with special conditions for: 1) an 
assumption-of-risk deed restriction, 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 . 

Special Conditions 
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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. 

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. 
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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; and (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. 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 to be built on all lots on the subject site. The final 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. The final 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 April II, 1997, prepared for James Conrad by Hetherington Engineering, Inc. (Job 
No. 1800.2) including 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) including the 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, and 6) the letter from Sid Dannenhauer to Coastal Commission staff. The final 
plans shall include the signed statement of the authors of the above-referenced geotechnical documents 
certifying that their recommendations have been incorporated into the final plans. 

The approved development shall be constructed in accordance with the final revised plans as approved 
by the Executive Director. Any deviations from said plans shall require a Coastal 
Commission-approved amendment to this permit unless the Executive Director determines a permit • 
amendment is not needed. 
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3. Revised Sidewalk 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 3 3 Bay Drive achieves a minimum 1. 5 factor of safety for the slope, both 
during construction and final project conditions, 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 comply 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, 

(c) any proposed homes, accessory structures, and hardscape shall comply with structure and deck 
stringlines, 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 pave 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 
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seaward ofthe 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 movement is imminent which would -
jeopardize the stability and structural integrity ofBay 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 ofthe 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 
proposed 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 coastal erosion/wave attack, and the applicant assumes the liability from such hazards; and 
(b) that the applicant and all landowners unconditionally waive any claim of liability on the part of the 
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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. 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 the staff report for the August 1998 hearing for this 
report. These plans shall include the signed statement of the applicant's geotechnical consultant 
certifying that these plans incorporate the recommendations 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 April II, 1997, prepared for James 
Conrad by Hetherington Engineering, Inc. (Job No. 1800.2), and 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). 

The approved development shall be constructed in accordance with the final revised plans as approved 
by the Executive Director. Any deviations from said plans shall require a Coastal 
Commission-approved amendment to this permit, or unless the Executive Director determines a permit 
amendment is not needed. 

3. Landscaoin2. 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 
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fluids shaJl be immediately contained on-site and disposed of in an environmentally safe manner as soon 
as possible. 

5. Disposal of Landslide and Construction Debris. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE 
COASTAL DEV:t;:LOP:MENT 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. 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 
DEVELOP:MENT 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 of the 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 ofLaguna 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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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 
Jines 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 
(10') 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 
keyway. 
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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 the 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 
shopng 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 of3-7 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 
Laguna Beach Design Review Board, but the appeal period to the City Council has not yet 
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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 bluffi:op lots in Three Arch Bay are more typical ofbluffi:op 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 Dril•e; Permit Application 5-98-020 (Conrad) 

The applicant is proposing to construct 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 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 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 Dril•e 
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A coastal development pennit 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 oflandslides 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: 

(/)Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard . 

• 
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(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 cliffs. 

The proposed project involves the repair of a landslide on five residential bluffiop 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 oflandslide 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 Aprilll, 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 
Dannenhauer, 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) 

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) 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, 
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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 I.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 
I.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 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 IO) The minimum factor of safety 
of I. 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: • 
I) is a comprehensive slope stability project, 2) would remove the major identified slide plane by 
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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 indicates 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 ofthe 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. · 

The geotechnical consultants for the applicant's neighbors did not indicate 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 . 

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 the neighbors geotechnical consultants certifying that the final plans incorporate the geotechnical 
recommendations. As a condition of approval, the Commission also finds that the applicant shall 
prepare revised sidewalk 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. Further, to 
ensure structural integrity and geologic stability, the Commission finds that the applicant shall: 1) install 
inclinometers along the perimeter of the subject site to monitor ground movement so that imminent 
movements can be better identified 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. 

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 failure plane was only 2. 5: 1 and 
benching is typically required for slopes greater than 5: 1. (see Exhibit 9, Page 1) 

Benching was included in the May 1, 1998 project plans and in the project plans which were provided 
to Commission staff and the applicant's neighbors for review. Since: 1) the neighbor's consultants 
have based their review and recommendations on the plans which showed benches and subdrains, 2) the 
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Uniform Building Code recommends drainage and terracing for all cut and fill slopes steeper than 3 
horizontal to 1 vertical, 3) the long-term stability of the proposed slope/buttress fill is critical to 
providing shoring support for the Bay Drive roadway, the adjacent existing homes at 21 and 33 Bay 
Drive, and the proposed new homes, and 4) the originally proposed subdrains placed in the benches 
would have fewer maintenance issues than the currently proposed drain design, benching and subdrains 
as originally proposed must be included in the project as required by Special Condition No. #2 of permit 
5-97-371. 

However, 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. This is 
especially important since homes would likely be rebuilt on the subject site. The Commission also 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) prohibiting the 
construction of any paths from the homes to the beach, and 4) that the slope seaward of the proposed 

• 

ho~es be entirely vegetated with drought-tolerant, primarily native non-invasive vegetation. • 

In addition, 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. 

Therefore, as conditioned for: 1) recordation of an assumption-of-risk deed restriction, 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, and 5) the installation of inclinometers, the Commission finds that the proposed 
shoring system is consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

b. 
5-98-178) 

Stability of Proposed Homes (Applications 5-98-020, 5-98-064, and 

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 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 seacliff toe 
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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. 

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. 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. 

In addition, 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) eliminate the 
proposed paths from the proposed homes to the beach below 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. 

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 ofthe 
subject site that the site is subject to hazards from landslides and coastal erosion/wave attack. 

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

2. Shoreline Protective Devices (Permit Application 5-97-371: Proposed Shoring 
System) 

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 pemzitted 
when required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or 
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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 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. The firm ofNoble. 
Consultants prepared a coastal engineering assessment (dated April2, 1998) ofthe 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 Gust south of the Newport Harbor entrance) to Dana Point Harbor at the south 
adjacent to the Dana Point Headlands promontory. 

a. Construction Which Alters Natural Shoreline Processes 

• 

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 of bluff material 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 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. 
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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 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 3023 5 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 seacliff retreat 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 ofthe 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 
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from the subject beach to the offshore littoral drift which would contribute to subregional sand supply is 
minimal. 

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. Conclusion (Section 30235) 

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), and 2) the proposed project 
will not result in adverse impacts to natural shoreline sand supply. Thus, the Commission finds that the 
proposed project is consistent with Section 30235 of the Coastal Act. 

3. Marine Resources/Water Quality 

Section 30230 of the Coastal Act states: 

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where foasib/e, restored. 
Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or 
economic significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be ca"ied 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: 
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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 
foasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse e.fftcts of waste 
water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground 
water supplies and substantial interforence 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 . 

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 
gruruon. 

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 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 
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(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 beach:front 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. 

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 

.. 

• 

ass~rt 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 pubiic 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 landforms, 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. • 
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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 of Bay Drive. Thus, 
when viewed from the level ofBay 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 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. Thus, the Commission finds that the proposed project 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 beachfront communities are deferred, including Three Arch Bay. The 
subject site is located in Three Arch Bay. Therefore, the standard of review for the proposed 
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 10-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 of landslide activity on the site .. The proposed project also complies with the 
stringline provisions of the certified LCP . 
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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 ofRegulations 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 ofBay 
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) 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. 
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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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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, 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) 

0 Letter from Hetherington Engineering, Inc. to Coastal Commission staff dated March 18, 1998. 
0 Letter from Hetherington Engineering, Inc. to James Conrad dated June 19, 1998 
0 Letter from Hetherington Engineering, Inc. to Jim Conrad dated July 6, 1998 
0 Letter from Noble Consultants to James Conrad dated March 6, 1998(#823-01) 
0 Letter from Noble Consultants to James Conrad dated April2, 1998 
0 Letter from Noble Consultants to James Conrad dated May 12, 1998 
0 Letter from Noble Consultants to James Conrad dated June 23, 1998 

; 

.. 

• 

0 Ninyo & Moore geology report dated July 15, 1998 for Shirley Frahm (Project No. 201351-01) 
0 Letter from Josephson Werdowatz to George Piggott dated July 15, 1998 
0 Letter from Post, Buckley, Schuh & Jernigan to George Piggott dated July 15, 1998 • 
0 "Engineering Geologic Investigation, 21 Bay Drive, Laguna Beach, California," dated August 8, 

1992 prepared by Gerald Raymond by Coastal Geotechnical. 
0 December 17, 1997 letter from the California Regional Water Quality Control Board - San Diego 

Region to James Conrad 
0 January 14, 1998letter from the California State Lands Commission to James Conrad (File Ref: SD 

97-12-15.4). 

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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LIST OF EXHIBITS 

Plans 

Site Plan (all four proposed lots, with homes) 
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2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

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) 

8. 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, 1998 letter 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 Dannenhauer 
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 (Griswolds) 
27. Owner of31 Bay Drive (McMullen) 
28. Owner of off-site adjacent property at 21 Bay Drive (letter of intent) 
Time Extensions 
29. Coastal development permit application 5-97-371 (Conrad) 
30. Coastal development permit application 5-98-020 (Conrad) 
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November 14, 199'7 

Charles A Valorie Orilwokt 
·19737 Live Oak Canyon Raid 
Trabuco, CA 92679 

Re: Lot Linl: Adjuattnmt No. 97.f17 

Dear Mr. md Mrs. Orilwold: 

.,_.. 

i 

At a resuJarly scheduled meetins of the Ci~ Council of the Ci~ oCl.aguna B=cb held November 
4. 1997, action was taken approving your appliouio.a for Lot Line Adjustment No. f/7..{)7 fbr 
property located at 27 If. 31 Bay Drive. In order to finalize dU& pmcess, the origbl•l copy of cbe 
document must be recorded by you wkb the Orange Counl)' Recardcr. Please come in to the 

• 

Department of Cornmumty Development at City Hall u 100n u possible to pick up the oripAI • 
d~umcnt for reeordina. 'Ibe Lot Line AdjU$tmCDt approval wUJ automatically cxpi:e 90 daya from 
the ctue of the City Council action it it has not been recorded. .. . 
For your infonnation, the ldd.reu of the Oranse County Recorder is 630 N. Broadway, Finm:e 
Building #100. Sanca Ana. and the telephone nwnbcr ia 834-1500. 

lf you have any questions reprdina this matter, please call our Community Developmeat 
Dtpar\ment Ill (114) 497..()712. 

- FOitiST AVE. • 

5-1/}7- 37/ 
tOASTAL COMMISSION 
-,~~ 
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JAMES CONRAD, ARCHITECTS 

July 21, 1998 

riD~~~~~~ Ti 
lffi JUL 2 1 1998 L Mr. John Auyon& 

Stl.fl' Analyat 
California Coastal CommiNion 
200 Ooeangate Suile 1000 
Long Beach, CA 

'CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMlSSIC:-.' 

RE: BAY DRIVE SHORING WAU. A 4 PRIVA1E RESIDENCES 

In response to the request fbr infbrmation tbat you made via telephone conversation 
today, I offer the foUowina respoose. 

1. Benchina ofbut.tma fill, 

l spoke with the CiviJ Engineer, l.ay Toal of Toal Engineering, about the absenc:e of 
benchin,g at the buttreas fill He responded that the geotechnical report specitlcd that a 
key way be installed at the toe of the buttress 611 b\rt it did not require benchios to be 
lltiliz.ed. Mr. Toal felt that the bedrock sutfaec was not seep enough to require bencbina· 

I then spoke with Mark Hetbe.rln,gton, the EIJiineering Oeoiogm., about the i5suc. 
Mt, Hetherington explainod that the reason that benobin,g was not required was because of 
the flat grade of the failure plane (bottom ofbuttrcss fill). The slope offiilurc pilUle is 
approximately a 2.5 : 1 slope. Benching is required, typically, when the &lope of the 
bonom of a ~t1re$S fill exoecds S: I. As a safety precaution, we would propose to add 
the note to the grading plan that if the sJope ofbottom of the buttres& fill exceeds~: 1 • 
benchins wiD be m:plirtd. The design for this benohiD& if' required, wiD be doDe aa an 
addendum to the plan. 

2.. lles.ponsc to N'IQYO ct Moore's claim about "'* nbllit7~ 
I spoke to our st.nactural en,gincer. David ce&n. and the czsinecrins polosi~ Mark 

Hetherington regal"diDa this assertion. They Mth req~ed a capy of the slope stabilitY 
analysis that Ninyo & Moore prepared to make the assertion. I have requested this 
analysis ( see attached letter to Mr. Piggott ). We wiD. respond to the COI1Cel'ft u 100ft u 
we receive the supporting doc::umeata. 

15,. lOUTH COAtT HWY., IVlTI U • LACONA IJIACH, CA • ta'U 
PKOicS! ( H4 ) ..,l.OIOO • fAZ: ( 114 ) d7.0211 

zr~tt7-~71 · 
COASTAL COM~~ISSION 
lrfll'~ /tffe16 

q 
EXHIBIT # --············-····-

/ L/ 
PAGE -····---· OF ---·--

• 

• 

• 
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-2-

If you have any 1\u:thcr que$t.iol\S please give me a call. 

Mr. Cbuck Damm., Seniot Deputy Director 
Ms. Deborah Lee, South Coast Deputy Direetor 
M&. Teresa Henry, South Coast District Manapr 
Ms. Lesley Ewing, Associate Civil Eostneer 
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JAMES CONRAD, ARCHITECTS ,. 
July 16, 1998 

Mr. John AU)'Oftl 
StafF Analyst ~ ~J~L~~!s~ ~ 
California Coutal Comminion 
200 Oceangatc Suit. 1000 
Long Beach, CA 

RE: BAY DRIVE SHORJNG WAU & 4 PlUVAm t.aiPENCSS 

DearJolm, 

CAltFORNlA 
cOASTAL COMMISSION 

I have received your fax this moq where you pose leWftl qtJeStions. Below 
are the answers to those questions. 

1. The drawing for the wall ar the base of the buttress ~ the by way proteetion 
waD. is looated on the gradina plans, ( sht. 2 ). The calculation~ for this structural 
d~~ arc located in the calculation package prepared by Noble ConsultaDts. 
These have both been aent to you previoualy. If you need another copy of either 
of these please give me a call 

2. The tie backs proposed are to be placed into a 6" diameter bole driUed into the 
bedrock. An. anchor will be then placed into the hole. Tbe anchors are either 8 
or 9 strands, ( approximately Y.a" in diameter ). The tiebacks are then grouted per 
specificatiODS. 

3. The site will be excavated down to the failure plaDe but the beochiDg as proposed 
previously will DOt be necessary. The buttress is stabilized by the construction of 
the son kc=y way. The key way is protected by the inclusion or a buried by way 
protection wall. 5- if 7-3 7/ 

C.2;TAL COJ{JFaSSIOU 
''fl?t11~ Lett~ 
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4. There will not be sub drains located at each bench as previously propOsed. The 
~ have been eliminated. We arc, however, proposing to install a series of 
french drain trenches that will be situated ~tndicul.ar to Bay Drive at the center 
of each lot. These french drain trenches will convey the ground water to the 
QOCIIIIl. 

If you have any further questions please give me a call. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. Chuck Damm, Senior Deputy Director 
Ms. Deborah Lee, South Coast Deputy Director 
Ms. Teresa Henry, South Coast District Manager 
Ms. Lesley Ewing, Associate Civil Engineer 

EXHH31T # 
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HETHERINGTON ENGINEERING, INC. 
SOIL & FOUNDATION ENGINEERING • ENGINEERING GEOLOGY • HYDROGEOLOGY • 

Calif'omia Cout.t Commilliaa 
South Coast Area Oflice 
200 Oce&Dgate, IOthfloar 
Loa& Beacb. CA 90102..002 

FAJ((562)S~SOI4 

Att=ticm: Mr. ·Joba Auyoaa 
. 

k OFF~SITEIMPACTS 

March 11, 1991 
Project No. 1100.3 

LoJNo.4441 

Lots 26, 27, 28, 291Dd 30; Tract 970. Laguna Beach. Califomia 

DearMr.~ 

• 

T'he development (restontion including the proposed sborinJ waD aDd recompaetiOil or 
landslide debrlslrceonsttuction of the &lope) of' the site at Lots 26, 27, 21,29 and 30. Tract 
970, (23-31 Bay Drive) iD Laguna Beach. Califomi' u proposed UDder coastal 
development permit application 5-97-371 will dOt adversely affect adjacent ofF-site • 
properties 1tom a aeotechnical standpoint assuming appropriate design and coDStnlCiion. 
With regard to surface dralnase consideratio~ agatn uRlming appropriate desip and 
coastrucdoa, we have no reason to believe that the proposed project wiD adversdy dect 
adjacent properties from a drainage standpoiDt. SurfAce dnfna&e considerations abou1d, 
however, be addressed by the CiYil EngjnM". 

5-'t1-3il 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
~l~is'IS Je~ 
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. /!~~ a~!tJfit 

Ms. Shirley Frahm EXHIBIT # ___ fl._ _________ _ 
cJo George B. Piggott / OF LIJ 
2603 Main_Strcet, Suite 1050 PAGE --------- - --
Irvine, California 92614·6232 

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

Dear Mr. Piggott: 

July 15. 1998 
Project No. 201351·01 

~ ~~~~w~/n/ 
JUL 1 7 1998 L~ I 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSiOr' 

In accordance with your request and authorization, we have performed 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 the 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-d~sac at 33 Bay Drive (Lot 31). The 

shoring system proposed will extend along an approximately 200 foot length of vacant properties 

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

tend along the property line adjacent to 33 Bay Drive as well as along the property line adjacent 

to Lot 25 at the southern end. The shoring system is planned to support Bay Drive and adjoining 

residential properties during excavation work associated with removal of an active landslide and 

construction of four new residential structures on the site. The roadway and some resjdential 

properties have experienced distress in the past and have been subject to various remedial meas­

ures and a number of reports and geotechnical evaluations have been performed in the past 

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

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

project civil engineer is Toal Engineering, Inc . 

- . . .. ·-------------
I 0225 Barnes Canyon Road • SUire A-ll.:! • San Diego. (;lllforni.ll 92121 • Phone 16 19J 457-()400 • F.!Q (619} 558-17~6 

9272JtrOflll't)OiiOad • SU1tC12J;\ • hline.CiliiOr11ii192bl8 • Phonei1141472·S+ff • F.x(71-4j47.2-S+f5 
100 South FIOwc'r Street • Suite' I I 00 • Los .AngE'In. Califomt" 90017 • Pl'lone (2131 4SS·S I II • Fax (2131 892·2206 

1701 SoutnGrtM.'i\VE'I'IUe • SulteJ • Ontctrlo.Cctlltomla 91761 • Ptlonef909}9'171SBB • Fi!Xf909J9<17.038B 
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Frahm Residence 
33 Bay Drive, Laguna Beach, California 

SCOPE OF SERVICES 

July lS, 1998 
Project No. 20135 1·01 

. Our scope of work during this review has jncluded the following services. A. list of referenced 

documents reviewed is attached. 

• A review of readily available published regional geologic data, topographic: maps and aerial 
photoarapbs. 

• A site visit to observe the general surface conditions and topoaraphic features. 

• A review of various prior geotechnical reports associated with properties along Bay Drive. 

• Review of project geotechnical reports and shorlni plans for the subject project. 

• Geotechnical engineerina. including slope stability analyses. 

• Consultations and preparation of this letter report. 

REVIEW FINDINGS AND COMMENTS 

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

include the results of subsurface exploration performed by their firm and also include a compila­

tion of data from earlier studies. In general, the data presented indicate that the slope area 

beneath Bay Drive is underlain by Pleistocene-age tem.ce deposits which rest unconfonnably on 

sedimentary bedrock of the San Onofre Breccia. The geologic structure, as presented, is charac­

terized by a number of hi&h angle, north·northwest to nortlrnortbeast uending faults and 

associated zones of :fracturing. Orientation of beddins in 1he San Onofre Breccia is variable, but 

the bedding strikes predominat\tly to the northeast and dips from approximately lS to 25 degrees 

to 1he southeast. The active landslide includes the vacant lots below Bay Drive and extends be­

neath a portion of the Frahm residence. The beadscarp of 1he landslide is considered to be 

coincident with a steeply dipping fault, which is subparallel to Bay Drive and trends approxi· 

matcly NSOW and dips approximately 82 degrees south. Significant amounts of groundwater 

sccpa.ge were reported. Based on our review, it is our opinion that the geologic intetpretation pre· 

sented in the HE report is reasonable based on 1he available data. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
5 -'!7-571 ,, 
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Fralun Residence 
33 Bay Drive, Laguna Beach, California 

NINYO & IOORE 

July 1 S, 1998 
Project No. 201351-01 

The proposed shoring system consists of a drilled pier and tie-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 as a row of cantilever drilJed piers without tie-backs. 

Based on our review of the project reports and shoring p1ans. 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 weJJ 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, fractures, and/or joint sets may 

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

extended into 1he zone where the tie-back anchors are proposed. 

2) Tie-back lengths specified on the plans show a bonded length of 3 S feet beyond the in­

tersection whb a slip plane which has been projected from the active slide plane. 'Ibis 

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

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

specifications for determining the slip plane in the field be provided. 

3) The tie-backs are closely spaced. During tie-back testing, if a failw-e occurs additional 

tie-backs arc not likely feasible. We recommend that the project specifications include 

detailed procedures to follow in case of tie-back failure. 

4) According to the shoring plans each tie-baclc is designed for a tensile strength of ap­

proximately 210 kips to be distributed along the 35 foot bonded length. A bond S'l:l"CSS of 

25 PP\JP~~~;rls~ )pph U?pD was recommended by HE for design of the bonded 
~u~~ .t~ livt1t1tdS~~UN 

6 -17-371 
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Frahm Residenc~ 
33 Bay Drive, Laguna Beach, California 

NINYO l KOORE 

July ts. 1998 
Project No. 201351-01 

length. Based on our experience. the actual distribution of stress along the bonded length 

of tie-back may be concentrated along the rust IS to 20 feet Consequently, it may re­

quire a bonding stress higher than 25 psi between the formational soil and pressure grout 

in the bonded length. In addition, our review of the calculations performed by Cefali & 
' 

Associates, dated June 9. 1998. indicate that a tie-back force ranging from 220 to 270 

kips was utilized in the design. We recommend that additional slope stability analyses be 

peiformed, using a tie-back force of210 kips along with adequate structural analysis, to 

evaluate the final design shown on the plans. 

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

consultants address potential conflicts among 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 oftempomy cuts and fills. 

7) Caving conditions were encountered during exploratory drilling on site and will likely be 

encountered durlns drilling for shoring. We recommend that the project specifications 

address control of groundwater, caving potential and drilling sequencing. 

8) After the shoring and tic-back system is in-place numerous additional caissons arc 

planned between the shoring wall and Bay Drive for the proposed foundations systems. 

It appears that these caissons will interfere with the tic-backs. HE's report states that the 

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

dress potential conflicts between the shoring tie-back system and future fo1mdation 

systems. 

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

oriented approximately due south through the Frahm residence on Lot 31 and through 

CGA37J.ll CuMr~ISSION 
5,q7,871 
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Frahm Residence 
33 Bay Drive, Laguna Beach. California 

NINYO & MOORE 

July 15, 1998 
Project No. 201351-01 

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

when the landslide material is excavated and the temporal)' slopes rely on the shorin& 

system for support. For these analyses we have adopted the same design concept as prc­

sentea in the plans dated June 22, 1998 and assumed that a weak bedding plane 

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

a part of the shoring system in this area, our analysis indicated that the proposed 2-foot 

diameter piles will deflect excessively and may fail by tilting. 

1 0) The shoring plans reviewed incJude notes regarding monitoring of the shoring system, 

but detajls regarding the type of monitoring are not specified. 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 frequently to 

monitor the performance of the shoring system • 

11) We recommend that a back-up plan be prepared in the event of a shoring system failure. 

12) A detailed subsurface drainage system should be installe~ either behind the proposed 

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

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

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

outlet. 

13) Additional slope stability analyses including. but not limited to, a deep-seated failure 

surface alonz the slip smface projected from the active slide plane and extending up 

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

stability for both during construction and after completion of construction. 

nn.n.: ... 

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

SUMMARY 

NINYO & IOORE 

July 1 S, 1998 
Project No. 201351·01 

IZJ 007 

The purpose of our review was to evaluate the feasibility or the p)aMed shoring system from a 

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

referenced material, it is our opinion that the geologic interpretation regarding the active land­

slide presented by Hetherington Engineerin& is reasonable, but we have concerns regarding lhe 

potential impact of faulting and fracturing on the integrity of the shoring system proposed. In our 

opinion, additional subsurfacc.exploration to evaluate the bedrock material in the tie..back zone is. 

warranted; particularly in light of the consequences of a shoring system failure. The additional 

exploration should be designed to evaluate the bedrock .conditions with respect to degree of 

faulting and fracturing, material strength and should be extended to the depths planned to the tic­

back anchors. 

As indicated, our own analyses of the cantilever shoring system parallel to the Frahm residcacc 

indicate a potential for excessive deflection of the shoring end possibly failure. In our opiniOI;l· 

additional evaluation of this portion of the shoring system should be perfonned. Additional 

measures of support may be appropriate. 

The evaluation and stability analyses were gcaerally limited to the subject property and Bay 

Drive. As indicated in Item 13, we recommend that a mote global stope stability analyses be per­

formed which includes upgradjent properties to the northeast. The interim construction and lonJ­

tenn site stability should be evaluated intludinJ th~se upgradient conditions. Without such 

analyses, the stability of the proposed shoring system as well as the safety and stability of Bay 

Drive can not be evaluated adequately. 

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

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

Our scope of work has been limited to review of·the referenced documents and engincerin& 

analyses utilizing the available data. We have not performcd"subsurf~e exploration or laboratory 

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

July l 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 geotechnical services on this project. If 

you have any questions regarding 1his Jetter, please contact the undersigned at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 
NINYO & MOORE 

~ Senior~~C 

~~7~ 
A vram Ninyo, O.E . 
Principal Engineer 

LTJ/CAP/DCJAN/av 

Distribution: (3) Addressee 

Attachments: References 

0$1-lU ... 
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Frahm Residence 
33 Bay Drive, Laguna Beach, Califomia 
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July JS, 1998 
Project No. 201351-01 
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George B. Piggott. Esq. EXHfB{T # I :2..-
Law Offices of George B. Piggott --------------······-
2603 main Street, Suite toso .. fAGc - ... .l.. OF •• ,;!?._ ... 
Irvine, CA 92614-6232 

Subject: Review of Proposed Shoring Wall at 3 Arch Bay 
South Laguna Beacht California 

Dear Mr. Piggott: 

619 558 2188 P.01/05 
6370 Ludt Bo..L:. .. rd, SW~e F200 
San Diqso. c.lil'oml:a 92121-2753 
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Tdcphunt fi0l.94M3J7 
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CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIOt·. 

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

1) 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 drawings produced by James Conrad Architect, dated May 1. 1998 

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

Propo11d System 

Per the structural drawings and accompanying soils report, the proposed shoring wall is to be 
comprised of a drilled 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 Frahm property line. Design criteria is given 
within the body of the soils report for lateral earth pressures, minimum pier diameter and spacing, soil 
bearing values, tieback bond capacity etc. The sons report goes on to address the preliminary 
foundation recommendations for the future homes themselves, but acknowledges that final design 
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criteria shouJ4 be provided once the building plans are better tuown. 

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

Anclwr Spacing/Wood lAgging 

Per the soils report, drilled piers are to be spaced at a maximum of 2-112 diameters on center if 
lagging is not utilized. Using 24 inch diameter piers as shown on the drawings, the 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 as ten feet on center) . 

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

Per the drawings, the connection of the support for the wood lagging 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 Engineering, it appears that the proposed 
connection is not capable of resisting the design pressures. 

Slwtcntt Wall 

The soils report does not address the use of any son of containment wall aside from the use of 
wood Jagging spanning between piers as discussed previously. Within the drawings however, 
an eight inch thic~ reinforced shotcrete wall is referenced and detailed in numerous locations. 
Per the site section cuts, the shotcrete wall appears to be intended only for the tojHiloSt portion 
of the slope above the piers for purposes of stabilization. However, in other loca.tioos within 
the drawings, the shotcrete wall is shown in conjunction with the drilled pim. waler beams and 
tiebacks found at the lower portion of the slope. Furtbermore, there is no design within the 
strUctural calculations for the sbotcrete wall itself. 

Within the drawings, no specific reference to quantity or size of the longitudinal or .horizonral 

• 

• 

reinforcement at the drilled piers is made. Review of the calculations shows three distinct shaft • 
designs, but the corresponding reinforcement listed in these calculations docs 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 intent 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 are specified. The design for 
required flexural steel is not cJearJy detailed within the calculations and no supporting 
calculations or reference to a computer 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 specifically 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 waler beam to be "bardrock 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 referring to. 
Furthennore. there is no mention of a slurry mix being used at any portion of the drilled piers 
anywhere in the calculations. 

7iebtJCk Design Depth 

Nowhere m the calculations are the required lengths of the tieback anchors calculated based on 
the allowable design parameters. Tieback anchor reactions appear to be calculated within tbe 
proprietary computer program used by Cefali & Associates, but this reaction value does not 
appear to be used to compute the required anchor length based on the allowable tieback bond 
strength. 

Per the shaft calculations, the maximum horizontal reaction at the tieback anchors is 254,000 
Ibs. In the following grade beam calculations, the maximum anchorage force is specified to be 
280,000 Jbs. (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 lbs (1.5 times 
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the design load of 210,000 lbs.). Utilizing the maximum design Joad 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 engineer requires that the first two anchors on the upper wan, as well as 
the first anchor on each lower wall, be tested to 20090 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 
are to be tested to 200% of their design load. 

North and South Bulkhead Dtdgn 

The north and south bulkhead designs found within the structural calculations offer no specific 
design information 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 reinforcemcDt is given. Likewise, no 

• 

infonnation is given on the drawings regarding pier depth aside from the graphical scale • 
indicating height above sea level discussed previously. Information provided to us by Ninyo ~ 
Moore specifies preliminary design criteria for the cantilevered piers along the north bulkhead 
(Frahm residence). and bas 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 fully understand the approach taken by the origiDal 
designer. However. based on review of the documents provided to our office. it appears that the 
coordination between the calculations and the drawings is lacking, and that certain information is either 
incorrect as stated on the drawings or missing altogether. The design provided by these drawinp does 
not appear to be adequate to resist the proposed design loads. We therefore recommend 1hat tbe 
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 Jagging 
Insufficient support for wood lagging 
Unclear location and design of sbotcrete wall 
Incomplete design of drilled piers (size, reinforcement. embedment and material) 
Pier size. embedment and reinforcing on drawings does not match calculations 
Lack of ca1culations for tieback design and depth • 
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• Lack of calculations at north and south bulkheads 

If you have any questions or comments regarding 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. 

~~eJJn·s , S.E. 
Principal Engineer 

COASTAL CflMrv~~SSiON 
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Associate Engineer 
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George B. Piggott 
Law Offices 

liD~~~~~~~ uu JUL 1 7 1998 ~.~J 
2603 Main Street, Suite 1050 
Irvine, CA 92614-6232 CALifORNIA 

COASTAL COMM\SS\01'-·' Subject: Frahm Property, Three Arch Bay, Plan Review 

Dear George: 

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 Li. 
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 Frahm property. This will have the visual affect of a 10-foot high wall in Frahm 
property rear yard. 

5. 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 truly, COASTAL COMrii:iSSION 
~t:/7-371 

EXHlBIT # -~.!?.. .............. . 
J.P. . ;, P.i. . }'1· PAGE ..... / .. OF __ l ___ _ 
Califo ia Registered trc;ffessional Engineer. Civil. R.C.E. Number 22015 
Expiration date: September 30.2001 

18022 Cowan. Suite IOOA.Irvlne, Callfomla 92614 • Telephone: 714/660-8600 • Fax: 714/440-8183 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Mr. John Auyong -' 
200 Oceangate, 1oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Ref: Coastal Development Permit 5-97-371 
Shoring Wall - Conrad eLal. 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 

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

Sid Danenhauer Phone: 323/727 ·9800 
5930 Bandini Blvd. Fax: 323f722-2848 
Los Angeles, CA 90040 

We received the plans 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 Into lmbedement? 
(3). Concerned about corrosion protection. Suggests double corrosion protection 

on tie backs into the street. This lengthens the life and minimizes sulfur and salt 
water attack. · 

(4). Recommends rather than conventionar soldier pile construction described that they 
consider post tension concrete pile design to extend life and strength. 

(5). Slope inclinometers should be installed to monitor and warn of any ground 
movement. 

(6). Concerned about water. drainage, percolation and storm water removal. 
This will be a cr1tl.callssue and a secondary or back up sys~m fs recommended. 

We are also concerned about the location of the slide plane in relation to the depth of piles. 
Furthennore, we attended a meeting of the Three Arch Bay Board of Directors on July 13th where 
the shoring wall was discussed by their consultant, Mr. Osmond Pekin of Leighton & Assodates. 
He Indicated that he has reviewed the plans and has requested additionallnformation before he 
can render an opinion. 

stn~rely, }let~hJ:xrr Rwt'etN-
.M' 0 · 04A~ co,/\~IAL c,...JI!.,.r.r..·s·stoN 
Sid & Lesley Danenhauer t\~ Ut~i ,,f 
5930 Bandinl Blvd. !f-9 7 - 51 I 
Los Angeles, CA 90040 /if 
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JAMES CONRAD, ARCHITECTS 

• 
II!Pp/i~~ 16,1991 

Mr. John Auyona 
Staff Analyst 
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California CoAstal Commiuion 
200 Oceanpte Suite 1000 
Long Beach. CA PA L----------~---·-

GE ·----- -- Of •• !L_ CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIO~, 

RB: BAY DRIVE SHORING WAll & 4 PRIVATE R.ESJDENCES 

"Rcaponse to eoncerns raUed by neill!bor'J t.6Diu114Dtl ", 

The foDowing i& a response to the concerns raised by the consultant11bred by Ms. 
Frahm, the ownerof33 Bay Drive. 

RcS:Poos to issues raised by NUJ)'o & Moore 

The report p•cpared by Ninyo & Moore listed 13 comments. The foUowiOB i5 a · 
general response to those comments. 

1. The Geotechnical engineer bad similar concerns and considered these issues in 
providing the allowable bonding $tress value&. The statement that .. sub surface 
exploration has not extended into the :ume where tie back anchor5 are proposed " 
is not accurate. Please aoe HEB·3 boring tog in the geotechnical report. 

2. The geologic sections used for the design of the tie blob wore provided to the 
structural engineer by Hethaington & Associates. We did not include them in the 
submittal to the Coastal Commission. If you would like to aee the secti0111 we 
would be glad to provide those to you. 

3. We wiD consider tbis comment In refinin.g the plans and speciftaat.ions. 

4. We will consider this comment in refining the pbms and specifioatioM. 

5. We will consider this eonuneot in retlning the plans and specifications. 

Uto SOUTH COAST HWY., 5tltT8 n • t..AGUNA IBACH. CA • UUt 
PHOJ12: ( 'IU ) "''·OliGO • I'A:It: ( 114 ) 'lt,.OUI 
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6. We will eonsider this comment in refining the plans & specifications as well as the 
method of employini the specified system. 

7. We wiU eon~der this comment in refining the plans & specifications. 

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

9. If this slope stAbility analysis is provided to us we will con&ider it in refining the 
plans & specifications. 

10. We are planning to install inclinometers prior to commencement of oonstruction. 

.II. We wiU consider this oomme.tt in refining the: plans &. specific:ations as well as the 
installation schedule for the shoring system. 

12. Please see the gradbJa and drainage plans prepared by Toal Engineering, civil 
engineers. 

13. We are in the prooer;s of wmpleting slope stability analysis u part of the 
refinement of the plans and specifications. 

ln the conclusion, I was happy to see that the consultant tilt that the geologic 
interpretation regarding the active landslide presented by Hetherington Engineering is 
reasonable. We will take their comments into consideration in the refinement oftbe plans 
It specifications prior to submittal to the City of Laguna Beach Department ofBuilding & 
Safety. 

Remonse to comments made by Josephson Werdowatz & Nsociates. Inc. 

In their report under the section .. Conclusions " they list 9 concerns. 1 will respond 
to those concerns. 

1. The drilled pier spacing does match the soils report as we propose tO use lagging 
in the temponuy situation. 

2. We will provide the design for the lagging in tbe final structural submittal. 

3. We will addrc$s the design of the lasgt:ag in the final structural submittal. 

4. The shot crete wall is located between the concrete piles. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
·o-97-371 . 

EXHiBIT # JS ... ................................... . 
PAGE •..... if. OF ••• "!:.. .. .. 
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S. The design oftbe reinforcement or the drilled picn wiD be more clear as the plans 
&. specifications are refined. 

6. An.y incoDJistencics between the plans and calculatioDJ wiD be correeted. 

7. TIUs comment wiU be addressed in the refinement ofthe plans a specifications. 

8. _ This commeot will be addressed in the refinement of the plans & specifications. 

9. This comment will be addressed in the refinement of the plans & specificatjon5. 

The concerns raised by Josephson Werdowatz are technical in nature and will be 
addressed as the plan• &. speeifieations are revised for submittal to the City of Laguna 
Beach Department of Building & Safety. We feel confident that the structural design 
proposed wi1J provide an adequate factor of safety as required by Coastal Policy Section 
30253 of the Coastal Act. We will continue to work with the consultants aa we refine the 
plans. The issues raised are by Josephson Werdowatz do DOt suggest that the structural 
system proposed will not be able to meet an acceptable &ctor of safety. The conoem& 
they raised would be more appropriately addressed at the next phase of approval. 

Response to comments made by Polt, Buckley. Schuh & Jeriaau. INC. ( P8SJ ) 

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

I. This comment 'Will be considered in the refinemem of the plans & specifications. 

2. The key wtsy protection wall is constructed to elevation 25, above sea level. The 
wall will return along the property line with Ms. Frahm's property. The drain outlets 
are shown on the gradins I drainage plans ( sbt. 1 ). 

3. This comment wiU be considered in the refinement of the plans & specifications. 

4. The elevation of the wall could be lowered be incorporating a llope at the north 
side or the pool deck area. This would result in a retai.Dins wall along the 
propeny line of approximately s· -0". 

5. The existing grade ia shown on the elevation 1/BS-3. 

6. This will be considered in the refinement of the plana .t spccificatioos. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
5-97-371 

EXHfOIT # ... ./.~ 

PAGE ••••• ~. ·~~--~~= 

• 

• 

-· 



• 

• 

• 

01/01/1995 04:04 714-497-0288 PAGE el7 

-4- JVL\' 16,1998 

John, this is our g~ response to the comment& made by the consultant& hired by 
Ms. Frahm. If you need more detailed response to any of the specific comment~ plc:ue 
let me know. We 'WiU respond promptly. 

Thank you for you help with this applicatiOlt.. 

. Chuck. Damm, ~or Deputy Director 
Ms. Deborah Jee, South Cout Deputy Director 
Ms. Teresa Henry. Sooth Coast District Manager 
Ms. Lesley Ewinu. Associate Civil Engineer . 
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JUly 6, 1998 

Project No. 1800.3 
Log No. 4580 

Mr. James Conrad CALIFORNIA 
1590 So. Coast Highway, Suite 17 COASTAL COMMI~S'.O.t 
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 landsliding 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 structure 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. 

Sincerely, 

. eth · on: .. 
Civil Engineer 30488 r : · . ·: 

Geotechnical Engineer 397 
(expires 3/31/00) 

~~~~ ~/tJ1f;, ~ 
/tJifr:v te: . (JI)A,?fd M<fll In-
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June 23, 1998 COASTAL COi::rt?ISSION 11eq;~/1}1J 
l!).q)-871 . 823-01 

James Conrad 1 7 . 

!;~·s~~~~':way, swte 11 ::::'~ ... i..:::··;;~- fDJ rc ({il rc 0 nn JC WJ' 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 •••. ·•• /J)] /.6 {lB /.6 W /.6 · ' 
RE: Coastal Development Permit Application S-97-371 JUL 14 1998 u j 

Bluff Toe Wall for Lots 26, 27, 28. 29, and 30, Tract 970 . CALIFORNl 
Three Arch Bay, Laguna Beach, CA COASTAL COMMA 

ISSION 
Dear Mr. Conrad: 

Attached are our structural calculations prepared for the proposed bluff stabilization toe wall for the 
subject lots. Our previous correspondence to you dated May 12 and April 2, 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 term 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 bas 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 o~ view because of the more massive vertical scale that the structure would present when 
exposed by future toe erosion . 

0 359 BEL MARIN KEYS, SUITE 9 NOVATO, CA 94949-5637 
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James Coarad 
June 23, 1998 
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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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Mr. James Conrad 
· COASTAL COMMISSION 

1590 S. Coast Highway, Suite 17 
Laguna Beac~ CA 92651 

Subject: PRELI.MJNARY GEOTECHNICAL PARAMETERS 
FOR STRUCTURAL DESIGN OF TOE WALL 
Lots 26, 27, 28,29 and 30 ofTract 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 
April11, 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 of Mr. 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 eapacity 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 fiiCtion 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 • Carlsbad, 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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PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL PARAMETERS FOR. 
STRUCTURAL DESIGN OF TOE WALL 
Project No. 1800.3 
June 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 wall, retaining a 2: 1 (horizontal to vertical) fill slope, should be 
designed for an active pressure of 65 pounds per cubic foot, equivalent fluid pressure. If 
the toe waiJ is restrained from movement at the top it should be designed for an aqditiouaJ· 
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 waiJ should be added to these values. 
The toe wall should be provided with adequate drainage to prevent buildup of hydrostatic 
pressure and should be adequately waterj,roofed. · 

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

Sincerely, 

ar th' on 
Civil Engineer 0488 
Geotechnical Engineer 397 
(expires 3/31100) 

RING, INC. 
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CONSULTANTS, INC • 

May 12, 1998 

James Conr.sd 
James Conrad,Architcct 
1590 South cOa. .. t Highway. Suite 17 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

lUi: Cortstal Development Pennit Application S-91-371 -
Shoring Wall and Blufl'Repair at23·31 Bay Drive, Laguna Beach. CA 
Necessity for a Shoreline Protection Device 

EXH!~IT # I 1 . 
PAGE ... /.~~~--~~--~~=~~~ 

Door Mr. Conrad: 

Our coastal engineering assessment of the proposed project development dated April 2. 1998 
included discussion concerning the need fi,r toe protection nl' the proposed shnring wall and 
associated huttl'ess till material. ln that correspondence, we stated our opinion that a shoreline 
protection device will be necessary to pn..-serve the long term stability of the Bay Drive right-of way 
and existing development behind il This letter is furnished to provide further clarification n..-gurding 
the basis for this opinion. 

Shoreline erosion rates along the Laguna Beach shotclinc arc related in part lo seac:liff retreat 
proces.<~~es whereby wave action and high tides attack the toe. Historical data and previous studies 
concerning short tem1 and long term rates of recession ure nearly non~xistenl As a result, the 
ability to provide quantitative forecasts of shoreline retreat with confidence is ditlicull at beSt. 

lbc limited previous studies conducted Lo review seacliff retreat within the Laguna Reach Mini-Cells 
cite long term rates uf recession on the order of 0.1 Ln 0.2 feet per year. 'Jlu.--se relatively low rates 
arc more appropriate to describe coa.1\taJ segment._ that arc duminatcd by the erosion resistant San 
Onofre llrc.ccia fonnationa.1 material. Where this bedrock is present in 2>-uffi.cicnt mKss. low mtes of 
shoreline crnsion .may be expected and the need filr supplemental shoreline protection devices 
diminished. However, for those segments of shoreline where the bedrock is too Jow in elevation 
and/ or terrace deposit soils are exposed to wave impingement and runup (e.g. the Thn."t'! Arc4 Bay 
project site) higher rates of retreat will occur. 

The unique lopo&raphy of dlc Three Arch Bay site and the proposed slide repair profile require that 
buttr~ss fill material bt:- placed to the hackbcach boundary line. In so doing, the fill soil will be 
vulnerable to future coa.crtal stonn event-. which in our opinion will ftlsult in sequences of toe erosion. 
Jt is difficult to forecast the rute of recession since tht! erosion process is episodic, depends on the 
frequency and severity of coastal stonn OCCUJTences over time. and will be impacted by the residual 
stability of the soil mass that remains aft.L'f each crus ion event . 

D H9 Ht-:1. MARlN Kr:n. Sl:lll.L:: 9 Nov A1·u. c:A 94949-51>)7 
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J11mca conrad 
~.)' 12. 1991 
Pascal• 

Fur purposes ofprnject evaluation, we believe that an unprt)tected hutt1'e1;S fiJI will emde ala rate 
that is orders of ma£,nitudc higher than the natural scacliff retreat rate that has been estimated for the 
more resistant bedrock. In our opinion, it is conceivable that erosion of one quarter to one half of 
the entire butt~Rs fill could~ reasonably expected to occur over the project's Jife 1110 11 result uf 
marine relate<fprocesscs. 'lbus. it is for this rea.~nn that we recommend that a shoreline protection 
device will be necessary and should be incmpnrated within the road repair project to preserve the 
shoring wall for the Bluff Drive right-of-way. We believe that this action is warranted im:~pective 
of any other dcvclupment considerations proposed seaward of l.he mad in order to prevent more 
catastrophic Jus:-~ llf the primary access roadway and existing structures adjacent to it. 

This t.·oncludes our supplemental discussion. Please contact us should you need clarification tll the 
items discussed in this lott&.or or if you have have any questions conccming our pmfessional opinions 
that have been. cxpresst=d. 

Y OU1"5 very truly. 

JTM:jm 
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April2,1998 

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

RE: Coastal Engineering Assessment 

EX!·W3iT # --~/?.. ....... __ _ 
I .8 

.PAGE ·-------- OF ··---· 

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. 

Controlling Sand Sup.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. 

CJ 359 BEL MARIN KEYS, SUITE 9 NOVATO, CA 94949-5637 
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B Three Arch B . d k beach, .. PA!?.E_.s~..:~...: OF !2_11'···· ecause ay 1s a eep poe et tt ts bellevcu UUlt we contro mg coastal processes 
tend to be less influenced by alongshore sand transport and more dominated by cross shore sand 
exchanges that are related to short term storm driven episodes or longer lasting seasonal fluctuations. 
Studies which include the Laguna shoreline have been conducted by the US Army Co1ps 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 spe~ulated 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 
move 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 

Shoreline 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 geomo~phic 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, storm swell 
occurrence is more intense and frequent, and the more severe storm related events arrive coincident • 
with high tides. This El 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 
littoral reach indicates that they are severely depleted of sand which renders the adjacent .seacliff toes 
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wlnerable to wave attack. Over time, this marine erosion processes leads to destabilization of the 
seaclifftoe, and when combined with subaerial slope sloughing, causes the net seacliffrecession 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 1 00 years away from seacliff retreat encroachment. The densely 
vegetated bluff toes within Th.ree Arch Bay imply that seacliff erosion is low. However, given the 
special circumstances of the reactivated landslide, more conservative toe protection strategies are 
warranted a11d 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 has 
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 Th.ree 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, this 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 has also been applied to bluff repairs and stabilization measures 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 has been estimated to annually average a volume of less than 200 
cubic yards per year. This translates to about one percent of the total net alongshore ttansport rate 
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past the shore segment. Thus, pennanently annoring the seacliff within the slide repair section 
(about 200 feet ) implies that in the long tenn 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 delivery 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 S"Paae Drainaae on the Beach 

• 

The proposed slide repair includes four gravel drain outlets at the base of the slope which are 
intended as the tenninus points of the groundwater collection system necessary to prevent adverse 
build up of subsurface water pressures or slope runoff. The drains are approximately I 0 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 stonn 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 nonnal rainfall totals, it is conceivable 
that seepage discharges may daylight to the surface at times. In such instances minor rilling of the 
beach could occur. However, since the entire sand lense 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 information. Please contact us 
should you need clarification to the items discussed in this letter or if you have have any questions 
concerning our professional opinions that have been expressed. 

Yours very truly, 

JTM:jm 
.AUch;. Bibliography 
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December 17, 19f? 

Mr. _Jamee Conrad 
1590 s. Coast Hwy., Suite 17 
Laguna 5eAeh, California 92651 · 

Dear Mr. Conrad: 

PROPOSED DRAINAQB SYSTEM 

By letter dated December 16, 1997 you submitted plans for 
constructing a paseive drAinage ayatem on your property in 
South Laguna Bay. We understand that the purpose of the 
drainage system is to divert ground water around a proposed 
shoring wall on the aite to the adjacent beaoh. we further 
understand that the proposed drainage ayatem will not result 
in a significant change to the current discharge of ground 
water to the beach. 

Based upon this understanding, we have no objection to the 
construction of the proposed drainage system. If you have 
any questions or need further informatica, please call 
Mr. Bob Morris of my staff at (619) 467•2962. 

Respectfully, 

~~ S-'11 -311 

COASTAL COMMISSION .., _ _ 
11 !xeeutive Officer 

RWM 

uOHN H. ROBER'l'D'S 
Executive Officer 

RWM 

~~~~ 
.) - ,IL/ 
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CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South 
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 

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

Dear Mr. Conrad: 

• PETE WILSON. Govemor 

ROBERT C. HIGHT, Executive Officer 
(916) 674·1800 FAX {916) 574-1810 

. catlfomla Relay Service From TOO Phone 1-800·735·2122 
from Voice Phone 1-800-735-2928 

January 14, 1998 

~1J1l 
~ .. ~'1 

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

E-Mail Address: smithj@slc.ca.gov 

File Ref: SD 97-12-15.4 
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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, are 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 
located 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 described 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 the 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 
public easement in navigable waters. 

The subdrafn 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 the 1 0' 
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-consuming. We do not think such an expenditure of time, 
effort and money Is warranted in this situation, given the limited 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. 

I 

• 

Accordingly, the CSLC presently asserts no claims that the subdrafn 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, Public Land . 
Management Specialist. at (916) 574-1892. 

.. 

~~· \\ 
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Division of Land Management 
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lliREE ARQj. BAY 

December 17,1997 

James Conrad, Archltect 
1590 South Coast Highway - Suite 17 
laguna Beach, CA 92651 

RP: · · ... · Shortng·WaJI/Bi.y Drive 
Coastal Development Per:mitS-97-371 

1ba:nk you for your invitation to join you as a co-appUcant on your 
petition to the Coastal ColDIDissiorL 

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

Please let us know Jf we can assist in anyway. 

a: Board of Dlrec1Drs 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Dewellyn de 1a Cruz, CCAM 
Executive Director 

1/:JftAY~~ 
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?I 

lluliday. December 18. 1997 

Jim Conrad 
Conrad Develo;ment 
1690 s. Coast Hwy 
Ste.17 
Laguna BeaCh. CA 82651 

Re: Coastal Conwnlulon 

I Troy Barnas am The Legal Owner of Lot 27 Track 970 (25 Bey DrMI). 
I giv. my authorization to Jiin Conrad to aot on my behalf Jn obtaining 
the Coastal Commission Development permit for both the shorii"G wall 
and the aubltquent my home tu be built on that lot. 

Sii'IC«ltty, 

~~b~ 
Troy D. B8me$ 
President/CEO 
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To whom it may oonocm: 

We, Charles and Valerie Griswold. authorize Jamea Conrad tO repretertt us in connection with the 
Coastal Diviaiot1 permit on our property at Z9 Bay Drivet lot128 IDd 29 of tract 970. 

~11.~ 
/JW't-~d(;rJ-1~~-

COASlr1L Cilft1MISSION 
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Dcccmber 17, t 997 

I, Tim McMullen, am the legal owner ofLot 30 traCt 970 ( 31 Bay Drive). I ~ve 
my authorization to Jim Conrad to act on my behalf in obtaining the Coll5tal Deve1opment 
Permit for both the D;,rlng waD and subsequently my new home to If built on that lot . 

~~p~~ 
tu::.~oo 81 e4~~ 

COnS l;~l COUtf'hiSSION CJ 
!}- q 7-~7 / !J -9g>-; 7 g>' 
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l baTt nMcwect tile plllla tbr dac w.U ..S I 11111 ~otw propoMCSprajt& 
1111\deretucl tbat lblwd wW requb t:iebaob to~.,..., uad• my proptlt)'. I ~aft 
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propll'tJ, Mr. *' t.M. 
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ITA 'TW 0P C.IJ.IFORNIA ·THE Ftl SOURCES AQENCT PETE WILSON, CiloWIIw 

~ALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
lOlA!'! ee.st.,.. am. 
100 Oon.."~glta, lull 1DDD 
&..Dna !nett, CA IICIIQNICI2 
(NZ)--t 

EXTENSION OF TIME (AB 884) 

.... 

Re: Application No. 5'- 'f7-31/ 

APPUCANT 
STP.EET 
~ITY, STATE, ZIP 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMN.ISSION 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65957f 

.-

I, o-~e...~ , CaD·~ , the (owner) {owner's representative, authorized 

to act in accordance wlth Title 14, Cal. Admin. Code aubaectlon 13053.5) of the 

prDparty befDre tht Comml11lon on Applfcltlon No. &-17..000, hereby request tJurt the 

time limits for • deci1lon on my CDtJtal development permit application established by 

Government Code Section 65952 be extended for a period not to exceed 90 daya. Thia 

90 day extenalon ahtll become tffectlvt only upon consent of tht Extcutlv• Director of 

the Coastal Commiaaion. 

Date 

EXHIBIT # ;2 Cj ;··---------·7··-···· 
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IT ATE OF CALIF'OFtNIA • THE M:teMtell A01btCY 
•=' ae 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
IDIIII\ coat Arll C.. 
200 OM&ftlltt, lull tDIIt 
Ltnt ltHfl. CA IDICIHIIII 
(IIZ)-..n 

X 

EXTENSION OF TIME (AB 884) 

Re: Application No. 5-'lf --Ozo 
t3~D~~~~~ 

Puttutnt to GovernrMnt Code St;tion 11817, 

to let in tceordtnce with Tttte 14, Cel. Admin. Code 1ubsection 13053.!) of !hi 

• 

e---f<f,o:z.o 
property before tht Comml11lon on App1f;~tfon No. I If IGG, hereby requut 1hlt the • 

tlmt limit8 far • decltion on my oo•tttt dtvtlopmtnt permit application eetablithed by 

Government Codt Section 86852 be extended for 1 perfoc.f not to IKOHd 80 daya. Thil . 
10 dey extension 1hall bltcome 1ffectJve only upon con.ent of tht IKtcutfvt Dfrtotor of 

the Coastal ComrnlllloD. 

Dllte Ti fVlt. &y'{..eu S't dvt. 
COASTAL COM&tbSION 
5 -v; t -(};MY ,o· 

EXHIBIT # ······--·~·-r-
PAGE _____ __/_ OF --·--........ ,~,...,. .... ,.- ........... , ...... "" 

·. 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION • 


