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APPLICATION NUMBER: 5-98-273 

APPLICANT: Mike McKinley and John Bass AGENT: None 

PROJECT LOCATION: 327 and 327 % Paseo de Cristobal, City of San 
Clemente, Orange County 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: To permanently authorize the construction allowed 
under emergency permit 5-98-273-G for a new 110 foot long by twenty foot 
tall retaining wall with sixteen caissons on a coastal bluff and backfilling the 
area between the retaining wall and the landslide scarp with approximately 
1 600 cubic yards of material. Re-landscaping the bluff below the retaining 
wall with native vegetation and the construction of new backyard hardscape. 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: City of San Clemente Rough Grading Permit 
issued August 28, 1998 and Construction Inspection Permit issued August 
28, 1998. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Geotechnical Investigation for Slope Repair at 
327 and 327 % Paseo de Cristobal, San Clemente, California (PN 11575-00) 
by Stoney-Miller Consultants, Inc. dated May 21, 1998. Coastal 
development permits: 5-93-243 (City of Dana Point), A5-DPT-93-275 (City 
of Dana Point), 5-94-256 (City of San Clemente), and 5-98-493 (Vaughn). 
City of San Clemente Certified Land Use Plan. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

This permit application is the follow-up permit application for an emergency permit 
(5-98-273-G) to construct a 110 foot long by 20 foot high retaining wall with 
sixteen caisson soldier piles and backfilling the area between the new retaining wall 
·and the landslide scarp. Additional development that was not part of the 
emergency permit, but is now before the Commission includes landscaping, 
applying wall treatments to minimize the visual impact of the retaining wall, and 
installing new hardscape in the backyard. Commission staff recommends that the 
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Commission approve the proposed project with six special conditions. These 
special conditions relate to: a future improvements deed restriction, assumption of 
risk deed restriction, conformance with the geotechnical recommendations, 
submission and implementation of a landscaping plan, submission and 
implementation of a drainage plan, and the submission and implementation of a 
design for the retaining wall. 

The City of San Clemente does not have a certified Local Coastal Program (LCP). 
Accordingly, the Commission will review this application for consistency with 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The City of San Clemente certified Land Use Plan 
(LUP) recognizes that coastal bluffs contain important habitat and can be 
considered as an environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA). Consistent with 
Section 30240 of the Coastal Act, the certified LUP mandates that development 
occurring on the coastal bluffs and adjacent to the coastal bluffs enhance habitat 
value. In addition, the coastal bluffs in San Clemente are considered to be a 
valuable scenic and natural feature. In recognition of this, the San Clemente LUP 
restricts development in the vicinity of coastal bluffs to preserve their natural and 
scenic character. This LUP policy is consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal 
Act regarding the protection of scenic resources. Consequently, the major Coastal 
Act issues raised by the retaining wall is its consistency with Sections 30240 and 
30251 of the Coastal Act in terms of enhancing the habitat values of the coastal 
bluff, minimizing natural land form alteration, and protecting the visual qualities of 
coastal bluffs. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

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 will be in conformity 
with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976, is between 
the first public road and the sea and is consistent with the access and recreation 
policies of the Coastal Act, will 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 will not have any significant 
adverse effects on the environment within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 
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STANDARD CONDITIONS: 

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 will 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 
will 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. 

Ill. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. Future Development Deed Restriction 

A. This permit is only for the development described in coastal 
development permit No. 5-98~273. Pursuant to Title 14 California 
Code of Regulations section 13253(b)(6), the exemptions otherwise 
provided in Public Resources Code section 3061 0 (b) shall not apply to 
the subject parcels. Accordingly, any future improvements, including 
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but not limited to repair and maintenance identified as requiring a •• 
permit in Public Resources section 3061 O(d) and Title 14 California 
Code of Regulations sections 13252(a)-(b), which are proposed within 
either of the patcels shall require an amendment to Permit No. 5-98-
273 from the Commission or shall require an additional coastal 
development permit from the Commission or from the applicable 
certified local government. 

B. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, 
each applicant shall execute and record a deed restriction in a form and 
content acceptable to the Executive Director, reflecting the above 
restrictions on development within the subject parcels. Each deed 
restriction shall include a legal description of the applicant's entire 
parcel. Each deed restriction 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. The deed restrictions shall not be removed or changed 
without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit. 

2. ASSUMPTION OF RISK, WAIVER OF LIABILITY, AND INDEMNITY 

A. By acceptance of this permit, the applicants acknowledge and agree that: 
(i) the site may be subject to hazards from landslide, bluff retreat, erosion, • 
and earth movement; (ii) to assume the risks to the applicant and the 
property that is the subject of this permit of injury and damage from such 
hazards in connection with this permitted development; (iii} to 
unconditionally waive any claim of damage or liability against the 
Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for injury or damage from 
such hazards; and (iv) to indemnify and hold harmless the Commission, its 
officers, agents, and employees with respect to the Commission's 
approval of the project against any and all liability, claims, demands, 
damages, costs (including costs and fees incurred in defense of such 
claims), expenses, and amounts paid in settlement arising from any injury 
or damage due to such hazards. 

B. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, each 
applicant shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and 
content acceptable to the Executive Director incorporating all of the above 
terms of this condition. Each deed restriction shall include a legal 
description of the applicant's entire parcel. Each deed restriction 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. The deed restrictions shall not be 
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removed or changed without a Commission amendment to this coastal 
development permit. 

CONFORMANCE OF DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION PLANS WITH 
GEOTECHNICAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. All final design and construction plans, including foundations, grading 
and drainage plans, shall be consistent with all recommendations 
contained in the Geotechnical Investigation for Slope Repair by 
Stoney-Miller Consultants, Inc. (PN 11575-00) dated May 21, 1998. 
PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, 
the applicants shall submit, for the Executive Director's review and 
approval, evidence that an appropriate licensed professional has 
reviewed and approved all final design and construction plans and 
certified that each of those final plans is consistent with all of the 
recommendations specified in the above-referenced geologic evaluation 
approved by the California Coastal Commission for the project site. 

B. The permittees shall undertake development in accordance with the 
approved final plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final 
plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the 
approved final plans shall occur without a Commission amendment to 
this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director 
determines that no amendment is required. 

4. Landscape Plan 

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
applicants shall submit, for the review and written approval of the 
Executive Director, a landscaping plan to minimize the visual impact of 
the retaining wall and to enhance the habitat values of the coastal 
bluff fronting 327 and 327 % Paseo de Cristobal. The plan shall be 
prepared by a licensed landscape architect. 

1 . The plan shall demonstrate that: 

a. all vegetation planted on the bluff face shall consist of 
native, drought-tolerant plants and all non-native plants on 
the bluff face within the applicants property lines shall be 
eradicated. 

b. Landscaped areas in the front and side yards can include 
non-native potted ornamental plants provided that they are 
non-invasive, are placed on drained hardscape, and do not 
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allow water to percolate into the soil. Vegetation installed in 
the ground shall consist of native drought tolerant plants. • 

c. No permanent irrigation system shall be allowed within either 
property. Temporary above ground irrigation to allow the 
establishment of the plantings is allowed. 

d. Plantings shall be undertaken using accepted planting 
procedures, consistent with fire safety requirements. Such 
planting shall be adequate to provide ninety (90%) percent 
coverage within ninety (90) days and shall be repeated, if 
necessary, to provide such coverage. 

e. all required plantings will be maintained in good growing 
conditions through-out the life of the project, and whenever 
necessary, shall be replaced with new plant materials to 
ensure continued compliance with the landscape plan, and 

2. The plan shall include, at a minimum, the following components: 

(a) a map showing the type, size, and location of all plant 
materials that will be on the developed site, topography 
of the developed site, and all other landscape features, 
and, 

(b) a schedule for installation of plants. 

B. The permittees shall undertake development in accordance with the 
approved final plan. Any proposed changes to the approved final plan 
shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the 
approved final plan shall occur without a Commission amendment to 
this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director 
determines that no amendment is required. 

5. DRAINAGE AND RUNOFF CONTROL 

Prior to issuance of this permit, the applicant shall submit for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director a drainage and runoff control plan with an 
evaluation of the existing system's compliance with this special condition. 
The drainage and runoff control plan shall show that all roof drainage, 
including roof gutters, collection drains, and sub-drain systems for all 
landscape and hardscape improvements for the residence and all yard areas, 
shall be confined on site. The purpose of such a system will be to collect 
and discharge all site drainage to the street through piping without allowing 
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water to percolate into the ground. If such a system for conveying site 
drainage to the street currently does not exist, the applicant shall be 
responsible for installing a drainage and runoff control system which 
conforms to the plan as approved by the Executive Director within ninety 
(90) days of issuance of this permit. The applicant shall maintain the 
functionality of the. approved drainage and runoff control plan to assure that 
water is collected and discharged to the street without percolating into the 
ground. 

RETAINING WALL DESIGN 

Prior to issuance of the coastal·development permit, the applicant shall 
submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director final plans for 
the retaining wall. To minimize the visual impact of manmade structures on 
the natural bluff, the retaining wall shall blend in with the color and texture 
of the surrounding terrain. The retaining wall shall also be screened through 
the placement of planting pockets on the face of the wall and the use of 
vegetation that can cascade down the face of the wall. 

The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved 
final plan. Any proposed changes to the approved final plan shall be reported 
to the Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plan shall occur 
without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless 
the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS: 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. Project Description and Location 

The project site is located at 327 and 327 1/2 Paseo de Cristobal in the City of San 
Clemente, which is in Orange County (Exhibits 1,2 and 3). The project site 
consists of two legal parcels each developed with a single-family residence. Paseo 
de Cristobal is the first public road inland of the Pacific Ocean. The project site is 
on the seaward side of Paseo de Cristobal, consequently the proposed project is 
between the first public road and the sea. Moreover, the project site is located at 
the top of a one hundred-foot high coastal bluff overlooking the Pacific Ocean. 

According to the applicants a landstide occurred on March 1, 1998. The applicants 
received on July 22, 1 998 an emergency permit (Exhibit 1 0) to construct a 
11 0-foot long by 20-foot high concrete retaining wall. The area between the 
retaining wall and the landslide scarp was backfilled with approximately 1 600 cubic 
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yards of fill. According to the geotechnical consultants the purpose of the backfill • 
was to restore the backyards to pre-slide ground levels. No landscaping or concrete 
wall face treatments were proposed or authorized under the emergency permit. 
The emergency permit was reported to the Commission on August 13, 1998. This 
permit application requests that work approved under the emergency permit be 
permanently authorized. Additionally, this permit application proposes new 
hardscape to replace damaged hardscape, and concrete wall treatments and 
landscaping to mitigate the adverse impacts of the new retaining wall. 

B. Geologic Hazards 

The subject site consists of two legal parcels, which are each developed with 
single-family residences. The project site is located on a coastal bluff overlooking 
the Pacific Ocean. The bluff at the subject site is one-hundred feet high. Though 
the subject site is on a coastal bluff, the base of the bluff is not directly subject to 
wave attract due to the presence of railroad tracts at the base of the bluff. The 
base of the bluff is also protected through a wood debris wall immediately inland of 
the railroad tracks (Exhibit 3). 

Though the base of the bluff is not subject to direct wave attack, the coastal bluff 
at the project site is nevertheless still subject to other processes (manmade and • 
natural) which can induce the bluff to fail such as water induced erosion, 
seismicity, wind induced erosion, rodent burrowing, percolation of rainwater or 
irrigation into the bluff, poor drainage, over steepened bluff faces, and weak 
geomorphology. Evidence that bluff instability is a problem is evidenced by two 
major coastal bluff stabilization projects in the City of San Clemente (La Ventana 
and Colony Cove) where residences on coastal bluffs have either been destroyed or 
endangered by bluff failure [5-93-243 (City of Dana Point), A5-DPT-93-275, 
5-DPT-93-275A (City of Dana Point)]. 

Landsliding of coastal bluffs in the City of Dana Point on its border with the City of 
San Clemente in January and February 1993 resulted in the destruction of five 
homes along La Ventana Street (which is in the City of San Clemente), the closure 
of Pacific Coast Highway and the temporary closure of the railroad tracks at the 
base of the bluff. Landsliding of the bluffs below Colony Cove resulted in the 
undermining of terrace walls and patio structures. The primary cause of the La 
Ventana Landslide was water infiltration into the bluff along a deep-seated slope 
failure line. The geotechnical report stated that water seepage onto the bluff face 
was longstanding and that landscaping on the rear yards of some bluff top homes 
may have contributed to the accumulation of water in the slopes. 

The Colony Cove, La Ventana, and Marblehead bluff stabilization projects 
demonstrate that bluff stability is an issue along the entire stretch of San • 
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Clemente's coastal bluffs. Besides these large scale bluff restoration projects, the 
Commission has received many individual application requests to protect single 
family residences ( 5-99-351-G (McMurray) was just received in September 1 999) 
on coastal bluffs and coastal canyons in San Clemente. Many of the requests to 
protect the homes and to conduct slope repairs were due to inadequate drainage 
systems, i.e., broken irrigation lines, over-watering, directing uncontrolled runoff to 
the bluff slopes, and differential settling due to improper compaction of fill. 
Additionally, much of the development on coastal bluffs prior to the Coastal Act 
was constructed too close to the bluff top edge and later required support systems 
for failing patios, decks and other improvements. 

According to the applicant's geologic consultant, Stoney-Miller Consultants, Inc. a 
bluff failure occurred on March 1 , 1 998 and the failure was the result of temporary 
oversaturation. The bluff failure resulted in the loss of significant portion of the 
rear yard at 327 Paseo de Cristobal which is the McKinley residence. As a result of 
this failure rear yard improvements such as the patio slab and deck were lost, and 
the foundation of the McKinley residence was exposed. The rear yard of 327 % 
Paseo de Cristobal, which is the Bass residence, was not as adversely impacted 
(Exhibit 4). 

The number of permit applications for bluff stabilization and bluff repair in San 
Clemente demonstrates that the bluffs are geotechnically active. Development on 
coastal bluffs is inherently risky, 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. 

(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. 

To evaluate the site's stability and to recommend a solution for repairing the rear 
yards Stoney-Miller Consultants, Inc conducted a geotechnical evaluation. The 
report included subsurface exploration, logging, soil sampling, and laboratory 
testing to determine the existing soil conditions at the site and to provide data and 
specific recommendations relative to the design for the proposed development. As 
previously summarized, the geotechnical report attributed the rear yard slope failure 
to temporary oversaturation. The boring logs, however, indicate that groundwater 
was not present. To assure bluff stability on the subject property and to protect 
the subject property from further bluff failure Stoney-Miller Consultants, Inc . 
recommended the installation of a retaining wall system founded on caisson soldier 
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piles embedded into underlying bedrock. Though the geotechnical evaluation by • 
Stoney-Miller Consultants, Inc. concluded that the project can be undertaken, the 
geotechnical consultant has made recommendations which must be complied with 
by the applicant to assure that the project will minimize risks to life and property, 
and will assure structural integrity. Specific recommendations made by the 
geotechnical consultant include: 1) that the caissons system should be imbedded 
by at least fifteen feet into bedrock; 2) surface drainage should be conveyed to the 
street or the toe of the bluff; and 3) that a subdrain system be installed at the base 
of the retaining wall to prevent the accumulation of water behind the new retaining 
wall. 

Though the geotechnical report did not mention landscaping, landscaping can also 
promote bluff stability by withdrawing water from bluffs through evapotranspiration 
and a root system, which holds the soil in place. To provide plantings, which 
promotes bluff stability, the applicant proposes to install native plants on the bluff 
slope. A proposed landscaping plan was submitted for the bluff face. The 
submitted landscaping plan specifically identifies those native plants that are to be 
placed on the bluff face. The plan, however, does not show landscaping on the 
remainder of the lot and identifies the installation of a drip irrigation system for the 
bluff face. To assure that a landscaping is undertaken which promotes native 
vegetation and bluff stability, the Commission finds it necessary to impose a special 
condition to require that a final landscaping plan be prepared which minimizes the 
potential of water infiltrating into the ground. • 

The slide, which occurred, was caused, in part, due to the presence of water and 
the applicant's geotechnical firm has made recommendations that the infiltration of 
water shall be minimized. Therefore, the applicant shall submit for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director a revised landscaping plan. The Commission 
imposed a similar requirement for a landscaping plan under coastal development 
permit 6-98-493 (Vaughn) for the construction of a new home at 2816 La Ventana. 
The landscaping plan for 6-98-493 (Vaughn) required primarily native plants though 
drought tolerant non-native plants were allowed in the front and sideyards if they 
were noninvasive. 

The landscaping plan, to minimize the potential for future bluff failure, shall be 
prepared by a licensed landscape architect and shall incorporate the following 
criteria: 1) to minimize the introduction of water into the ground, no permanent 
in-ground irrigation shall be permitted on either property, temporary above ground 
irrigation to establish the plantings is permitted; 2) landscaping installed in the 
ground shall consist of native plants. The side yards and front yards can contain 
non-native drought tolerant plants provided that the plants are in pots and are 
placed on drained hardscape which does not allow water to percolate into the soil, 
and 3) Invasive, non-indigenous plant species which tend to supplant native species 
shall not be used. Additionally, the landscaping plan shall show the existing plants • 
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and irrigation system. Any existing irrigation shall be capped and disconnected . 
Through this special condition, one of the contributing factors to bluff failure, the 
introduction of water into the ground, will be minimized. 

As previously mentioned, the slide was caused, in part, due to the presence of 
water and the applicant's geotechnical firm has made recommendations that the 
infiltration of water shall be minimized. To minimize the infiltration of water into 
the bluff the Commission has imposed a special condition to minimize the 
introduction of water by restricting irrigation. Restricting irrigation by itself is not 
enough as rainwater can infiltrate into the bluff. The infiltration of water into the 
bluff, however, can be further minimized through a drainage system, which collects 
water and conveys it to the street. Therefore, the Commission is imposing a 
special condition to require that a drainage and runoff control plan be submitted for 
the review and approval of the Executive Director prior to issuance of this coastal 
development permit. The drainage and runoff control plan shall depict that all 
drainage from roofs will be collected and discharged into pipes which convey it to 
the street and that area drains be placed to collect water and convey the water 
through pipes to the street. The drainage and runoff control plan shall also evaluate 
the effectiveness of the existing on site drainage. If the existing on-site drainage is 
not consistent with the requirements of this condition, the applicant shall be 
responsible for installing a drainage and runoff control system, which conforms to 
this condition within ninety days of issuance of this permit . 

Although adherence to the geological consultant's recommendations will minimize 
the risk of damage, the risk is not eliminated entirely. The coastal bluffs in San 
Clemente have been prone to bluff failures on a consistent base. Therefore, the 
standard waiver of liability condition has also been attached as a special condition. 
By this means, each applicant is notified that the lot is in an area that is potentially 
subject to bluff failure, which could damage the applicant's property. Each 
applicant is also notified that the Commission is not liable for such damage as a 
result of approving the permit for development. In addition, the condition insures 
that future owners of each property will be informed of the risks and the 
Commission's immunity of liability. This special condition was imposed on 
development located at 281 5 La Ventana under coastal development permit 
5-98-493 (Vaughn). 

Since the bluffs adjacent to Paseo de Cristobal are active, future development 
adjacent to the bluffs could have an adverse impact on bluff stability if not properly 
evaluated. For this reason, the Commission is imposing a special condition for a 
deed restriction which states that any future development or additions on either of 
the parcels, including but not limited to hardscape improvements, grading, 
landscaping, vegetation removal and structural improvements, requires a coastal 
development permit from the Commission or its successor agency. This condition 
ensures that any future development on coastal bluffs, which may affect the 
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stability of the bluff and residential structures, receives review by the Commission. 
The Commission imposed a similar future improvements deed restriction as a • 
special condition for development occurring at 2815 La Ventana under coastal 
development permit 5-98-493 (Vaughn). 

The plans submitted with the application have not been certified as incorporating 
the recommendations of the geotechnical reports prepared by Stoney-Miller 
Consultants, Inc. To ensure that the geotechnical consultant's recommendations 
are instituted, it is necessary to impose a special condition requiring verification 
that the project plans are in compliance with the recommendations of Stoney-Miller 
Consultants, Inc. Accordingly, the applicant must submit prior to issuance of the 
permit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, plans (drainage, 
retaining wall, and caisson plans) signed by a certified geotechnical engineer which 
incorporate the recommendations made by Stoney-Miller Consultants, Inc. in their 
geotechnical investigation (PN 1 1 575-00) of May 21, 1998. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the project conforms with the requirements of 
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act as conditioned for: an assumption of risk deed 
restriction, future improvements deed restriction, the implementation of a 
landscaping plan, conformance with the geotechnical recommendations, and the 
submission and implementation of a drainage and runoff control plan. 

c. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 

The proposed development is located at the top of a coastal bluff. Coastal bluffs 
are considered ESHA in the certified LUP for the City of San Clemente. The site of 
the retaining wall, however, is not an ESHA as defined in Section 30107.5 of the 
Coastal Act since the retaining wall will be located on the remains of the failed 
bluff. The purpose of the retaining wall is to restore the applicants' rear yards to 
their pre-slide ground levels and to restore the applicants' ability to use their rear 
yards. Consequently, the ESHA area subject to Section 30240(b) of the Coastal 
Act is located adjacent to the proposed development on the bluff face seaward of 
the retaining wall. Section 30240(b) of the Coastal Act states: 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and 
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which 
would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the 
continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. 

• 
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"Environmentally sensitive area" means any area in which plant or animal life or their 
habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an 
ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and 
developments. 

The City of San Clemente certified Land Use Plan recognizes that the coastal bluffs 
contain important natural habitat. Though the coastal bluffs contain natural 
habitat, the land use plan notes that the coastal bluffs represent remnants of what 
was once a much larger habitat zone. The tops of the coastal bluffs, in many 
cases, have been developed with singJe family homes and associated improvements 
such as lawns, decks, and hardscape. Consequently the habitat quality of the 
coastal bluffs have been affected by adjacent urban development. The vegetation 
along the coastal bluffs is a mixture of native and introduced non-native plants and 
trees. 

Though the overall habitat quality of the coastal bluffs has been adversely impacted 
by adjacent urban development, the City of San Clemente has policies in its 
certified Land Use Plan to promote habitat restoration of the coastal bluffs. Policy 
XV.2 and Policy XV.3 of the City's certified LUP restate Section 30240 of the 
Coastal Act . 

Consistent with Section 30240(b) regarding development adjacent to 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas and the requirements of the City's certified 
land use plan the Commission finds it necessary to impose special conditions which 
will enhance the biological habitat values of coastal bluff. First, the Commission is 
imposing a special condition to require a future improvements deed restriction to 
assure that future development in this particular portion of Paseo de Cristobal can 
be adequately evaluated to promote habitat values. Second, the Commission will 
be imposing a special condition for a landscaping. The landscaping plan shall be 
prepared by a licensed landscape architect that shall show the area on the bluff 
face as planted with native vegetation and that all non-native vegetation be 
removed. Temporary irrigation necessary for establishing the plantings will be 
allowed. Additionally, the plants that are allowed on the remainder of the property 
shall be non-invasive as a means of protecting the native vegetation on the bluff 
face. Both the future improvements deed restriction and the landscaping plan shall 
be subject to the review and approval of the Executive Director. 

The proposed development will restore a degraded habitat area (which was further 
harmed by the landslide) through the planting of native vegetation. This will restore 
and enhance the functionality of the habitat of the bluff face. The Commission has 
conditioned the applicant for a future improvements deed restriction and to develop 
and implement a landscaping plan composed of native vegetation. Therefore, the 
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Commission finds that the project, as conditioned, is consistent with section 
30240(b) of the Coastal Act. 

D. VISUAL RESOURCES 

The proposed development consists of the construction of a retaining wall on a 
tailed coastal bluff. The retaining wall allowed under the emergency permit, which 
has been constructed, is approximately 20 feet high and is approximately 110 feet 
long. The portions of the retaining wall that are exposed would adversely change 
the visual character of the natural bluff through the introduction of a manmade 
structure when viewed by the public from the public beach below. 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 natura/land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 
New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California 
Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

The coastal bluffs in San Clemente constitute a scenic coastal area. The new 
retaining wall will significantly adversely impact the scenic coastal views from the 
public beach below. As a new manmade structure the retaining wall would not be 
compatible with the character of the surrounding area since it should be preserved 
in its natural form and the proposed development has not restored the bluff to its 
pre-existing condition. The retaining wall was constructed under an emergency 
permit to protect the existing single family residences. 

Under this permit application the applicants have proposed the use of two wall 
treatments to reduce the visual impact. The two wall treatments proposed are the 
use of color and vegetation. Since the retaining wall has been completed, 
Commission staff visited the project site to examine the visual impact of the wall. 
Even though the wall was colorized to match the ground color, the wall was highly 
visible from the public beach below. Additionally the height, of the wall (20 feet) 
limits the ability to screen the wall through vegetative means. To address this 
concern the City of San Clemente submitted a letter (Exhibit 11) dated September 
21 , 1 999 requesting that the wall have planting pockets and that planting at the 
top of wall be designed to cascade down the face of the retaining wall. 
Furthermore, a third method exists to reduce the visual impact by sculpting the wall 
to match the texture and grain of the bluff. Sculpting the wall to match the terrain 
of the bluff has not been proposed. 

• 

• 

• 
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Therefore, the Commissions finds that, as constructed, the 20 foot high retaining 
wall is not consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act since it will not 
protect public views inland from the public beach below the project site and that is 
a significant landform alteration not compatible with the character of the 
surrounding area. However, if the project is modified to require that the retaining 
wall be screened through vegetation and that it be textured and colorized to match 
the surrounding terrain the project can be found consistent with Section 30251 of 
the Coastal Act regarding the protection of scenic resources and compatibility with 
the character of the surrounding area. 

The Commission has approved two coastal development permits, which required 
visual screening, colorization, and texturizing to minimize the visual impact of a 
retaining wall. The Commission approved bluff slope repairs for the La Ventana 
slide under coastal development permit A5-DPT-93-275 (City of Dana Point) which 
included using vegetative screening, colorization, and texturization to camouflage 
the wall. The retaining wall approved under A5-DPT-93-275 (City of Dana Point) is 
similar in height to the retaining wall under consideration for this permit. The La 
Ventana retaining wall was 25' high; the retaining wall under this permit is 20' 
high. In terms of length, the La Ventana retaining wall was 300' long versus this 
wall's 110'. The La Ventana wall treatment was quite successful at minimizing the 
visual impacts of the retaining wall. Under coastal development permit 5-94-256 
(City of San Clemente) the Commission approved slope repairs for Colony Cove 
which is a residential development above Coast Highway between San Clemente 
between Camino San Clemente and the Marblehead bluffs in the City of San 
Clemente. This project included the use of vegetative screening, colorization, and 
texturizing to minimize the visual impacts of the retaining wall. 

Because of the retaining wall's height and length, the Commission requires that all 
three treatment styles are necessary to minimize the adverse visual effects of this 
man made structure. For example, the retaining wall constructed under the 
emergency permit, even though it has been colorized to match the ground is highly 
visible as a man made structure due to the lack of vegetative screening and the lack 
of three dimensional texture to match the grain and geomorphology of the bluff 
face. Therefore, the Commission is imposing a special condition to require that the 
applicant submit plans, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, for 
minimizing the visual impacts of the retaining wall through landscaping, colorization 
and texturization. 

The special condition shall require that the applicant submit, for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director, a landscaping plan, which shall screen the 
proposed retaining wall. Landscape screening shall include the placement of 
planting pockets on the face of the retaining wall and the use o'f plants at the top of 
the slope, which can cascade down the face of the retaining wall. The landscaping 
plan (for the portion on the bluff face) shall consist of native plants commonly 
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found on coastal bluffs in the general vicinity of the project site. The landscaping • · 
plan shall be prepared by a licensed landscape architect. Furthermore, the retaining 
wall, to minimize, visual impacts shall be colorized and texturized to match the 
existing terrain. Therefore, as conditioned, to submit a landscaping plan to screen 
the wall, to colorize and texturize the wall, the Commission finds that the project is 
consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act regarding the protection of public 
views. 

E. PUBLIC ACCESS 

The project site is on the seaward side of Paseo de Cristobal, which is the first 
public road immediately inland of the Pacific Ocean. Section 30604(c) of the 
Coastal Act requires that every coastal development permit issued for any 
development between the nearest public road and the sea include a specific finding 
that the development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation 
policies of Chapter 3. The proposed development is located between the sea and 
the nearest public road. 

The proposed development is located on a lot with an existing single family 
dwelling. The proposed development will not change the use nor intensity of use 
of the site. Public access opportunities exist from Paseo de Cristobal to the beach • 
through an overpass, which takes pedestrians over the railroad tracks. The 
proposed development, as conditioned, will not result in any adverse impacts to 
existing public access or recreation in the area. Therefore, the Commission finds 
that the project is consistent with the public access and recreation policies of the 
Coastal Act. 

F. Land Use Plan 

Section 30604 of the Coastal Act provides for the issuance of coastal development 
permits directly by the Commission in regions where the local government having 
jurisdiction does not have a certified local coastal program. The permit mr.y only be 
issued if the Commission finds that the proposed development will not prejudice the 
ability of the local government to prepare a Local Coastal Program, which conforms 
with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

The Commission certified the Land Use Plan for the City of San Clemente on May 
11, 1988, and certified an amendment approved in October 1995. On April 10, 
1998, the Commission certified with suggested modifications the IP portion of the 
Local Coastal Program. The suggested modifications expired on October 10, 1998. 
As conditioned, the proposed development is consistent with the Chapter 3 of the • 
Coastal Act. Therefore, approval of the proposed development will not prejudice 
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the City's ability to prepare a Local Coastal Program for San Clemente that is 
consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act as required by Section 
30604(a). 

G. California Environmental Quality Act 

Section 13096 of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission 
approval of Coastal Development Permit applications to be supported by a finding 
showing the application, as conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be 
consistent with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). Section 27380.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development 
from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available, which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect, 
which the activity may have on the environment. 

The project site is located at the top of a coastal bluff. The face of the coastal 
bluff is an environmentally sensitive habitat area. The proposed development has 
been conditioned to assure that the project will not have a significant adverse 
impact on coastal resources and has been conditioned to: record an assumption of 
risk deed restriction, develop and implement a landscaping plan, record a future 
improvements deed restriction, conformance with the geotechnical 
recommendations, submission and implementation of a drainage and runoff control 
plan, and for submission and implementation of a plan to minimize the visual 
impacts of the retaining wall. The proposed development, as conditioned, is 
consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. There are no feasible 
alternatives or mitigation measures available, which would substantially lessen any 
significant adverse impact, which the activity may have on the environment. 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent with CEQA 
and the policies of the Coastal Act. 

H:\Staffreports\REGULAR\R98273.doc 
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LYNNE DEANE BARBARO 
+ASSOCIATES 

Memorandum 
To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Robin Maloney-R~~£s • 

Naomi Gruenthal ,~ I_l'lfi.NIIL/ 

December 23, 1998 

McKinley/Bass Retaining Wall, 
327 & 327% Paseo De Cristobal, San Clemente 

Below is a list of plants we wish to use in a seed mix for a slope which 
collapsed in San Clemente. Please review and add or remove material as 
you see fit. All of the seeds noted are California Natives and shall do well 
along the coast. The area to be hydroseeded will not be irrigated and the 
soil is not compacted in any way. It is the subsidence of the bluff collapse 
(the owner's are installing a 25' retaining wall above the subsidence). I will • 
be recommending that they do the Hydroseeding in the next few weeks or l 
~ey will have to wait until next fall. 

DESCRIPTION 
Abronia maritma I Sand Verbena 
Ambrosia Dumosa I Beach Bur-Sage 
Baccharis pilularis I Coyote Bush 

Lbs/Acre 
4 
3 
3 

Camissonia (Oenothera)cheiranthifolia I Beach Evening Primrose 
Eriogonum parvifolium I Sea Cliff Buckwheat 

3 
8 
3 
4 
6 
3 
4 
4 
3 
5 

Eschscholzia californica I California Poppy 
lsocoma menziesii I Coast Goldenbush 
Limonium californicum I California Statice, Marsh Rosemary 
Lupinus bicolor I Lupine, Pigmy-leaved Lupine 
Lupinus succulentus I Arroyo Lupine 
Phacelia ramosissma/ Branching Phacelia 
Salvia leucophylla I Purple sage 
Salvia mellifera I Black Sage 

EXHIBIT No. 
Application Number: 

5-9·8-273 

9 

Landscaping Plan 

~ 
California Coastal 

· 384 FOfltEST AVENUE, SUITE 12, l.AOUNA BEAcH, CA 9285 I (949) 376-0240 FAX (949) 497-1357 
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on ex1&t1ng contvroller to 
accommodate new v~:~lve 

~RIC.ATIOO N5TA!.LATION NOTt:S• 

Contractor Sohal ~tal all dr1> rrtgatiOn 
eqvJPment per Mlllll.lfac::tvrer Rec.ommel"lded 
.... talll!tl()ll ,.,tructton• and In c::omphenc.e w1th 
Locel. Munoc<pel end Sbte Code&. 

Contractor t& re&ponoble to m.tllll ~ have 
the rt'l)l!t•on eqvq>ment r.., ., the IIIO!ot 
efh;.,nt m~~t~ner po•&ble-

Contractor •• re&p~e to ll&trvc.t the 
Owner·,. 1n the effoctent uu of the eqvq>ment 
1111d any mantenz111ce proc.edvrel!o end &chedulmg 
nnded for the equipment to fl.lll<:tiOil 
properly. 

lnshll t:N-12 Vot>ra Clean f:motter Nead l:>elo111 
grovnd vnlnt. It 16 deter1111t1Cd that there ,.. 
not enovgh room or the s01l w~l bec;ome le$$ 

stei:>Je Give to the e~tr" d<gg•ng. The goal 16 
to keep ""'"'Ill• from .:he .. ng on the eqvq>ment 
Cl!ll.l$11lQ the '-Y•tem to dy .. fvnct•on l!nd C"'-'~e 
poulble ero••on. 

In• toll 11 "'""""m of t111o CD em•t ter ovttet.. 
with l:>vg CIIPlfo per plant. 

lrrl9l!bon !:q1,0pment Svppher• 
Ot..on lrr1g1>t10n 5y .. tem.. 
10~10 Wheetlands Ave. 
5antee. CA '12071 
Ph• C¥1"1) 51<>2-3100. <600) 770LSON 
fax• (\01'1) ~2-2724 

No lrr1911t10n '' to be '""teied 1n the 
hydro&eeded see. 



or 1100'1 IIAI.l (PLANT COWR) 
/2 - 1• ,.CMER '!HAN FIN1SH CRIIOE 

2. FILL PL.NIIt«l _,; 
- ... T£1! AND AI.I.OW TO 
P[IICOLATE (OIWN) NTO 
SUHOL. 

iH£ ~~ ~. ~~E= ~INT~O~~~&'~~~~~ 
T-. MOIMO SliGHTLY. 

4. S£T PLAN! 1100'1 lOLL ON Til[ 
IIOIST£NEO liHO T~O lOCK fiLL SO THAT 
PL.NITCOLLAR IS 1" IIGMER '!HAN f1NISH CRAO£. 

$. WITH WATER fLOMNC SlOWLY 
I'1IOiot A HOSE INTO THI: MOL£. R£PL.te£ BACK 
F'li.L MATERIAl VP TO ABOUT 2/3 THE HEIGHT 
Of THE !lOOT BALL: MOIST£...... -NG AND 
SETTLING AU AIIOUNO. 

DETAIL: TREE AND SHRUB PLANTING 

PLANT PALETTE 

E>YMBOL Df:5Ciii'IPTION &IZf: .. Caiy&tegte mecro•teg111 'Anacepe Ptn«.' 1-Cal 
lf.lend Morrvng-gtory 

0 Mynca c~forntce 1-Cel 
Pactfoc Wax Myrtle 

(® Pr<A~~ l1ctfoha ••P· lyon• 1-Cel 
Holly-leaf Che"y 

(!) Rhu<. 11tegr1fohzo 1-Cal 
Lemonzodeberry 

@ &alvta melhf era 1-C.III 
Bleck &age 

Above plent 11atertal avaiable et Tree of Life Nur~ry 
Phone ("14'1)72&-0G&5 fex ('1.'1) 72&-050'1 

Hydro&eed Mix 

-E: 
NO SOIL ONI:NOME:NT OS RECOMMENDED FOR 
NATI\IE PL.NITS. THE Nt.TIIIE SOil. SHOulD BE 
son AND FR1A81.E £L ..... T£ LARGE ROCKS 
AND CLOOS FTIOU lOCK fLL SOIL. 

7. CREATE A T£-"" WATER - 11Y 
F()lllfflC A 4" BERM. CONSIO£RAIILY 
OUTSIOE THE Oloi[NSION Of THI: HOLE USING 
RE- lACK Fll.l. IIHO NATIII[ SOIL. 

I. -T[ fROM TH[ ToP. FII.LINC TH[ 
BASIN WITH WATER AND ~lNG AIIOUNO 
TO SETTLE BACK F'li.L. MULCH ANO BERM. 
ALLOW TO SOAK "" AND REPEAT. 

QTY 

e 

3 

3 

7 

11 

Df:E>CRIPTION Lb•l Acre 
Abronoe merttma / 5end Verbene • 
Ant>ro..e dumo6e / Bei!Gh flur-&age 3 
Beecher"' ~ulllrt• I Coyote Bu•h 3 
Ceft&&orva <Oenothere) c;herenthlfolte I Bei!Gh t"ve~ Prtnro•e 3 
f:roogonum pervtfohvm 1 &n Ckff Buckwheat e 
[&c;h&choiZIII c;~fort~ce 1 Cekf<;>mta Poppy 3 
t.oc;ome menzte&tt 1 Coa•t c.oldenbLJ!,h 4 
Lllllonovnt caltforroc:um I Celtfornl8 &tatoce. Mer&h lii'o&emary ~ 
L""""" ~olor I Lvplle. Ptgtny-leeved Luptne 3 
Lvprtu• &Loeculentu& / Arroyo Luptne 4 
Pheceha ramo••••mel Brl!lft(;hllg Phac:ehe 4 
E>elv18 leuc;ophylle / Purple •age 3 
E>Divtll meltof ere I !lleck &ege 5 

&eed end Mydro•eed Meter181& ev•deble et &+& E>eed& 
Phone <e05) ~&4-~3~ fax (~05)~64-27'1~ 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA· THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
•. South Coast Area Office 

200 Oc:eangate,.10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590.5071 

EMERGENCY PERHIT 

• 

• 

TO: w. Michael McKinley/John Bass July 22, 1998 
Date 

327 Paseo de Cristobal 
S-98-273G 

san Clemente, CA 92672 (Emergency Permit No.) 

327 and 327 1/2 Paseo de Cristobal. San Clemente, Orange County 
Location of Emergency Work 

Construction of a bluff etabilization structure embedded into bedrock 
consisting of 16 caisson soldier piles and a 20 foot high, 100 foot long 
concrete retaining wall. The area between the retaining wall and the 
landslide scarp will be backfilled with imported dirt. No landscaping or 
concrete wall face treatment are proposed at this time. 

Work Proposed 

This letter constitutes approval of the emergency work you or your 
representative has requested to be done at the location listed above. I 
understand from your information and our site inspection that an unexpected 
occurrence in the form of upper coastal bluff failure requires immediate 
action to prevent or mitigate loss or damage to life, health, property or 
essential public services. 14 Cal. Admin. Code Section 13009. The Executive 
Director hereby finds that: 

(a) An emergency exists which requires action more quickly than 
permitted by the procedures for administrative or ordinary permits 
and the development can and will be completed within 90 days unless 
otherwise specified by the terms of the permit; 

(b) Public comment on the proposed emergency action baa been reviewed 
if time allows; and 

(c) As conditioned the work proposed would be consistent with the 
requirements of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

The work is hereby approved, subject to the conditions listed on the reverse. 

EXHIBIT No. 1 0 
Application Number: 

5·98-273 
Emergency Permit 

~ California Coastal 

!'2: 4/88 

Very Truly Yours, 

Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director 

By:~ 
Title: District Manager 



CQNI)ITIONS Ol APPBODL• • 1. The encloted form mutt be tigaed by the property owner and retumed 
to our office within 15 dayt. 

2. Only that work tpecifically deacribed above and for the tpecific 
property litted above it authorized. Any additional work re;uiret 
teparate authorization from the Executive Director. 

3. The work authorized by thit permit mutt be completed within 30 dayt 
of the date of thit pe~t • 

.&. Within 60 daya of the date of thit pe~t, the pe~ttH tha11 
apply for a regular Coaatal Permit to have the emergency work be 
contidered permanent. If no tuch application it received, the 
emergency work thall be removed in itt entirety within 150 dayt of 
the date of thit permit unlett waived by the Director. 

5. In exercitin; thit permit the applicant a;r .. a to hold the 
California Coattal Committion harmlett from any liabilitiet for 
damage to public or private propertiet or pertonal injury that may 
retult from the project. 

6. Thit permit doet not obviate the need to obtain aecettary 
authorization• and/or permitt from other a;enciet. 

Qther conditiont pe£taininq to thit apecific prp1ecsa • 7. Thit emergency pe~t it for bluff ttabilization meaturet at 
detailed in the project detcription above. The final yiaual 
treatmtnt of the facing of the retaining wall and anv wpppted 
bluff \OR lapdtcapinq are not included in thit emergency permi5 bus 
will be analyzed with \be follqw=up coaptal developmen\ Plrmkt• 

8. The follow up permit thall include a vieual analytit of the 
propoted treatment of the concrete retaining wall facing, including 
teveral alternative Yitual treatment• and other meaauret to blend 
the concrete wall in with the coattal bluff. A native coattal 
bluff landtcapin; plan thall be provided, including ute of 
Yegetation to break up the Yitual impact of the wall. 

Condition #4 indicate• that the emergency work it conaidered to be temporary 
work done in an .. r;ency tituation. If the property owner withet to b&Ye the 
.. r;ency work become a permanent development, a coaatal pe~t mutt be 
obtained. A regular permit would be tubject to all of the proYitiont of the 
CAlifornia Coaatal Act and may be conditioaed accordingly. Thete conditiont 
aay include proviaiont for public acceaa (tuch at an offer to dedicate an 
eatement) and/or a requirement that a deed reatriction be placed on the 
property attuming liability for dama;et incurred from ttorm wavet. 

If you have any quett~ont about the provitiont of thit .. rgency ,-rmit, • 
pleate call the Committion Area office. 

•ncloaureta 1) Acceptance J'orm; 2) llegular Permit Application J'orm 

oca Local Planning D~t 
0891G 
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City of San Clemente 
Community Development 
James S. Holloway, Community Development Director 
Phone: (949) 361-6106 Fax: (949) 361-8281 

September 20, 1999 

Mr. Steve Raynes 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
P.O. Box 1450 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region 

SEP 2 21999 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT No. 
Application Number: 

5-98-273 

11 

Subject: Retaining Wall at 327 Paseo de Cristobal, San Clemente 
Emergency Coastal Permit, Your File Number 5-98-273-G City of San Clemente 

Letter 

It California Coastal 
Commission Dear Mr. Raynes: 

This letter is in response to the recent telephone conversation you had with John 
Harris, Associate Planner, of the City's Planning Division, regarding a request for 
City comments concerning the above matter. My understanding is that this matter 
is scheduled to be heard by the Coastal Commission at their hearing of October 
12-15. It is further my understanding that you requested receipt of comments by 
September 21, 1999 in order for the comments to be considered in the analysis of 
your staff report. Please consider the comments below in your analysis and as part 
of your staff report to the Coastal Commission concerning this matter. 

As you know the existing retaining wall was constructed as a result of a slide 
which impacted the homes located at 327 and 327 Y2 Paseo de Cristobal on March 
1, 1998. The existing retaining wall is approximately 80 feet long and the exposed 
face measures approximately 20 feet in height. As a result this retaining wall is a 
very large visible structure along the coastal bluff facing T -Street beach. 

The City would like to encourage the Coastal Commission to consider the use of 
an aggressive landscape-planting program to mitigate the visual impact of this 
retaining wall. It is my understanding that the applicanfs plan proposes native 
plantings at the base of the wall only. The City would like to encourage the 
planting at the base of the wall as well as the use of planting pockets within the 
surface of the wall at the appropriate spacing based on selected plant materials. 
The City would also encourage planting at the top of the wall to cascade down the 

Community Development 910 Calle Negocio, Suite 100 San Oemente CA 92672 



City of San Clemente Page2 

face of the retaining wall. The planting materials should be drought tolerant and • 
native materials where possible. 

Please consider the above in your analysis of the permanent Coastal Development 
Permit of this project. The City appreciates the opportunity to comment on this 
important proposal. 

es S. Holloway 
Community Development Director 

• 

• 


