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APPELLANTS: Mary Clark, Vince Mezzio, and Gerald Velasco 

PROJECT LOCATION: 4921 Sandyland Road, Carpinteria; Santa Barbara County. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicant is requesting after-the-fact approval for the 
partial demolition (820 sq. ft.) of an existing 1,620 sq. ft. single family residence with 
500 sq. ft. of nof1-habitable underfloor area; a 20 ft. long, 3 ft. high retaining 
wall/seawall; and two 14 ft. long return walls and the construction of a new 2,130 sq. ft. 
single family residence with a 1,000 sq. ft. basement; a 20 ft. long, 7 ft. high concrete 
block retaining wall/seawall; and two 14 ft. long return walls. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: City of Carpinteria Local Coastal Program; City 
of Carpinteria General Plan; City of Carpinteria Administrative Record for all approved 
development at 4921 Sandyland Road; Winter Protection Berm Project Summary 
Report by City of Carpinteria dated 1996; Coastal Development Permits 4-85-378 
(Mezzio) and 4-90-041 (Designworks Development, Inc.). 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends denial of the proposed project. The applicant is requesting after­
the-fact approval for the partial demolition (820 sq. ft.) of an existing 1,620 sq. ft. single 
family residence with 500 sq. ft. of non-habitable underfloor area; a 20ft. long, 3ft. high 
retaining wall/seawall and; and two 14 ft. long return walls and the construction of a 
new 2,130 sq. ft. single family residence with a 1,000 sq. ft. basement; a 20ft. long, 7ft. 
high concrete block retaining wall/seawall; and two 14ft. long return walls. All proposed 
development has already been constructed. Although a coastal development permit is 
required for the proposed project, the project was originally approved in error by the 
City pursuant to an administrative building permit on November 16, 1998. Two appeals 
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of the above-described decision were received in the Commission office and at the 
Commission hearing of October 12, 1999, the Commission found that a substantial • 
issue was raised by the appeal. The project site is located on a beachfrorit lot in the 
City of Carpinteria between Sandyland Road and Carpinteria City Beach, a public 
beach (Exhibit 1 ). The area surrounding the subject site is characterized as a built-out 
portion of Carpinteria consisting primarily of multi-family residential development. 
Currently, and in previous years, the City of Carpinteria has constructed a large sand 
berm (subject to a coastal development permit) along Carpinteria City Beach 
(approximately 20 ft. seaward of the proposed deck dripline) on an annual basis to 
protect the private residential development located along Sandyland Road which would 
otherwise be subject to wave action during storm events. Past coastal permits issued 
by the Commission and the Winter Protection Berm Project Summary Report by the 
City dated 1996 indicate that if the berm is not constructed each winter, the private 
residences along Sandyland Road would be subject to significant wave action and 
flooding. The project site is designated as a "Zone A" flood hazard area (area with 
highest potential for flood hazard) by the Carpinteria General Plan, the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), and the National Flood Insurance Rate Map 
System (FIRM). 

Seaward encroachment by new development, such as the proposed project, results in 
adverse effects to public access, public views, and shoreline processes. The proposed 
development will be located further seaward than the previously existing development 
on site (deck will extend approximately 1.5 ft. further seaward, structure will extend • 
approximately 10 ft. further seaward). In addition, the proposed development will also 
extend seaward of the appropriate string line as drawn from the corners of the adjacent 
neighboring structures (deck will extend approximately 10 ft. seaward of deck string line, 
structure will extend approximately 12ft. seaward of structural stringline) and will result 
in the seaward encroachment of new development on the sandy beach. 

The construction of shoreline protective devices on a sandy beach has a number of 
adverse effects on both the dynamic shoreline system and public access. The 
proposed project includes the construction of a 7 ft. high concrete block wall 
approximately 1.5 ft. landward of the deck dripline. The applicant's consultants have 
indicated that the proposed wall is not intended to function as a seawall. However, the 
Commission notes that since the concrete block retaining wall is located within an area 
of the site subject to potential wave action, the block wall will effectively act a seawall. 

Further, in the event of severe beach erosion caused by winter storm activity, the 
proposed concrete block wall and the at-grade slab foundation for the residence would 
likely be undermined by stormwaves unless a more substantial seawall is constructed in 
the future. As such, the stability of the residence, as proposed, is reliant on either: (1) 
continued annual construction of a sand berm by the City in contradiction with Policy 3-
12 of the LCP or (2) the future construction of a more substantial seawall in 
contradiction to Policy 3-1 of the LCP and with Section 30235 of the Coastal Act which • 
has been included in the LCP as a guiding policy. 
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Policies 3-1 and 3-3 of the LCP and Section 30235 of the Coastal Act (included in the 
certified LCP) allow for the construction of a shoreline protection device only when no 
feasible alternatives exist. In this case, a feasible alternative to the construction of the 
proposed retaining wall/seawall would be construction of the proposed residence on a 
caisson/grade beam foundation which would not require any form of shoreline 
protection device to ensure geologic and structural stability. 

In addition, during the course of processing this application, staff has discovered other 
development on the subject site which appears to have occurred without the required 
coastal development permit, including additions to existing structures and the 
conversion of the subject site from a single lot with two duplex apartment units (4 units) 
to two single family residence condominiums. This above mentioned additional 
unpermitted development is not included as part of this application and will require a 
future follow-up application for a coastal development permit that seeks to resolve the 
apparently unpermitted subdivision/tentative condominium tract map change and 
additions to the existing structure on the subject site. 

This item was originally scheduled to be heard at the January 13, 2000, Commission 
meeting in Santa Monica. At the applicant's request, the item was postponed. Two 
letters of concern have been received regarding the proposed project and have been 
included as Exhibits 1 Oa and 1 Ob . 
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I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit No, 
A-4-CPN-99-119 for the development proposed by the applicant. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF DENIAL: 

Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in denial of the permit and 
adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by affirmative vote of 
a majority of the Commissioners present. . 

RESOLUTION TO DENY THE PERMIT: 

The Commission hereby denies a coastal development permit for the proposed development on 
the ground that the development is located between the sea and the first public road nearest the 
shoreline and will not conform with the policies of the certified Local Coastal Program for the City 
of Carpinteria or the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
Approval of the permit would not comply with the California Environmental Quality Act because 
there are feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen the 
significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment. 

II. Findings and Declarations 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. Project Description and Background 

The applicant is requesting after-the-fact approval for the partial demolition (820 sq. ft.) 
of an existing 1 ,620 sq. ft. single family residence with 500 sq. ft. of non-habitable 
underfloor area; a 20ft. long, 3 ft. high retaining wall/seawall and; and two 14 ft. long 
return walls and the construction of a new 2,130 sq. ft. single family residence with a 
1 ,000 sq. ft. basement; a 20 ft. long, 7 ft. high concrete block retaining wall/seawall; and 
two 14 ft. long return walls. 

The project site is located on a 5,227 sq. ft. beachfront parcel of land in the City of 
Carpinteria between Sandyland Road and Carpinteria City Beach (Exhibit 1). The area 
surrounding the subject site is characterized as a built-out portion of Carpinteria 
consisting primarily of multi-family residential development. The project site is 
designated as a "Zone. A" flood hazard area (area with highest potential for flood 
hazard) by the Carpinteria General Plan, the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA), and the National Flood Insurance Rate Map System (FIRM). In previous 
years, the City of Carpinteria has constructed a sand berm (subject to a coastal 
development permit) along Carpinteria City Beach (approximately 20ft. seaward of the 
proposed deck dripline) on an annual basis to protect the private residential 
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development located along Sandyland Road which would otherwise be subject to wave • 
action during storm events. The Winter Protection Berm Project Summary Report by 
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the City dated 1996 indicates that if the berm is not constructed each winter, the private 
residences along Sandyland Road would be subject to significant wave action and 
flooding. 

The project site has been previously developed with a 1 ,620 sq. ft. residence. Although 
the applicant's consultants have indicated to staff that they believe the proposed 
development should be characterized as only remodeling of an existing residence, the 
Commission notes that the demolition of more than 50% of an existing structure and the 
construction of a new larger structure, such as the proposed residence, represents a 
substantial amount of new development and effectively constitutes the construction of a 
new residence on the subject site. As such, the Commission notes that the proposed 
residence should be designed and sited in a manner consistent with the policies of the 
LCP and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

All proposed development has already been constructed. Although a coastal 
development permit is required for the proposed project, the proposed project was 
originally approved in error by the City pursuant to an administrative building permit on 
November 16, 1998. Although a coastal permit had not been issued, the City issued a 
Notice of Final Action for a coastal development permit for the project on April 8, .1999, 
after being informed by Commission Staff that a coastal permit was required. 
Commission Staff subsequently notified the City on April 12, 1999, that the notice was 
determined to be insufficient since it contained no written findings for approval. 
Although a coastal development permit had still not been issued for the project, the City 
subsequently issued an amended Notice of Final Action on May 3, 1999. Two appeals 
of the above-described decision were received in the Commission office on May 17 and 
18, 1999, and filed on May 18, 1999. In accordance with Section 13112 of the 
Administrative Regulations, staff requested on May 26, 1999, that the local government 
forward all relevant documents and materials regarding the subject permit. After 
several additional requests were made to obtain the administrative record, it was 
subsequently received on Septembe~ 14, 1999. In a letter dated June 22, 1999, from 
Mr. Dave Durflinger, Community Development Director for the City of Carpinteria, to Mr. 
Vince Mezzio, appellant, Mr. Durflinger states that the City "informed the property owner 
[Ciemens/Loeks] that he proceeds with completion of the house at his own risk in light 
of that pending appeal" of the project to the California Coastal Commission. At the 
Commission hearing of October 12, 1999, the Commission found that a substantial 
issue was raised by the appeal. 

In addition, a Stop Work Order was issued by the City on February 12, 1999, for non­
compliance with the City building permit. In a letter dated February 22, 1999, the City 
lifted the previously issued Stop Work Order and stated that portions of the 
development on the project site had not been constructed in compliance with the 
approved City building permit (design of the retaining wall/seawall on the basement 
level of the residence and the location of two balconies on the west and north side of 
the structure, a portion of the structure itself, and a stairway which extended too far into 
the 5 ft. wide sideyard setbacks). According to City staff, pursuant to an agreement 
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between the City and the applicant, the final as-built location of the balconies on the 
west and north side of the structure were modified. However, with respect to the other • 
previously alleged deviations, the City did not pursue these matters further or require 
changes to the as-built development. 

Further, during the course of processing this application, staff· has .discovered other 
development on the subject site which appears to have occurred without the required 
coastal development permit, including additions to existing structures and the seaward 
extension of development on a sandy beach in 1982 and 1983. Further, the subject 
parcel has apparently been previously converted from a single lot with two duplex 
apartment units (4 units) to two single family residence condominiums through the 
approval of a subdivision/tentative condominium tract map by the City in 1987 (which 
also occurred without the required coastal development permit). The second 
condominium residence on the subject site is located directly landward of the structure 
subject to this application. This application is for the recent demolition/construction of 
the seawardmost condominium residence on the subject site only. The above 
mentioned additional unpermitted development is not included as part of this application 
and will require a future follow-up application for a coastal development permit that 
seeks to resolve the apparently unpermitted subdivision/tentative condominium tract 
map change and additions to the existing structures on the subject site. 

This ·item was originally scheduled to be heard at the January 13, 2000, Commission • 
meeting in Santa Monica. At the applicant's request, the item was postponed. Two 
letters of concern have been received regarding the proposed project and have been 
included as Exhibits 1 Oa and 1 Ob. 

B. Consistency With Local Coastal Program Policies 

Policy 1-1 of thi LCP states: 

The City shall adopt the policies of the Coastal Act (Public Resources Code Sections 
30210 through 30263) as the guiding policies of the land use plan. 

After certification of a Local Coastal Program (LCP), Section 30603 of the Coastal Act 
provides for appeals to the Coastal Commission of a local governmenfs actions on 
certain types of coastal development permits (including any new development which 
occurs between the first public road and the sea, such as the proposed project site). In 
this case, the proposed development has been previously appealed to the Commission 
which found, during a public hearing on October 12, 1999, that a substantial issue was 
raised. 

As a "de novo" application, the standard of review for the proposed development is, in 
part, the policies and provisions of the City of Carpinteria Local Coastal Program (LCP) • 



• 

• 

• 

A-4-CPN-99-119 (Ciemens!Loeks Trust) 
PageT 

which was certified by the Commission on January 6, 1982. In addition, pursuant to 
Section 30604(c) of the Coastal Act, all proposed development located between the 
first public road and the sea, including those areas where a certified LCP has been 
prepared, such as the project site, must also be reviewed for consistency with the 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act regarding public access and public recreation. 
Further, the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act have been incorporated in their 
entirety in the certified City of Carpinteria LCP as guiding policies pursuant to Policy 1-1 
of the LCP. 

C. Hazards and Geologic Stability 

Policy 3-1 of the LCP states: 

Seawalls shall not be permitted unless the City has determined that there are no other 
less environmentally damaging alternatives for protection of existing development. 
Where permitted, seawall design and construction shall respect to the degree possible 
natural land forms. Adequate provision for lateral beach access shall be made and the 
project shall be designed to minimize visual Impacts by use of appropriate colors and 
materials. 

Policy 3-3 of the LCP states: 

To avoid the need for future protective devices that could Impact sand movement and 
supply, no permanent above-ground structures shall be permitted on the dry sandy beach 
except facilities necessary for public health and safety, such as lifeguard towers. 

Policy 3-8 of the LCP states: 

Applications for grading and building permits, and applications for subdivision shall be 
reviewed for adjacency to threats from, and impacts of geologic hazards arising from 
seismic events, tsunami runf.lp, landslides, beach erosion, or other hazards such as 
expansive soils and subsidence areas. In areas of known geologic hazards, a geologic 
report may be required. Mitigation measures shall be applied where necessary. 

Policy 3-11 of the LCP states in part: 

If the proposed development falls within the floodway fringe, development may be 
permitted provided ... finish floor elevations are above the projected 1 00-year flood 
elevation, as specified in the City's Flood Plain Management Plan. 

Policy 3-12 of the LCP states: 

Permitted development shall not cause or contribute to flood hazards or lead to 
expenditure of public funds for flood control works, i.e., dams, stream channelizations, 
etc. 

Policy 3-8 of the LCP requires that all proposed development located in or adjacent to 
areas subject to geologic hazards or beach erosion shall be reviewed to determine any 
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potential impacts of such development. Policies 3-11 and 3-12 of the LCP require that • 
new development be designed in a manner that minimizes hazards from flooding and 
does not require the expenditure of public funds for flood control works. In addition, 
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act, which has been included in the certified LCP as a 
guiding policy, requires that new development minimize risks to life and property in 
areas of high geologic or flood hazards and assure structural stability and integrity. 

The proposed project includes the partial demolition (820 sq. ft.) of an existing 1,620 sq. 
ft. single family residence with 500 sq. ft. of non-habitable underfloor area and 
construction of a new 2,130 sq. ft. single family residence with a 1 ,000 sq. ft. basement. 
Although the applicant's consultants have indicated to staff that they believe the 
proposed development should be characterized as only remodeling of an existing 
residence, the Commission notes that the demolition of more than 50% of an existing 
structure and the construction of a new larger structure, such as the proposed 
residence, represents a substantial amount of new development and effectively 
constitutes the construction of a new residence on the subject site. As such, the 
Commission notes that the proposed residence should be designed and sited in a 
manner consistent with the policies of the LCP and the public access and recreation 
policies of Chapter Three of the Coastal Act. 

Although no geologic or engineering reports were previously required by the City for the 
proposed development, pursuant to Policy 3-8 of the LCP, Commission Staff requested, 
during a meeting With the applicant on November 22, 1999, that the applicant submit • 
any geologic, geotechnical and/or coastal engineering/wave uprush reports that have 
been prepared for the proposed project. However, no information regarding the 
geologic stability of the proposed development or location of the proposed development 
in relation to wave uprush on the subject site has been submitted. 

Although no information regarding the geologic stability of the subject site has been 
submitted by the applicant, the Commission notes (based on available information 
including the sections of the City'~ General Plan regarding hazards and the engineering 
reports previously submitted by the City for the construction of an annual sand berm to 
prevent damage to the subject site from wave action) that the proposed development is 
located in an area that has been historically subject to an unusually high amount of 
natural hazards including flooding and severe beach erosion from storm waves. In 
addition, the entire project site is designated as a "Zone A" flood hazard area (area with 
highest potential for flood hazard) by the City of Carpinteria General Plan, the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), and the National Flood Insurance Rate Map 
System (FIRM). 

Further, the Commission notes that development located along the shoreline, such as 
the proposed project, is subject to inherent potential hazard from storm generated wave 
damage. TheEl Nino storms recorded in 1982-1983 caused high tides of over 7 feet, 
which were combined with storm waves of up to 15 feet. The severity of the 1982-1983 • 
El Nino storm events are often used to illustrate the extreme storm event potential of 
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the California coast.. The Commission notes that the Carpinteria coast has historically 
been subject to substantial damage as the result of storm and flood occurrences--most 
recently, and perhaps most dramatically, during the 1996/1997 storm season. Damage 
from storm generated waves to neighboring residential development located on the 
seaward side of Sandyland Road in 1996 (near the project site) resulted in more than 
$100,000 in property damage. In addition, the Winter Protection Berm Project 
Summary Report by the City of Carpinteria dated 1996 indicates that the construction of 
a sand berm along the public beach fronting the subject site (approximately 20 ft. 
seaward of the dripline of the proposed deck) is necessary on an annual basis in order 
to protect private residential development located along Sandyland Road which would 
otherwise be damaged by wave action. The Winter Protection Berm Project Summary 
Report by City of Carpinteria dated 1996 states: 

A severe wave event occurred prior to the construction of the winter protection berm this 
past year. In fact it was under emergency conditions the berm was built. As a 
consequence, obtaining accurate estimates of the amount of material incorporated Into 
the berm and the amount of material which was scoured away by natural erosion is 
difficult. The large wave event, in the absence of the berm, caused approximately one 
hundred thousand dollars in private property damage and an additional ten thousand 
dollars in public property damage along the Carpinteria City Beach. Furthermore, due to 
the emergency nature of the berm installation, the surveys were not taken at the preferred 
intervals, making calculations difficult . 

The estimated quantity of sand needed for the 1996/1997 berm project equals 
approximately ten to twelve thousand cubic yards. This large number is anticipated due 
to the extreme erosion of the beach in 1995 and the need to build the berm to its design 
height. 

As discussed above, in the current and in previous years, the City of Carpinteria has 
constructed a large sand berm, subject to a coastal development permit, along 
Carpinteria City Beach (approximately 20 ft. seaward of the dripline of the proposed 
deck) on an annual basis to protect the private residential development located along 
Sandyland Road which would otherwise be subject to wave action during storm events. 
The Commission notes, based on the above information submitted· by the City, that if 
the berm is not constructed each winter, the residences along Sandyland Road would 
be subject to significant wave action and flooding. 

Thus, ample evidence exists that all beachfront development located on the seaward 
side of Sandyland Road in Carpinteria, including the project site, is subject to an 
unusually high degree of risk due to storm waves and surges, high surf conditions, 
erosion, and flooding. As such, the Commission notes that any new development that 
is permitted on the subject site must be designed and constructed in a manner that 
ensures geologic and structural stability and minimize hazards consistent with Policy 3-
11 and 3-12 of the LCP, and Section 30253 of the Coastal Act which has been included 
in the certified LCP . 
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However, in the case of this project, the proposed residence has not been constructed 
in a manner that will adequately ensure geologic and structural stability or minimize 
hazards. The proposed beachfront residence has been constructed using the 
previously existing at-grade slab foundation. The project also includes the construction 
of an approximately 1,000 sq. ft. partially subterranean basement area which has been 
constructed at a lower elevation than the area of beach directly seaward of the 
residence and will be subject to potential flooding. The majority of the .basement has 
been constructed with an 8 ft. high ceiling. Since the beach sand level is at a higher 
elevation than the floor of the basement, a 7 ft. high retaining wall has been constructed 
approximately 1.5 ft. landward of the toe of the proposed deck to retain the beach sand. 
As such, the Commission notes that the proposed project is not consistent with Policy 
3-11 of the LCP since the finished floor elevation of the basement level of the residence 
would be constructed within the flood plain and subject to potential flooding from wave 
action. However, the Commission notes that, in this case, there are feasible 
alternatives to the proposed project that would ensure compliance with the applicable 
policies of the LCP, such as construction of the new residence on a caisson/grade 
beam foundation which would elevate the proposed development above the flood plain 
and eliminate the necessity to construct the proposed retaining wall/seawall consistent 
with Policies 3-1,3-3, and 3-11 of the LCP and Section 30235 of the Coastal Act, which 
has been included in the certified LCP as a guiding policy. 

In addition, Policy 3-12 of the LCP requires that permitted development shall not cause 
or contribute to flood hazards or lead to expenditure of public funds for flood control 
works. The Commission notes that since the proposed concrete block retaining wall is 
located within an area of the site subject to potential wave action, the block wall will 
effectively act a seawall under normal tidal conditions in contradiction to Policy 3-1 of 
the LCP and with Section 30235 of the Coastal Act which has been included in the LCP 
as a guiding policy. However, since the proposed concrete block retaining wall has not 
been properly engineered as a seawall, the Commission further notes that in the event 
of severe beach erosion caused by winter storm activity, the proposed retaining wall 
and the at-grade slab foundation for the residence would likely be undermined by 
stormwaves unless a more substantial seawall is constructed in the future. As such, 
the Commission notes that the stability and safety of the proposed residence, as 
designed, is reliant on either: (1) the continued annual construction of a sand berm by 
the City of Carpinteria along the beach in contradiction with Policy 3-12 of the LCP or 
{2) the future construction of a more substantial seawall or other form of shoreline 
protection device in contradiction to Policy 3-1 of the LCP and with Section 30235 of the 
Coastal Act which has been included in the LCP as a guiding policy. As such, the 
Commission finds that the proposed development is clearly not consistent with the 
policies of the LCP. However, the Commission notes that, in this case, there are 
feasible alternatives to the proposed project that would ensure compliance with the 
applicable policies of the LCP, such as construction of a new residence on a 
caisson/grade beam foundation which would not require the use of any type of 
shoreline protection device such as the proposed retaining wall/seawall consistent with 
Policies 3-1, 3-3, and 3-11 of the LCP and Section 30235 of the Coastal Act which has 
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been included in the certified LCP as a guiding policy. In addition, the Commission 
further notes that the construction of the residence on a caisson/grade beam 
foundation, rather than on a conventional at-grade slab foundation as proposed, would 
not require the continued expenditure of public funds to maintain a sand berm on a 
public beach to protect private development and ensure structural stability on the 
subject site consistent with Policy 3-12 of the LCP. 

As discussed in detail above, the Commission notes that the structural and geologic 
stability of the new residence, as proposed, will be dependent upon the continued 
construction of a sand berm on the public portion of the beach to ensure structural 
stability. However, the Commission further notes that the construction of an annual 
berm by the City requires a separate coastal development permit subject to approval by 
the Commission. Coastal Development Permit (COP) 4-95-207 was issued by the 
Commission in 1995 for the annual construction of a winter sand berm along 
Carpinteria City Beach for a period not to exceed five years. The Commission notes 
that the City's coastal permit for the construction of an annual sand berm along 
Carpinteria City Beach will expire after the 1999/2000 storm season and that the 
construction of a sand berm in the future will require a new coastal development permit. 
In addition, the Commission approved COP 4-95-207 with a special condition requiring 
the City to conduct an extensive analysis regarding alternatives to the continued 
construction of the beach berm prior to any future application by the City to continue the 
construction of the berm after 2000. The Commission notes that the City has not yet 
submitted an alternatives analysis (or a new application) for the continued construction 
of the berm after the 1999/2000 storm season. However, in the event that the City 
does submit a new coastal permit application for the continued construction of a berm 
on public beach, the Commission notes that approval of the development subject to this 
application (a new residence designed in a manner reliant upon the continued annual 
construction of a beach berm by the City of Carpinteria to ensure geologic and 
structural stability) would prejudice any future decision by the Commission regarding 
such application. Furthermore, if the Commission does not approve a future application 
for the berm along Carpinteria City Beach, or an alternative form of shoreline protection, 
the proposed development will be subject to flooding and wave damage and would not 
be expected to withstand these geologic hazards. 

Therefore, the Commission finds, for the reasons set forth above, that the proposed 
development is not consistent with Policies 3-1, 3-3, 3-8, 3-11, and 3-12 of the LCP or 
with Sections 30235 or 30253 of the Coastal Act as included in the LCP as a guiding 
policies . 
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D. Shoreline Protective Devices and Seaward Encroachment 

Policy 3-1 of the LCP states: 

Seawalls shall not be permitted unless the City has determined that there are no other 
less environmentally damaging alternatives for protection of existing development. 
Where permitted, seawall design and construction shall respect to the degree possible 
natural land forms. Adequate provision for lateral beach access shall be made and the 
project shall be designed to minimize visual impacts by use of appropriate colors and 
materials. 

Policy 3-3 of the LCP states: 

To avoid the need for future protective devices that could impact sand movement and 
supply, no permanent abov•ground structures shall be permitted on the dry sandy beach 
except facilities necessary for public health and safety, such as lifeguard towers. 

Policy 3-8 of the LCP states: 

Applications for grading and building permits, and applications for subdivision shall be 
reviewed for adjacency to threats from, and impacts of geologic hazards arising from 
seismic events, tsunami runup, landslides, beach erosion, or other hazards such as 
expansive soils and subsidence areas. In areas of known geologic hazards, a geologic 
report may be required. Mitigation measures shall be applied where necessary. 

Policy 3-11 of the LCP states in part: 

If the proposed development falls within the floodway fringe, development may be 
permitted provided ..• flnish floor elevations are above the projected 100-year flood 
elevation, as specified in the City's Flood Plain Management Plan. 

Policy 3-12 of the LCP states: 

Permitted development shall not cause or contribute to flood hazards or lead to 
expenditure of public funds for flood control works, /.e., dams, stream channellzations, 
etc. 

• 

• 

Policy 3-1 of the LCP, consistent with Section 30235 of the Coastal Act which has been 
included in the certified LCP as a guiding policy, provides that the construction of 
shoreline protection devices for existing development may be allowed only when no 
feasible less environmentally damaging alternative exists. Policy 3-3 of the LCP 
prohibits the construction of new development on the dry sandy beach in order to avoid 
the need for the construction of seawalls for new development. In addition, Policy 3-8 
of the LCP requires that all proposed development located in or adjacent to areas 
subject to geologic hazards or beach erosion shall be reviewed to determine any 
potential impacts of such development. Further, Policies 3-11 and 3-12 of the LCP 
require that new development be designed in a manner that minimizes hazards from • 
flooding and does not require the expenditure of public funds for flood control works. In 
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addition, Section 30253 of the Coastal Act, which has been included in the certified 
LCP as a guiding policy, requires that new development minimize risks to life and 
property in areas of high geologic or flood hazards and assure stability and structural 
integrity. 

The proposed project includes the partial demolition (820 sq. ft.) of an existing 1,620 sq. 
ft. single family residence with 500 sq. ft. of non-habitable underfloor area and 
construction of a new 2,130 sq. ft. single family residence with a 1,000 sq. ft. basement. 
The proposed project also includes the construction of a 7 ft. high concrete block 
retaining wall/seawall approximately 1.5 ft. landward of the toe of the deck. The subject 
site is located between Sandyland Road and Carpinteria City Beach in a built-out area 
of Carpinteria consisting primarily of multi-family residential development. As previously 
discussed in detail, the Commission notes that Carpinteria City Beach is subject to 
periodic episodes of beach erosion and flooding from severe storm events and that the 
proposed development will be subject to potential wave action. 

Past Commission review of residential projects along the shoreline has shown that such 
development results in potential individual and cumulative adverse effects to coastal 
processes, shoreline sand supply, and public access. Shoreline development, if not 
properly designed to minimize such adverse effects, may result in encroachment on 
lands subject to the public trust (thus physically excluding the public); interference with 
the natural shoreline processes necessary to maintain publicly-owned tidelands and 
other public beach areas; overcrowding or congestion of such tideland or beach areas; 
and visual or psychological interference with the public's access to and the ability to use 
public tideland areas. In order to determine what adverse effects to coastal processes 
and public access will result from the proposed project, it is necessary to analyze 
whether the proposed development will result in the seaward encroachment of 
development on the sandy beach and what effects will result from the construction of a 
shoreline protection device on the sandy beach. 

1. Seaward Encroachment by New Development 

As a means of controlling seaward encroachment of residential structures on a beach 
to ensure maximum public access and minimize wave hazards, as well as minimize 
adverse effects to coastal processes, shoreline sand supply, and public views, the 
Commission has, in past permit actions, developed the "stringline" policy. As applied to 
beachfront development, the stringline limits the seaward extension of a structure to a 
line drawn between the nearest corners of adjacent structures and limits decks to a 
similar line drawn between the nearest corners of the adjacent decks. The Commission 
has applied the use of a stringline to numerous past permits, including development in 
Carpinteria [COP 4-85-378 (Mezzio)], involving infill on sandy beaches and has found it 
to be an effective policy tool in preventing further encroachments onto sandy beaches . 
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In the case of this project, the applicant is proposing the demolition of more than 50% of • 
an existing residence and the construction of a significantly larger new residence on the 
beach. The proposed development will be located further seaward than the previously 
existing development on the subject site. Specifically, the Commission notes that the 
proposed deck for the new residence extends approximately 1.5 ft. further seaward 
than the previously existing deck and that the proposed · residence extends 
approximately 10 ft. or more further seaward than the previously existing structure. 
Further, the proposed development will be located seaward of the appropriate deck and 
structural stringlines. The Commission notes that the proposed residence will extend 
approximately 12 ft. or more seaward of the appropriate structural stringline and that 
the proposed deck will extend approximately 1 0 ft. or more seaward of the appropriate 
deck stringline (Exhibit 3). As such, the Commission notes that the proposed project 
will result in the seaward encroachment by new development on the sandy beach. 

The applicant's consultants have indicated to Staff that the applicant is not in 
agreement with the use of a stringline measurement to define the appropriate seaward 
limit for development on the subject site. Specifically, the applicant's consultants have 
asserted that new development on the subject site should be allowed to extend 
seaward to a "judgement line" determined as part of a previous stipulation agreement 
between the State Lands Commission, the City of Carpinteria, and the previous 
property owner in 1978 which occurred as a result of a Superior Court action (Glenn 
Roberts, et al. v. City of Carpinteria, et al.). The agreement defines the boundary line 
referred to as a "judgement line" between private property and public beach (Carpinteria • 
City Beach). In addition, the agreement between the above three parties also 
delineated a second "judgement line" (drawn approximately 20 ft. landward of the 
property boundary judgement line) seaward of which, no development would be 
allowed to occur. The approximate location of this most landward "judgement line" is 
shown on Exhibit 3. Staff notes that use of the above described "judgement line" would 
allow development on the subject site to extend further seaward than the use of a 
stringline method. 

However, the Commission notes that the above agreement between the State Lands 
Commission, the City, and the previous property owner is not included in the certified 
LCP as a policy or development standard and that the City has not submitted any 
amendment application to the certified LCP to do so. As such, the Commission notes 
that the above described "judgement line" is not a certified alternative to the use of the 
stringline method typically used by the Commission to limit the seaward encroachment 
by new development on the sandy beach. In addition, the Commission notes that the 
judgement line, unlike the stringline method, makes no distinction between the 
allowable seaward limit of decks vs. structures. Further, the Commission also notes 
that the above agreement does not require the approval of new development landward 
of the judgement line and that the agreement in no way limits the ability of the 
Commission, or the City, to regulate the appropriate location, or the seaward extent, of 
new development on the subject site. As such, the Commission notes that the use of a • 
stringline, as typically used by the Commission to limit seaward encroachment of new 
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development on sandy beach, is the appropriate method to determine the seaward limit 
for new development on the subject site. 

As previously noted, in past permit actions regarding new beachfront development 
along Sandyland Road in Carpinteria, the Commission has required that new 
development be consistent with a stringline in order to minimize seaward 
encroachment. Coastal Development Permit 4-85-378 (Mezzio) was approved by the 
Commission for the construction of a condominium complex on the neighboring parcel 
located immediately east and adjacent to the subject site in 1985 with a special 
condition requiring the submittal of revised plans to relocate all development landward 
of the appropriate structural and deck stringlines. However, although the stringline 
method has typically been used by the Commission to limit the seaward extension of 
new development on the beach in Carpinteria, the Commission notes that, in one case, 
a stringline was not applied. Coastal Development Permit (COP) 4-90-041 
(Designworks Development) was approved in 1990 for the construction of a 
condominium complex two lots to the west of the subject site. The staff report for COP 
4-90-041 stated that a string line was not required for the subject development because 
of the unique irregular design of the structure (seaward encroachment by portions of 
the structure would be compensated by other portions of the structure that would be 
setback further from the beach) and because the LCP does not contain a specific policy 
regarding the use of a stringline. However, the Commission notes that the 
development approved by COP 4-90-041 was constructed in substantial conformance 
with a stringline drawn from the nearest corners of the adjacent structures and deck 
(the deck was located entirely landward of the string line and only a small portion of the 
structure extended seaward of the structural stringline). Notwithstanding the 
Commission's decision on COP 4-90-041, and although the LCP does not contain a 
specific policy or ordinance· regarding the use of any method to delineate the allowable 
seaward limit of new development, the use of a stringline policy to limit seaward 
encroachment by new development is consistent with the intent of the policies of the 
LCP and the sections of the Coastal Act regarding public access and recreation. As 
such, the Commission notes that a stringline method has been used in other past 
permit actions and should continue to be used in future permit actions regarding 
shoreline development in Carpinteria in order to limit the encroachment by new 
development on the sandy beach and ensure compliance with the applicable LCP 
polices and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

In addition, as previously discussed in detail, the City of Carpinteria has constructed a 
large sand berm along Carpinteria City Beach (approximately 20 ft. seaward of the deck 
dripline) on an annual basis (subject to a coastal development permit) to protect the 
private residential development located along Sandyland Road, including the subject 
site, which would otherwise be subject to wave action and flooding during storm events. 
Thus, ample evidence exists that all beachfront development located on the seaward 
side of Sandyland Road in Carpinteria, including the project site, is subject to an 
unusually high degree of risk· due to storm waves and surges, high surf conditions, 
erosion, and flooding. The Commission notes, however, that although all shoreline 
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development is subject to inherent hazard, in general, the further landward • 
development is located, the less it will impacted by wave action and, conve~ely, the 
further seaward the development is located, the greater the frequency that that the 
development will be subject to wave action. As such. the Commission notes that the 
seaward encroachment by new development on the subject site would result in greater 
potential for damage to occur to from wave hazard and would not serve to ensure the 
structural stability of new development. In this case, the proposed development will be 
located further seaward than the currently existing development on site. Further. the 
proposed development will be located seaward of the appropriate stringline and will 
result in the seaward encroachment of residential development on the sandy beach. 

Therefore. for the above reasons, the Commission finds that the proposed project will 
result in the seaward encroachment of development on a sandy beach and will not 
serve to minimize either geologic hazards or adverse effects to coastal processes from 
new development. 

2. Sea Level Rise 

Sea level has been rising slightly for many years. Sea level rise is expected to increase 
by 8 to 12 inches in the 21st century.1 There is a growing body of evidence that there 
has been a slight increase in global temperature and that an acceleration in the rate of 
sea level can be expected to accompany this increase in temperature. Mean water • 
level affects shoreline erosion several ways and an increase in the average sea level 
will exacerbate all these conditions. 

On the California coast the effect of a rise in sea level will be the landward migration of 
the intersection of the ocean with the shore. On a relatively flat beach, with a slope of 
40:1. every inch of sea level rise will result in a 40-inch ·landward movement of the 
ocean/beach interface. For fixed structures on the shoreline, such as a single family 
residence, pilings, or seawalls. an increase in sea level will increase the inundation of 
the structure. More of the structure will be inundated or underwater than are inundated 
now and the portions of the structure that are now underwater part of the· time will be 
underwater more frequently. 

Accompanying this rise in sea level will be increased wave heights and wave energy. 
Along much of the ·California coast, the bottom depth controls the nearshore wave 
heights, with bigger waves· occurring in deeper water. Since wave energy increases 
with the square of the wave height, a small increase in wave height can cause a 
significant increase in wave energy and wave damage. So, combined with the physical 
increase in water elevation, a small rise in sea level can expose previously protected 
back shore development to both inundation and wave attack, and those areas that are 

1 Field et. al., Union of Concerned Scientists and the Ecological Society of America • 
(November 1999) Confronting Climate Change in California, www.ucsusa.org. 
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already exposed to wave attack will be exposed to more frequent wave attack with 
higher wave forces. Structures that are adequate for current storm conditions may not 
provide as much protection in the future. 

A second concern with global warming and sea level rise is that the climatic changes 
could cause changes to the storm patterns and wave climate for the entire coast. As 
water elevations change, the transformation of waves from deep water will be altered 
and points of energy convergence and divergence could shift. The new locations of 
energy convergence would become the new erosion "hot spots" while the divergence 
points may experience accretion or stability. It is highly likely that portions of the coast 
will experience more frequent storms and the historic "100-year storm" may occur every 
10 to 25 years. For most of California the 1982/83 El Nino event has been considered 
the "1 00-year storm." Certain areas may be exposed to storms comparable to the 
1982/83 El Nino storms every few decades. In an attempt to ensure stability under 
such conditions, the Commission has required that all new shoreline structures be 
designed to withstand either a 1 00-year storm event, or a storm event comparable to 
the 1982/83 El Nino. Also, since it is possible that storm conditions may worsen in the 
future, the Commission has required that structures be inspected and maintained on a 
regular basis. The coast can be altered significantly during a major storm and coastal 
structures need to be inspected on a regular basis to make sure they continue to 
function as designed. If storm conditions worsen in future years, the structures may 
require changes or modifications to remain effective. In some rare situations, storm 
conditions may change so dramatically that existing protective structures may no longer 
be able to provide any significant protection, even with routine maintenance. 

Therefore, if new development along the shoreline is to be found consistent with the 
Coastal Act, the most landward location must be explored to minimize wave attack with 
higher wave forces as the level of the sea rises over time. Shoreline protective devices 
must also be located as far landward as feasible to protect public access along the 
beach as discussed further below. Limiting the footprint of development on the 
landscape particularly in vulnerable habitats such as wetlands, areas subject to floods, 
and beaches, is probably the most important action Californians can take to minimize 
adverse impacts from sea level rise. 8 

In the case of this project, as previously discussed in detail, the proposed residence will 
extend further seaward than the previously existing development on the subject site 
and the appropriate stringline. As such, the Commission notes that the proposed 
development will, therefore, result in the seaward encroachment by new development 
on the sandy beach. In addition, the proposed project includes the construction of a 
residence on an conventional at-grade slab foundation that will require the construction 
of a shoreline protection device to ensure structural stability. As the sea level continues 
to rise, the proposed development, including the seawall, will be subject to wave action 

8 Field et. al., Union of Concerned Scientists and the Ecological Society of America 
(November 1999) Confronting Climate Change in California, www.ucsusa.org. 
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at greater frequency resulting any increased erosion of the public beach area located • 
seaward of the residence. The Commission notes that a feasible alternative to the 
proposed construction of a seawall would be the construction of a new residence on a 
caisson/grade beam foundation that would not require the use of any type of shoreline 
protection device as consistent with Policy 3-1 of the LCP and Section 30235 of the 
Coastal Act, which has been included in the certified LCP as a guiding policy, rather 
than on a conventional slab foundation, as proposed, which would require some form of 
additional shoreline protection. In addition, in order to minimize adverse effects to 
public access and shoreline processes, any new development on the subject site 
should not extend seaward of the appropriate stringline or result in seaward 
encroachment of new development. 

3. Shoreline Protective Devices 

In past permit actions, the Commission has found that the construction of a shoreline 
protection device, such as a seawall, results in significant adverse effects to shoreline 
sand supply and public access. The certified LCP, in recognition of the adverse effects 
to beach areas that results from the use of shoreline protection devices to protect 
development, includes several policies which limit the use of such devices. Policy 3-1 
of the LCP, consistent with Section 30235 of the Coastal Act which has been included 
in the certified LCP as a guiding policy, prqvides that the construction of shoreline 
protection devices for existing development may be allowed only when no feasible less 
environmentally damaging alternative exists. Further, Policy 3-3 of the LCP prohibits 
the construction of new development on the dry sandy beach in order to avoid the need 
for the construction of seawalls for new development. 

In the case of the proposed project, however, in contradiction to Policies 3-1 and 3-3 of 
the LCP and Section 30235 of the Coastal Act, which has been included in the certified 
LCP as a guiding policy, the proposed project includes the construction of a 7 ft. high 
concrete block retaining wall/seawall approximately 1.5 ft. landward of the toe of the 
proposed deck. The applicant's consultants have indicated to staff that the proposed 
retaining wall is not intended to function as a seawall. However, although the applicant 
has not submitted any information regarding the location of the proposed development 
in relation to wave uprush on the subject site, the Commission notes that the subject 
site is located within a hazardous flood area (as designated by the City's General Plan) 
and that the proposed retaining wall will be subject to potential wave uprush. As 
previously discussed in detail, in previous years, the City of Carpinteria has constructed 
a large sand berm on an annual basis (subject to a coastal development permit) along 
Carpinteria City Beach to protect private residential development located along 
Sandyland Drive (including the subject site). The Commission notes, based on 
information submitted by the City, that if the berm is not constructed each winter, the 
residences along Sandyland Road would be subject to significant wave action· and 
flooding. As such, the Commission notes that the proposed 7ft. high concrete block 
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retaining wall, although not properly engineered as such, is located seaward of the 
potential wave uprush limit on the subject site and will effectively act as a seawall. 

Further, the Commission notes that if severe seasonal erosion of the beach occurs in 
the future, it is likely that the proposed concrete block retaining wall, which has not 
been properly engineered as a seawall, would eventually become undermined by 
stormwaves and that a new properly engineered seawall would be required to protect 
the residence. As such, the Commission notes that the stability and safety of the 
proposed residence, as designed, is reliant on either: (1) the continued annual 
construction of a sand berm by the City of Carpinteria along the beach in contradiction 
with Policy 3-12 of the LCP or (2) the future construction of a more substantial seawall 
or other form of shoreline protection device in contradiction to Policy 3-1 of the LCP and 
with Sections 30235 and 30253 of the Coastal Act which are included in the LCP as 
guiding policies. Thus, the proposed development is clearly not consistent with the 
policies of the LCP. 

Further, the Commission notes, pursuant to the above referenced policies of the LCP, 
that the construction of a shoreline protection device for development, may only be 
allowed when no feasible alternatives to the construction of the proposed seawall exist. 
However, in this case, the Commission further notes that feasible alternatives to the 
proposed seawall do exist. Although the residence, as proposed to be constructed on 
a conventional at-grade slab foundation, will require the construction of a shoreline 
protection device to ensure structural stability, the Commission notes that the 
construction of the residence on a caisson/grade beam foundation would ensure 
'structural stability and ensure that no form of private or public shoreline protection 
device would be required to ensure structural stability. 

In past permit actions regarding new residential development along the shoreline, the 
Commission has required that all residences, if feasible, be designed in a manner that 
ensures structural stability without the construction of a shoreline protective device 
(such as construction on a caisson/grade beam foundation) [COPs 4-99-185 (Broad), 4-
99-154 (Montanaro), and 4-99-146 (Saban)]. In addition, the Commission has 
previously found that the use of a shoreline protective device for new residential 
development is appropriate (as consistent with Policy 3-1 of the LCP) only when no 
feasible alternatives exist, such as when a shoreline protection device is necessary to 
protect a septic system which can not be relocated outside the wave uprush limit. In 
this case, no septic system is proposed since the proposed residence will utilize the 
City sewer system and the Commission notes that a feasible alternative to the 
construction of the proposed retaining wall/seawall would be the construction of the 
proposed residence on a caisson/grade beam foundation which would not require the 
construction of any form of shoreline protection to ensure geologic and structural 
stability. 

• The construction of shoreline protective devices on a sandy beach has a number of 
adverse effects on both the dynamic shoreline system and public access along the 
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sandy beach. Dr. Douglas Inman, renowned authority on Southern California beaches • 
has found that, "the likely detrimental effect of the seawall on the beach can usually be 
determined in advance by competent analysis." Dr. Inman further explains the 
importance of the seawall's design and location as it relates to predicting the degree of 
erosion that will be caused by the shoreline protection device. He states: · 

While natural sand beaches respond to wave forces by changing their configuration Into 
a form that dissipates the energy of the waves forming them, seawalls are rigid and 
fixed, and at best can only be designed for a single wave condition. Thus, seawalls 
introduce a disequilibrium that usually results In the reflection of wave energy and 
increased erosion seaward of the wall. The degree of erosion caused by the seawall is 
mostly a function of its reflectivity, which depends upon its design and location. 2 

In past permit actions, the Commission has found that one of the most critical factors 
controlling the impact of a shoreline protection device on the beach is its position on the 
beach profile relative to the surf zone. All other things being equal, the further seaward 
the wall is, the more often and more vigorously waves interact with it. The best place 
for a seawall, if one is necessary, is at the back of the beach where it provides· 
protection against the largest of storms. By contrast, a seawall constructed too near to 
the mean high tide line may constantly create problems related to frontal and end 
scour, as well as upcoast sand impoundment. 

Even though the precise impact of a structure on the beach is a persistent subject of • 
debate within the discipline of coastal engineering, and particularly between coastal 
engineers and marine geologists, it is generally agreed that a shoreline protective 
device will affect the configuration of the shoreline and beach profile whether it is a 
vertical bulkhead or a rock revetment. The main difference between a vertical bulkhead 
and rock revetment seawall is their physical encroachment onto the beach. However, it 
has been well documented by coastal engineers and coastal geologists that shoreline 
protective devices or shoreline structures in the form of either a rock revetment or 
vertical bulkhead will adversely impact the shoreline as a result of beach scour, end 
scour (the beach areas at the end of the seawall), the retention of potential beach 
material behind the wall, the fixing of the back beach and the interruption of alongshore 
processes. In order to evaluate these potential impacts relative to the proposed 
structure and its location in relation to the Carpinteria City beach, each of the identified 
effects will be evaluated below. · 

a. Beach Scour 

Scour is the removal of beach material from the base of a cliff, seawall or revetment 
due to wave action. The scouring of beaches caused by seawalls is a frequently­
observed occurrence. When waves impact on a hard surface such as a coastal bluff, 

2 Letter dated 25 February 1991 to Coastal Commission staff member and engineer Lesley 
Ewing from Dr. Douglas Inman. • 
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rock revetment, or vertical bulkhead, some of the energy from the wave will be 
absorbed, but much of it will be reflected back seaward. This reflected wave energy in 
combination with the incoming wave energy, will disturb the material at the base of the 
seawall and cause erosion to occur in front and down coast of the hard structure. This 
phenomenon has been recognized for many years and the literature acknowledges that 
seawalls do affect the supply of beach sand. 

In past permit actions, the Commission has found that shoreline protective devices 
which are subject to wave action tend to exacerbate or increase beach erosion. The 
following quotation summarizes a generally accepted opinion within the discipline of 
coastal engineering that, "Seawalls usually cause accelerated erosion of the beaches 
fronting them and an increase in the transport rate of sand along them."3 Ninety-four 
experts in the field of coastal geology, who view beach processes from the perspective 
of geologic time, signed the following succinct statement of the adverse effects of 
shoreline protective devices: 

These structures are fixed in space and represent considerable effort and expense to 
construct and maintain. They are designed for as long a life as possible and hence are 
not easily moved or replaced. They become permanent fixtures in our coastal scenery 
but their perlormance is poor in protecting community and municipalities from beach 
retreat and destruction. Even more damaging is the fact that these shoreline defense 
structures frequently enhance erosion by reducing beach width, steepening offshore 
gradients, and increasing wave heights. As a result, they seriously degrade the · 
environment and eventually help to destroy the areas they were designed to protect:' 

The above 1981 statement signed by 94 respected coastal geologists indicates that 
sandy beach areas available for public use can be harmed through the introduction of 
seawalls. Thus, in evaluating an individual project, the Commission assumes that the 
principles reflected in that statement are applicable. To do otherwise would be 
inconsistent with the Commission's responsibilities under the Coastal Act to protect the 
public's interest in shoreline resources and to protect the public's access along the 
ocean and to the water. 

The impact of seawalls as they are related to sand removal on the sandy beaches is 
further documented by the State Department of Boating and Waterways: 

While seawalls may protect the upland, they do not hold or protect the beach which is the 
greatest asset of shorefront property. In some cases, the seawall may be detrimental to 

3 Saving the American Beach: A Position Paper by Concerned Coastal Geologists (March 1981, 
Skidaway Institute of Oceanography), pg. 4 . 
4 Saving the American Beach: A Position Paper by Concerned Coastal Geologists (March 1981, 
Skidaway Institute of Oceanography), pg. 4. 
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the beach In that the downward forces of water, created by the waves striking the wall • 
rapidly remove sand from the beach. 5 

Finally this observation was underscored more recently in 1987 by Robert G. Dean in 
"Coastal Sediment Processes: Toward Engineering Solutions": 

Armoring can cause localized additional storm scour, both In front of and at the ends of 
the armoring ... Under normal wave and tide conditions, armoring can contribute to the 
downdrift deficit of sediment through decreasing the supply on an eroding coast and 
interruption of supply if the armoring projects into the active littoral zone. • 

Dr. Craig Everts found that on narrow beaches where the shoreline is not armored, the 
most important element of sustaining the beach width over a long period of time is the 
retreat of the back beach and the beach itself. He concludes that: 

· Seawalls inhibit erosion that naturally occurs and sustains the beach. The two most 
important aspects of beach behavior are changes In width and changes in the position of 
the beach. On narrow, natural beaches, the retreat of the back beach, and hence the 
beach itself, is the most important element in sustaining the width of the beach over a 
long time period. Narrow beaches, typical of most of the California coast, do not provide 
enough sacrificial sand during storms to provide protection against scour caused by • 
breaking waves at the back beach line. This is the reason the back boundary of our 
beaches retreats during storms/ 

Dr. Everts further concludes that armoring in the form of a shoreline protection device 
interrupts the natural process of beach retreat during a storm event and that, "a beach 
with a fixed landward boundary is not maintained on a recessional coast because the 
beach can no longer retreat." 

The Commission has observed this phenomenon up and down California's coast where 
a shoreline protection device has successfully halted the retreat of the shoreline, but 
only at the cost of usurping the· beach. For example, at La Conchita Beach in Ventura 
County, placement of a rock revetment to protect an existing roadway has caused 
narrowing of the existing beach. Likewise, at City of Encinitas beaches in San Diego 
County, construction of vertical seawalls along the base of the bluffs to protect existing 
residential development above, has resulted in preventing the bluffs' contribution of 
sand to the beaches, resulting in narrowing. 

5 State Department of Boating and Waterways (formerly called Navigation and Ocean 
Development), Shore Protection in California (1976), page 30. 
6 Coastal Sediments '87. 
7 Letter Report dated March 14, 1994 to Coastal Commission staff member and 
engineer Lesley Ewing from Dr. Craig Everts, Moffatt and Nichol Engineers. • 
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As set forth in earlier discussion, Carpinteria City Beach has experienced periodic 
episodes of beach erosion resulting in significant damage to the residential 
development located along the shoreline. In addition, if a seasonal eroded beach 
condition occurs with greater frequency due to the placement of a shoreline protective 
device on the subject site, then the subject beach would also accrete at a slower rate. 
The Commission notes that many studies performed on both oscillating and eroding 
beaches have. concluded that loss of beach occurs on both types of beaches where a 
shoreline protective device exists. Therefore, the Commission notes that the proposed 
bulkhead, over time, will result in potential adverse effects to the beach sand supply 
resulting in increased seasonal erosion of the beach and longer recovery periods. 

The impacts of potential beach scour is important relative to beach use for two reasons. 
The first reason involves public access. The subject property is located immediately 
landward and adjacent to the Carpinteria City Beach (a public beach area) and 
approximately 400 ft. west (upcoast) of Carpinteria State beach. In addition, the subject 
site is located approximately 40 ft to the east (downcoast) from an existing public 
vertical accessway and public beach parking lot located at the terminus of Elm Avenue. 
If the beach scours at the base of the bulkhead, even minimal scouring in front of the 
proposed retaining wall/bulkhead will translate into a loss of beach sand available (i. e. 
erosion) at an accelerated rate than would otherwise occur under a normal winter 
season if the beach were unaltered. The second impact relates to the potential 
turbulent ocean condition. Scour at the face of a seawall will result in greater 
interaction with the wall and thus, make the ocean along Carpinteria City Beach more 
turbulent than it would along an unarmored beach area. Thus, the Commission has 
ordinarily required that shoreline protection devices be located as landward as possible 
in order to reduce adverse effects from scour and erosion. In the case of this project, 

. the Commission notes that alternatives to the construction of the proposed retaining 
wall/seawall exist, including the construction of the proposed residence on a raised 
caisson/grade beam foundation. 

b. End Effects 

End scour effects involve the changes to the beach profile adjacent to the shoreline 
protection device at either end. One of the more common end effects comes from the 
reflection of waves off of the shoreline protection device in such a way that they add to 
the wave energy which is impacting the unprotected coastal areas on either end. In 
addition, the Commission notes that the literature on coastal engineering repeatedly 
warns that unprotected properties adjacent to any shoreline protective device may 
experience increased erosion. Field observations have verified this concern. Although 
it is difficult to quantify the exact loss of material due to end effects, in a paper written 
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by Gerald G. Kuhn of the Scripps Institution of Oceanography, it is concluded that • 
erosion on properties adjacent to a rock seawall is intensified when wave runup is high.8 

An extensive literature search on the interaction of seawalls and beaches was 
performed by Nicholas Kraus in which he found that seawalls will have effects on 
narrow beaches or beaches eroded by storm activity. His research indicated that the 
form of the erosional response to storms that occurs on beaches without seawalls that 
are adjacent to beaches with seawalls is manifested as more localized toe scour and 
end effects of flanking and impoundment at the seawall.9 Dr. Kraus' key conclusions 
were that seawalls could be accountable for retention of sediment, increased local 
erosion and increased end erosion. Kraus states: 

At the present time, three mechanisms can be firmly identified by which seawalls may 
contribute to erosion at the coast. The most obvious is retention of sediment behind 
the wall which would otherwise be released to the littoral system. The second 
mechanism, which could Increase local erosion on downdrlft beaches, Is for the updrift 
side of the wall to act as a groin and Impound sand. This effect appears to be primarily 
theoretical rather than actualized in the field, as a wall would probably fall if isolated in 
the surf zone. The third mechanism Is flanking i.e. Increased local erosion at the ends 
of walls. 

In addition, preliminary results of researchers investigating the length of shoreline • 
affected by heightened erosion adjacent to seawalls concluded that: 

Results to date indicate that erosion at the ends of seawalls increases as the structure 
length Increases. It was observed In both the experimental results and the field data of 
Walton and Sensabaugh (1978) that the depth of excess erosion is approximately 10% 
of the seawall length. The laboratory data also revealed that the along-coast length of 
excess erosion at each end of the structure is approximately 70% of the structure 
length. 10 

A more comprehensive study was performed over several years by Gary Griggs which 
concluded that beach profiles at the end of a seawall are further landward than natural 

8 Paper by Gerald G. Kuhn of the Scripps Institution of Oceanography entitled "Coastal Erosion 
along 

Oceanside Littoral Cell, San Diego County, California" (1981). 
9 "Effects of Seawalls on the Beach", published in the Journal of Coastal Research, Special Issue 
#4, 1988. 
10 "Laboratory and Field Investigations of the Impact of Shoreline Stabilization Structures on 
Adjacent Properties" by W.G. McDougal, M.A. Sturtevant, and P.D. Komar in Coastal • 
Sediments '87 .. 
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profiles.11 This effect appears to extend for a distance of about 6/10 the length of the 
seawall and represents both a spatial and temporal loss of beach width directly 
attributable to seawall construction. These end effects would be expected only when 
the bulkhead was exposed to wave attack and, under equilibrium or accreting beach 
conditions, this scour will likely disappear eventually during post-storm recovery. The 
Commission notes that end effect erosion may be minimized by locating a proposed 
shoreline protection device as landward as possible in ·order to reduce the frequency 
that the seawall is subject to wave action. In the case of this project, the Commission 
notes that feasible alternatives exist to the construction of the proposed retaining 
wall/sea wall, such as construction of the proposed residence on caisson/grade beam 
foundation, and that the seawall, therefore, is not required and will result in adverse 
effects to shoreline sand supply from end effects. 

4. Conclusion 

The proposed project includes the demolition of more than 50% of an existing 
residence and the construction of a significantly larger new residence with a 7 ft. high 
concrete block retaining wall/seawall in contradiction to Policies 3-1 and 3-3 of the LCP 
and with Section 30235 of the Coastal Act which has been included. in the LCP as a 
guiding policy. The subject site is located between Sandyland Road and Carpinteria 
City Beach in a built-out area of Carpinteria consisting primarily of multi-family 
residential development. As previously discussed in detail, the Commission notes that 
Carpinteria City Beach is subject to periodic episodes of beach erosion and flooding 
from severe storm events and that the proposed development will be subject to 
potential wave action. In past years, the City of Carpinteria has constructed a ·large 
sand berm along Carpinteria City Beach (approximately 20ft. seaward of the proposed 
deck dripline) on an annual basis (subject to a coastal development permit) to protect 
the private residential development located along Sandyland Road, including the 
subject site, which would otherwise be subject to wave action during storm events. 

The proposed development will be located further seaward than the previously existing 
development on the subject site and will result in the seaward encroachment of new 
development on Carpinteria City Beach. The proposed deck for the new residence 
extends approximately 1.5 ft. further seaward than the previously existing deck and the 
proposed residence extends approximately 10 ft. or more further seaward than the 
previously existing structure. In addition, the proposed development will not be 
consistent with either the appropriate deck or structural stringlines as drawn between 
the corners of the neighboring adjacent structures. The Commission notes that the 
proposed residence will extend approximately 12 ft. or more seaward of the appropriate 
structural string line and that the proposed deck will extend approximately 10 ft. or more 

11 'The Interaction of Seawalls and Beaches: Seven Years of Field Monitoring, 
Monterey Bay, California" by G. Griggs, J. Tait, and W. Corona, in Shore and Beach, 
Vol. 62, No. 3, July 1994. 
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seaward of the appropriate deck stringline. As such, the Commission notes that the • 
proposed development is located seaward of the appropriate string line and will result in 
the seaward encroachment of residential development on Carpinteria City Beach. 

In addition, the Commission notes that although all development along the beach is 
subject to inherent hazard, in general, the further landward development is located, the 
less it will be impacted by wave action and that the further seaward the development is 
located, the greater the frequency that the development will be subject to wave action. 
As such, the Commission notes that the proposed project will result in the seaward 
encroachment by new development on the subject site and will not serve to minimize 
either hazards from wave action and flooding or adverse effects to shoreline processes 
and sand supply. 

Further, the Commission notes that the proposed concrete block retaining wall is 
located within an area of the site subject to potential wave action and that the block wall 
will effectively act a seawall under normal tidal conditions. The construction of 
shoreline protective devices on a sandy beach has a number of adverse effects on both 
the dynamic shoreline system and public access along the sandy beach. In addition, 
since the proposed concrete block retaining wall has not been properly engineered as a 
seawall, the Commission further notes that in the event of severe beach erosion caused 
bywinter storm activity, the proposed retaining wall and the at-grade slab foundation for 
the residence would likely be undermined by stormwaves unless a more substantial • 
seawall was constructed in the future. 

The Commission notes, pursuant to Policies 3-1 and 3-3 of the LCP and Section 30235 
of the Coastal Act, which has been included in the certified LCP as guiding policy, that 
the construction of a shoreline protection device for development may only be allowed 
when no feasible alternatives to the construction of the proposed seawall exist. In past 
permit actions regarding new residential development along the shoreline, the 
Commission has required that all residences, if feasible, be designed in a manner that 
ensures structural stability without the construction of a shoreline protective device 
(such as construction on a caisson/grade beam foundation) [COPs 4-99-185 (Broad), 4-
99-154 (Montanaro), and 4-99-146 (Saban)]. In this case, the Commission notes that a 
feasible alternative to the construction of the proposed seawall would be construction of 
the proposed residence on a caisson/grade beam foundation which would not require 
any form of shoreline protection device to ensure geologic and structural stability. 
Therefore, the Commission notes that the proposed project is not consistent with either 
Policy 3-1, 3-3, and 3-11 of the LCP or Section 30235 of the Coastal Act which has 
been included in the LCP. 

Further, the Commission notes that if severe seasonal erosion of the beach occurs in 
the future, it is likely that the proposed concrete block retaining wall, which has not 
been properly engineered as a seawall, would eventually become undermined by 
stormwaves and that a new properly engineered seawall would be required to protect • 
the residence. As such, the Commission notes that the stability and safety of the 
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proposed residence, as designed, is reliant on either: (1) the continued annual 
construction of a sand berm by the City of Carpinteria along the beach in contradiction 
with Policy 3-12 of the LCP or (2) the future construction of a more substantial seawall 
or other form of shoreline protection device in contradiction to Policy 3-1 of the LCP and 
with Section 30235 of the Coastal Act which has been included in the LCP as a guiding 
policy. Thus, the proposed development is clearly not consistent with the policies of the 
LCP. 

Therefore, for the reasons discussed above, the Commission finds that the proposed 
project is not consistent with Policies 3-1, 3-3, 3-8, 3-11, and 3-12 of the certified LCP 
or with Sections 30235, 30251, or 30253 of the Coastal Act which have been included 
in the certified LCP as guiding policies. 

E. Public Access 

The City of Carpinteria Local Coastal Program, consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of 
the Coastal Act, mandates the provision of maximum public access and recreational 
opportunities along the coast. The LCP contains several policies which address the 
issues of public access and recreation along the coast. 

Policy 7-1 of the LCP states: 

For new developments between Sandy/and Road and City Beach, the City shall determine 
the extent to which the land proposed for development has historically been used by the 
public for informal parking and beach access and shall require adequate provision for 
continuation of such use. 

Policy 7-2 of the LCP states: 

No above-ground structure or other development, except for public health and safety 
purposes, and recreational facilities of a temporary nature (e.g., volleyball nets) shall be 
sited on any dry sandy beach within the City's jurisdiction. 

Policy 7-13 of the LCP states, in part: 

For all developments between the first public road and the ocean, granting of lateral 
easements to allow for public access along the shoreline shall be mandatory ... At a 
minimum, the dedicated easement shall be adequate to allow for lateral access during 
periods of high tide. 

In addition to the above referenced policies of the LCP, all projects located between the 
first public road and the sea requiring a coastal development permit must be reviewed 
for compliance with the public access and recreation provisions of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act. 
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Coastal Act Section 30210 states that: 

In· carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, 
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities 
shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to 
protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from 
overuse. 

Coastal Act Section 30211 states: 

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where 
acquired through use or legislative authorization, Including, but not limited to, the use 
of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

Coastal Act Section 30212(a) provides that in new shoreline development projects, 
access to the shoreline and along the coast shall be provided except in specified 
circumstances, where: 

(1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of 
fragile coastal resources. 

(2) adequate access exists nearby, or, 

• 

(3) agriculture would be adversely affected. Dedicated access shall not be required to 
be opened to public use until a public agency or private association agrees to accept 
responsibility for maintenance and liability of the accessway. • 

Section 30220 of the Coastal Act states that: 

Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot readily be 
provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such use. 

As previously noted, in addition to any applicable policies of the LCP, all projects 
located between the first public road and the sea requiring a coastal development 
permit, such as the proposed project, must be reviewed for compliance with the public 
access and recreation provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Coastal Act sections 
30210 and 30211 mandate that maximum public access and recreational opportunities 
be provided and that development not interfere with the public's right to access the 
coast. Likewise, section 30212 of the Coastal Act requires that adequate public access 
to the sea be provided to allow use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches. Based on 
the access and recreation sections of the Coastal Act, the Commission has required 
public access to and along the shoreline in new development projects and has required 
design changes in other projects to reduce interference with access to and along the 
shoreline. 

The major access issue in this permit application is the occupation of sandy beach area 
by a structure and potential adverse effects on shoreline sand supply and public access 
in contradiction of Coastal Act policies 30211 and 30221. The subject site is located • 
immediately landward and adjacent to the Carpinteria City Beach (a public beach area) 
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and approximately 400 ft. west (upcoast) of Carpinteria State beach. In addition, the 
subject site is located approximately 40 ft to the east (downcoast) from an existing 
public vertical accessway and public beach parking lot located at the terminus of Elm 
Avenue. The proposed project includes the demolition of more than 50% of an existing 
structure and, the construction of a new larger structure with a retaining wall/seawall. 

In the case of this project, the proposed development will be located further seaward 
than the previously existing development on the subject site. Specifically, the 
Commission notes that the proposed deck for the new residence extends approximately 
1.5 ft. further seaward than the previously existing deck and that the proposed 
residence extends approximately 1 0 ft. or more further seaward than the previously 
existing structure. In addition, the proposed development will not be consistent with 
either the appropriate deck or structural string line as drawn between the corners of the 
neighboring adjacent structures. The Commission notes that the proposed residence 
will extend approximately 12 ft. or more seaward of the appropriate structural stringline 
and that the proposed deck will extend approximately 10 ft. or more seaward of the 
appropriate deck stringline (Exhibit 3). As such, the Commission notes that the 
proposed project will result in the seaward encroachment by new development on the 
sandy beach. 

The Commission must consider a project's direct and indirect effect on public areas of 
the beach. To protect public beach areas when beachfront development is proposed, 
the Commission must consider (1) whether the development or some portion of it will 
encroach on public beach (i.e., will the development be located below the mean high 
tide line as it may exist at some point throughout the year) and (2) if not located on 
public beach land, whether the development will indirectly affect public areas of the 
beach by causing physical impacts to tidelands and shoreline processes. 

The Commission further notes that interference by a shoreline protective device has a 
number of adverse effects on the dynamic shoreline system and the public's beach 
ownership interests. First, changes in the shoreline profile, particularly changes in the 
slope of the profile, which results from reduced beach width, alter the usable area under 
public ownership. A beach that rests either temporarily or permanently at a steeper 
angle than under natural conditions will have less horizontal distance between the 
mean low water and mean high water lines. This reduces the actual area of public 
property available for public use. The second effect on access is through a progressive 
loss of sand as shore material is not available to nourish the bar. The lack of an 
effective bar can allow such high wave energy on the shoreline that materials may be 
lost far offshore where it is no longer available to nourish the beach. The effect of this 
on the public is again a loss of area between the mean high water line and the actual 
water. Third, shoreline protective devices such as revetments and bulkheads 
cumulatively affect public access by causing accelerated and increased erosion on 
adjacent public beaches. This effect may not become clear until such devices are 
constructed individually along a shoreline and they eventually affect the profile of a 
public beach. Fourth, if not sited landward in a location that insures that the revetment 
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is only acted upon during severe storm events, beach scour during the winter season • 
will be accelerated because there is less beach area to dissipate the wave' energy. 
Finally, revetments and bulkheads interfere directly with public access by their 
occupation of beach area that will not only be unavailable during high tide and severe 
storm events but also potentially throughout the winter season. 

Although the applicant has not submitted adequate information regarding the location of 
the mean high tide line, the Commission notes, based on the width of the subject 
beach, that the proposed development is lik~ly located landward of the mean high tide 
line. However, the Commission also notes that even structures located above the 
mean high tide line, may have an adverse effect on shoreline processes as wave 
energy reflected by those structures contributes to erosion and steepening of the shore 
profile, and ultimately to the extent and availability of tidelands. Specifically, the 
Commission notes that if a shoreline protection device results in increased beach 
erosion, the effect would be a reduction in the amount of beach available for public use. 
That is why the Commission also must consider whether a project will have indirect 
effects on public ownership and public use of shorelands. The applicant seeks 
Commission approval of a new beachfront residence constructed on a conventional at­
grade slab foundation with a 7 ft. high concrete block retaining wall. As previously 
discussed in detail, although the proposed retaining wall has not been properly 
engineered as a shoreline protection device, the proposed retaining wall will be subject 
to potential wave action and will, therefore, effectively function as a non-engineered • 
seawall resulting in potential adverse effects to shoreline sand supply and public 
access. In addition, the direct occupation of sandy area by the proposed residence and 
deck will result in potential adverse effects to public access along the sandy beach. 

In addition to a new development's effects on tidelands and on public rights protected 
by the common law public trust doctrine, the Commission must consider whether the 
project will affect a public right to use beachfront property, independent of who owns 
the underlying land on which the public use takes place. Generally, there are three 
additional types of public uses identified as: (1) the public's recreational rights in 
navigable waters guaranteed to the public under the California Constitution and state 

. common law, (2) any rights that the public might have acquired under the doctrine of 
implied dedication based on continuous public use over a five-year period; and (3) any 
additional rights that the public might have acquired through public purchase or offers to 
dedicate. 

The beaches of Carpinteria are extensively used by visitors of both local and regional 
origin and the Commission notes that attendance of recreational sites will continue to 
increase significantly over the coming years. The public has a right to use the shoreline 
under the public trust doctrine, the California Constitution and California common law. 
The Commission must protect those public rights by assuring that any proposed 
shoreline development does not interfere with or will only minimally interfere with those • 
rights. Policy 7-2 of the LCP states that no above-ground structure or other 
development, except for public health and safety purposes, and recreational facilities of 
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a temporary nature shall be sited on any dry sandy beach within the City's jurisdiction. 
However, the Commission notes that the proposed project, in contradiction with Policy 
7-2 of the LCP, will result in the seaward encroachment of new development on the 
sandy beach and the direct loss of beach available for public use. In addition, Policy 7-
1 of the LCP states that for new developments between Sandyland Road and City 
Beach, the City shall determine the extent to which the land proposed for development 
has historically been used by the public for informal parking and beach access and 
shall require adequate provision for continuation of such use. 

In past years, the City of Carpinteria has constructed a large sand berm (subject to a 
coastal development permit) along Carpinteria City Beach on an annual basis to protect 
the private residential development located along Sandyland Road, including the 
subject site, which would otherwise be subject to wave action during storm events. The 
Commission notes, based on information submitted by the City and discussed in detail 
above, that if the berm is not constructed each winter, the residences along Sandyland 
Road, including the project site, would be subject to significant wave action and 
flooding. The Commission further notes that, although the primary purpose of the 
annual sand berm is to protect private residential development, the berm itself is 
constructed on public land (Carpinteria City Beach) resulting in adverse effects to the 
public's ability to use and access the sandy beach . 

As previously discussed in detail, although the proposed 7 ft. high concrete block 
retaining wall/seawall will effectively function as a seawall, the Commission notes that 
since the proposed concrete block retaining wall is not properly engineered as a 
seawall, in the event of severe beach erosion caused by winter storm activity, the 
concrete block retaining wall and the slab foundation for the residence would likely be 
undermined by stormwaves unless a more substantial seawall is constructed in the 
future. As such, the Commission notes that the stability and safety of the proposed 
residence, as designed, is reliant on either: (1) the continued annual construction of a 
sand berm by the City of Carpinteria on a public beach in contradiction with Policy 3-1 
of the LCP and Sections 30210 and 30211 of the Coastal Act or (2) the future 
construction of a more substantial seawall or other form of shoreline protection device 
in contradiction to Policy 3-1 of the LCP and with Section 30235 of the Coastal Act 
which has been included in the LCP as a guiding policy. 

Thus, the proposed development is clearly not consistent with the policies of the LCP. 
The Commission notes that a feasible alternative to the proposed development that 
would ensure compliance with the applicable policies of the LCP would be the 
construction of a new residence consistent with the applicable stringline and 
constructed on a caisson/grade beam foundation, which would not require the use of 
any type of shoreline protection device, rather than on a conventional slab foundation, 
as proposed, which would require some form of additional shoreline protection . 
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For all of these reasons, the Commission finds that the proposed project is not • 
consistent with public access and recreation policies of either the certified Carpinteria 
Local Coastal Program or the Coastal Act. 

F. Visual Resources 

Policy 4-1 of the LCP states, in part, that: 

Broad unobstructed views from the nearest public street to the ocean .•. sha/1 be 
preserved to the extent feasible. In addition, new development located on or adjacent to 
bluffs, beaches, or streams , or adjacent to Carpinteria Marsh shall be designed and sited 
prevent adverse impacts on the visual quality of these resources. 

Policy 4-1 of the LCP requires that new development be designed and sited in order to 
prevent any adverse impacts to public views to and along the Carpinteria shoreline. In 
addition, Coastal Act Section 30251, which is included in the certified LCP as a gui~ing 
policy, requires that visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected 
and, where feasible, degraded areas shall be enhanced and restored. 

The subject site is located immediately landward and adjacent to the Carpinteria City 
Beach (a public beach area) and approximately 400 ft. west (upcoast) of Carpinteria 
State beach. In addition, the subject site is located approximately 40 ft to the east 
(downcoast) from an existing public vertical accessway and public beach parking lot 
located at the terminus of Elm Avenue. The proposed project includes the demolition of 
more than 50% of an existing structure and, the construction of a new larger structure 
with a retaining wall/seawall located further seaward. 

As previously discussed in detail, the proposed development will be located further 
seaward than the previously existing· development on the subject site. Specifically, the 
Commission notes that the proposed deck for the new residence extends approximately 
1.5 ft. further seaward than the previously existing deck and that the proposed 
residence extends approximately 1 0 ft. or more further seaward than the previously 
existing structure. In addition, the proposed development will not be consistent with 
either the appropriate deck or structural string line as drawn between the corners of the 
neighboring adjacent structures. The Commission notes that the proposed residence 
will extend approximately 12 ft. seaward of the appropriate structural string line and that 
the proposed deck will extend approximately 1 0 ft. or more seaward of the appropriate 
deck stringline (Exhibit 3). As such, the Commission notes that the proposed project 
will result in the seaward encroachment by new development on the sandy beach. 
Although seaward encroachment by only a single residence on Carpinteria Beach may 
not appear to result in significant adverse effects to public views along the beach, the 
Commission notes that such development, when viewed on a regional basis, will result 
in potential cumulative adverse effects to public views and to the visual quality of 
coastal areas. Thus, it is critical that an adverse precedent is not established by the 
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subject proposal and that adverse effects to coastal views from public viewing areas, 
such as Carpinteria City Beach, are minimized. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project is not consistent with Policy 
4-1 of the LCP or with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act which has been included in the 
certified LCP as a guiding policy. 

G. Violations 

Development has occurred on the subject site without the required coastal development 
permit consisting of the partial demolition (820 sq. ft.) of an existing 1,620 sq. ft. single 
family residence with 500 sq. ft. of non-habitable underfloor area; a 20ft. long, 3ft. high 
retaining wall/seawall and; and two 14 ft. long return walls and the construction of a 
new 2,130 sq. ft. single family residence with a 1,000 sq. ft. basement; a 20ft. long, 7ft. 
high concrete block retaining wall/seawall; and two 14ft. long return walls. Although a 
coastal development permit is required for the proposed project, the proposed project 
was approved, in error, by the City pursuant to an administrative building permit on 
November 16, 1998. All proposed development has already been constructed. 

Although construction has taken place prior to the issuance of a coastal development 
permit, consideration of the application by the Commission has been based solely upon 
the policies of the certified Carpinteria Local Coastal Program and the Chapter 3 public 
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. Approval of this permit does not 
constitute a waiver of any legal action with regard to potential violations nor does it 
constitute an admission as to the legality of any development undertaken on the subject 
site without a coastal permit. 

In addition, during the course of processing this application, staff has discovered other 
development on the subject site which appears to have occurred without the required 
coastal development permit including additions to existing structures and the seaward 
extension of development on a sandy beach in 1982 and 1983, as well as a 
subdivision/tentative condominium tract map for the conversion of the parcel from a 
single lot with two duplex apartment units to two single family residence condominiums 
in 1987. This additional unpermitted development is not included as part of this 
application and will require a future follow-up application for a coastal development 
permit that seeks to resolve the apparently unpermitted subdivision/tentative 
condominium tract map change or additions to an existing structure . 
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Section 13096(a) of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission 
approval of Coastal Development Permit application. 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 21080.5(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 Commission finds that, proposed project would result in significant adverse effects 
on the environment, within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act of 
1970. Therefore, the proposed project is determined to be inconsistent with CEQA and 
the policies of the Coastal Act. 

SMH-VNT 
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DEC 2 7 1999 

TO: California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, Ca. 94105 

RE: A-4-99-119 
Chris Clemens and Lani Loeks 
4921 Sandyland Road 
Carpinteria, Ca. 93013 

Dear Coastal Commission Member's, 

o )\ ~~~~~I Mil 
DEC 2 b 1998 

,.., .. ,~... •• ·vr\.t..,.,J-., 
.• vASTAl COMMISSION 

~vUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICi 

December 22, 1999 

My wife and I live right on the beachfront at Sandyland Cove, 
Carpinteria, Ca. We are registered voters and know our community 
as well as anyone who migrated to Santa Barbara County in 1991. 

This small "locally approved" project has been a beautiful and fitting 
addition to the beach. Its Victorian style and architecture are pleasing 
to the eye, unlike the much larger Condominium projects immediately 
adjacent to and nearby this new single family home. 

We are grateful for the Clemens Project and welcome both tttem and 
their home to the Carpinteria Coastal Community. · 

Very truly yours, 

{J&~L 
Barry A. Kitnick 

~CX.Ud 
Jill A. Kitnick 

EXHIBIT 10a · 

· CDPA-4-CPN-99-119 (Ciemens/Loeks Tru~ 

BARRY A. KITNICK Letter in Support of Project 

4509 DEL MAR AVENUE, CARPINTERIA, CALIFORNIA 93013 

PHONE (805) 969-6359 FACSIMILE (805)969·6850 



LAW OFFICES OF JANA ZIMMER 
2640 Las Encinas Lane 
Santa Barbara, CA. 93105 

Phone: 805/563-1591 Fax: 805/687-4156 

California Coastal Commission 
89 California Street 
Ventura, CA. 93013 

45 Fremont St. #2000 
San Francisco, CA. 

Re: Appeal No. A-4-CPN-99-119 
4921 Sandyland Road Carpinteria 

Dear Chair Wan and Commissioners: 

January 3, 2000 

email: jzimmer@rain.org 

The appellants concur in the staff's recommendation and proposed findings. The Coastal 
Cominission should deny the requested permit, and order the applicant to demolish those 
portions of the remodel which were built unlawfully. 

We anticipate that the applicant will claim that he has a vested right to maintain the structure as 
built, and /or that the Commission is equitably estopped from denying the permit based on a 
claim of reliance on the City's permits and its failure to enforce the Municipal Code. [See, 
correspondence from Law Offices ofBright and Powell, June 18~ 1999, attempting to analogize 
the facts to Stanson v. San Diego Coast Regional Commission (1'980) 101 Cal. App. 3d 38.] 

Such claims should be rejected because, first, the Commission is not bound by any error made 
by the City. Second, the evidence in the administrative record and the additional evidence 
provided by Appellants demonstrates that the applicant cannot show good.faith, justifiable 
reliance on a valid permit. Third, since the Commission's regulations provide that the filing of an 
appeal stays the operation of any local permits, the staff properly recommends that the 
Commission evaluate this case as though the structure had not been built. · 

The applicant has been aware of the errors and irregularities in the permits approved by the City 
for many months, [See, e.g. Letter of February 22, 1999 from City to Clemens, Letter of April 

1 
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• 13, 1999 from City to Velasco, attesting to determination of work beyond the scope of permit in 
late 1998, and a stop work issued on February 12, 1999] and chose to proceed with completion 
of the project based on threats of damages claims against the City and at his own risk. [See, 
letter of June 22, 1999 from City of Carpinteria to Mezzio] 

In addition, the Commission should not be misled into a conclusion that this construction 
occurred solely as a result of error and omissions on the part of the City of Carpinteria. In fact, 
the structure as built does not conform with the plans originally submitted to the City in 
numerous respects, including but not limited to the offensive seawall structure. Thus, while the 
City failed to comply with its own ordinance in issuing a building permit without the required 
public hearing and issuance of a CDP, responsibility for the extent and severity of the violations 
must be laid at the feet of the applicant. 

When an applicant claims that the Commission is precluded by the doctrine of equitable estoppel. 
from denying (or in this case, effectively revoking a permit), s/he must show several elements 
are present: 

1. That s/he made substantial expenditures in reasonable, good faith reliance on a valid permit; 
and 
2. The harm to the applicant in requiring him to alter or remove the structure outweighs the harm 
to the public from the failure to enforce the law. 

• 1. The applicant did not rely in good faith on a valid permit 

• 

The project was misrepresented as a remodel when it consisted of a replacement of an older 
structure with a completely new structure, substantially larger in volume, bulk and square 
footage than the original dwelling. The applicant deviated from the plans submitted to and 
approved by the City. Each of the major violations resulted from omissions or actions by the 
applicant, who is a licensed contractor [State License #739174], and advertises as having almost 
twenty years experience in building 'fine custom homes'. 

1.1 The masonry wall ["seawall"] which is one of the issues raised by Appellants in their appeal 
and which is the major focus ofthe policy concerns in the staff report was not reviewed or 
approved by the City, and was never the subject of a valid permit. See, Letter ofFebruary 22, 
1999 from the City to Clemens stating, in pertinent. part, 

"The plans approved include improvements aimed at protecting the subject and 
surrounding property from flood damage. These improvements included openings 
in the bottom floor exterior walls to permit both accepting and conveying water 
through the structure. It is apparent from the construction of the masonry wall at 
the south side of the building and the reduced size and/or elimination of several of 
the wall openings illustrated on the plans, that the intent of the plan approval is 
being compromised and that the potential for flood damage to the subject and 
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--------------------------------- ---

surrounding properties could be exacerbated." [emphasis added] 

1.2 The applicant misrepresented, by omission, the location of the structure by failing to show 
its seaward location correctly on the plans in relation to the adjacent properties, as specifically 
required by the Municipal Code Section 2.36.090. Had the plans submitted to the ABR properly 
depicted the location of buildings on either side, the issue of seaward encroachment certainly 
could and would have been raised earlier. Both the affected neighbors and the City were misled 
by the applicant's inadequate and misleading plans. Any claim that the affected neighbors failed 
to exhaust their remedies through the City's appeal process is therefore without merit. See, 
Lacher v. Superior Court (1991) 230 Cal. App. 3d 1038. 

As the record reflects, Mr. Mezzio was conscious of and extremely concerned with the issue of 
seaward encroachment, especially given the fact that he had been required to substantially reduce 
the size of his condominium project in 1985 to satisfy the Coastal Commission's concerns, and in 
light of the fact that the long term value of his project is affected by seaward encroachment by 
adjacent properties. Thus, there can be no doubt that the issues on this appeal would have been 
raised and addressed prior to issuance of building permit had the applicant fully disclosed the 
scope of his project. 

1. 3 The applicant violated sideyard setback requirements by popping out walls for over thirty 
feet for the full two stories without obtaining a modification or variance from the City. 
The City's failure to act on its knowledge of the violation, and the applicant's failure to correct 
the violation do not give rise to a claim of estoppel. To the contrary, the administrative record 
reflects that the only approval given by the City specifically conditioned the project on 
compliance with sideyard setbacks. See, ABR Minutes of April16, 1998, moving preliminary 
approval subject to the following conditions: " ... respect the five feet setback from the east 
property line.". -

As the court noted in Stokes v. Board of Permit Appeals. (1997) 52 Cal. App. 4t1t 1348 
when an applicant misrepresents a project, or performs work beyond that authorized by a permit, 
no claim of vested right can be made. ["Stokes misrepresented the true facts about the present 
use of the property to the city in his building permit applications. Accordingly he cannot claim 
equitable estoppel".] The fact that the City was compliant in the numerous violations committed 
by the applicant, failed to apply the provisions of its LCP and failed to enforce when it was 
informed of the violations cannot estop the Commission, because the party to be estopped must 
be apprised of the facts. Here, the City was not apprised of many of the true facts. The Coastal 
Commission, of course, knew nothing of the violations, because the City failed to require a 
coastal development permit, failed to make proper findings, and failed to even file a notice of 
final action until six months after building permits were issued. 

Moreover, apart from the evidence in the record,Appellants have submitted evidence that the 
applicant knew his project did not comply with setback requirements of the Code, and 
constructed it anyway. [See, Declaration of Vince Mezzio, Attachment A:, Letter from WilliamS . 

3 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Wolf, Architect, Attachment Br Furthermore, he completed the project notwithstanding his 
knowledge that the Appellants had pointed out the illegalities to the City. 

Accordingly, the 'expenditures' Applicant has made on this project were not made in good faith, 
reasonable reliance on a valid permit. 

2. The harm to the public in failing to enforce the provisions of the certified LCP and the Coastal 
Act outweighs any harm to the applicant 

Even if the Commission were to find that the violations were innocent, or the result of the sole 
negligence of the City, the applicant must still show that the harm to him in requiring abatement 
of the violations outweighs the harm to the public from failing to enforce the provisions of the 
Coastal Act: To this end, Appellant has provided evidence of the cost of removal of the seaward 
deck extensions and the portions of the structure encroaching into the sideyard setbacks, as well 
as estimates of the current market value ofthe residence. [Attachment C and D, and Attachment 
E]. It is noteworthy that in his Declaration dated August 6, 1998 to the City re: Flood Insurance 
requirements Mr. Clemens declared the market value of the structure to be only $300,000, and 
declared the total cost of improvements to be $136,000. The then market value was documented 
by an opinion from a realtor, Kathleen Winter of Coldwell Banker. As shown in attachment E, 
that same expert now values the renovated structure at $1,500,000. Thus, given the enhanced 
market value,(which has been achieved through violations of the law), it is apparent that the 
property will retain substantial value even if the applicant were to absorb the loss of the total cost 
of declared improvements to date. 

More importantly, as the staff report points out, allowing the structure to remain would have 
grave consequences in terms of prejudicing the Commission's consideration of a new permit for 
the Carpinteria City berm on the beach, and poses a risk of :further eroding the public's use of the 
beach in order to preserve and protect this illegally constructed structure from wave action. With 
respect to the adverse precedent of violating the stringline established on the Mezzio appeal in 
1985 by allowing this illegally constructed structure to remain, one need look no further than the 
photograph of the dilapidated structure immediately adjacent to the subject property [Attachment 
F] to see where the next violation of the stringline and the next seaward encroachment will 
occur. 

In addition, allowing the structure to remain will undermine the public's confidence in the fair 
administration of coastal regulations, and in the statutory right of the public to meaningful 
participation in coastal development permit proceedings. Mr. Mezzio, the appellant here, applied 
for permits before he built his condominium next door, and was required, as a result of an appeal 
filed by the Commission itself to comply with the stringline, which he did. Allowing this illegally 

1We have suggested that the Commission has authority to subpoena documents as 
necessary, and appellants have no independent authority to issue subpoenas. We have endeavored 
to provide all evidence reasonably available . 

4 



constructed structure to remain would be a perversion of the law, and the concept of equity and • 
fairness. 

Therefore, we urge the Commission to make the additional finding that the violations of the 
Coast~ Act and the LCP were knowing and intentional, and to direct staff to begin 
abatement/enforcement proceedings. 

Thank you for your consideration of these points. 

Zimmer 
tomey for Appellants 
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DECLARATION OF VINCENT MEZZIO 

I, Vincent Mezzio declare as follows: 

1. I am a party to the appeal in Permit Number A-4-CPN-99-199. I also built the 

4 building adjacent to 4921 Sandy land, which is located at 4925 Sandyland. I have had my general 

5 contractors license since the early 1950s and am a retired building inspector with the City of Los 

6 Angeles. I have personal knowledge of all facts testified to in this declaration. 

7 2. In February of 1999 my wife and I decided to build a new home. We began by 

8 interviewing architects. The first meeting that we had was with Robert Klammer and Bill Wolf 

9 at our home. We agreed to a second meeting, and it was between these two meetings that I 

10 ascertained that Klammer was the architect on the remodel that is the subject of this appeal. 

11 3. During my inspection of records at the City of Carpinteria, while the Clemens 

12 building was still in the early stage of framing, I noted that the plans showed illegal projections 

13 into side yards. I spoke at that time with Dave Durflinger, the Carpinteria Community 

14 Development Director, _and Ted Delianedis, the building inspector, and pointed out the building 

15 code violations. Durflinger conceded that there were violations but stated that because the penni 

16 had been issued he would exercise his discretion and let the construction continue. 

17 4. At our second meeting with Robert Klammer and Bill Wolf! asked Klammer about 

18 the Clemens project and the obvious side yard violations. Mr. Klammer stated that he had 

19 advised Clemens that these were violations of the Building Code but that Clemens had told him 

20 to go forward with them anyway. Mr. Klammer further stated that he had Clemens sign an 

21 acknowledgment that he had been advised ofthe violations and had instructed Klammer to go 

22 forward without modifications. These statements were made in the presence of myself, Bill Wol 

23 and my wife. 

24 5. I later returned to Carpinteria City Hall and checked the plans for the project after 

25 further construction had been completed. I then noted that there were many discrepancies 

26 between the approved plans and the construction as built. For example, there is a 6' to 8' 

27 retaining wall built on the beach side. The plans did not include the wall, or any engineering for 

28 that wall. Other violations included the southward projections of the building and decks . 

Em A page 1 of -·t=r=--



1 I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the state of California, that I have 

2 personal knowledge of the foregoing, and that it is true and correct. 

3 Executed on December Zb, 1999 at Santa Barbara, Califo,cllJ.j· i;1.,----
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I North 

Calle Cesar Chavez 

Suite220 

Santa Barbara 

California 

93103 

Td. 

805.962.6613 

Fax 

805.962.6618 

December 23, 1999 

Vince Mezzio 
1640 N. Jameson Lane 
Santa Barbara, CA. 93108 
805-969-2146 

RE: 4925 Sand) and 

To Whom it rna_; concern: 

PACIFIC ARCHITECTS 

At The Request of the owner Vince Mezzio I am writing this letter to verify a discus­
sion that took place between Vince Mezzio, Robert Klammer, and myself on February 25, 
1999. The conversation was in reference to a neighbor at their property on 4925 Sandyland 
in the City of Carpinteria. Robert had been involved with the remodeling of the property 
adjacent to Vince Mezzios' property at 4925 Sandyland. Vince had mentioned to Robert 
that there were some conditions at the site that were not legally allowed. Robert acknowl­
edged that he had sent a written correspondence to his client that addressed these illegal 
issues. Robert did not want to be held responsible for items that were illegal. 

si"i&s~ 
WilliamS. Wolf 
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rK\Jr\J~~L .......................................................... .. 

\ 

PHONE NO. ARCHITECT 

All material is guaranteed to be as specified, and the above work to be performed in accordance with the drawings and specifi­
cations submitted for above work and completed in a substantial workmanlike manner for the sum vl,....r:=.Ju;:;..l....::l..-..)...l~!oo.J,;;;--..__---l 

with payments to be made as follows. 

~M.t:N:creo ~'-~ RlNSWJNb 
~.) Ec-'\"' .:s C..O?G:, "> 

/ Respectfully submitted -=--f.ASI~~~-:::::::..-2!lo!'-llf.......,•~-------l 
Any alteration or deviation from above specifiCations involving extra costs 
will be executed only upon written order, and will become an extra charge 
over and above the estimate. All agreements contingent upon strikes, ac­
cidents. or delays beyond our control. 

Note-This proposal may be withdrawn 

by us if not accepted within __ days. 

ACCEPTANCE OF PROPOSAL 
The above prices, specifications and conditions are satisfactory and are hereby accepted. You are authorized to do the work 
as specified. Payments will be made as outlined above. 

Signature----------------------1 

Date Signature 

Proposal ~NC3818-50 
MADE IN USA ('" \ f Exh ____ :::- .. page .. _____ o __ _ 
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BURGO CoNSTRUCTION&. DEVELOPMENT 
SPBOALIZING IN CuSTOM HOME BUILDING 

P. 0. BOX 5779 
SANTA BARBARA, CA 93150 

TEL: (805)969-9346 FAX: (805)9.69-7451 

December 17, 1999 

ATTN: MR. VINCE MEZZIO 

RE: 4921 SANDYLAND ROAD, CARPINTERIA 

DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES: 

1) Estimate to demolish and remove upper deck and railings ........................................ $ 5,000.00 
. _/~... ' 

2) Estimate to demolish and remove lower deck, including 3·18" concrete supports, 
Cut 24" below existing grade ............................................................................. $ 7 .,500.00 

-~· 

3) Estimate to shore-up west exterior wall of building. Remove 2' sideyard overhang. 
Construct new 2x6 wall over existing foundation. Replace exterior siding and / 
Windows. Install5/8 drywall interior ................................................................. $ 64,000.00 

/ 

. Exclusions: Permits an~ plans by owner. 

NOTE: Approved engineered plans will be required for demolition and west exterior overhang. 
This estimate is based on standard construction, engineered plans may change estimate. 

~13~ 
Dennis Burgo 
Burgo Construction & Development 

DB/cpb 
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BYPACSIMILB ONLY 

Mr. Vinoe Mot.zio 
4925 SandylaAd Road 
Ca:pint-eri•, CA 93Qlg 

i .. 
.t 
t 
1 

~. 

·.:t 
··~ 

RB: 4921 Sedyle.nsl Roasl, Unit 1 

Dear Mr. Mex:do: 

• • I 

·,':: : 

1
~+-. 

. . : . 
. .,, 
. ~~· 

C01.11WBU. BAIIIIC!R 
· ]0111 'Onvow CoWPANV · 

t290 Co~T V'ILt.Ao£ RoAn 
SANTJ. J\Ail8A1lJ., CALIFORNIA 91108 

eos 969~755 

Deoembe: 29, 1999 

• 

I ~nderttand you have an aaqu.a!ntanaa who i• 110t:llideritls the developmesst ot ~ looal.beacrhfroAt pozoel with a. home 
ldao yow: next clo~ A.,fhbcn1

1 home &t •921 s.nslyland Road, Un;t 1. In put, lu· dooittion will be hued on what tb.e 
marlae·t valu.a of 111ab a ptoptdy 'Would he. 

Ju ve dltcuaetd, I have not batn lntide yo"' noi1hbor'• home 1inat it wu re.built, bu.t it i1 certainly lov•ly in itt 
meriar £iniaht1, appn.:ra vert well kilt, and hu uooUent ocean and oo_,;.tline view•· . Aaa1.n:nin8 it i1 at leaat a. tbn·· 
beclroamltwo and. cue-hAl' Lath home, I would pl14tt a 01J.ZHUt m.arlaet value on it of at laMt $1,500,000. 

. . . 

·Thia v•luatio'A if l"pporied ~ m~~ony 'oom-p~,• lmt the e~lc1olt ol.'lmp in proximi1:y ill 4885 Sandyland Road, Unit .6, jutt 
two door• &W&J. Thi• two bedroom/two Uld oo.e-haU lath condominium in the aisht unit •aee.ahelub" complex 
aan•fttal o£ cmly 1,1!02 lq.ft. and. ha. A $Sl2.SO monthly ••ociation fee. Tht~ aonclo jullt •old in Nc:tv~ for 
$l,07S,OOO, jutt $261000 oH ita uldng prla• of $1,100,000. In oompatiaon1 your neifhbor'• bome appeert 

aul.tauti.lly la:rftr1 It £ne stmdlnt1 hu ~reatly tuperior viowa md h.. na &~-.ooiation fee. Theu ~llotor11 would be worth 
at leut $400,000 more than the •cllini pzioe o£ the B~taohelul, unit in cny opinion. 

I wa1Sld onocuz&8• your aaqu.&intanCie to ptoQoad with hi• d.evelopmont-.pla•., -'11e -ounent :be&e~h market i1 axtrttrnely 
tt:onf £or ••llota, and even tl-.oufh p:iG•t h&vt bean :riflinf very auhrtanttally ovuo the la1t {ow yttan, demand rerna.in11 VfiiY 
monj. 

Be•t t(,l'ua •. 

~n~ 
E•t.te• Direct01 
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COLDWELL B.\~1\ER 

Re: Structure Value of 4921 Sandyland Road, Carointeria, CA' 

To whom it may concern: 

COLDWELL BANKER 

}ON DoUGLAS COMPA!'<Y 

. l290 COAST VILLAGE ROAD 

SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA 93L08 

805 969-4755 
DtRECTUNE 805.565.8802 
RfstDENCE 805.682.i274 

July 30, 1998 

I have been requested to provide my opinion of the value of the structure on the property situated at 4921 
Sandyland Road in Carpinteria. I am a real estate broker specializing in the marketing and sale of beachfront 
properties in this area, and had the listing of the subject property at the time it sold to Christopher Clemens and 
Lannie Loeb . 

• n my opinion, the value of that structure in today's real estate market is at least $300,000. 

I would be delighted to provide upon request documentation regarding sales in the area that will readily 
substantiate my opinion of value. I look forward to hearing from you as to any further assistance in this matter 
that I may provide. Thank you. 

• 
Exh ~ page J.... of ~ 

Sinczr, . 

J;;i:)~~~~ 
Kathleen Winter 
International President's Elite 
Estates Director 



CuRRENT LisTINGS 

SANDYLAND ROAD 
COMPARATIVE MARKET ANALYSIS 

CURRENT LIST BRM/ • 
~A~D~D=~~----------~L~IST~P~m~a~~D~A~~~·~B~ATH~~C~o~~~~NT_.s ____________________________________________ ~ 

4923 Sandyland Road $849,000 11/99 2/2 Darl~ free standing cottage with no interior ocean views, but a tltird story rooftop 
deck Wlth partial ocean ana great mountain views. Nicely done interior Wlth a 
southwestern motif. This sola in January 1998 for $585,000. 

RECENT SALES 

OmGINAL FINAL SAU 
ADD~ LrsrPma LxsrPruCB SAUPruce DATE CoMMENTS 

4885 Sandyland #4 $1,100,000 $1,100,000 $1,075,000 11/99 Descri,.J;tion: 
• ._bedroom, 2.5 bath 1,502 sq.ft. BeachClub townhouse 
• Very good partial ocean view 
• Roof top deck with excellent ocean and mountain view 

Just completing total reconstruction. 
Description prior to tear-down: 

• Beachfiont "condo" with panoramic ocean and coastline views. 
• Free standing, with no association fee . 
• 4 bedrooms, 3 baths 

4921 SandylandRd. #1 975,000 975,000 855,0£10 3/98 

• No underground parking; outside parking leased from neighbors. 

4885 Sandyland Rd. #7 979,000 849,000 825,000 11/99 Descri:/ltion: 
• bedroom, 3 bath 1,679 sq_.ft. BeachOub townhouse 
• Very~ partial ocean VIew 

This sold in MarCh 1998 in the identical condition for $732_500; a 
12.6% increase inrou~y a year and a half. 

This sold in May 1992, w n new, for $650,000. 

4885 Sandyland Rd. #2 935,000 850,000 825,000 9/97 Descrietion: 
• 3 bedroom,3 bath 1,780 sq.ft. BeachClub townhouse 
• Located right the sand 

This sold in August 1994 for $775,000. 

4885 Sandyland Rd. #3 835,000 835,000 825,000 10/97 Descri:/ltion: 
• bedroom, 3 bath 1,780 sq.ft. BeachOub townhouse 
• Located right the sand 

This sold in June 1992, when new, for $700,000. 

4885 Sandyland Rd. #6 810,000 810,000 785,000 5/99 1,679 sq.ft. three bedroom, three bath townhouse in the BeachOub 
complex. Partial ocean views. 

T'nis sold in September 1992, when new, for $575,000. 

4885 Sandy land Rd. #8 749,000 749,000 720,000 5/98 Description: . 
,.,. (" • 2 bedroom, 2 bath BeachClub townhouse. ··'wl'·• 

• Poor location in terms of privacy; good ocean views. 
• Poor floorplan. 

4809 Sandy land Rd. #B 750,000 695,000 675,000 4/97 Des~on: 
• · s upstairs unit in a 17 year old triplex. 
• Only 2 bedrooms,2 baths. 
• The master suite is not beachfront, and has limited ocean views. 
• No underground parking or private storage room; 2 car tandem 

carport only. 

4809 Sandyland Rd. #A 675,000 650,000 627_500 1/98 Same comments as for Unit B above (Unit A is the downstairs unit in 
the same triplex). 

4921 Sandy land Rd. #2 598,000 598,000 585,000 1/98 

• 

Descr~tion: 
• on-beachfront condominium with no ocean views (except from • 

the roof top deck). 
• Only 2 bedrooms, 2 baths. 

4709 Sandyland Rd. #4 425, 000 425,000 425,000 8/98 Totally remodeled one bedroom, one bath top floor unit with excellent 

4709 Sandylan~7tf~5SS~o~b;; Js,oo8t 
~ 

ocean and bird sanctuary views and a wrap-around deck. 

385~000 8/98 Nicely redone one bedroom, one bath ground floor end unit. 
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Taken by GBV on 8/10/99 
Looking East at 4921 Sandyland . 

Taken by VM 7/20/99 
Looking East at 4921 Sandyland. 
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