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Applicant: Robert and Wanda Monroe Agent: Walt Crampton 

Description: Construction of erodible concrete infill within a bluff notch undercut 
approximately 50 ft.-long, 11 to 17 ft.-high and 6 to 17 feet in depth which 
will be colored and textured to match the surrounding bluff. 

Site: On the public beach below 197 Pacific Avenue, Solana Beach. APN No.: 263-
323-05 

Substantive File Documents: City of Solana Beach General Plan and Zoning Ordinance; 
City of Solana Beach Director Use Permit (DUP) 17-00-11; "Geotechnical 
Investigation and Project Analysis Sea Cave Infill 149 & 197 Pacific 
A venue" by Group Delta Consultants dated July 21, 2000; "Coastal 
Development Permit Application Sea-Cave/Notch lnfill 197 Pacific 
A venue" letter by TerraCosta Consulting Group" dated August 24, 2001; 
"Clarifications and Additional Information Sea-Cave/Notch Infill 197 
Pacific A venue" by TerraCosta Consulting Group dated November 27, 
2001; CDP Nos.:6-83-690/Monroe; 6-98-148/City of Solana Beach; 6-99-
91/Becker; 6-99-103/Coastal Preservation Assoc.; 6-00-35/Presnell, 
Ratowski; 6-00-36/Corn, Scism and 6-00-66/Pierce, Monroe. 

STAFF NOTES: 

Summary of Staff's Preliminary Recommendation: Staff is recommending denial of the 
subject notch infill as it is proposed as a preemptive protection measure and is not 
required to protect the existing structure at the top of the bluff. The proposal will result 
in inconsistencies with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act related to alteration of 
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natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs, public access and visual resources. In addition, 
the applicant and the City have not reviewed the subject proposal in the context of a 
comprehensive plan addressing shoreline erosion problems facing the City's shoreline. 

I. PRELIMINARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal 
Development Permit No. 6-01-139 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 will not conform with the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and will prejudice the ability of the local government having 
jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming to the 
provisions of Chapter 3. 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 finds and declares as follows: 

1. Detailed Project Description/History. The proposed project involves filling of 
approximately 50 lineal feet of notch/undercut area at the base of an approximately 88 
foot high coastal bluff below an existing single-family residence in the City of Solana 
Beach. The notch/undercut area is located at the base of the bluff and measures 
approximately 50 feet in length, and ranges from 11 to 17 feet high and 6 to 17 feet in 
depth. The notch/undercut area commences approximately 250 feet north of Fletcher 
Cove Park in Solana Beach. The bluffs and beach at the project site are in public 
ownership. The applicant is also proposing to contribute an in-lieu fee of $12,243.00 to 
the SANDAG sand replenishment fund in order to mitigate for the loss of sand 
contribution to the beach resulting from the project. 

The proposed notch fill consists of a colored and textured erodible concrete mixture 
designed to match the natural appearance of the surrounding bluffs and to erode at the 
same rate as the rest of the bluff face. The Commission has previously reviewed an 
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application to fill the subject notch/undercut area along with a request to fill a seacave 
located on the south side of the subject site (CDP No. 6-00-66/Pierce, Monroe). At its 
October 2000 hearing, the Commission approved the fill of the seacave located beneath 
141 Pacific A venue because it was demonstrated that the residence at the top of the bluff 
was threatened by the seacave's potential collapse. However, the Commission did not 
approve the fill of the notch below 197 Pacific A venue because it was proposed as a 
preventive measure, not required to protect the existing residence and insufficient 
information was presented to demonstrate that the fill could be designed to match the 
surrounding bluffs and erode at the same rate as the natural bluffs. 

The residence at the top of the bluff was constructed in approximately 1985 pursuant to 
CDP No. 6-83-690 (Monroe) and currently is setback approximately 32 feet from the 
edge of the bluff. The coastal development permit was approved without special 
conditions. 

The City of Solana Beach does not yet have a certified LCP. Therefore, the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act are the standard of review. 

part: 
3. Geologic Conditions and Hazards. Section 30235 of the Coastal Act states, in 

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

In addition, Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states, in part: 

New development shall: 

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

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

The proposed project involves filling a 50-foot long notch/undercut area on the public 
beach at the base of the publicly-owned bluffs below an existing single-family residence. 
The applicant's geotechnical report identifies that the residence at 197 Pacific lies 
approximately 32 feet from the edge of the bluff. The proposed fill would range from 11 
to 17 feet in height and from 6 to 17 feet in depth and would consist of an erodible 
mixture that is designed to erode at the same rate as the rest of the bluff face. An 
approximately 400-foot long notch/undercut area that has been filled with erodible 
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concrete material similar to what is proposed by the applicant is located immediately 
north and adjacent to the proposed notch fill area. In addition, an approximately 50 ft. 
long seacave located adjacent and south of the proposed notch fill has also been filled 
with the same erodible and textured fill material proposed herein. Both the 400 ft.-long 
seacave/notch area and the 50 ft.-long seacave fills have only recently been approved and 
completed (CDP Nos. 6-99-103/Coastal Preservation Assoc. and 6-00-66/Monroe, 
Pierce). The subject notch fill would represent the fill of the approximately 50 ft. long 
gap between the filled notch/undercut area to the north and the filled seacave to the south. 

The terms "seacave" and "notch/undercut area", while sometimes used interchangeably, 
are not necessarily describing the same thing. They can be distinguished from each other 
by, among other means, the way they are formed and collapse. While both are created at 
the toe of a coastal bluff as a result of the abrasive effects of wave action, typically, 
seacaves in Solana Beach form along fissures and fractures in the lower Torrey 
Sandstone formation perpendicular to the face of the bluff and may extend deep into the 
face the bluff; the number and orientation of the fractures influence the size and rate of 
formation of the seacaves. Removal of bluff material within seacaves can occur very 
rapidly as waves tunnel through the caves along the fractures and fissures during winter 
storms and high tides. Thus, a series of storms or even a single storm event can cause 
them to enlarge and trigger their collapse. In addition, because seacaves typically extend 
deeper into the bluff than notch undercut areas, their collapse can be much more 
catastrophic, affecting a much larger area of the bluff, and extending far inland. 

In contrast, notch/undercut areas are typically formed as a result of a more gradual 
process of wave action eroding the toe of the bluff, forming notches (with overhanging 
bluff materials) that typically run parallel to the bluff face. As the notch undercut area 
enlarges, the bluff material above it may lose support. This notch formation can occur 
over a long time period; in contrast sea caves can form and collapse quickly, even during 
a single storm event. For a notch or undercut, the gradual loss of support, along with any 
structural weakness in the Torrey Sandstone formation, eventually leads to a block-like 
failure and retreat of the upper bluff. 

An additional geologic feature of the bluffs along the Solana Beach shoreline which can 
accelerate the natural process of bluff sloughage is the presence of a layer of "clean 
sands" within the mid-bluff area. The presence of this clean sands lens within the bluffs 
along the Solana Beach shoreline has previously been identified in geotechnical reports 
submitted in conjunction with seawall, seacave and notch infill projects south of the 
subject site (ref. CDP #6-99-l 00/Presnell, et. al, #6-99-1 03/ Coastal Preservation 
Association, 6-00-66/Pierce, Monroe). These reports document that the layer of clean 
sands extends south to Fletcher Cove. In addition, an exposed clean sands layer has been 
observed in the sections of the bluff adjacent to Tide Beach Park, approximately Y2 mile 
north of the subject site, suggesting the layer extends at least as far north as Tide Beach. 

According to geotechnical reports submitted with earlier shoreline protective 
applications, the clean sand layer is a very loose sandy material with a limited amount of 
tension and a very minor amount of cohesion, both of which cause the sandy material to 
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dissipate easily, making this clean sand layer, once exposed, susceptible to wind blown 
erosion and continued sloughing as the sands dries out and loses the tension that initially 
held the materials together. Once exposed, gentle sea breezes and any other 
perturbations, such as landing birds or low-flying helicopters, can be sufficient triggers of 
small or large volume bluff collapses, since the loss of the clean sands eliminates the 
support for the overlying, slightly more cemented, terrace deposits. 

While the applicant's engineer has not specifically identified the presence of a layer of 
clean sands above the subject notch/undercut area, it is his opinion that it exists. Test 
borings performed in association with development at 249 Pacific A venue approximately 
650 feet north of the subject site confirm its presence and it is also visible adjacent to 
Fletcher Cove south of the subject site. Therefore, the collapse of the subject notch could 
expose clean sands and trigger future upper bluff sloughage, eventually resulting in a 
threat to the structures at the top of the bluff. In contrast, if the subject site contained a 
more typical seacave, depending on its extent and amount of fracturing, its collapse could 
result in an immediate threat to the structures at the top of the bluff. In review of the 
earlier request to fill the subject notch along with the adjacent seacave (CDP No. 6-00-
66/Pierce, Monroe), the Commission recognized these distinctions and determined that 
the collapse of the seacave would result in an immediate threat to the residence while the 
collapse of the adjacent notch/undercut area would not. 

Coastal Act Section 30235 acknowledges that seawalls, revetments, cliff retaining walls, 
groins and other such structural or "hard" solutions alter natural shoreline processes. 
Thus, such devices are required to be approved only when necessary to protect existing 
structures. In this particular case, the applicant's engineer has documented that there is 
no immediate threat to the bluff-top residence. 

At the present time, the residence at 197 Pacific is located about 32 feet from the 
top of the bluff along the northerly side of the lot. Should the notch collapse in 
the near future, the structure would most likely not be immediately threatened, 
although such a collapse would likely flank the southerly end of the existing infill 
at 201 Pacific Avenue. The proposed fill is not intended to protect a principle 
structure in imminent peril, but rather to protect the integrity of the mature and 
scenic bluff above the notch, including the sloping bluff that has been shown to be 
susceptible to sudden and catastrophic collapses, placing the beach-going public 
in peril and initiating sequences of continuing upper-bluff failures. 
("Clarifications and Additional Information Sea-Cave/Notch Infill 197 Pacific 

Avenue" by TerraCosta Consulting Group dated November 27, 2001) 

The Commission's staff geologist and coastal engineer have reviewed the applicant's 
geotechnical information and concur that the residence at the top of the bluff is not 
currently threatened. Therefore, since the residence is not currently threatened, the 
Commission is not required to approve the notch/undercut infill under Section 30235 of 
the Coastal Act. 
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A notch fill using erodible concrete is a small structural measure designed to maintain the 
bluff in its current configuration. There has been much discussion about whether this is 
or is not a seawall. The Corps of Engineers Shore Protection Manual defines a seawall 
as, "A structure separating land and water areas, primarily designed to prevent erosion 
and other damage due to wave action." Using this definition, the proposed notch fill is a 
seawall, albeit a small one. And while the notch fill may have less impact to coastal 
resources than a larger, heavily reinforced vertical wall, the notch fill will exhibit most of 
the characteristics of other seawalls, only differing in the extent and scale of impact. 

Construction of seawalls and/or other forms of shoreline protection can result in 
significant adverse impacts to public resources, including loss of the public sandy beach 
area displaced by the structure, "permanently" fixing the back of the beach, which leads 
to the narrowing and eventual disappearance of the beach in front of the structure, and a 
reduction or elimination of sand contribution to the beach from the bluff. Other impacts 
of shoreline protective structures include sand loss from the beach due to wave reflection 
and scour, accelerated erosion on adjacent unprotected properties and the adverse visual 
impacts associated with construction of shore/bluff protective device on the contrasting 
natural bluffs. 

The natural shoreline processes referenced in Section 30235, such as the formation and 
retention of sandy beaches, can be significantly altered by construction of shoreline 
protective structures, since bluff retreat is one of severaf ways that beach area and beach 
quality sand is added to the shoreline. This retreat is a natural process resulting from 
many different factors such as erosion by wave action causing cave formation, 
enlargement and eventual collapse, saturation of the bluff soil from ground water causing 
the bluff to slough off and natural bluff deterioration. When a shoreline protective 
structure is constructed on the beach at the toe of the bluff, it directly impedes these 
natural processes. 

Some of the effects of a shoreline protective structure on the beach such as scour, end 
effects and modification to the beach profile are temporary or difficult to distinguish from 
all the other actions which modify the shoreline. Structures also have non-quantifiable 
effects to the character of the shoreline and visual quality. However, some of the effects 
which a structure may have on natural shoreline processes can be quantified. Three of 
the effects from a shoreline protective device which can be quantified are: 1) loss of the 
beach area on which the structure is located; 2) the long-term loss of beach which will 
result when the back beach location is fixed on an eroding shoreline; and 3) the amount 
of material which would have been supplied to the beach if the back beach or bluff were 
to erode naturally. 

Loss of beach material and loss of beach area are two separate concerns. A beach is the 
result of both sandy material and a physical area between the water and the back beach. 
Thus, beach area is not simply a factor of the quantity of sandy beach material. In Solana 
Beach, the shoreline is a shallow bedrock layer covered by a thin veneer of sand. The 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

6-01-139 
Page 7 

bedrock layer provides an area for collection of sandy material. The sand material is 
important to the overall beach experience and also provides a buffer between waves and 
the bluffs, but even without the sand, the bedrock layer provides an area for coastal 
access between the coastal bluff and the ocean. 

Filling seacaves or notches have some, but not all, of the same impacts as larger, 
reinforced concrete walls. Like larger seawalls, a seacave or notch/undercut fill prevents 
or reduces the rate of landward retreat of the bluff. Thus, the sandy material of the bluff 
does not contribute to the beach as it eventually would if the site were left unprotected 
and the bluffs allowed to erode naturally. By reducing the overall rate of bluff retreat, 
filling of seacaves or notch/undercut areas does adversely impact beach access and 
recreation, by reducing the input of bluff material to the littoral sediment supply. 
Seacave plugs or notch fills tend to be smaller in height and width and thus less visually 
obtrusive than seawalls; however, they do alter the natural landform of the bluffs, and, if 
not carefully constructed and monitored, can be very conspicuous. 

Unlike a seawall, however, seacave and notch fills are generally set into the bluff face 
and do not take up a portion of the beach seaward of the bluff face that would otherwise 
be available for public use. Further, notch fills do not prevent the erosion of bluff face 
material onto the beach via subaerial erosion since they do not cover any portion of the 
upper bluff as a seawall or upper bluff work would. In the past, seacaves and notches 
have been typically filled with a concrete material that permanently fixed the back of 
beach, similar to a seawall. In the last several years, most fill projects have been 
approved using a "lean" concrete mixture designed to erode at approximately the same 
rate as the surrounding bluffs. Because the applicants' engineer characterized these 
previously approved infills as "erodible", to erode at the same rate as the surrounding 
bluffs, the Commission did not believe the back of the beach would be permanently fixed 
(ref CDP 6-99-103/ Coastal Preservation Association; 6-00-66/Pierce, Monroe; 6-00-
36/Corn, Scism; 6-98-148/City of Solana Beach; 6-99-91/Becker). 

However, in this particular case, the applicant's engineer is now asserting that the 
erodible notch fill will be maintained in a manner that it will remain in line with the 
upper bluff face. It will not project seaward of the upper bluff profile, but it will not 
mimic the retreat of an unprotected bluff that will continue to experience wave action, 
notch formation and notch collapse. The applicant's engineer anticipates that this bluff 
will be relatively stable if the notch collapse process can be prevented, and the remaining 
retreat processes will be limited to subaerial erosion, gullying and other surficial 
sloughage. Without the notch collapse, bluff retreat rates are estimated, by the 
applicant's engineer, to be confined to gradual chronic retreat of a few inches a decade, 
rather than the episodic block retreats that are occurring currently. The infill will be 
designed using erodible concrete, it is also being designed to be resurfaced as wear 
occurs such that it will be maintained in its approved location, with a small amount of 
retreat as the upper bluff material is eroded. As such, the infill will effectively stop the 
retreat of the upper bluff. 
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Based on the above discussion, the proposed notch fill project would have impacts on 
shoreline sand supply, very similar to the impacts of a seawall. If the fill material erodes 
at the same rate as the bluff but is resurfaced on a regular basis, the fill would 
permanently fix the back beach and eliminate the sand contribution from the bluff. The 
supply of sand in this area is limited and, therefore, any loss can be considered 
significant. In any case, since the proposed fill has not been identified as necessary to 
protect existing development and will further diminish the supply of sand in the area, 
Section 30235 of the Coastal Act does not require approval of the project. 

Alternatives. 

The applicant's engineer has examined a series of project alternatives including no 
project, removal and relocation of the residence, underpinning of the residence, 
placement of rip-rap at the toe of the bluff, construction of lower seawall and beach 
nourishment. 

No Project Alternative. The applicant's engineer has identified that unless the project is 
approved, the notch will continue to erode and eventually collapse. However, the 
applicant's representative acknowledges the collapse will likely not threaten the 
residence. According to the applicant's engineer, this alternative will eventually result in 
the need for larger more obtrusive shoreline protective devices such as seawalls or upper 
bluff walls. The future proposed alternatives will depend in large part upon the extent of 
retreat from the notch collapse and whether or not a clean sand lense is exposed. 

Relocation or Removal of Residences. The geotechnical report for the earlier request for 
infill at the subject site (6-00-66/Pierce, Monroe) states that the residence at 197 Pacific 
is located 5 feet easterly of the street right-of-way line (Geotechnical Investigation and 
Project Analysis Sea-Cave Infil1149-197 Pacific Avenue" by Group Delta Consultants, 
dated July 21, 2000). While within the street right-of-way, an examination of the site 
plan indicates that the subject residence is one of the few residences along this section of 
Pacific A venue that is not built out to street. The report states that "[ w ]bile it may be 
physically possible to demolish and reconstruct either of the existing structures at a 
greater distance from the bluff top, along the westerly side of Pacific A venue, the main 
impediment to this is the narrow distance between the bluff top and the westerly right-of­
way line of Pacific Avenue." Thus, while it may not be possible to relocate the entire 
home landward of its current location, it may be possible to remove seaward portions of 
the homes that may be threatened. 

Underpinnings. A letter from the applicant's engineer ("Clarifications and Additional 
Information Seacave/Notch Infill 197 Pacific A venue" from TerraCosta dated November 
27, 2001) identifies that underpinning of the residential structure would be an alternative 
to the proposed notch fill. The letter does not provide details of the underpinning 
alternative, but instead emphasizes that underpinning of the residences will not prevent 
the collapse of the existing overhang and would result in the eventual exposure of the 
underpinnings. 
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Rip-rap or Seawall. The applicant's engineer has examined the alternative of placing rip­
rap or constructing a seawall at the base of the bluff and has concluded that such 
alternatives would involve more adverse impacts to the public resources because such 
structures would be substantially higher and occupy more beach area than the proposed 
infill. 

Beach Nourishment. The applicant's engineer has acknowledged that "large-scale 
beach nourishment" would be long-term solution to coastal erosion. However, the 
engineer contends that even with beach nourishment, seasonal variations in the beach 
elevation will not provide long-term support for the notch overhang and it will eventually 
collapse. 

As previously described, the existing residence at the top of the bluff is not currently 
threatened and, under Section 30235, the Commission is not required to approve a 
shoreline protective structure. The applicant is proposing fill of the 50 foot-long 
notch/undercut area as a preventive measure to protect the beach-going public from the 
threat of collapse and to reduce the likelihood of upper bluff failures that could threaten 
the residences in the future. The applicant's original geotechnical report from July of 
2000 and subsequent letters indicates that underpiiming of the residence or relocation of 
the residence may be alternatives to the proposed notch/undercut fill in terms of 
protecting the existing development. While underpinning and relocation of the residence 
will not prevent the notch from collapsing, these alternatives would reduce the risk the 
blufftop structures from any subsequent upper bluff failure. Since the proposed 
development is not required to be approved and will result in impacts to shoreline sand 
supply and because there are less environmentally damaging alternatives, the 
Commission finds the proposed development to be inconsistent with Section 30235 and 
30253 of the Coastal Act. 

3. Visual Resources. Section 30251 of the Act states, in part: 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed 
to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the 
alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in 
visually degraded areas ... 

The beaches and bluffs along the Solana Beach shoreline are a natural resource. 
Structures on the face of the bluffs, no matter how "natural" their appearance, detract 
from the natural beauty and scenic resources of the bluffs and shoreline. The proposed 
development is located on the face of a coastal bluff at beach level. Undercut bluffs and 
seacaves are fairly prominent features of the shoreline in this area, and filling this area 
will alter the natural appearance of the bluffs. The applicants are proposing the use of 
erodible fill material which will be colored and textured to approximate the appearance of 
the surrounding bluffs. However, matching fill material to the appearance of natural 
bluffs can be a tricky process, as it can take weeks or even months before the material 
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fully cures, and thus it is difficult to tell at the time of application how well the fill 
material will blend into the surrounding natural bluffs. In addition, once cured, 
weathering can change the appearance of either the infill or the surrounding bluffs. Thus, 
even if the notch fills matches the natural bluffs closely one year, several years later there 
may be a distinct difference in appearance. Thus, diligent monitoring and maintenance is 
important. 

Another difficulty involved with the appearance of the infill is the ability of the infill to 
erode at a rate similar to the surrounding natural bluffs. Unless the infill erodes at the 
same rate as the surrounding bluffs, the infill could eventually extend further seaward 
than the receding bluffs. In its earlier decision to not approve the subject infill (6-00-
66/Pierce, Monroe) or the infill below 245 and 249 Pacific Avenue (6-00-35/Presnell, 
Ratowski), the Commission determined that it was premature to approve additional 
preventive measures involving colored and textured erodible concrete until it had been 
determined whether such measures could be proven effective as designed and not cause 
adverse visual or geologic concerns. The Commission had recently approved several 
seacave and notch infill projects involving the use of such fill and asked that 
documentation on the effective those developments be evaluated before approving 
similar preventive projects. These projects included: an approximately 400 foot-long 
section of seacave/notch undercut adjacent to the north side of the subject site (ref. CDP 
6-99-103/ Coastal Preservation Association); the seacave fill on the south side of the 
subject site (6-00-66/Pierce, Monroe); a notch fill north of the subject site below 311 and 
319 Pacific Avenue (6-00-36/Com, Scism); a seacave fill at Tide Beach Park (6-98-
148/City of Solana Beach); and seacave fills north of Tide Beach Park (6-99-91/Becker). 
Commission staff has visited the site of these projects and has determined that while two 
of the above-cited projects appear to be working as designed and closely approximate the 
visual appearance of the surrounding bluffs, three of the projects are not working as 
proposed. The south end of the 400 ft.-long infill adjacent to the subject site has been 
subject to end effects and is separated from the face of the bluff. In addition, several 
chunks from the face of the infill appear to have fallen off leaving areas on the face that 
do not appear to be natural or colored similar to the bluffs. The notch infill below 311 
and 319 Pacific does not match the surrounding bluffs. Finally, the seacave fill at Tide 
Beach Park has also separated from the face of the bluff on its south side and overall does 
not appear to be colored and textured to match the surrounding bluffs. In recent weeks 
the City of Solana Beach has initiated repairs to the seacave fill at Tide Beach Park, 
however, it is too early to determine whether the repairs are effective or consistent with 
the requirements of the coastal permit (ref. CDP 6-98-148/City of Solana Beach). Based 
on these examples, the effectiveness of colored and textured erodible concrete as infill for 
notches and seacaves along the Solana Beach shoreline has not been successfully 
demonstrated. 

Each of the above-described Commission approved projects was conditioned to be 
monitored and maintained over its lifetime. The reports were generally required to be 
submitted to the Executive Director yearly for the first three years following construction 
and each three years thereafter. The reports were required to monitor the effectiveness of 
the visual treatments and erodibility of the material and, if repairs were necessary to 
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maintain the visual and erodible design standards, the applicant was required to submit an 
application for repairs within 3 months of the discovery of needed work. However, it has 
been determined that monitoring and maintenance has not been diligently pursued as 
required. To date only one of the above-cited applicants have submitted a monitoring 
report (6-00-91/Becker). As noted above, the notch infill projects completed to date have 
not demonstrated to the Commission that they can be colored and texture and erode 
similar to the natural bluff. It may be that when the other applicants submit monitoring 
reports and perform any needed repairs as required, the effectiveness of the seacave and 
notch infills could be better demonstrated. However, without successful implementation 
of the previous Commission approved conditions, it is not yet possible to determine the 
effectiveness of the colored and textured erodible infill. 

The proposed notch/undercut fill will likely result in significant visual impacts to the 
shoreline because it has not been adequately demonstrated that the color and texture of 
the fill can be designed and maintained to closely match the natural appearance of the 
surrounding bluffs and that end effects associated with the fill can adequately be 
addressed. As previously described, the subject proposal is not necessary to protect the 
existing residential structures and would adversely affect the visual resources of the 
natural bluff. Therefore, the Commission finds that the subject development is 
inconsistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

5. Public Access. Many policies of the Coastal Act address the provision, 
protection and enhancement of public access to and along the shoreline. The policies that 
apply in this case are the following: 

Section 30210. 

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. 

Section 30211. 

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. 

In addition Section 30240(b) of the Act is applicable and states: 

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

Finally, Section 20252 of the Act states, in part, that: 

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access 
to the coast ... 

The subject project is located on the bluff formation directly adjacent to a public beach. 
Public lateral access is available along the entire stretch of coastline in this area, mostly 
at low tides; however, vertical access is available only at a limited number of public 
accessways. Because of the nature of the topography of the area, with steep, fragile 
coastal bluffs between the first public roadway and the coastline, and the existing, highly 
developed pattern of development, the provision of additional vertical public access 
adjacent to the subject site is not practical at this time. In addition, there is existing 
public access approximately 250 ft. south of the subject site at the Fletcher Cove. The 
proposed notch/undercut filling would not impact this accessway. 

Shoreline protection projects do have the potential to impact existing lateral access along 
the beach. Structures which fix the back of the beach stop the landward migration of the 
beach profile while the shoreward edge continues to erode, thereby reducing the amount 
of dry sandy beach available to the public. The proposed notch/undercut fill has been 
designed to erode with the natural bluffs, but also to be resurfaced as it erodes and thus, 
similar to a seawall, will permanently fix the back of the beach. However, if the infill 
performs as designed, the project will effectively stop or delay the natural blockfalls of 
bluff material that currently provide sand to the beach in this area. The loss of sand 
contribution to the beach reduce the beach area available for public access and recreation. 
As stated elsewhere in these findings, Section 30235 of the Act allows for the use of such 
a device where it is required to protect existing development that is threatened by erosion 
and where it has been designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts upon shoreline 
sand supply. Although the applicants propose to mitigate the loss of sand through the 
payment of an in-lieu fee to SANDAG's sand replenishment program, the notch fill is a 
preventative measure only and not necessary to protect the existing residential structure 
from the imminent threat of erosion. In addition, while the payment of an in-lieu fee 
could address potential adverse effects on shoreline sand supply, the payment would not 
compensate for the adverse visual impacts of a seawall or the alteration of the natural 
bluffs. 

Therefore, since the proposed development will result in the loss of sand to the beach 
which may affect the public's ability to access the shoreline, the Commission finds that 
the subject proposal will result in adverse impacts on beach access and public recreation 
inconsistent with Sections 30210, 30211, 30221, 30240(b) and 30252 of the Coastal Act 
and must be denied. 

6. Local Coastal Planning. Section 30604 (a) also requires that a coastal 
development permit shall be issued only if the Commission finds that the permitted 
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development will not prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a Local 
Coastal Program (LCP) in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act. In this case, such a finding cannot be made. 

The subject site was previously in the County of San Diego Local Coastal Program 
(LCP) jurisdiction, but is now within the boundaries of the City of Solana Beach. The 
City will, in all likelihood, prepare and submit a new LCP for the area to the Commission 
for review. Because of the incorporation of the City, the certified County of San Diego 
Local Coastal Program no longer applies to the area. However, the issues regarding 
protection of coastal resources in the area have been addressed by the Commission in its 
review of the San Diego County LUP and Implementing Ordinances. As such, the 
Commission will continue to utilize the San Diego County LCP documents for guidance 
in its review of development proposals in the City of Solana Beach until such time as the 
Commission certifies an LCP for the City. 

In preparation of an LCP, the City of Solana Beach is faced with many of the same issues 
as the City of Encinitas, located immediately north of Solana Beach, whose LCP was 
certified by the Commission in March 1995. The City of Encinitas' LCP includes the 
intent to prepare a comprehensive plan to address the coastal bluff recession and 
shoreline erosion problems in the City. The plan will include at a minimum, bluff top 
setback requirements for new development and redevelopment; regulations for non­
conforming structures, alternatives to shore/bluff protection such as beach sand 
replenishment, removal of threatened portions of a residence or the entire residence or 
underpinning existing structures; addressing bluff stability and the need for protective 
measures over the entire bluff (lower, mid and upper); impacts of shoreline structures on 
beach and sand area as well as mitigation for such impacts; impacts for groundwater and 
irrigation on bluff stability and visual impacts of necessary/required protective structures. 

The bluffs in this section of the Solana Beach coastline are mostly in public ownership. 
Approval of the proposed project would send a signal that there is no need to address a 
range of non-structural alternatives to protect existing development and may preclude 
subsequent adoption of different approaches. It would be premature to commit the entire 
Solana Beach shoreline to armoring without a thorough analysis of alternatives. Planning 
for comprehensive protective measures should include a combination of approaches 
including limits on future bluff development, ground and surface water controls, beach 
replenishment, and even continual lower bluff protection constructed in substantial 
segments. Decisions regarding future shoreline protection must be done through a 
comprehensive planning effort that analyzes the impact of approving shoreline protection 
on the entire City shoreline. These issues of shoreline planning will need to be addressed 
in a comprehensive manner in the future through the City's LCP certification process. 

The City of Solana Beach is currently in the process of developing its LCP. In the case 
of the subject development, the proposed notch fill along with similar types of 
notch/undercut areas have not been addressed in a comprehensive manner by either the 
City or the applicant. Based on the above findings, the proposed notch/undercut fill has 
been found to be inconsistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act in that the 
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proposed development will have unmitigated adverse impacts on public access, beach 
sand supply and visual resources of the area. In addition, the proposal involves a 
piecemeal approach to a region-wide problem. The applicants' residence does not face 
an immediate threat from erosion of the bluff, so waiting for comprehensive planning to 
occur does not endanf;er the applicants' property. Therefore, the Commission finds that 
approval of the proposed notch/undercut fill would .prejudice the ability of the City of 
Solana Beach to complete a certifiable local coastal program. 

7. California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) Consistency. Section 
13096 of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission approval of a 
Coastal Development Permit to be supported by a finding showing the permit is 
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 proposed project is inconsistent with the resource protection policies of the Coastal 
Act relating to shoreline sand supply, public access and visual resources. Alternatives to 
the proposed development include the no project alternative since the subject residence is 
not currently threatened. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project is 
not the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative and is not consistent with 
CEQ A. 

(\\Tigersharkl\Groups\San Diego\Reports\2001\6-01-139 Monroe Final sftrpt.doc) 
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CaiBeaciJ Adncales 

March 27, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
San Diego, CA 92108-4402 

••• 

Application: 6-01-139 Robert and Wanda Monroe 
Agenda Item: April, 2002 8c 

The Voice for the Beach 
PO Box 1085 

Solana Beach, CA 92075 

• 858 755-6014 
wsw@solanalaw.com 

Cal Beach Advocates supports Staff's recommendation to deny the construction of a 
concrete infill approximately 50 feet long, 11 to 17 feet high and 6 to 17 feet in depth 
below 197 Pacific Avenue in Solana Beach. 

Cal Beach Advocates agrees with the applicant's engineer that the existing home would 
not be immediately threatened and with Staff's analysis that the project is therefore not 
required under Section 30235 of the Coastal Act. 

Cal Beach Advocates strongly supports Staffs analysis of the effectiveness of "erodible" 
cement in situ in Solana Beach. Please see enclosed photos. Photos 1 and 2 are of 
the north and south ends of a relatively small notch infill by the City of Solana Beach 
under the lifeguard tower and public access at Cliff Street. Photos 3 and 4 are of the 
south end of the 400' notch infill referenced by Staff (6-98-127). All photos show that 
the "erodible" cement is not eroding like the bluff, as it was supposed to do. Both of 
these projects were designed by the applicant's engineer. 

The City of Solana Beach and the Coastal Commission have approved over 1200' of 
bluff armoring along the northern bluffs of Solana Beach in less than 3 years. This is 
over one third of the length of the bluffs. Additional projects, one already approved by 
the City of Solana Beach, are pending. At the current rate the entire length of the bluffs 
in Solana Beach north of Fletcher Cove wi.ll be armored in less than 6 years. So the 
cumulative impact of even small projects like the current project is huge. 
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Approved Projects 

Date Project Description Overall length 
Nov, 1998 Colton, et al 35' high seawall with sacrificial 350 feet 

face 
Nov, 1998 Baker, et al Up to 12' high notch infill 400 feet 
Dec,2000 Corn, Scism Lower bluff stabilization 75 feet 
2000 Large seacave fill 50 feet 
2000 Becker Seacave plugs 30 feet 
Sep,2000 Greenberg/Kin Lower and upper bluff 100 feet 

sell stabilization 
Sep,2001 Santina/Gregg 35' high lower bluff seawall with 100 feet 

upper bluff stabilization 
2000 Tide Park Notch infill 100 feet 
Jan,2002 Scism Lower and upper bluff 65 feet 

stabilization 
Total 1270 feet 

Pending Projects 

Project Descdption Jurisdiction Overall length 
Steinberg Lower bluff Encinitas 110 feet 

stabilization 
Banasch* Lower bluff Solana Beach 160 feet 

stabilization 
Cumming Lower bluff Solana Beach 80 feet 

stabilization 
Total 350 feet 

• Approved by City of Solana Beach on March 19, 2002 

CaiBeach Advocates urges the Coastal. Commission to follow Staff's recommendation 
and deny this project. 

15~ ()_~ W, L l( 0- '1"----
Sheelagh Williams 
President, CaiBeach Advocates 
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Todd T. Cardiff 
San Diego Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation 
1516 Plum Street 
San Diego, CA 92106 

April 2, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
Gary Cannon 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
San Diego, CA 92108-4402 

RE: Item 8C, Monroe, Application# 6-01-139 

Dear Coastal Commission, 

~[E©IEuw~JID 
APR 0 8 2002 

- CALiFORNIA 
\..OASTA.L • · 

S "N Dlr: COMM/r.;·'·.;C,•, , "" t..GO C: • , ... ·I'< 
0A.5J i.;,Si'~UCT 

The Surfrider Foundation is a non-profit, grass roots organization dedicated to the 
preservation of the world's oceans, waves and beaches through conservation, activism, 
research and education. We support the Staffs recommendation for denial of the 
shoreline armoring project on the beach below 197 Pacific avenue in Solana Beach. 

First, we note that the applicant claims that erodible concrete will allow the notch 
fill to erode at the same rate as the bluff. Erodible concrete has not been shown to erode 
at the same rate of the bluff (as noted by the Staff). In fact, it is illogical and unlikely that 
concrete, regardless of its tensile strength would erode in the same manner as the bluff, 
especially when it is reinforced with rebar. 

Secondly, erodible concrete does not mitigate for the effects of passive erosion . 
We must begin to look at notch fills and seacaves as imminent beach building events. In 
essence, a catastrophic collapse (which there is no indication that there is one imminent), 
is the natural way beaches are built, although not the only way. When one source of sand 
is depleted, to maintain the beach, other sources are much more important. A seacave 
plug or notch fill, turns back geologic time without building the beach back up. The loss 
of sand is more than the amount of sand that normally erodes each year, but the loss of 
the imminent collapse. Furthermore, it also extends the back beach shoreline to a point 
that it may not have been for 30 years, but does not replace the front of the beach. 

Surfrider agrees with the Staff report that direct affects of shoreline armoring, 
such as scour are hard to quantify and verify. However, we believe that the studies 
showing no or little difference in beach profile were conducted on beaches with relatively 
low wave/seawall interaction (ie. the waves did not hit the seawall on a daily basis). We 
believe that the higher the level of wave/seawall interaction, the greater the scour, end 
effects and other direct effects. 

We also note that according to the Staff report, the residence was constructed in 
approximately 1985. This indicates that the structure is "New Development" under the 
Coastal Act and must therefore comply with Coastal Act section 30253 and have 
sufficient setback to not require shoreline armoring. Section 30235 is reserved for 
"existing structures." There are no seawall provisions in the Coastal Act that entitle 
structures built after 1976 shoreline armoring for their protection. Such a provision 
would create a conflict which would need to be resolved in a manner most protective of 
important coastal resources. See Coastal Act section 30007.5 . 



Finally, we agree that the City of Solana Beach has failed to adequately analyze 
this project under CEQA. In fact, the City has never produced an EIR under CEQA to 
analyze the impacts of shoreline armoring. Although the City agreed to do an EIR on the 
City's shoreline erosion policy and directed Staff on January 9, 2001 to contract a third 
party to produce an EIR, we have not even seen a Draft EIR for public comment. We 
have been waiting for a Draft EIR for over a year. In fact, Surfrider has seen the City 
consistently attempt to avoid proper CEQA review for shoreline armoring projects by 
approving projects under emergency exemptions or producing Mitigated Negative 
Declarations that deny the existence of cumulative impacts associated with the multitude 
of seawalls in the area. In the last three years 1200 ft. of shoreline armoring has been 
approved by the City north of Fletcher's Cove. 

Surfrider is extremely concerned with the failure of the City to adequately 
mitigate the long-term impacts of shoreline armoring, or even analyze these impacts. The 
City appears to have increased its approval rate of shoreline armoring since it agreed to 
conduct an EIR. Given that it has taken over a year to produce a Draft EIR for public 
comment, coupled with the fact that since the City agreed an EIR was warranted, and 
considering the fact that three major shoreline armoring projects have been permitted in 
the last year and more have been proposed, it appears that the City may be "helping" 
Coastal homeowners avoid the requirements of CEQA. Further, Surfrider agrees with the 
Staff's concern regarding the City's ability to draft a certifiable LCP if such practices 
continue. 

As a final comment, we urge the Commissioners to visit the webpage of the 
Beach and Bluff Conservancy at http://www.beachandbluff.org/main.php/topics 
/display?topic_id=27. Specifically, we urge the Commissioners to note Solana Beach's 
Coastal Homeowners (aka Beach and Bluff Conservancy) plan to create a Geological 
Hazard Assessment District (GHAD) which would make seawalls approved by the 
elected board of the GHAD "statutorily exempt from review under CEQA as 
'emergency' projects." The GHAD board would consist of five coastal homeowners, 
which we believe would prejudice the public's ability to get a fair hearing at a GHAD 
meeting. 

Advisor Board! Seawall Coordinator 
San Diego Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation 

Marco Gonzalez, Esq. 
Chapter Chair 
San Diego Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation 
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