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The purpose of this addendum is to modify the staff recommendation for the above-referenced item. In 
the time since the staff report was distributed, several issues warranting additional discussion have been 
raised, and staff has also identified some minor changes to the recommendation to best address site 
specific issues with the proposed project. Thus, the staff report is modified as shown below (where 
applicable, text in underline format indicates text to be added, and text in strikethrough format indicates 
text to be deleted): 

1.  Consistency with Coastal Act Section 30235 
Questions have been raised regarding a certain statement in the staff report summary that might be read 
to say that the proposed shoreline armoring is approvable because it provides public access amenities by 
condition. While it is true that the recommendation includes requirements for certain recreational access 
enhancements (such as the trail across the face of the seawall, and restrictions on the adjacent property 
to ensure it is used only for public recreational purposes), these are not the reasons why a seawall at this 
location has been recommended for approval by staff. On the contrary, the staff report is premised on a 
straightforward Coastal Act analysis of whether armoring is required in this instance (per Coastal Act 
Section 30235) and, because it is, whether and how the impacts from such armoring can be mitigated. In 
short, staff believes that there is an existing structure in danger from erosion, that structure requires 
armoring to protect it, the armoring results in certain impacts, and these impacts must be mitigated. Staff 
also believes that the staff report is clear on these points. However, to err on the conservative side, the 
staff report is modified as follows to rephrase the statement in the staff report summary as follows. 
Specifically the third paragraph on staff report page 3 is modified as follows: 

…In this case, the proposed seawall meets the conditions under which shoreline armoring can be 
approved under Section 30235 of the Coastal Act because the house is a structure that pre-dates 
Proposition 20 and Coastal Act coastal permitting requirements, it is in danger from erosion, a 
seawall is required to protect the existing endangered structure, and the impacts from such 
seawall can be mitigated. Such mitigation is directly related and roughly proportional to the 
impacts of the project, and will, including, in particular, because the project includes and can be 
conditioned to provide important public access measures mitigation designed to offset project 
impacts as well as to in a way that adds to the other public access amenities in the an area that is 
a well known and very popular public recreational access destination. Thus, in this case, the 
project includes appropriate mitigation for the sand supply and related public recreational access 
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and viewshed impacts that will be caused by the proposed development. 

2.  Retained Riprap 
The project proposes retention of a portion of the existing riprap that is located just downcoast of the 
seawall within an approximately 10 to 15 foot area of the bluffs adjacent to the seawall location that 
forms a notch (see plans in staff report Exhibit B page 8, and site photo in Exhibit C page 2). The intent 
of the riprap is to provide a transition from the armoring structure to the unarmored adjacent bluffs as a 
means to avoid accelerated erosion within the notch area. The staff report identifies removal of this 
riprap (see Special Condition 1(b) on staff report page 31). In the time since the staff report was 
distributed, staff, including the Commission’s senior coastal engineer, have re-reviewed this issue, 
including through additional on-site field investigation, and believe that the seawall could lead to 
unintended consequences at this downcoast end due to the orientation of the bluffs (including the 
existing notch area) in relation to the site and the seawall, and that a transition is needed to ensure that 
the project seamlessly connects to the adjacent bluffs and does not lead to acceleration of other problems 
here. In addition, staff has noted that there is currently some concrete debris (concrete drain pipe, etc.) 
along with riprap in the notch area, and the staff report should be premised on removal of this material 
as part of the project as well (to protect public access, natural landforms, and the public viewshed, and 
to ensure the seawall is not adversely affected by such debris). Accordingly, the following changes are 
made to the staff report: 

a.  Add the following text at the end of the first paragraph on staff report page 14:  

It is appropriate, however, to ensure that the seawall appropriately connect to the adjacent natural 
landform at this downcoast edge, both to avoid creating an erosion “hotspot” in the notch area where 
the riprap is proposed, and to ensure there is a seamless transition between the seawall and the 
natural bluff (again, see Special Condition 1).  

b. Modify the text at the end of the first paragraph on staff report page 26 as follows: 

In addition, by removing the riprap from the downcoast edge of the seawall and requiring a seamless 
wall connection to the existing bluff landform (see Special Condition 1), not only is more beach area 
freed up for public recreational access pursuits, but access connectivity to the adjacent undeveloped 
property, including through the required “goat trail”, can be ensured. additional natural landforms 
are exposed and allowed to erode naturally in that location as well. 

c. Modify the text at the end of the second paragraph on staff report page 28 as follows:  

This mitigation will help offset the view impact, and the required removal of all extra 
riprap/concrete debris and the requirement to seamlessly connect the wall to the downcoast bluffs 
will also help to address this impact as well (see Special Condition 1). 

d. Modify Special Condition 3(b) on staff report page 31 as follows:  
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Riprap/Concrete Debris Removed and Seawall Connected Downcoast. All riprap not incorporated 
into the interior of the approved seawall and all concrete debris (e.g., abandoned concrete drain pipe, 
concrete debris, etc.) shall be removed from the site, including all riprap identified on the submitted 
plans along the downcoast edge of the seawall. The downcoast edge of the seawall shall include a 
component that conforms to the downcoast bluff and that seamlessly connects the seawall to the 
bluffs in the area where the riprap (to be removed) is shown on the submitted plans. 

3. Drainage Bench 
As discussed on page 28 of the staff report, the proposed project includes an atypical upper bench area 
within which large cobble/small boulder-sized rocks would be exposed in the public view from above 
(e.g., from recreational areas associated with the East Cliff Drive corridor). This would result in a 
negative public viewshed impact, including because such exposure makes it more obvious that the 
seawall is a concrete structure and not a bluff, thus reducing the effectiveness of its faux bluff finish in 
terms of camouflaging the seawall altogether, including with respect to the manner in which it connects 
to the Pleasure Point seawall project nearing completion at the upcoast edge of the proposed seawall (a 
project which does not include such a feature). Due to engineering feasibility issues, the staff report 
identifies certain mitigations in this regard to minimize such impacts, but does not propose significant 
redesign of this feature.  

In the time since the staff report was distributed, staff, including the Commission’s senior coastal 
engineer and the Applicant’s consulting geotechnical engineer, have re-reviewed this issue, including 
through additional on-site field investigation. Based on these discussions, staff has concluded that the 
project can be modified in this regard to address the identified concerns and still appropriately respond 
to the case specific issues at this site that led to the atypical design in the first place (i.e., primarily that 
the house is constructed well down the slope below the blufftop edge and closer to the ocean than is 
typical for houses in this area). Specifically, the bench area can be modified so that the rock is 
encapsulated and incorporated into the seawall facing in such a way as to mimic the natural undulating 
bluff landforms in the vicinity of the project while still providing adequate drainage and protection of 
the existing residence. The primary design framework in this respect is ensuring that the bench area is 
undulating enough to dissipate expected wave overtopping and dispersal at this low-lying location. 
Accordingly, the following changes are made to the staff report: 

a. Modify the second paragraph on staff report page 28 as follows: 

The seawall includes an atypical upper bench area within which large cobble/small boulder-sized 
rocks would be exposed in the view from above (i.e., from recreational areas associated with East 
Cliff Drive). This results in a negative public viewshed impact, including because such exposure 
makes it more obvious that the seawall is a concrete structure and not a bluff, thus reducing the 
effectiveness of its faux bluff finish in terms of camouflaging the seawall altogether. As previously 
indicated, this rock bench area is intended to absorb wave run-up and to facilitate drainage (from 
wave overtopping) back to the ocean. The Applicant’s engineer indicates that such a drainage 
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apparatus is some measures such as these that can help dissipate expected wave overtopping and 
dispersal at this low-lying location are critical given the location of the residence down the slope 
below the blufftop and the corresponding required orientation and design of the seawall in relation to 
expected wave overtopping. Alternative designs that would hide the drainage areas (e.g., a 
continuation of the faux bluff concrete work) have been deemed infeasible by the Applicant’s 
engineer, and the Commission’s senior engineer concurs. However, the Applicant’s engineer and the 
Commission’s engineer also agree that the bench area can be reconfigured in such a way as to 
encapsulate and incorporate the rock field concept into the seawall structure and its exterior 
sheathing in such a way as to provide appropriate undulation to dissipate overtopping waves at the 
same time as ensuring that the undulation area appears to be a seamless component of the rest of the 
structure and not an anomalous feature as first proposed. Given the orientation of the drainage areas 
and the seawall, there is not an area within which landscaping or other camouflaging elements could 
also be included to help soften this view impact (as is also typically applied to seawall cases by the 
Commission)significantly, including because any such screens would effectively block other views 
down the slope from above as well. However, incorporating the drain area more integrally into the 
seawall finish overall should be sufficient in this case to address the public viewshed impacts 
appropriately. Accordingly, and given the identified engineering need, this approval is conditioned 
to require that this bench area is faced with a sculpted concrete surface that mimics natural 
undulating bluff landforms in the vicinity and is visually cohesive with the other elements of the 
proposed seawall, including at least ensure that the drainage rock located at the top bench of the 
seawall is similar in color to the surrounding natural bluffs and the concrete surface of the seawall, 
and to ensure that the seaward edges of the seawall holding the rock are contoured in a non-linear 
manner (as opposed to a straight-line that would appear to describe a box-like and unnatural shape). 
This mitigation will help offset the view impact, and the required removal of all extra riprap and the 
requirement to seamlessly connect the wall to the downcoast bluffs will also help to address this 
impact as well (see Special Condition 1). 

b. Modify Special Condition 1(e) on staff report page 31 as follows  

Drainage Bench Parameters. The drainage bench area shall be reconfigured so that it is surfaced in 
concrete similar to the rest of the seawall, and so that such surface mimics natural undulating bluff 
landforms in the vicinity in terms of integral mottled color, texture, and undulation to the maximum 
extent feasible, and seamlessly blends with the other components of the seawall, with the County’s 
upcoast Pleasure Point seawall, and with the unarmored bluff downcoast. Any rock used shall be 
encased in such a way as to provide appropriate undulation to dissipate overtopping waves at the 
same time as ensuring that the undulation area appears to be a seamless component of the rest of the 
structure and not an anomalous feature. The seaward edge of the drainage areas at the top of the 
seawall shall be shaped in a curvilinear and non-linear manner designed to avoid a straight-line 
appearance, to conceal the drain rock as much as possible as seen from above, and to evoke natural 
bluff undulations as much as possible. All drain rock used in the drainage area shall be similar in 
color to the surrounding natural bluff landforms and the concrete surface of the seawall. 
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4. Paleontological Resources 
The bluff on the project site may contain scientifically important fossils, similar to fossils that were 
unearthed during construction of the upcoast Pleasure Point seawall. Coastal Section 30244 requires that 
reasonable mitigation measures be employed where development would adversely impact 
paleontological resources. Thus, Special Condition 2 (Construction Plan) needs to be modified to ensure 
that the proposed project is consistent with Coastal Act Section 30244. the following is added as 
subsection 2(e) of Special Condition 2 near the top of staff report page 34:  

Paleontological Resources. Should paleontological resources be encountered during project 
construction, all activity that could damage or destroy these resources shall be temporarily 
suspended until a qualified paleontologist has examined the site and mitigation measures have 
been developed and submitted to the Executive Director for review and approval that address 
and proportionately offset the impacts of the project on paleontological resources.  

5.  20-year Approval 
Staff’s recommended Special Condition 4 authorizes the seawall project for 20 years (see staff report 
page 34). The intent of this condition is address the uncertainty associated with shoreline armoring 
projects such as this, particularly the changing physical circumstances at this site over time. The 
Commission has recently conditioned other armoring projects with a similar condition requiring re-
review after a certain time (e.g., CDP 6-07-133, Li (20 years); CDP 6-08-073, DiNoto (30 years); CDP 
6-08-122, Winkler (30 years); CDP 6-03-033-A5, Surfsong Condominiums (20 years); CDP 6-08-068, 
Hamilton (20 years); CDP 6-07-134, Brehmer, Matchinske, and Caccavo (22 years)). The appropriate 
length of the time period for such reevaluation in any particular case is a matter of professional 
judgment based on the facts at issue. In this case staff, including the Commission’s senior coastal 
engineer, believes that 20 years represents an appropriately conservative approach to addressing Coastal 
Act requirements, including in light of how long such structures tend to last without major maintenance 
and/or modification, and particularly in light of changing climatic conditions and their effect on coastal 
erosion and retreat. The staff report, however, inadvertently omitted certain text relevant to this 
discussion. Thus, the staff report is modified as follows:  

a. Modify the fourth paragraph on staff report page 4 as follows: 

To ensure that this project does not prejudice future shoreline planning options, including with 
respect to changing and uncertain circumstances that may ultimately change policy and other coastal 
development decisions (including not only climate change and sea level rise, but also due to 
legislative change, judicial determinations, etc.), staff recommends that this approval be conditioned 
for a twenty-year period. Despite applicant projections much further out than that, it has been staff’s 
experience that shoreline armoring, particularly in such a significantly high-hazard area as this 
project, tends to be augmented, replaced, and/or substantially changed within about twenty years. 
The intent of the twenty-year authorization is to recognize this time-frame reality, and also to allow 
for an appropriate reassessment of continued armoring at that time in light of what may be differing 
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circumstances than are present today. Of course it is possible that physical circumstances as well as 
local and/or statewide policies and priorities regarding shoreline armoring are significantly 
unchanged from today, but it is perhaps more likely that the baseline context for considering 
armoring will be different – much as the Commission’s direction on armoring has changed over the 
past twenty years as more information and better understanding has been gained regarding such 
projects, including their affect on the California coastline.  

b. Modify the text starting with the last paragraph on staff report page 16 as follows: 

Such passive erosion impacts can be calculated over the time the proposed armoring is expected to 
last. In this case, the Applicant indicates that the proposed seawall will have a 100-year lifetime over 
which time such impacts will be in effect. However, it has been the Commission’s experience that 
the actual expected lifespan of shoreline armoring projects is often substantially less than 100 years 
due to the need for major maintenance or modifications, or entire redevelopment of an armoring 
structure within a much shorter timeframe. In this case, the proposed seawall can be expected to be 
subject to heavy wave action on a fairly regular basis. This wave action can only be expected to be 
exacerbated by sea level rise over time, with resultant impacts to the strength and integrity of the 
seawall. For example, the project design, while limited in height due to the backshore development, 
was analyzed for a still water level of 7.3 feet MSL and 9.3 feet MSL, the latter based on an 
estimated 2-foot rise in sea level. Although these still water levels include extreme high water 
conditions, elevated water due to El Niños, atmospheric forcing and some rise in sea level, there are 
great uncertainties now, as discussed above, in the amount of future sea level rise that should be 
considered for project design, and the Applicant’s analysis has erred on the low end of this spectrum 
as opposed to a more conservative and higher end (e.g., the 4.5 to 6 foot estimates indentified 
above). And, in this case, the entire residence is located seaward of the bluff edge and thus the 
proposed seawall will need to be located relatively further seaward than most armoring structures in 
order to provide adequate protection for the existing residence (see page 4 of Exhibit B), and thus all 
of these impacts will be intensified. In other words, despite the Applicant’s 100-year projection, it 
has been Commission’s experience that shoreline armoring, particularly in such a significantly high-
hazard area as this project, tends to be augmented, replaced, and/or substantially changed within 
about twenty years. Rising sea levels and attendant consequences will tend to further delimit such 
time period in the future, potentially dramatically depending on how far sea level actually rises. 

The other factor that is appropriate to consider when identifying a particular horizon for a seawall in 
an approval is the changing and somewhat uncertain nature of the context affecting coastal 
development decisions regarding armoring (including not only climate change and sea level rise, but 
also due to legislative change, judicial determinations, etc.). A twenty-year period better responds to 
such potential changes and uncertainties, including to allow for an appropriate reassessment of 
continued armoring and its effects at that time in light of what may be differing circumstances than 
are present today, including with respect to its physical condition after twenty years of hard service. 
In addition, with respect to climatic change and sea level rise specifically, the understanding of these 
issues should improve in the future, given better understanding of the atmospheric and oceanic 
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linkages and more time to observe the oceanic and glacial responses to increased temperatures, 
including trends in sea level rise. Such improved understanding will almost certainly affect CDP 
armoring decisions, including at this location. Of course it is possible that physical circumstances as 
well as local and/or statewide policies and priorities regarding shoreline armoring are significantly 
unchanged from today, but it is perhaps more likely that the baseline context for considering 
armoring will be different – much as the Commission’s direction on armoring has changed over the 
past twenty years as more information and better understanding has been gained regarding such 
projects, including their affect on the California coastline.  
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