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Second Addendum
February 8, 2017
To: Commissioners and Interested Persons
From: California Coastal Commission
San Diego Staff
Subject: Addendum to Item 19a, Coastal Commission Permit Revised Findings

#6-96-102-A2 (Solana Beach & Tennis Club), for the Commission Meeting of
February 9, 2017

The purpose of this addendum is to delete the CEQA flndlngs which are not required for a finding
of denial. Deletions are shown in beld-deubles out.

1. On pages 35-36 of the staff report, the following section shall be deleted:
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Addendum
February 3, 2017
To: Commissioners and Interested Persons
From: California Coastal Commission
San Diego Staff
Subject: Addendum to Item 19a, Coastal Commission Permit Revised Findings

#6-96-102-A2 (Solana Beach & Tennis Club), for the Commission
Meeting of February 9, 2017

The purpose of this addendum is to include public comment letters received since the
publication of the staff recommendation.

1. Add letter from Surfrider dated February 3, 2017 to Exhibit 9 Public Comment



February 3, 2017
Delivered via email

To: Eric Stevens

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

Re: Item Th19a, Application No 6-96-102-A2, Revised Conditions and Findings on Solana Beach &
Tennis Club sea cave infill

Dear Mr. Stevens,

We are writing to support the revised conditions and findings for Application No 6-96-102-A2. We believe
the revised findings accurately reflect what transpired at the January 14, 2016 hearing, and the intent of
the Coastal Commissioners. We attended the hearing in person, and have carefully watched the archived
video to ensure relevant points are captured accurately.

We would like to highlight a few key elements of the revised findings report, and what took place that day,
which will likely be pertinent:

e The allegedly “erodible concrete” material is stronger than the natural bluff and it will get stronger
with time. This is highlighted at 4:59 into the archived video by Walter Crampton in his slide which
states “Strength of concrete infill will double over 10 years, with strength approaching 1,000 PSI.
And again at 5:01, where he explains the material will increase by 40% between days 28-56, and
then in 10 years it doubles in strength. The Coastal Commission Engineer also states at 5:18
“continues to age throughout its life”.

e Throughout his testimony, Walter Crampton repeatedly equates excavation by a backhoe with
erodibility. We have video footage to show how construction workers had to interact with the
previous and new installations of supposedly “erodible concrete” using a front end loader and a
hand held chisel or jackhammer, respectively. We speculate that wave action will likely not have
the same force, requiring further heavy equipment intervention in the future. How would a front
loader or jackhammer interact with the natural bluff? It would be interesting to see if the
jackhammer had the same impact on the native bluff as the allegedly erodible concrete.

¢ Interms of testing the material and then setting aside enough material to do the entire job, the
Coastal Commission Engineer explained that concrete bags are generally uniform; the variation
comes in the mix ratio.

Strength of material:

The bottom of page 24 of the revised findings articulates the varying strengths of the materials:
“The applicant’s engineer has stated that the mix will have an approximate strength of 500
pounds per square inch (PSI)...... The concrete mix will have a higher unconfined compressive
strength than the native material (which has been found to have an unconfined compressive
strength between 170 and 300 psi).”

Furthermore, the “erodible concrete” will continue to strengthen in time as explained by Walter Crampton
and Leslie Ewing.

sandiego.surfrider.org



Erodibility of previous and new installations:
From this image taken in 2002, it is clear that the infill (previous installation of allegedly “erodible
concrete”) is staying in a fixed position while the notching continues around it.

From:http://www.californiacoastline.org/cgibin/image.cgi?image=9315&mode=big&lastmode=timecompar
e&flags=0&year=2002 (accessed 1/31/2017)



The staff report states the following, referring to the 1996 installation:
“..the Torrey Sandstone has widely ranging strengths at any given location. Concrete, erodible or
otherwise, has a relatively uniform strength. In areas where the formation is locally weaker than
the infill, differential erosion will occur. In areas where the infill and formation have similar
strength properties, erosion will be similar...(Ref: TerraCosta Letter dated June 25,2014).”

We want to raise a point of alarm about the deterioration of the bluffs of Solana Beach due to the ever-
increasing number of seawalls. The staff report states the following:

“The area surrounding the site includes both natural bluffs and shoreline protection. Directly
adjacent to the subject site to the south at 585 South Sierra, the Commission has approved
various seacave/notch infills and a 20 ft. long seawall across a portion of the site (6-84-573 & 6-
84-573-A1/Seascape Sur). Directly adjacent to the subject site to the north at 325 South Sierra,
the bluff is partially armored with a seawall, seacave/notch infills, and mid/upper bluff retaining
walls (Ref: CDP #6-04-092/Seascape Shores)” (p16)

Given this trend in Solana Beach and the reality of sea level rise, there may come a point in Solana
Beach’s near future when the entire coastline is armored. At that point, how are we supposed to know
that allegedly erodible concrete is in fact retreating at that natural rate of the bluffs, if the bluffs are 100%
armored?

Testing:

Surfrider has consistently argued that a schmidt hammer test, after the fact, is not the best measure of
erodibility, it is a measure of comprehensive strength. The Commission made the right decision in
denying the project, and if any allegedly “erodible concrete” projects are to move forward in the future;
accountability must be maintained! If the material does not perform as expected, it should be conditioned
for removal. This is especially true since previous installations have not behaved as expected, and the
material continues to harden/strengthen over time. Furthermore, mitigation is not a way out if the material
does not perform as expected since this is a preemptive measure in a location where a seawall would not
otherwise be allowed. Such a precedent would create a situation ripe for abuse by “accidentally” creating
a seawall.

We support the inclusion on page 36:
“The proposed project may result in unmitigated adverse environmental impacts to public access
and public recreation. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project in not the least
environmentally-damaging feasible alternative and is not consistent with the requirements of
CEQA.”

We sincerely appreciate the Commission’s wisdom and discernment at the January 14, 2016 hearing and
hope that the Commission will be equally as questioning of “erodible” concrete in the future.

Sincerely,

Kristin Brinner

Resident of Solana Beach

Co-chair, Beach Preservation Committee

San Diego Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation

Jim Jaffee

Resident of Solana Beach

Co-chair, Beach Preservation Committee

San Diego Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation

Julia Chunn-Heer
Policy Manager
San Diego Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation
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REVISED CONDITIONS AND FINDINGS

Application No.: 6-96-102-A2

Applicant: Solana Beach & Tennis Club

Agent: Walt Crampton

Location: On the bluff fronting 347-459 South Sierra Avenue,

Solana Beach, San Diego County (APN Nos. 298-053-
20-01 to 57, 298-053-22-01 to 45, 298-053-23-01 to 50)

Original Project Description: Fill five sea caves at beach level below the existing
Solana Beach & Tennis Club multi-story condominium
development with textured soil/concrete mixture.

Proposed Amendment: Infill 75 ft. long notch in coastal bluff with erodible
concrete; maintenance and repairs to existing infills to
include removal of protruding concrete edges,
additional concrete infilling where undermining and
flanking of the existing infill has occurred, and
installation of carved and colored erodible concrete on
face of existing infills.

Commissioners on Bochco, Groom, Luevano, McClure, Mitchell,
Prevailing Side: Turnbull-Sanders, Uranga, Vargas, and Chair Kinsey
STAFF NOTES

Staff recommends the Commission adopt the following revised findings in support of the
Commission’s action on January 14, 2016. In its action, the Commission denied the



6-96-102-A2 Revised Findings (Solana Beach & Tennis Club)

permit due to a lack of sufficient evidence that the proposed erodible concrete would be
correctly constructed and would have a comparable compression strength as the adjacent
natural bluffs. The amended motion begins on Page 6. Findings to support this action can
be found starting on Page 14.

A revised findings staff report for this item was previously issued for the Commission’s
September 2016 hearing (Link: https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2016/9/th10a-9-
2016.pdf). Prior to Commission action, the applicant requested a postponement to further
review the report. The Applicant subsequently provided a letter to the Commission and to
Commission staff, which is attached as Exhibit 11.

Date of Commission Action: January 14, 2016

SUMMARY OF COMMISSION ACTION
SEMMARY-OF STAFF RECOMMENDATON

The proposed project is located on a city-owned beach fronting an existing 152 unit
condominium complex in the City of Solana Beach. The site currently contains five
existing seacave infills on the public beach at the toe of the bluff, which were constructed
pursuant to the originally approved Coastal development permit (CDP). The subject
project would have maintained and minimally expanded the 5 existing seacave infills and
infill a new 75 ft. long notch in the coastal bluff. The City’s certified Land Use Plan
(LUP) allows for pre-emptive construction of erodible concrete seacave/notch infills,
even when a bluff top structure is not imminently threatened, which is the case for the
subject proposal. The intent of the proposed construction of seacave/notch infills was to
helps to prevent catastrophic bluff failure, but w4 still allow the bluff to erode landward,
when maintained to do so. Seacave/notch infills are should be designed to erode at the
same rate as the adjacent natural bluff, thus in which case there are would be no impacts
to sand supply or to public access and recreation. In addition, seacave infills are placed
within the bluff and do not result in immediate encroachment on usable public beach
area. Staff, including the Commission’s coastal engineer and geologist, have evaluated
the relevant project materials, have visited the site, and have determined that the
proposed seacave infills represent the minimum amount of armoring necessary to
maintain the existing seacaves and to address the expansion of the seacaves and notches
at the subject site.

The applicant has-worked with Coastal Commission staff to ensure-design that-the
proposed project s consistent with the requirements of the City’s certified Land Use

Plan. The proposed seacave and notch infill expansions will consist of erodible concrete
that will be aesthetically colored and sculpted and are designed to erode at the same rate
as the adjacent natural bluffs. In addition, the applicant proposes to remove all portions of
the existing infills that are located seaward of the bluff face, and to install a new six inch
thick aesthetic layer of erodible concrete on the face of the existing infills. The infill
expansions will be keyed into formational bedrock and are proposed to extend vertically
up to the bluff face of the Torrey Sandstone.


https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2016/9/th10a-9-2016.pdf
https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2016/9/th10a-9-2016.pdf

6-96-102-A2 Revised Findings (Solana Beach & Tennis Club)

In past erodible concrete seacave infill projects, objections have been raised that erodible
concrete does not always erode at the same rate as the surrounding natural bluffs. In the
case of the original concrete application, the approved concrete mixture did not erode at
the expected rate, and thus, the concrete fill currently extends seaward of the surface of
the natural bluff face. However, the proposed amendment demonstrates that it is feasible
to remove the concrete if it does not erode at the anticipated rate. The concrete mixture
used in 1996 has significantly less erodible mix properties from the erodible concrete
currently proposed, and thus, the proposed erodible concrete should erode more like
natural bluff material. The Commission’s Coastal Engineer has reviewed the currently
proposed material specifications and concurs with the design parameters.

However, at this time, there has been insufficient evidence presented to ensure that the
proposed fill material will erode consistent with the surrounding natural bluffs.
Furthermore, as a result of human error, it is possible that the erodible concrete could be
mixed or installed incorrectly and will not be consistent with the parameters approved by
the Commission. The fill may instead function as a de facto seawall, with potentially all
of the sand supply, public access, and visual impacts of a seawall, without any offsetting
mitigation. Options or alternatives to provide further evidence that the concrete will erode
as predicted, may include, but are not limited to, testing results from a small pilot project
at the subject site or testing results from a nearby, already constructed, seacave infill
project. Another option may include stockpiling the necessary concrete and conducting
testing from that batch before installing the infill. Testing prior to infilling will reduce the
potential for installation of inappropriate material and the need for additional construction
on the beach to remove the material.
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The proposed seacave infill maintenance and expansion project is within the
Commission’s coastal development permit jurisdiction. The Commission certified the
City’s Land Use Plan (LUP); however, the City of Solana Beach does not yet have an
implementation plan; thus, the LCP is not fully certified. Therefore, the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act are the standard of review, with the City’s certified LUP used
as guidance.
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION

Motion:

I move that the Commission adopt the revised findings in support of the
Commission’s action on January 14, 2016 concerning approval of Coastal
Development Permit No. 6-96-102-42.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL

Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion. Passage of this motion will result in the
adoption of revised findings as set forth in this staff report. The motion requires a
majority vote of the members from the prevailing side present at the revised findings
hearing, with at least three of the prevailing members voting. Only those Commissioners
on the prevailing side of the Commission’s action are eligible to vote on the revised
findings. The Commissioners eligible to vote are:

Chair Bochco, Groom, Luevano, McClure, Mitchell, Turnbull-Sanders, Uranga, Vargas,
and former Chair Kinsey

RESOLUTION:

The Commission hereby adopts the findings set forth below for the proposed amendment
to Coastal Development Permit No. 6-96-102-A2 on the ground that the findings support
the Commission’s decision made on January 14, 2016 and accurately reflect the reasons

for it.
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III. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. PROJECT HISTORY/ AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION
Project Description:

The proposed project involves the infilling of a 75 ft. long notch in the coastal bluff and
the repair and minor expansion of five existing seacave/notch infills located at the beach
level within the face of an approximately 65-feet high coastal bluff. Erodible concrete
will be used for the new notch infill and expansion of the existing infills. The caves are
beneath an existing multi-story, 152-unit condominium development known as the
Solana Beach and Tennis Club. The site is located west of South Sierra Street, across
from Dahlia Street, in the City of Solana Beach (Exhibit 1). The site was developed in the
early 1970s. Currently, the closest portions of the condominium buildings are
approximately 15.2 feet from the bluff edge. The bluffs are owned by the condominium
homeowners association and there is an existing easement for public recreational use
located from the mean high tide line to approximately the toe of the bluff, which was
accepted by the County of San Diego in 1972.

The proposed new infill and the expansion of the existing infills will have a cumulative
length of approximately 110 ft. (75 ft. new notch infill and 35 ft. expansion of existing
infills), depths ranging from 1 to 4.8 feet, and will range from 1 to 5.5 feet high. The
proposed new seacave/notch infill is in addition to the existing approximately 250 ft. of
the bluff already covered by seacave/notch infills which were previously approved by the
Commission though the original permit (Ref: CDP 6-96-102/Solana Beach and Tennis
Club). Thus, a total of approximately 360 ft. of the approximate 600 ft.-long bluff
fronting the subject site would be covered by seacave/notch infills.

The applicant’s engineer asserts that the proposed seacave and notch infill expansions
consist of erodible concrete that will be aesthetically colored and sculpted and are
designed to erode at the same rate as the adjacent natural bluffs. In addition, the applicant
proposes to remove all portions of the existing infills that are located seaward of the bluff
face and to install a new six inch thick aesthetic layer of erodible concrete on the face of

14
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the existing infills. The infill expansions will be keyed into formational bedrock and are
proposed to extend vertically up to the bluff face of the Torrey Sandstone.

The Commission recently certified the City’s Land Use Plan; however, the City of Solana
Beach does not yet have a certified Implementation Plan. Therefore, the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act are the standard of review, with the City’s LUP used as
guidance.

Site History:

The five existing seacave infills on the subject site were approved by the Commission on
November 12, 1996 (Ref: CDP 6-96-102/Solana Beach & Tennis Club). The infill
construction consisted of a 12-inch thick cast-in-place or precast soil/cement mix facing
embedded a minimum of two feet into the bedrock at the base of the bluff. The area
behind the facing was backfilled with an air blown soil/cement mixture, and the facing
was anchored to this mixture with 18-inch long reinforcing bars. The sea cave plugging
and filling procedure was designed with a leaner soil-cement mix on the external facade
and a stronger mix internally. This process was intended to allow erosion of the plugs to
match the rate of natural erosion of the adjacent bluff. The external facade was then
colored and textured to match the natural bluff. The concrete infills did not erode at the
same rate as the adjacent natural bluffs, as was expected when the project was approved
in 1996. The concrete used in 1996 is has different mix properties from the erodible
concrete currently proposed.

A monitoring report, dated January 31, 2014, provides an analysis of the performance of
the existing ‘leaner soil-cement mix’ concrete infills:

“...infill retreat has been on the order of 0 to 0.08 foot for the concrete infills over
the last 15 years. Although few monitoring points remain for the adjacent bluff,
recent measurements indicate local bluff erosion on the order of 0.19 to 0.33 foot
over the last 15 years. It is unknown if the monitoring pins that no longer exist fell
out due to erosion, or were destroyed as a result of corrosion and wave and cobble
impact...”

The applicant states that the reason the infills have retreated at a slower pace than the
natural Torrey Sandstone bluff material at the subject site is because:

“...the Torrey Sandstone has widely ranging strengths at any given location.
Concrete, erodible or otherwise, has a relatively uniform strength. In areas where
the formation is locally weaker than the infill, differential erosion will occur. In
areas where the infill and formation have similar strength properties, erosion will
be similar... (Ref: TerraCosta Letter dated June 25, 2014).”

A condition of the 1996 approval required that the applicant monitor the seacave/notch
infills and apply for a coastal development permit to implement corrective measures if
the infills were ever found to extend seaward of the face of the natural bluff by more than
six inches.

15
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The area surrounding the site includes both natural bluffs and shoreline protection.
Directly adjacent to the subject site to the south at 585 South Sierra, the Commission has
approved various seacave/notch infills and a 20 ft. long seawall across a portion of the
site (6-84-573 & 6-84-573-A1/Seascape Sur). Directly adjacent to the subject site to the
north at 325 South Sierra, the bluff is partially armored with a seawall, seacave/notch
infills, and mid/upper bluff retaining walls (Ref: CDP #6-04-092/Seascape Shores).

A version of this project that did not propose the new 75 ft. long notch infill in the coastal
bluff and proposed significantly less removal of the portions of existing infill located
seaward of the bluff face was previously approved by the City of Solana Beach (Ref:
Resolution 2013-039 approved April 24, 2013). The applicant then applied to the
Commission on June 21, 2013 for a CDP for the development approved by the City (CDP
6-96-102-A1). However, after discussions with Commission staff, on November 26,
2014, the applicant modified the project proposal to include the new 75 ft. long notch
infill in the coastal bluff and significantly more removal of the portions of existing infill
located seaward of the bluff face. As a result of the modified project proposal, the City
alerted the applicant that a new City Resolution would be required. The applicant
withdrew CDP 6-96-102-A1 on February 6, 2015 in order to obtain a new City
Resolution (Ref: Resolution 2015-094 approved August 25, 2015).

B. GEOLOGIC STABILITY

As described above, the standard of review is Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, with the
City’s LUP providing non-binding guidance. As such, applicable Coastal Act policies are
cited in this report, as well as relevant LUP policies.

Section 30235 of the Coastal Act states, in part:

Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining
walls, 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...

Section 30253 of the Act states, in part:
New development shall do all of the following:

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

(b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or

16
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surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective
devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and

cliffs...

In addition, the following certified City of Solana Beach Land Use Plan (LUP)
language provides additional guidance regarding geologic hazards and shoreline
protection:

Page 13 of the Hazards and Shoreline/Bluff Development chapter states the following, in
part:

o Infill/Bluff Stabilization — Seacave/Notch Infill (See Appendix B Figure 14) —
This first solution is designed to address sea caves and undercut portions of the
lower dense sandstone bluff where the clean sand lens is not yet exposed. If left
uncorrected, the sea cave/undercut will eventually lead to block failures of the
lower sandstone, exposure of the clean sand lens and landward bluff retreat.
This failure exposes the clean sand lens of the upper bluff terrace deposits
triggering rapid erosion and landward retreat of the upper bluff, which
eventually endangers the structures at the top of the bluff. If treated at this
stage, the Bluff Retention Device will minimize the need for a future higher
seawall and future upper bluff repair. This alternative is not designed as a
structural wall, is not reinforced, does not include tiebacks, and uses only
erodible concrete which shall erode at the same erosion rate as the surrounding
natural bluff material. The infill is required to maintain a textured and colored
face mimicking the existing bluff material. Erodible concrete seacave/notch
infills are designed to erode with the natural bluff and, when maintained to do
so, are not subject to the sand supply mitigation, public access and recreation
mitigation, encroachment/removal agreement, or authorization timeline policies
of the LUP.

The LUP defines Bluff Retention Devices as follows:

Bluff Retention Devices means a structure or other device, including
seacave/notch infills, dripline infill, coastal structures, upper bluff systems, and
temporary emergency devices, designed to retain the bluff and protect a bluff
home or other principal structure, or coastal dependent use from the effects of
wave action erosion and other natural forces.

The LUP defines Bluff Top Redevelopment as follows:

Bluff Top Redevelopment: Shall apply to proposed development located
between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea (or lagoon) that
consists of alterations including (1) additions to an existing structure, (2)
exterior and/or interior renovations, (3) and/or demolition of an existing bluff
home or other principal structure, or portions thereof, which results in:

17
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(a) Alteration of 50% or more of major structural components including
exterior walls, floor and roof structure, and foundation, or a 50% increase in
floor area. Alterations are not additive between individual major structural
components; however, changes to individual major structural components are
cumulative over time from the date of certification of the LUP.

(b) Demolition, renovation or replacement of less than 50% of a major
structural component where the proposed alteration would result in cumulative
alterations exceeding 50% or more of a major structural component, taking into
consideration previous alterations approved on or after the date of certification
of the LUP; or an alteration that constitutes less than 50% increase in floor
area where the proposed alteration would result in a cumulative addition of
greater than 50% of the floor area, taking into consideration previous additions
approved on or after the date of certification of the LUP.

Policies 4.26, 4.27, and 4.28 of the Hazards and Shoreline/Bluff Development chapter
state the following in regards to bluff top irrigation, landscaping, and site drainage:

Policy 4.26: With respect to bluff properties only, the City will require the
removal or capping of any permanent irrigation system within 100 feet of the
bluff edge in connection with issuance of discretionary permits for new
development, redevelopment, or shoreline protection, or bluff erosion, unless
the bluff property owner demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Public Works
Director, or the CCC if the project is appealed, that such irrigation has no
material impact on bluff erosion (e.g., watering hanging plants over hardscape
which drains to the street).

Policy 4.27: Require all bluff property landscaping for new development to
consist of native, non-invasive, drought-tolerant, fire-resistant, and salt-tolerant
species.

Policy 4.28: All storm water drain systems that currently drain or previously
drained towards the west over the bluff shall be capped. These systems should
be redesigned to drain directly, or through a sump system, and then pumped to
the street in compliance with SWP 2007-0001 and consistent with SUSMP
requirements. This policy shall be implemented as a condition of approval for
all discretionary permits issued for bluff properties or within 5 years of
adoption of the LCP, whichever is sooner.

Policies 4.18 and 4.48 of the Hazards and Shoreline/Bluff Development chapter state the
following in regards to the required analysis for a new seacave/notch infill and the
expansion and/or alteration of an existing seacave/notch infill:

Policy 4.18: A legally permitted bluff retention device shall not be factored into
setback calculations. Expansion and/or alteration of a legally permitted bluff
retention device shall include a reassessment of the need for the shoreline
protective device and any modifications warranted to the protective device to
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eliminate or reduce any adverse impacts it has on coastal resources or public
access, including but not limited to, a condition for a reassessment and
reauthorization of the modified device pursuant to Policy 4.53.

Policy 4.48: A Seacave/Notch Infill shall be approved only if all the findings set
forth below can be made and the stated criteria satisfied.

A. Based upon the advice and recommendation of a licensed Geotechnical or
Civil Engineer, the City makes the findings set forth below:

1. The Seacave/Notch Infill is more likely than not to delay the need for a
larger coastal structure or upper bluff retention structure, that would, in
the foreseeable future, be necessary to protect an existing principal
structure, City facility, and/or City infrastructure, from danger of
erosion. Taking into consideration any applicable conditions of previous
permit approvals for development at the site, a determination must be
made based on a detailed alternatives analysis that none of the following
alternatives to the coastal structure are currently feasible, including:

Controls of surface water and site drainage;

A smaller coastal structure; or

Other non-beach and bluff face stabilizing measures, taking into
account impacts on the near and long term integrity and appearance
of the natural bluff face, and contiguous bluff properties.

2. The bluff property owner did not create the necessity for the
Seacave/Notch Infill by unreasonably failing to implement generally
accepted erosion and drainage control measures, such as reasonable
management of surface drainage, plantings and irrigation, or by
otherwise unreasonably acting or failing to act with respect to the bluff
property. In determining whether or not the bluff property owner's
actions were "reasonable,” the City shall take into account whether or
not the bluff property owner acted intentionally, with or without
knowledge, and shall consider all other relevant credible scientific
evidence as well as relevant facts and circumstances.

3. The location, size, design and operational characteristics of the
proposed seacave/notch infill will not create a significant adverse effect
on adjacent public or private property, natural resources, or public use
of, or access to, the beach, beyond the environmental impact typically
associated with a similar bluff retention device and the seacave/notch
infill is the minimum size necessary to protect the principal structure,
and has been designed to minimize all environmental impacts, and
provides mitigation for all coastal and environmental impacts as
provided for in this LCP.

B. The Seacave/Notch Infill shall be designed and constructed.:
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1. To avoid migration of the Seacave/Notch Infill onto the beach,

2. To be re-contoured to the face of the bluff, as needed, on a routine basis,
through a CDP or exemption, to ensure the seacave/notch infill
conforms to the face of the adjoining natural bluff over time, and
continues to meet all relevant aesthetic, and structural criteria
established by the City,

3. To serve its primary purpose which is to delay the need for a larger
coastal structure, and designed to be removable, to the extent feasible,
provided all other requirements under the LCP are satisfied, and,

4. To satisfy all other relevant LCP and City Design Standards, set forth
for Bluff Retention Devices.

The bluffs in Solana Beach are mostly approximately 80-foot high (the bluff at the
subject site is approximately 65 ft. high), and include a “clean sands” lens located
between the Torrey Sandstone and Marine Terrace Deposits (at approximately elevation
25-35 ft.). The clean sand layer has been described as a very loose sandy material with a
limited amount of capillary tension and a very minor amount of cohesion, both of which
cause the sandy material to dissipate easily, making this clean sand layer, once exposed,
susceptible to wind-blown erosion and continued sloughing as the sand dries out and
loses the capillary tension that initially held the materials together.

When on-going wave action, often exacerbated by a lack of beach sand, results in bluff
retreat and erosion, the presence of the clean sands creates a process where the clean
sands rapidly undermine the upper sloping terrace deposits causing the upper bluff to
collapse, thereby exposing more clean sands to wind erosion, which then results in more
upper bluff collapses. This cycle can occur so quickly (over months or days, rather than
years) that the upper bluff never achieves a stable angle of repose.

The process of undercutting and notching of the bluffs seen along the Solana Beach
shoreline represents the natural process of bluff retreat and erosion in this portion of
North San Diego County. The process has clearly accelerated in Solana Beach over the
last decade as the amount of sand on the beaches has decreased and the bluffs are subject
to more frequent wave action. Because all of the bluff top lots in Solana Beach (aside
from the vacant lot at 523 Pacific Avenue) are currently developed with single and multi-
family structures, there is very little opportunity for the bluffs to retreat without adversely
affecting the safety and stability of existing principal structures. Thus, some amount of
shoreline protection along much of Solana Beach may be unavoidable. However, the
cycle of collapse and retreat can be slowed through the construction of erodible concrete
seacave/notch infills.

The formation of the notch overhangs along this portion of the Solana Beach shoreline
are generally attributed to increasing amounts of wave action. The lower bluff along this
section of shoreline consists of Torrey Sandstone, which is one of the least resistant
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bedrock formations along the North County coast. As waves impact the Torrey
Sandstone, notches are formed creating an overhanging layer of Torrey Sandstone. As the
overhang loses support from beneath, its weight along with any structural weakness in the
Torrey Sandstone formation eventually leads to a block-like failure. These existing
overhangs will eventually collapse, undermining the upper bluff and triggering
progressive upper-bluff failures.

The seacave infill monitoring report for the subject site, submitted by the applicant on
January 31, 2014, makes the following observation and maintenance recommendation for
the subject site:

“...the existing infills, although generally performing satisfactorily, have
experienced erosion along the infill edges and require maintenance. These
infills are in need of localized infilling to prevent more serious flanking and
potentially more aggressive stabilization measures in the future.”

In addition, the geotechnical memo, dated Revised March 17, 2015, submitted with
this application states the following in terms of the need for the proposed infill
maintenance and new infill:

“The existing concrete infills should be repaired. Without taking appropriate
preventative measures, the notches above and behind the existing infills will
continue to expand until collapse, enlarging unsupported overhangs and
triggering a series of upper-bluff failures. Such failures would place both
bluff-top residents and the beach-going public at significant risk.
Furthermore, progressive coastal bluff failures will eventually result in the
need for more extensive and costly bluff stabilization, such as a seawall, to
stabilize the coastal bluffs...”

“...a substantial length of clay seam within the Torrey Sandstone remains
unprotected...In the central portion of the subject site, the clay seam is
situated below a large overhang. We recommend placing a concrete infill in
this notch to encapsulate the clay seam and to preserve the stability of the
bluff overhang...Erosion of the clay seam has caused the undermining of the
overlying formational block resulting in the past failures, including the large
formational block now the beach...”

In reviewing requests for shoreline protection, the Commission must assess the need to
protect private residential development and the potential adverse impacts to public
resources associated with construction of shoreline protection. 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 seaward edge continues to erode, thereby reducing the amount of dry sandy beach
available to the public.

In numerous past actions, the Commission has found that the filling of seacaves or notch
overhangs as a preemptive measure has fewer impacts upon coastal resources and public
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access than the construction of seawalls and upper bluff structures, which are frequently
required to protect existing structures after the collapse of seacaves or other bluff features
(6-87-391/Childs; 6-92-82/Victor; 6-96-102/Solana Beach & Tennis Club; 6-97-
1646/Lingenfelder; 6-98-25/Stroben; 6-98-29/Bennett; 6-99-091/Becker; 6-99-
103/Coastal Preservation Association; 6-00-066/Pierce & Monroe; and 6-13-
0948/Bannasch). Similarly, Policy 4.48 of the City’s LUP allows seacave/notch infill
projects to be approved, to prevent catastrophic bluff collapse, even when an existing
principal structure is not in imminent danger or does not meet the standard for requiring
or allowing construction of a seawall, because the adverse impacts associated with these
projects are significantly less than those for seawalls.

The construction of seacave/notch infills helps to prevent catastrophic bluff failure, but
will still allow the bluff to erode landward, when maintained to do so. Seacave/notch
infills are designed to erode at the same rate as the adjacent natural bluff, thus there are
no impacts to sand supply or to public access and recreation. In addition, seacave infills
are placed within the bluff and do not result in immediate encroachment on usable public
beach area. Seacave and notch infills allow the City, and the region as a whole, more time
to pursue other non-structural methods, such as beach replenishment, to protect the bluffs
and/or moving the line of bluff top development landward away from the bluff edge in
order to delay the need for more substantial shoreline protection.

In the case of the proposed project, the filling of the subject notch and the minor
expansion of the existing infills is a preventive measure to stop or reduce the potential for
collapses of the overhanging area and to stabilize the bluff in an area where there is
evidence of the presence of a “clean sands” lens. If erosion at the site is not slowed, the
existing blufftop structures are likely to be threatened in the foreseeable future. The
proposed project is a relatively minimal type of protection that can be expected to delay
the need for a much larger seawall-type of shoreline protection that is far more visually
obtrusive, and requires more alteration of the natural landform. However, the applicant
has not provided sufficient evidence that that proposed erodible concrete infills will in
fact have a comparable compression strength as the adjacent natural bluffs. Furthermore,
as a result of human error, it is possible that the erodible concrete could be mixed or
installed incorrectly and will not be consistent with the parameters approved by the
Commission. The fill may instead function as a de facto seawall, with potentially all of
the sand supply, public access, and visual impacts of a seawall, without any offsetting
mitigation. As required by the language on page 13 of Hazards and Shoreline/Bluff
development chapter of the LUP and by Policy 4.48 of the LUP, seacave infills must
erode at the same rate as the surrounding natural bluff material and must be designed to
avoid migration onto the beach. To avoid migration onto the beach, the infill must erode
at a comparable rate as the natural bluff and must have a similar strength and resistance to
erosion. Options to provide evidence that the concrete will erode as predicted, may
include, but are not limited to, testing results from a small pilot project at the subject site
or testing results from a nearby already constructed seacave infill project. Another option
may include stockpiling the necessary concrete and conducting testing from that batch
before installing the infill. Testing prior to infilling will reduce the potential for
installation of inappropriate material and the need for additional construction on the

beach to remove the material. Fherefore;the-Commissionfinds-that-approval-efthe
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Alternatives

The City’s certified LUP allows for the filling of seacaves/notches as a preventative
measure. However, although a relatively minimal form of shoreline protection, seacave
and notch infills do alter the natural coastline. Therefore, it is important to analyze
whether there are alternatives to a seacave/notch fill that would delay the need for a
seawall with fewer adverse impacts. The City’s certified LUP requires that alternatives
such as controls of surface water and site drainage, a smaller coastal structure, and other
non-beach and bluff face stabilizing measures be examined.

As detailed above, groundwater controls, irrigation restrictions, and installation of
drought-tolerant plantings is required by the City’s certified LUP. The applicant has
submitted documentation that the subject site already drains towards the street, so that
there is currently very little over-bluff discharge. Monitoring of the upper bluff edge in
relation to the condominium structures during the past 15 years shows little to no erosion
of the upper bluff. The applicant’s engineer states that upper bluff runoff is not the cause
of erosion and that stricter irrigation/landscaping controls will not mitigate ongoing
enlargement of seacaves/notches. However, failures of irrigation lines or excess watering
of the blufftop can trigger collapses of bluff-top sediments. The City’s certified LUP
recognizes this danger and requires that with the approval of any shoreline protection
permit, irrigation located within 100 feet of the bluff edge must be capped or removed.

bluff edee-topreventover—watering or-accidental breakage-of irricationlines The
certified LUP requires that bluff landscaping for new development consist of native, non-
invasive, drought-tolerant, fire-resistant, and salt-tolerant species. The applicant states
that the existing landscaping primarily consists of vegetation with low water needs. Any
future applications for new development on the subject bluff top property will be
conditioned to require only native, non-invasive, drought-tolerant, fire-resistant, and salt-
tolerant species pursuant to the certified LUP.

Underpinning of the existing structures could potentially be considered as an alternative
to the proposed project; however, this would not stop the seacaves/notches from
collapsing and eventually undermining the structures. In addition, when the
seacaves/notches and upper bluff eventually collapse, the underpinning system would be
exposed to view, which is a less desirable visual condition than the relatively low-scale
proposed seacave/notch infill. The eventual exposure of the underpinning in this case
would be inconsistent with Coastal Act section 30253 as it would alter the natural
landform of the bluff and would essentially create an upper bluff wall. An additional
alternative is a smaller coastal structure. As proposed, the applicant will only be using
erodible concrete which is the least impactful type of shoreline armoring and has fewer
adverse impacts than a seawall or rip rap.
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Given the above-described geological conditions on the subject site, these alternatives
would not prevent collapse of the seacaves and notches on the subject site, and thus,
would not be feasible alternatives. Thus, there are no less environmentally-damaging
feasible alternatives that would delay the need for more substantial shoreline protection.

The applicant is proposing to remove the portions of the existing infills that extend
beyond the current bluff face or dripline, whichever is more seaward (Exhibit 4).
However, given the substantial variations in the contours of a 65-foot high bluff, there
may be occurrences where the dripline is located substantially further seaward than the
natural bluff face surrounding the seacave/notch infill. In those cases, the portions of the
existing infills located seaward of the natural bluff face immediately adjacent to the infill
should be removed, even if the dripline associated with the upper bluff is located further

The Commission engineer and geologist concur that the proposed project, as conditioned,
is the minimal amount of development needed to allow the previously approved seacave
infills to function as designed and to address the 75 ft. notch that is proposed to be filled
with erodible concrete.

As noted, in order to minimize and avoid impacts to sand supply, the applicant’s engineer
asserts that the proposed seacave/notch fills have been designed to erode at a rate similar
to the natural bluff face. The applicant’s engineer has provided the proposed erodible
concrete mix ratio for Commission review (Ref: Page 2 of Project Plans dated June 22,
2015). The mix proposed for the erodible concrete is 200 pounds of Type V Portland
Cement, along with 180 pounds of Type F fly ash. The applicant’s engineer has stated
that the mix will have an approximate strength of 500 pounds per square inch (PSI). PSI
standards are used to determine minimum strengths and for safety issues. As a reference,
standard shotcrete seawalls (such as those seen elsewhere in Solana Beach) typically have
a rating of about 3,000 PSI. With erodible concrete infills, the intent is to set a maximum
strength ceiling, which is the opposite of what most engineering tries to do. The erodible
concrete standard, in this case, is an attempt to use a constructible concrete mix that will
match, as closely as possible, with the strength and erodibility of the native bluff material
and 500 PSI concrete has been identified as a concrete that will be comparable to the
native sandstone in the adjacent bluff. This concrete mix will have a higher unconfined
compressive strength than the native material (which has been found to have an
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unconfined compressive strength between 170 and 300 psi'). But, from experience with
this mix in other cave fills, the applicant’s engineer asserts that it is expected to

be suitable for forming into the caves and to provide an acceptable erosive potential. In
2014, the Commission approved a seacave infill project in Solana Beach, approximately
one mile north of the subject site at 523 and 525 Pacific Avenue (Ref: CDP 6-13-
0984/Bannasch). The applicant proposes to use the same erodible concrete mixture as
previously proposed for the 2014 seacave infill project. However, the seascave infills
approved at 523 and 525 Pacific Avenue have not been constructed and therefore there is
no evidence that the proposed erodible concrete infills at the subject site will erode at a
similar rate as the adjacent natural bluffs.

Beaeh—The apphcant at 523 and 525 Pac1ﬁc Avenue has submltted a report detalhng the
erodibility test results for the property, which has been reviewed by the Commission’s
technical staff. However, as stated previously, the infills at 523 and 525 Pacific Avenue
have not yet been constructed and thus, as-built testing results for the approved seacave

mﬁlls have not been submitted to the Commlssmn }a—adétt}eﬂ—Speeh&l—Geﬁdi—tteﬂ—LS—a-}se

After the staff report was released, the applicant submitted comments stating that the
applicant was not in agreement with the requirement to remove and replace the seaward
five feet of concrete if post installation testing shows that the concrete used by the
applicant is not in fact erodible (Exhibit 8). The applicant’s geotechnical engineer stated
that the only situation that the concrete will not meet the erodibility requirements is if
there is an error at the concrete mixing plant. The applicant’s representatives assert that it
would not be feasible based on cost, bluff stability, or worker safety to remove concrete
infill once it has been installed if it doesn’t meet the erodibility requirements of this CDP.
However, the applicant has not provided any geotechnical evidence to substantiate the
claim that removal would be infeasible.

! Group Delta Consultants, 1998, "Coastal Development Permit No. 6-97-165, Sea-cave infills, 517-521
Pacific Avenue, Solana Beach, California", dated 9 October 1998 and signed by W. F. Crampton (GE
245).
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After the staff report was released, the Surfrider Foundation also submitted comments
stating that they objected to the conditions of approval of the staff report. Surfrider raised
various concerns in the comment letter.

First, Surfrider does not believe that there is sufficient evidence to support the applicant’s
claim that the proposed erodible concrete infills will erode at the same rate as the
surrounding bluffs. This concern has already been addressed elsewhere in the staff report.
The Commission Engineer has reviewed the erodible concrete proposal and found that it
is likely to erode as predicted. Furthermore, past infill projects which used the same
erodible concrete mix have performed adequately in Solana Beach. However, additional
testing is necessary to ensure that the material that is installed is consistent with the
material approved by the Commission. While feasible, removal of concrete once installed
in seacaves neccestates additional construction on the public beach and in some situations
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may result in geologic and safety risks to the public. Thus, measures to avoid incorrect
installation must be analyzed to the fullest extent.

Second, Surfrider argues that the new proposed 75 ft. long notch infill will prevent a
block failure that is expected to occur if the infill is not constructed and that an impact fee
should be assessed until such time that the actual performance of the proposed erodible
concrete infills can be assessed. This concern is also addressed elsewhere in the staff
report. The proposed project is consistent with the requirements of the provision of the
City’s certified LUP, which allows pre-emptive installation of erodible concrete seacave
and notch infills that do not fix the back of the beach, without requiring mitigation.

Third, Surfrider contends that the previous seacave infills at this site did not erode as
predicted by the applicant and thus, it may also be the case that the currently proposed
infills will not erode as predicted. As described elsewhere in this report, the previously
approved infills at the subject site incorporated the use of rebar and a different concrete
mix than is currently proposed. Thus, the fact that the existing infills did not erode at the
predicted rate is not indicative of how the currently proposed infills will erode.

Fourth, Surfrider maintains that the applicant has avoided the use of two tests that have
previously been suggested to measure erodible concrete, the JET erodibility test and the
Annandale’s erodibility index and that the proposed erodibility of the infills does not take
into account the stratification of the natural bluffs. The Commission engineer has written
a File Notes Memo to better explain how erodible concrete is analyzed by Commission
technical staff and to provide additional information related to acceptable concrete testing
methods (Exhibit 10).

The Commission’s engineer has reviewed the applicant’s contentions and concurs that
the proposed erodible concrete seacave/notch infills, if the correct concrete mix is

installed, should erode at a comparable rate as the adjacent natural bluff. The four most

recent seacave/notch infills constructed in Solana Beach, which used a similar erodible
concrete mix as currently proposed, appear to be functioning as designed and are not
currently encroaching significantly seaward of the adjacent natural bluff (Ref: 6-99-
095/City of Solana Beach; 6-00-066/Pierce et. al.; 6-99-103/Coastal Preservation
Association; 6-99-091/Becker). Each of the four seacave infill CDPs referenced above
require removal of any portion of the seacave infill that encroached more than 6 inches
seaward of the bluff as a result of erosion, but no removal has been required thus far.

adtacentnatrabblon-ertherside-oteach-drH-"The current proposalto remove
portions of the existing infills seaward of the bluff face shows that removal is feasible to
undertake.
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In summary, given the amount of coastal erosion which has occurred in the area over the
last several years, Solana Beach is currently faced with the possibility of armoring the
majority of the shoreline with seawalls. The subject site is an area where preventive
measures such as the subject seacave and notch infills represent a feasible alternative to a
seawall. However, the applicant has not submitted sufficient evidence to show that the
proposed erodlble concrete mix will erode as the same pace as the adjacent natural bluffs.

In order to protect the natural environment, the Commission would impose conditions on

the project to require removal of existing concrete infills located seaward of the bluff
consistent with past Commission action at the site, testing of concrete within 28 days of
installation and removal if the concrete is installed incorrectly, oversight by a quality
control engineer to ensure concrete is installed correctly, regular monitoring and future
removal of any concrete that encroaches seaward of the bluff, a deed restriction to ensure
future property owners are aware of the Commission actions, waiver of any liability
against the Commission, and a waiver of rights to depend on the infills to support new
development. However, due to lack of sufficient evidence that the proposed concrete
mixture will erode at the same rate as the natural bluff and be installed correctly, the

project cannot be found consistent with Fherefore;-the-Commissionfinds-that-approval-of
the-propesed-seacave/noteh-infillsiseconsistentwith the long-term goals of Sections

30235 and 30253 of the Coastal Act regarding the protection of natural shoreline
processes, natural landforms and local shoreline sand supply, and must be denied.
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C. VISUAL RESOURCES

Sections 30240, 30250 and 30251 of the Coastal Act require that the scenic and visual
qualities of coastal areas be protected, that new development adjacent to park and
recreation areas be sited so as to not degrade or impact the areas and that new
development not significantly adversely affect coastal resources:

Section 30240

[..]

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

Section 30250 (a)

a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as
otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous
with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to
accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in
other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal
resources. In addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural
uses, outside existing developed areas shall be permitted only where 50
percent of the usable parcels in the area have been developed and the
created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of surrounding
parcels.

Section 30251

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.

In addition, the following certified City of Solana Beach LUP language, although not the
standard of review, can provide pertinent guidance regarding the protection of coastal
zone visual resources:

Policy 4.30: Limit buildings and structures on the sloped face and toe of the
bluff to lifeguard towers, subsurface public utility drainage pipes or lines,
bluff retention devices, public stairs and related public infrastructure which
satisfy the criteria established in the LCP. No other permanent structures
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shall be permitted on a bluff face. Such structures shall be maintained so that
they do not contribute to further erosion of the bluff face and are to be
visually compatible with the surrounding area to the maximum extent feasible.

Policy 4.38: Maximize the natural, aesthetic appeal and scenic beauty of the
beaches and bluffs by avoiding and minimizing the size of bluff retention
devices, preserving the maximum amount of unaltered or natural bluff face,
and minimizing encroachment of the bluff retention device on the beach, to the
extent feasible, while ensuring that any such bluff retention device
accomplishes its intended purpose of protecting existing principal structures
in danger from erosion.

The proposed development is located on the face of a coastal bluff at or landward of the
drip line and at or near the same level as the existing sandy beach. Seacaves and notch
infills have been a fairly prominent feature of the shoreline in this area, and filling the
cave and notch overhangs will alter the natural appearance of the bluffs. Matching infill
material to the appearance of natural bluffs can be a challenging process and it can be
difficult to tell at the time of application how well the infill material will blend into the
surrounding natural bluffs. Another difficulty is that weathering can change the
appearance of the seacave/notch infills. Thus, even if the infills match the natural bluffs
closely one year, several years later there may be a distinct difference in appearances.
Furthermore, the erodible concrete mix proposed by the applicant can be more difficult to
treat aesthetically than full strength concrete, due to the nature of erodible concrete.
However, in the past erodible concrete infills constructed in Solana Beach have been
aesthetically treated to reasonably match the appearance of the adjacent bluffs (Ref: 6-99-
095/City of Solana Beach; 6-00-066/Pierce et. al.; 6-99-103/Coastal Preservation
Association; 6-99-091/Becker).

There are numerous seacave and notch infills along the bluffs in Solana Beach. These
infills, while mostly visible, are relatively inconspicuous and do not represent a
significant visual blight. In addition, at times when the sand levels are high, these infills
may not be visible. The applicant’s engineer asserts that the appearance of the proposed

project would be consistent with the various existing infills located in the bluffs along the
Solana Beach coast. Seacave and notch infills are considerably less visually prominent
than traditional seawall projects or riprap revetments. However, if the proposed concrete
infills were not correctly constructed and did not have a comparable compression strength
as the adjacent natural bluffs, they would likely result in adverse visual impacts.
Specifically, the infills could migrate out onto the public beach as the adjacent bluff
eroded landward and would result in visual impacts until such time as they are removed
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or maintained such that the infills are not located seaward of the bluff. Therefore, as
proposed, the project cannot be found consistent with Fhus;-althoush-the projeet-will

D) P10

visual resource policies of the Coastal Act.

D. PUBLIC ACCESS

Pursuant to Section 30604(c), the Coastal Act emphasizes the need to protect public
recreational opportunities and to provide public access to and along the coast. Coastal Act
Sections 30210, 30211, 30212, 30212.5, and 30221 require that public access and use of
the coast shall be maximized, that development shall not interfere with the public’s right
to access the coast and use of dry sand beaches, and that oceanfront land suitable for
recreational activities shall be protected.

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.

Section 30212

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and
along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: (1)
1t 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 accessways 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 30212.5

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking
areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate
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against the impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the
public of any single area.

Section 30221

Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for
recreational use and development unless present and foreseeable future demand
for public or commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on
the property is already adequately provided for in the area.

In addition, the following certified City of Solana Beach Land Use Plan (LUP)
language provides additional guidance regarding mitigation for erodible concrete
seacave/notch infills:

Page 13 of the Hazards and Shoreline/Bluff Development chapter states the following, in
part:

o Infill/Bluff Stabilization — Seacave/Notch Infill (See Appendix B Figure 14) —
This first solution is designed to address sea caves and undercut portions of the
lower dense sandstone bluff where the clean sand lens is not yet exposed. If left
uncorrected, the sea cave/undercut will eventually lead to block failures of the
lower sandstone, exposure of the clean sand lens and landward bluff retreat.
This failure exposes the clean sand lens of the upper bluff terrace deposits
triggering rapid erosion and landward retreat of the upper bluff, which
eventually endangers the structures at the top of the bluff. If treated at this
stage, the Bluff Retention Device will minimize the need for a future higher
seawall and future upper bluff repair. This alternative is not designed as a
structural wall, is not reinforced, does not include tiebacks, and uses only
erodible concrete which shall erode at the same erosion rate as the surrounding
natural bluff material. The infill is required to maintain a textured and colored
face mimicking the existing bluff material. Erodible concrete seacave/notch
infills are designed to erode with the natural bluff and, when maintained to do
so, are not subject to the sand supply mitigation, public access and recreation
mitigation, encroachment/removal agreement, or authorization timeline
policies of the LUP. [Emphasis Added]

The subject project is located on the bluff formation directly adjacent to a public beach.
In addition, there is an existing easement for public recreational use located from the
mean high tide line to approximately the toe of the bluff. Although public lateral access is
available along the entire stretch of coastline in this area, vertical access is available only
at a limited number of public accessways. There is an existing public beach access
stairway directly adjacent to the south of the subject site (Exhibit 2). The proposed
seacave expansion and new notch fill will not impact this vertical accessway.

Shoreline protection projects have the potential to impact existing lateral access along the
beach. Structures that fix the back of the beach stop the landward migration of the beach
profile while the seaward edge continues to erode, thereby reducing the amount of dry
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sandy beach available to the public. Hewewver;-the The applicant’s engineer asserts that
the proposed new notch infill and the seacave/notch infill maintenance and expansion
project has been designed to erode at a comparable rate to natural bluff and is will not
predieted-to-impact available beach area in the future. The Commission has not typically
required the payment of funds to mitigate for the public access and recreation impacts of
erodible concrete seacaves in Solana Beach, because they do not have the same type of
adverse impacts that other types of shoreline armoring do, as described above. Thus, the
Solana Beach LUP does not require sand supply or public access and recreation
mitigation for erodible concrete seacave/notch infills when properly designed and
maintained.

However, if not properly constructed and maintained, seacave infills can have an adverse
impact on coastal resources if they do fix the back of the beach. The applicant has not
provided sufficient evidence that the proposed erodible concrete infills will erode at the
same rate as the adjacent bluffs. Thus, the proposed infills may result in impacts to public

access bV stopmng erosmn of the bluffs bV ﬁxmg the back of the beach. As—deseﬂbeé

The beach area fronting the subject site is a public resource, and thus, the protection of
beach along the toe of the bluff is important. This stretch of beach has historically been

used by the pubhc for access and recreatlon purposes Speeral—@eﬂé&eﬂ—%
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Therefore, as-eonditioned;-the Commission finds that the subject proposal-wilret-may
result in any significant adverse impacts on beach access er and public recreation, and is
inconsistent with Sections 30210, 30211, 30212.5, 30221, 30223 and 30252 _of the
Coastal Act.; pursaant-to-Seetion Without the public access and recreation policy findings
required by Section 30604(c) of the Coastal Act, the Commission must deny the CDP

application.

F. LOCAL COASTAL PLANNING

Section 30604(a) also requires that a coastal development permit shall be issued only if
the Commission finds that the permitted 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 Commission has approved the City’s Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan. The
City has not yet completed, nor has the Commission reviewed any implementing
ordinances. Thus, the City’s LCP is not certified. However, the Commission approved an
amendment to the LUP to modify some of the key provisions relating primarily to bluff
top development and shoreline protection, including policies related to erodible concrete
seacave/notch infills. The recently approved LUP amendment found, in part, that erodible
concrete seacave/notch infills, when maintained properly, are not subject to the sand
supply mitigation, public access and recreation mitigation, encroachment removal

agreement or authorization timeline pohcles of the LUP. flih}s—}s—pfee}sel—yLﬂ&%Fpr%ef

pfevemmg—eafeas%reph}ebla-ff—faﬂuf%The locatlon of the proposed 1nﬁlls 1s des1gnated for
Open Space Recreation in the City of Solana Beach LUP. The project, as proposed

conditioned; suppertsrecreationast-prevents may result in impacts to the beach.

As-conditioned;the- The subject development is inconsistent with the land-use
designationand-the shoreline protection policies of the LUP. Based on the above

findings, the proposed development is also inconsistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act in that the proposed concrete infills may have need-for-the-shereline

pﬂeetwedewees—has%ee&deem&&ented—and—&&adverse 1mpacts on publlc access and

recreation veaen

Therefore, the Commission finds the proposed development;-as-conditioned; is
inconsistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, and may wilnet-prejudice the
ability of the City of Solana Beach to complete a certifiable local coastal program.

G.  CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
Section 13096 of the Commission's Code of Regulations requires Commission approval
of Coastal Development Permits to be supported by a finding showing the permit, as

conditioned, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a
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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 Coastal Commission’s review and analysis of land use proposals has been certified

by the Secretary of Resources as being the functional equivalent of environmental review
under CEQA. The preceding coastal development permit findings in this staff report have
dlscussed the relevant coastal resource issues with the proposal—&ﬂd—th%pemﬁt—eeﬂdiﬂeﬂs

tesamesewees. The Commlssmn 1ncorporates these ﬁndmgs as 1f set forth here in full.

The City Council of the City of Solana Beach found that the proposed development was

exempt from CEQA pursuant to State CEQA guidelines sections 153019(d) and
15304(c).

The proposed project may result in unmitigated adverse environmental impacts to public
access and public recreation. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project

is not the least environmentally-damaging feasible alternative and is not consistent with
the requirements of CEQA.

(G:\San Diego\Reports\Amendments\1990s\6-96-102-A2 Solana Beach and Tennis Club StfRpt RF.docx)
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Appendix B A

(Substantive File Documents)

City of Solana Beach certified LUP

City of Solana Beach General Plan and Zoning Ordinance

City of Solana Beach Resolution 2013-039 approved April 24, 2013

Project Plans, TerraCosta Consulting Group, dated November 26, 2014

Infill Monitoring Report — Solana Beach and Tennis Club, TerraCosta Consulting
Group, dated December 23, 2013

Geotechnical Investigation Notch Infill Maintenance Solana Beach and Tennis
Club Solana Beach, CA, prepared by TerraCosta Consulting Group, Inc., dated
revised March 17, 2015

CDP Nos.: 6-87-391/Childs, 6-91-081/Bannasch, 6-99-095/City of Solana Beach,
6-97-165-G/Lucker and Wood, 6-97-165/Lucker and Wood, 6-92-82/Victor; 6-
96-102/Solana Beach & Tennis Club; 6-97-1646/Lingenfelder; 6-98-25/Stroben;
6-98-29/Bennett; 6-99-091/Becker; 6-99-103/Coastal Preservation Association; 6-
00-066/Pierce & Monroe; 6-13-0948/Bannasch

LCPA #SOL-MAJ-1-13

Letter from the California State Lands Commission dated April 11, 2014
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Aerial Site Photo

Copyright © 2013 Kenneth & Gabrielle Adelman. All rights reserved.

Public Stairway
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Aerial Site Photo
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Proposed New Infill - Dimensions

EXHIBIT NO. 5
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6-96-102-A2

New Infill
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Proposed New Infill - Photograph

EXHIBIT NO. 6 I

APPLICATION NO.

6-96-102-A2

New Infill Photo
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Dripline Located Seaward of Bluff Face

~ Portion of Existing
Infill to be Removed

EXHIBIT NO. 7 I

APPLICATION NO.
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Dripline/Bluff Face
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Stevens, Eric@Coastal

From: joncorn@gmail.com on behalf of Jon Corn <joncorn@axelsoncorn.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2016 4:25 PM

To: Stevens, Eric@Coastal

Cc: Lilly, Diana@Coastal; 7 Walt Crampton

Subject: SBTC - QC Engineer Proposal

Dear Eric,

Here is the detailed proposal in follow up to what we discussed on the phone yesterday:

We propose that in order to ensure that the erodible concrete mix to be used for
this project meets the criteria for erodibility, per Special Condition 18,* and as
previously reported by TerraCosta Consultants, the Applicant shall pay for an
independent quality control engineer, licensed by the State of California with
appropriate concrete certifications, and approved by the Executive Director, to
provide inspection services on behalf of the Coastal Commission at both the batch
plant where the concrete mix will be manufactured and at the job site to ensure
compliance with Special Condition 18. Promptly after project completion, the
chosen engineer will certify in writing to the Commission that the concrete utilized
at the job site complies with Special Condition 18.

Let me know what you think about this or whether you have any questions.
Sincerely,
Jon

*As
amended per Walt's comment yesterday
regarding the 120% versus the 20%

Jon Corn

Axelson & Corn, P.C.

160 Chesterfield Drive, Suite 201
Cardiff by the Sea, CA 92007
760-944-9006 (office)
858-367-5192 (direct)
760-271-2600 (cell)

joncorn@axelsoncorn.com
www.axelsoncorn.com

The information contained in this electronic mail message is confidential information intended only for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is intended to be
directed. The sender of this message is a Member of the State Bar of California, and its contents may be privileged from disclosure under the Attorney Client Privilege,
the Attorney Work Product Privilege, the Right of Privacy contained in the California Constitution, and other rights and privileges that preclude disclosure of
confidential information. The information in this message may also be protected by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. If the
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.
If you have received this communication in error, please immediately notify the sender by return e-mail or at the telephone number above and delete the original
message. Thank you.



Surfrider Foundation, San Diego County Chapter
9883 Pacific Heights Blvd, Suite D

San Diego, CA 92121

Phone (858) 622-9661 Fax (858) 622-9961

January 8, 2016
Delivered via email

To: Eric Stevens

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

Re: Item Th18a, Staff Report: Amendment, Application No. 6-92-102-A2 Solana Beach &
Tennis Club

Dear Mr. Stevens,

The Surfrider Foundation San Diego County Chapter recognizes beaches as a public resource
held in the public trust. Surfrider Foundation is an organization representing 250,000 surfers and
beach-goers worldwide that value the protection and enjoyment of oceans, waves and beaches.
For the past decade, San Diego Chapter has reviewed and commented on coastal construction
projects and policy in San Diego County. We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments to
the California Coastal Commission about these important issues.

We object to the conditions for approval described in the staff recommendation for the following
reasons:

1. There is no evidence to support that the textured soil/concrete mixture used for the sea
cave in-fill will erode at the same rate as the surrounding bluffs.

2. If approved, there will be no impact fee for the loss of beach by fixing the back of the
beach. Please either assess an impact fee that may be refunded if there is no impact or
deny the permit until viability of erodible concrete may be assessed.

To our first point, the proposed project to remove protruding infills is a very supportable project.
We would like to note for the record that these sea-cave infills that are currently protruding were
previously deemed to be constructed of erodible concrete. This demonstrates that determining
the rate of erosion for any proposed erodible concrete infill should be demonstrated before any
future erodible concrete infills are constructed. The very same applicants from this same project
previously promised it would erode at the same rate as the adjacent bluffs. Therefore any
current and future claims by this applicant should be scrutinized to a higher level.

Unfortunately, now the applicant proposes to use monitoring results and prediction of erosion
rates that are of dubious quality and questionable with respect to peer review. Walter
Crampton, representative for the applicant, has submitted a report purporting to prove erodibility
of the infill material utilizing Schmitt Hammers to measure compressive strength of the bluffs
and the alleged mix that is designed to erode at the same rate as the bluffs. In his reports, Mr.
Crampton avoided two tests prescribed by the Coastal Commission’s Geologist and Engineer,
specifically, the JET erodibility test and Annandale's erodibility index. Mr. Crampton tested his
allegedly erodible concrete samples at AMEC. We attempted to contact, David Wilson, the

! See permit history for CDP NO. 6-13-0948



Surfrider Foundation, San Diego County Chapter
9883 Pacific Heights Blvd, Suite D

San Diego, CA 92121

Phone (858) 622-9661 Fax (858) 622-9961

author of AMEC'’s report to get feedback on the following statement (especially the highlighted
section) in the AMEC report:

We were unable to receive feedback from AMEC and Mr. Wilson because Mr. Crampton
instructed them to have us contact their lawyer, Anna Roppo. AMEC pointed out that in-place
data is more reliable than laboratory tests that attempt to ascertain results through assumptions.
As Mr Crampton wouldn’t allow Mr Wilson of AMEC to have an intelligent discussion with us
regarding what AMEC’s opinion might be to alternative in-situ testing, or even whether the
Surfrider Foundation, San Diego Chapter, could hire AMEC to do such testing prior to the
installation of either the Bannasch fill or the fill for the present project, we cannot know that the
erodible concrete will erode as promised.

Making an error in determining the impact of this material for this project site will have grave and
precedent setting consequences. We must be certain that this material is effective.

Secondly, the applicant states at page 19 of the staff report (quoting a geotechnical memo):

“...a substantial length of clay seam within the Torrey Sandstone remains
unprotected...In the central portion of the subject site, the clay seam is situated below a
large overhang. We recommend placing a concrete infill in this notch to encapsulate the
clay seam and to preserve the stability of the bluff overhang...Erosion of the clay seam
has caused the undermining of the overlying formational block resulting in the past
failures, including the large formational block now the beach...”

This underscores the futility of using compressive strength as an indication of the erosion rate of
heavily stratified geologic feature. Was the erosion rate of the concrete compared to the
erosion rate considering stratified layers?



Surfrider Foundation, San Diego County Chapter
9883 Pacific Heights Blvd, Suite D

San Diego, CA 92121

Phone (858) 622-9661 Fax (858) 622-9961

In fact, the applicant says precisely the same thing at page 13 of the Staff report:

“A monitoring report, dated January 31, 2014, provides an analysis of the performance of
the existing ‘leaner soil-cement mix’ concrete infills:

“...infill retreat has been on the order of 0 to 0.98 foot for the concrete infills over
the last 15 years. Although few monitoring points remain for the adjacent bluff,
recent measurements indicate local bluff erosion on the order of 0.19 to 0.33 foot
over the last 15 years. It is unknown if the monitoring pins that no longer exist fell
out due to erosion, or were destroyed as a result of corrosion and wave and
cobble impact...”

“The applicant states that the reason the infills have retreated at a slower pace than the
natural Torrey Sandstone bluff material at the subject site is because:

“...the Torrey Sandstone has widely ranging strengths at any given location.
Concrete, erodible or otherwise, has a relatively uniform strength. In areas where
the formation is locally weaker than the infill, differential erosion will occur. In
areas where the infill and formation have similar strength properties, erosion will
be similar... (Ref: TerraCosta Letter dated June 25, 2014).”

Lastly, the proposed project is reversing between 1.5 and 4.5 ft of erosion per exhibit 5 by the
very filling of the cave. This amount of erosion should be mitigated.

Exhibit 5:

Thus we have no data supporting a conclusion of matching erosion rates but there is a
recommendation to approve the application with conditions. If approved, there will be no impact
fee for the loss of beach by fixing the back of the beach. Please either assess an impact fee that
may be refunded if there is no impact, or deny the permit until viability of erodible concrete may
be assessed.

Sincerely,

Jim Jaffee
Co-chair of the Beach Preservation Committee
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San Diego County Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation
Resident of Solana Beach

Kristin Brinner

Beach Preservation Committee Member

San Diego County Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation
Resident of Solana Beach

Julia Chunn-Heer
Policy Manager
San Diego County Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation



State of California California Coastal Commission

MEMORANDUM

NOTES TO FILE

DATE: January 12, 2016

TO: Eric Stevens, Coastal Program Analyst

FROM: Lesley Ewing, Ph.D., PE, D.CE, Sr. Coastal Engineer
SUBJECT: Erodible Concrete

Erodible concrete has been discussed for many years as an alternative to full strength, non-
erodible concrete. In the past decade, erodible concrete has been considered for coastal
applications such as cave infills or on eroding bluffs, where the use of full-strength concrete has
been determined to have adverse impacts by fixing the back beach location. As the applications
for erodible concrete have increased, there has been greater concern that this material may not
actually perform as intended. This note to the files provides a summary overview of erodible
concrete, options for testing erodibility and remedies for concrete with an unacceptable rate of
erodibility.

Erodible Concrete: All concrete is a mix of cement, sand, aggregate and water. Over millennia
the mixes have been tested and varied and admixtures have been included to develop concretes
for different purposes. Specialized concrete now exists for many applications, such as super
high strength, high density, cold climate applications, underwater installations, and such.
Concrete is widely used in building, numerous textbooks cover concrete construction, and many
civil engineering programs dedicate a full course to the uses of concrete as a building material.
The dominant focus for concrete mixtures in the building profession is to develop a product that
exhibits sufficient strength for the intended application. Low strength or erodible concrete is
gaining in interest, but the idea of ‘weak enough’ remains a niche market and one with less
industry focus that for ‘strong enough’ concrete.

The ideal characteristics for an erodible concrete are that it erode at a rate that is comparable to
the native material. One application where the Commission specified the use of erodible
concrete was for the full removal of a revetment. A keyway had been cut into bedrock to
stabilize the toe of the revetment and erodible concrete was used for refilling the keyway. The
intent for the keyway replacement was for the erodible concrete to scour down at a rate
comparable to the native bedrock and prevent the formation of a scour trench seaward of the
unarmored bluff. More frequently, erodible concrete has been used for cave infills, as a way to



prevent sudden collapse but also prevent fixing the position of the back beach. The intent of
the erodible concrete cave fills is to have the concrete replicate the retreat rate of the native
bluff materials and avoid the need for more massive armoring structures such as seawalls or
revetments.

However, the use of erodible concrete has not been universal and some existing cave fills used
high-strength concrete. The Commission has specified the use of erodible concrete in a number
of permits, but some cave fills occurred prior to the use of this condition. Sea caves and lower
bluff undercuts have been a significant problem along the back shore in Solana Beach and the
City’s LCP includes the use of erodible concrete for cave and notch fills and specifies conditions
under which erodible concrete cave fills can occur.

Tests for Erodible Concrete: The term ‘erodible concrete’ has been defined conceptually, and
some mixes have been developed that have been considered erodible. However, unlike tests to
determine whether concrete is strong enough, there is not accepted industry standard for
erodible enough. In CDP 6-13-0948, the Commission approved the project with the following
condition:

Concrete Erodibility Testing. PRIOR TO THE CONSTRUCTION OF ANY SEACAVE/NOTCH
INFILL, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director for review and written
approval, a formulation for erodible concrete that has an erodibility index that is within
20 percent of the erodibility index of the native sandstone, as determined from either (1)
a Jet Erodibility Test (JET) (for both the erodible concrete formulation and the native
sandstone), (2) by Annandale’s Erodibility Index (K=Ms*Kb*Kd*Js, where Ms is the Mass
Strength number, Kb is the block size, Kd is the joint shear strength number and Js is the
ground structure number) (for both the erodible concrete formulation and native
sandstone), or (3) through a comparable method that has been submitted by the
applicant with the revised final plans and approved, in writing, as an acceptable method
by the Executive Director of the Commission.

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

Commission staff worked with the applicant’s consulting engineer to review the available
erodibility tests and determine what testing method would best characterize both the concrete
material and the native sandstone. After several meetings and conversations, staff found that
testing the unconfined compressive strength of the concrete and the native soil would be ‘a
comparable method’ for quantifying and comparing the erodibility of concrete and native
sandstone. The commission staff also accepted the use of Schmidt Hammer Tests for the
measure of unconfined compressive strength.

Unconfined compressive strength is a materials property used by that both civil engineers and

engineering geologists as a quantitative characterization of the material, be it concrete or
bedrock. For engineers, unconfined compressive strength of concrete is often part of the



building specification to determine that the concrete will be adequate for the intended use. For
engineering geologists, the unconfined compressive strength of sediments and bedrock are part
of an analysis of stability and adequacy of a site to support intended loads. Also, the Mass
Strength, Ms, in the Annandale Erodibility Index is normally defined as the unconfined
compressive strength; thus, the unconfined compressive strength measure is also one of the key
components of the Annandale test for erodibility.

The two general ways to do materials testing are in a laboratory and in the field. Laboratory
testing requires that samples be brought into the lab. This is possible for testing the initial
samples of erodible concrete or for testing sandstone samples obtained from a soil boring.
However, once the erodible concrete is installed, in-situ testing is less destructive of both the
infill and the native sandstone. For the CDP 6-13-0948 project, the applicant’s engineer
proposed to use the Schmidt Hammer test for in-situ comparison of the unconfined compressive
strengths of the installed concrete and the native sandstone. Staff determined that this would
be an appropriate testing method to compare the two different materials in the field.

The second aspect of using unconfined compressive strength for concrete is with the time
period at which unconfined compression is determined. When concrete is first mixed, it is a
malleable, viscous material that can be poured or pumped into forms and shapes and its
unconfined compressive strength is minimal. As it cures, the unconfined compressive strength
will increase and unlike many materials, concrete gains strength throughout its lifetime. The
transition from viscous to solid occurs rapidly and the industrial standard is to test the
unconfined compressive strength of concrete after 28 days. If it meets or surpasses the
specified unconfined compressive strength, it is deemed to meet the design specifications. For
purposes of condition compliance, the unconfined compressive strength of the erodible
concrete mix, after 28 days of curing, will need to be within 20% of the unconfined compressive
strength of the native sandstone. Compliance with this condition would be based upon both
testing a sample of the proposed erodible concrete in a lab and an in-site test of the mix once it
has been installed.

In the event that the installed mix does not erode at a rate that is comparable to the native
sandstone, a final check should be a condition to remove as soon as possible after detection,
any concrete that extends seaward of the horizontal or vertical profile of the native sandstone
bluff. This removal should not be the only option for a cave or notch-fill since the act of
concrete removal can be disruptive to the beach and the coastal environment. However, the
final option of removal does provide a final point of assurance the erodible concrete cave and
notch infills will not fix the back beach location or become obstructions to beach access.



ATTORNEYS AT LAW

S/ \ N |_|_P 18101 Von Karman Avenue

Suite 1800
Irving, CA 92612
T 949.833.7800
F 949.833.7878

John P Erskine
D 949.477.7633

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL jerskine@nossaman.com
Refer To File #:502328-0001

November 1, 2016

Chairman Kinsey and Commissioners
California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

Re Applicant Solana Beach and Tennis Club Request for Corrections to Revised
Findings to Reflect Commission January 14, 2016 Action on Application
No. 6-96-102-A2

Dear Chairman Kinsey and Commissioners:

As previously indicated, our firm represents the Solana Beach and Tennis Club with
respect to their prior application to fill five sea caves with erodible concrete below the existing
152-unit bluff front Solana Beach and Tennis Club Condominium Complex (Application
No. 6-96-102--A2).

We have reviewed the revised findings prepared for the September 8, 2016 Commission
hearing and, pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 14 section 13096(c), object to the
findings as follows:

Summary of Commission Action

Page 2 — Restore deleted sentence at beginning of second paragraph. The transcript
we have obtained of the January 14, 2016 Commission hearing reflects that the applicant had
indeed “worked closely with Commission staff to ensure that the proposed project was
consistent with the requirements of the City’s Certified Land Use Plan.”

Page 2 — Third paragraph — Revise final added sentence on Page 2 to reflect
Commissioner Bochco and Groom’s comments that there was insufficient evidence from the
Bannasch permit appl ns and other pre-testina. This is important since upon resubmittal of
an application for the Solana Beach and Tennis Club sea cave remedial fill, staff may continue
to recommend, and the Commission may ultimately approve, post-installation testing and
compliance with an established erodibility index.

While three of the Commissioners among the nine voting “no” expressed concern about
the evidence of consistent erodibility, the denial vote was on a motion by Commissioner Cox,
seconded by Commissioner Howell, per the staff recommendation of approval, with no specific
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direction that the staff recommendation of approval might not be supportable once the
Bannasch tests are concluded and verified as within the erodibility index (under 500 psi).

Page 3 — Paragraph starting with “Furthermore . . .," delete second sentence that states,
“The fill may instead function as a de facto seawall, with all of the sand supply, public access,
and visual impacts of a seawall, without any off setting mitigation.”

This actually summarizes comments from Julia Chunn of Surfrider Foundation and does
not reflect any comment, fact or basis for any motion, vote or overall action by the Commission,
and therefore should be deleted. (See Ocean Harbor House Homeowners Assn. v. California
Coastal Commission, 163 Cal. App. 4™ 215, 224-225 (2008).)

The next sentence following the above-referenced sentence should be modified as
follows:

provide evidence that the concrete will
erode as predicted . . .”

Adding the above-referenced introductory words more accurately reflects the
Commission action that did not reject the post-installation testing in any formal manner, as a
remaining alternative.

lll. Findings and Declarations
Page 22 — Paragraph starting with “In the case of . . .,”

In the case of the proposed project, the filling of the subject notch and the minor
expansion of the existing infills is a preventive measure to stop or reduce the potential for
collapses of the overhanging area and to stabilize the bluff in an area where there is evidence of
the presence of a "clean sands" lens. If erosion at the site is not slowed, the existing blufftop
structures are likely to be threatened in the foreseeable future. The proposed project is a
relatively minimal type of protection that can be expected to delay the need for a much larger
seawall-type of shoreline protection that is far more visually obtrusive, and requires more
alteration of the natural landform.
that that brooosed erodible concrete infills will in fact have a comparable compression strenath
as the adiacent natural bluffs. Furthermore,  a result of human error, it is possible that the
erodible concrete could be mixed or installed incorrectlv and will not be consistent with the

. As required by the language on page 13 of Hazards and Shoreline/Bluff development
ills must erode at the same rate

on onto th ble rate

testin infill. Testi
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ntial for installation of
additional construction on the beach to remove the material

Page 24 — Restore following paragraph:
n that the ro ment need
to allow the previouslv approved seacave infills  function as desianed and to address the 75 ft.
filled with erodible concrete.

Page 36 — Delete following paragraph:

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the content of the letter. We will
be attending the December Coastal Commission meeting in Ventura.

Sincerely,
rskin
aman LLP
JPE:dIf
cc Diana Lilly, California Coastal Commission, San Diego

Eric Stevens, California Coastal Commission, San Diego
Vanessa Miller, Coastal Clerk
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