MONTEREY COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

Meeting: October 9, 2013 Time: 9:.00 AM | Agenda Item No. 1

Project Description: Combined Development Permit as an after-the-fact permit consisting of:

1) Coastal Development Permit allowing bluff stabilization/erosion control to prevent structural
damage from tidal erosion of terrace deposits and overlying soils. The artificial rock fascia is
designed to match the existing shoreline contour, texture and color; 2) a Coastal Development
Permit to allow development within 100 feet of environmentally sensitive habitat; 3) a Coastal
Development Permit to allow development on slopes of 30% or greater, and 4) a Coastal
Development Permit for development within 750 feet of a known archaeological resource.

Project Location: 3158 17-Mile Drive in the Del )
Monte Forest area of Pebble Beach APN: 008-491-013-000

Owner: Peter Read

Planning File Number: PLN100670 Agent: Bud Carney

Plan Area: Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan
(Coastal Zone)

Flagged and staked: No

Zoning Designation: “LDR/2-D (CZ) [Low Density Residential, 2 acres per unit Design Control
District (Coastal Zone)])

CEQA Action: Amended Negative Declaration

Department: RMA - Planning

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt a resolution (Exhibit C) to:

1) Adopt an Amended Negative Declaration (Exhibit F) based on the whole of the
record that there is no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant
effect on the environment; and

2) Approve the Combined Development Permit (PLN100671), based on the findings and
evidence and subject to the conditions of approval (Exhibit C).

PROJECT OVERVIEW:

The property is zoned LDR/2-D (CZ) (Low Density Residential, 2 acres per unit, Design Control
(Coastal Zone)). Cypress Point parking lot and single family residential homes are located north
of the site. The property owner is requesting after-the-fact approval for bluff stabilization/
erosion control improvements (seawall) constructed without permits. Engineering reports
indicate this structure was needed to protect an existing residence from coastal erosion damage.
This structure was designed and installed to prevent wave attack from episodic events that could
further erode the terrace deposits and overlying soils and stabilize the unconsolidated and
surficial materials atop the bluff. An artificial rock fascia is used and consists of an
approximately 12 inch thick layer of shotcrete designed to match the natural contour of the
shoreline and the existing granite bedrock in texture and color.

Staff determined that permits are required for development located within 100 feet of
environmentally sensitive habitat, on slopes of 30% or greater, and within 750 feet of a known
archaeological resource. Because of potential environmental impacts to restore the site, County
staff determined that permits could be processed as an after-the-fact permit if the evidence
determined that the residence is immediately threatened by further erosion. Staff has evaluated
this project in the context of evidence supporting approval had the applicant requested
permission before performing the work. If the project is not approved, a restoration plan would
be required.
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Staff prepared an Initial Study to analyze the rock fascia including potential impacts on shoreline
aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources and geological and soil conditions. Impacts
were evaluated as if the structure was not yet built. A Negative Declaration (Exhibit F) was
prepared for the project and was distributed for public review from May 9, 2013 to June 10,
2013. Comments on the Negative Declaration were received from the California Coastal
Commission (see Exhibit G), and responses to these comments were submitted by the applicant
(see Exhibit H). In response to the comments from the California Coastal Commission, staff
made minor revisions to the Initial Study and an Amended Negative Declaration was prepared
(Exhibit F). The changes did not alter any of the conclusions or identify any new significant
effects and recirculation was not triggered (CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5). The California
Coastal Commission submitted a letter (Exhibit I) dated July 26, 2013 with comments on
additional information that was submitted in reference to the Negative Declaration. The
applicant submitted a letter (Exhibit J) dated August 9, 2013 in response to California Coastal
Commission’s comments on the additional information. Additional correspondence from the
applicant’s geologist and the California Coastal Commission is also attached (Exhibit K.

A more detailed discussion is attached in Exhibit B.

OTHER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT: The following agencies and departments reviewed this
project:
RMA - Public Works Department
Environmental Health Bureau
Water Resources Agency
Pebble Beach Community Services District
v California Coastal Commission
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 4
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Marine Region

Agencies that submitted comments are noted with a check mark (“v"). On September 15, 2011,
the Del Monte Forest Land Use Advisory Committee recommended (6-0 vote) to approve the
project as proposed.

Note: The decision on this project is appealable to the Board of Supervisors and the Coastal Commission.

/ 77
A. Montano, Assistant Planner
(831) 755-5169, montanor@co.monterey.ca.us

Bob Schubert

Bt S Purdt—

Bob Schubert, AICP, Senior Planner
(831) 755-5183, schubertbj@co.monterey.ca.us
September 26, 2013

cc:  Front Counter Copy; Planning Commission; Pebble Beach Community Service Services District; Public
Works Department; Environmental Health Bureau, Water Resources Agency; Mike Watson, California

Read (PLN100670) Page 2
Planning Commission, 10/9/2013




Coastal Commission; Katie Butler, California Coastal Commission; California Department of Fish and
Wildlife; Wanda Hickman, Planning Services Manager; Bob Schubert, Senior Planner; Ramon A.
Montano, Assistant Planner, Carol Allen, Senior Secretary; Peter Read, Owner; John Bridges, Agent;
Gary Griggs, The Open Montetey Project; LandWatch; Planning File PLN100670.

Attachments: Exhibit A
Exhibit B
Exhibit C
Exhibit D
Exhibit E
Exhibit F
Exhibit G
Exhibit H
Exhibit I
Exhibit J
Exhibit K

Exhibit L

Exhibit M

Project Data Sheet

Project Discussion

Draft Resolution

Vicinity Map

Advisory Committee Minutes (LUAC)

Amended Negative Declaration

Letter from California Coastal Commission dated June 6, 2013 with Comments
on Negative Declaration

Applicant’s Letter dated June 20, 2013 with Responses to Comments from
California Coastal Commission on Negative Declaration

Letter from California Coastal Commission dated July 26, 2013 with Comments
on Additional Information Submitted in Reference to the Negative Declaration
Applicant’s Letter dated August 9, 2013 with Responses to California Coastal
Commission’s Comments on Additional Information

Additional Correspondence from Applicant’s Geologist and California Coastal
Commission

Geologic Report Focused on Wave Impact Hazards, Coastal Bluff Erosion and
Shoreline Protection on the Read Property dated August 2011 prepared by Gary
Griggs

As-Built Plans

This report was reviewed by Wanda Hickman, Planning Services Manager.
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EXHIBIT A

Project Information for PLN100670

Application Name:
Location:

Applicable Plan:
Advisory Committee:
Permit Type:
Environmental Status:

Zoning:

Read James Peter
3158 17 Mile Dr, Pebble Beach
Del Monte Forest LUP

Del Monte Forest Advisory Committee

Combined Development Permit
Negative Declaration
LDR/2-D(CZ)

Primary APN:
Coastal Zone:

Final Action Deadline (884):

Land Use Designation:

008-491-013-000
Yes

8/14/2012

Residential - Density as
indicated

Project Site Data:

Lot Sizo: 2.36 Coverage Allowed: 15%
° e Coverage Proposed: N/A
Existing Structures (sf): 7893 Height Allowed: 27
Proposed Structures (sf): 0 Height Proposed: N/A
Total Sq. Ft.: 0
FAR Allowed: 15%
Special Sethacks on Parcel: FAR Proposed: N/A
Resource Zones and Reports:
Seismic Hazard Zone: |I[JlUNDETERMINED Soils Report#: S0124.06.13

Erosion Hazard Zone: Moderate|Low Biological Report#: VEG26.08.19,LIB070607

Fire Hazard Zone: High Forest Management Rpt. #: N/A

Flood Hazard Zone: V|X (unshaded) Geologic Report#: 14.25.21, LIB0O50169

Archaeological Sensitivity: high Archaeological Report#: 04.05.140, 04.11.006, 04.

Visual Sensitivity:

Sensitive|Highly Sensitive

Traffic Report #:

N/A

Other Information:

Water Source:
Water Purveyor:
Fire District:

Tree Removal:

Date Printed:  7/23/2013

N/R

Pebble Beach CSD
Pebble Beach CSD
0

Grading (cubic yds.):
Sewage Disposal (method):

Sewer District Name:

0

N/R
Pebbie Beach CSD




EXHIBIT B
DISCUSSION

Background

The Read residence at 3158 Seventeen Mile Drive was approved for construction in July 1993
(PC93058). A permit for a minor seawall to protect a Landmark Monterey Cypress tree on the
Read property in the area adjacent to the Cypress Point parking lot (PLN060059) was approved
by the Planning Commission in December 2007. An appeal of the permit for the seawall was
subsequently filed by the Coastal Commission and is still pending.

A Complaint filed by the Coastal Commission on October 2, 2010 notified the property owner
and the County that, based on a site visit by the Commission staff, unpermitted development
consisting of a Bluff Stabilization/Erosion Control Fascia (seawall) had been constructed and
that the property was in violation of the Coastal Act and the Monterey County Local Coastal
Plan. The as-built artificial rock seawall fronts the bluff adjacent to the Read home. The
structure was constructed in this location because the southerly portions of the lot are subjected
to the heaviest wave action. The applicant applied to the County for an after-the-fact permit in
December 2010.

Project/Site Description

The application consists of a Combined Development Permit to allow after-the-fact bluff
stabilization/erosion control along the uppermost portion of a coastal bluff adjacent to the Read
home. A 12-inch thick layer of shotcrete uses coloring and a configuration to resemble the
original bluff. The fascia is designed to both stabilize the unconsolidated and surficial materials
at the top of the bluff (terrace deposits and overlying soils) and prevent wave erosion and
overtopping by having a slight recurve (backward curving area) at the top. The structure is
founded on a granitic bench located at the top of the bluff, approximately eight feet above the
ocean. The area between the structure and the ocean consists of granitic bedrock.

The as-built structure is located approximately 43 feet southeasterly of the Otter Cove Beach,
where Harbor Seal pupping activities occur. The pupping area is separated from the project area
by a small peninsula of land where the property owner has an existing walkway to an overlook of
the small bay. Pupping activities don’t appear to occur on the cove at the project site due to wave
action and inundation at high tide.
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Aerial showing the Read residence in rlation to Otter Cove Beach and the pubic parkin lot

The Coastal Commission has suggested that portions of the project may have been located below
the mean high tide line (MHTL) and would therefore be under the original jurisdiction of the
Commission. The extent of the Commission’s permit jurisdiction is not limited to a final
development footprint, but also includes staging areas, scaffolding erection and all other project-
related activities that meet the Coastal Act definition of development. The applicant has
submitted documentation indicating that no work or scaffolding was placed at or below the
MHTL. It’s staff’s position that the project is not subject to the Coastal Commission’s original
jurisdiction but is subject to their appeal jurisdiction.
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Issues

Evaluation of Erosion Threat - Section 20.147.060(B)(7) of Part 5 of the Coastal
Implementation Plan (IP) and Policy 44 in the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan only permit
shoreline protection when it is required to protect existing structures in danger from erosion,
when designed to mitigate for adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply, and when no other
less-environmentally damaging alternatives are feasible. This IP also requires that existing
structures be “substantial structures,” such as a primary residence, a major road, or a significant
facility or access way used by the public. The existing single family dwelling is a substantial
structure in the project area that would be protected by the project.

Section 20.147.060.E.2 of the CIP establishes the approval standard for shoreline protection as
being circumstances where such protection is determined to be “necessary by a qualified civil
engineer versed in shoreline protection to protect existing development.” A Geologic Report
Focused on Wave Impact Hazards, Coastal Bluff Erosion, and Shoreline Protection on the Read
Property dated August 2011 was prepared by Gary Griggs, Consulting Coastal Geologist
(Exhibit L). The report addresses the process of coastal erosion/bluff retreat, documents the
rates and uncertainties involved, summarizes previous coastal erosion investigations and rates,
and discusses the influences of future sea-level rise, changing wave and climate and historic
extreme events, as well as existing and future risks to the Read home.

At its closest point, the Read home is approximately 45 feet from the bluff edge. Bluff erosion
rate based on historic areal photographs average about 0.5 ft/yr. The first erosion study of the
site was conducted in 1987. An erosion study of the site in 2004 concluded that between five

and eight feet of erosion took place at the site during this 17 year interval.

According to the Geologic Report (Exhibit L), bluff erosion is an episodic process and applying
an average annual erosion rate does not address the episodic nature of the erosion process or the
extreme events. Extreme events can have impacts and produce erosion that is far greater than the
average annual rate. This was documented in the Geologic Report where high tides and waves
overtopped the bluff on January 4-5, 2008, stripping off the vegetation and overturning a heavy
bench and statue that was set back 20 feet from the bluff edge, pushing it landward several feet.
Some of the bluff also eroded and those soils were washed inland to the edge of the Read home.
In addition, the applicant has indicated that runup reached the house in 1998 when it was still
under construction (see Exhibit K).

There is considerable discussion in the Geologic Report regarding the increasing risk posed by a
continuing rise in sea level, combined with and considering that extreme events have already
brought ocean water and eroded bluff material to the front of the Read home. The Geologic
Report concludes that there is a clear risk from extreme events that will only increase in the
future given the observed trends in sea level rise. This hazard is addressed in the State of
California Sea-Level Rise Guidance Document (CO-CAT, March 2013) which states (page 4):

“Consider storms and other extreme events. Coastal ecosystems, development, and
public access are most at risk from storm events, including the confluence of large waves,
storm surges, and high astronomical tides during a strong El Nino.... Future sea level
will be a starting point for project design considerations. Where feasible, consideration
should be given to scenarios that combine extreme oceanographic conditions on top of
the highest water levels projected to result from SLR over the expected life of a project.”

Read (PLN100670) Page 6
Planning Commission, 10/9/2013




When the Read house was approved in 1993 it was set back from the bluff based upon the
applicable minimum 50 year life criteria (as required by a previous LUP policy). Location of the
house further back on the property was not approved due to the location of protected sensitive
(indigenous) Monterey Cypress habitat. The applicant has submitted a letter from an architect
indicating that the Read home was constructed to have an economic life of over 200 years based
on the use of concrete and granite stone with anti-corrosive steel reinforcing. The exterior of the
house has a complete granite covering and a slate roof. In addition to the Monterey Cypress
forest constraint, the house is situated on the lowest section of coastal bluff along 17 Mile Drive
and has a history of serious wave attack and consequent bluff erosion.

The Coastal Commission submitted a letter commenting on the Initial Study which states that the
Commission’s long practice has been to evaluate the immediacy of any threat in order to make a
determination as to whether an existing structure is “in danger” and has generally interpreted “in
danger” to mean that an existing structure would be unsafe to occupy within the next two or
three storm season cycles (generally, the next few years) if nothing were to be done (see Exhibit
G). The Coastal Commission’s letter commenting on the Negative Declaration concluded that,
based on an estimated rate of erosion of 0.25 feet/year, the Read home is not “in danger” from
erosion as defined by the LCP or Coastal Act. It should be noted that the erosion rate of 0.25
feet/year that the Coastal Commission based this conclusion on was incorrect (the correct rate is
0.50 feet/year which has subsequently been corrected in the Initial Study, Exhibit F). Staff
discussed this with the Coastal Commission staff and provided additional information, including
the Geologic Report.

The Coastal Commission submitted a letter (Exhibit I) dated July 26, 2013 with comments on
the additional information that was provided following their initial comments on the Negative
Declaration. Based on an examination of Figure 5 in the Geologic Report (Exhibit K), the
Coastal Commission letter states that “it appears that the Read home, guest house and garage
would be safe for another 50 years and therefore these structures are not in imminent danger
from erosion.” The letter further states that the closest development to the bluff edge includes
the stone walk and planters, which are located within 7-10 feet of the bluff edge. However, these
elements do not constitute “substantial structures”, as defined in IP Section 20.147.060(B)(7),
and thus do not warrant protection under the LCP.

The applicant geologist submitted additional information in response to the comments from the
Coastal Commission (Exhibits H, J and K). Coastal Commission staff reviewed the additional
information and submitted an e-mail message (Exhibit K) dated September 11, 2013 stating that
they don’t see how the project is approvable under LUP Policy 44 because the information does
not indicate an erosion hazard to the primary structure on the site now or in the near-term future.
They indicated that waves have come close to the house twice in last 15 years (1998 and 2008),
but have not directly impacted the house. The Coastal Commission staff concludes that some
sort of flood protection barrier closer to the home would be more effective at reducing any
flooding risk.

If the Planning Commission agrees with the Coastal Commission assessment of the project, it
could determine that there are no existing substantial structures in close proximity to the bluff
edge that would be considered to be “in danger from erosion” as required by the LCP for
development that alters shoreline processes. In that case, the Planning Commission would adopt
a Resolution of Intent to deny the application and direct staff to return with a resolution with
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appropriate findings and evidence. If the Combined Development Permit is denied, the applicant
should be required to submit a restoration plan, remove the facia and restore the area to a natural
landform.

Potential Reduction of Sand Supply. As required by Section 20.147.060(B)(7) of Part 5 of the
Coastal Implementation Plan (IP), any approvable project is required to mitigate any adverse
impacts to local shoreline sand supply. There is a 25-foot wide pocket beach fronting the section
of eroding bluff proposed for protection in front of the Read home. Granite outcrops form the
rear and both sides of the cove as well as most of the intertidal zone. This beach consists of a
mixture of granite boulders, cobbles, gravel, and very coarse-grained sand. Most of the sand
moves offshore in the winter months, and sediments in the small cove are dominated by
boulders, cobbles, and gravel.

The determination of the average amount of beach compatible material provided by erosion of
the bluff-top terrace deposits and soils proposed for protection is as follows:

80 feet of bluff frontage x 6 feet (average height of bluff top proposed for protection) x
0.50 ft/yr (average erosion rate) x 26% (percent of beach compatible sand) = 2.3 cubic
yards/year of beach compatible sand.

According to the Geologic Report, the granitic cobbles and boulders, which form most of the
material in the small cove below the site do not appear to migrate but remain in place for years.
Finer-grained material coming from bluff erosion does not remain on this beach due to the high
wave energy so the small amount of sand contributed by bluff failure does not significantly
contribute to this small rocky cove. The Initial Study concludes that the potential reduction in
sand supply at the pocket each fronting the site is less than significant.

Biological Resources. As explained above, a 25 foot wide beach is located on the property.
Virtually every high tide inundates this small cove, which combined with the boulders and
cobbles, make this an unsuitable haul out area for the seals. Otter Cove, just to the north, is a
broader, sandier beach, which is used by harbor seals as a haul out and pupping area. It is sandy
and has a significant area that is suitable and protected for these marine mammals.

According to the project biologist, seasonally (late March through late June or early July), Otter
Cove transforms to become a pupping and basking habitat used by a protected population of
Common or Harbor Seals, Phoca vitulina. The seals annually occupy the northerly broad sandy
beach that is distant and away from view of the seawall area (see photograph above). The
installation of the seawall would have a less than significant impact on the seals’ pupping and
rearing; and the outcome of the completed structure does not affect ongoing seal occupation or
reproduction.

The substrate at the base of the cliff (i.e., where workers would have staged to build the seawall,
likely with scaffolding), is composed of bedrock, small boulders and cobble; the area is currently
not vegetated or colonized with terrestrial or marine biota. The rocky base, as well as the bluff
and structure are above the MHTL.

The area above the protected bluff is covered with nonnative and invasive iceplant including at
least two species, Carpobrotus chilensis and Carpobrotus edulis. Iceplant exclusively dominates
vegetation cover across the span of the seawall, and the same dense matting extends back toward
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the residence for 45-55 feet. The applicant’s biologist has determined that the area where the
structure was constructed was covered exclusively with iceplant at the time the construction
occurred.

In conclusion, the process of constructing the fascia application over the eroding cliff face is
consistent with LUP policies by being visually and texturally appropriate, blends into the
existing geologic setting, and remains in solid condition. The project does not pose any adverse
effects on local native plant life or wildlife, terrestrial or marine.

Viewshed. The project consists of a bluff stabilization/erosion control fascia consisting of an
approximately 12 inch thick layer of shotcrete that is designed to match the color and
configuration of the original bluff top. The fascia is designed to both stabilize the
unconsolidated and surficial materials at the top of the bluff and prevent wave erosion and
overtopping by having a slight recurve at the top. Similar materials as used for this site have
recently been constructed along 17 Mile Drive and along the Pebble Beach Golf Course; those
structures blend well with the natural granitic rock in those locations. The proposed design is not
readily visible from public viewing areas (e.g. the nearby parking lot).

The Coastal Act requires that scenic and visual resources be protected by minimizing landform
alteration, and by site design and development visually compatible with the character of the
surrounding areas. Del Monte Forest LUP policies also require that new development not detract
from scenic shorelines and that structures be subordinate to and blended into the environment,
using appropriate materials to achieve that effect (LUP Policy #56). The constructed fascia was
created in a manner which blends the structure with the surrounding rock at the base of the bluff
and appears to be a natural feature of the existing bluff.

The project is consistent with LUP Policy #56 because the visual impacts as seen from the ocean
would be minimized by the artificial rock fascia design which uses stone fascia, which was
constructed of colored concrete, texturized to match adjacent bluff color, texture, and
stratigraphy, and aesthetically blended into the surrounding area. This seawall is not visible from
the Cypress Point public parking area and vista point. The project cannot be seen from Highway
1 or from Point Lobos. The project will not affect scenic resources such as trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway.

Development within 100 feet of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA). — The project
includes application for development within 100 feet of environmentally sensitive habitat areas
(ESHA). Although the project site itself does not contain any sensitive species or ESHA, the
artificial rock facia is within 100 feet of ESHA Aquatic/Terrestrial sensitive habitat and is within
the area identified as indigenous Monterey Cypress habitat (as delineated in LUP Figure 2a).

Development within 100 feet of ESHA must minimize impacts in accordance with the applicable
goals and policies of the LUP. LUP Policies 20 and 72 require the protection of Monterey
cypress trees within their indigenous range, to avoid potential damage or degradation of
Monterey Cypress habitat. The project site is approximately 120 feet away from the nearest
Monterey Cypress. However, although the Read home is within the mapped area of Monterey
Cypress habitat, the structure has not resulted in potential damage or degradation of that habitat.
Therefore, the project is consistent with Policies 20 and 72 in the Land Use Plan.
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LUP Policy 28 requires the management of shoreline areas used by harbor seals to protect seals
during the pupping period from April 1 to June 1, including limitations on public access to such
areas. The biological reports prepared for the project identified the potential for the intertidal
areas located in the general area of the project site to provide habitat for marine vertebrates (i.e.,
harbor seals). According to the biologist, seasonally (late March through late June or early July),
Otter Cove transforms to become a pupping and basking habitat used by a protected population
of Common or Harbor Seals. The seals annually occupy the northerly broad sandy beach that is
distant and away from view of the project site. It is unlikely that the installation of the seawall
would have disturbed the seal’s pupping and rearing; and the outcome of the completed structure
does not affect ongoing seal occupation and reproduction.

The area above the protected bluff is covered with nonnative and invasive iceplant. LUP Policy
15 encourages the removal of non-native and/or invasive plant species. It is not certain how the
invasive species was allowed to establish to the extent that it currently exists at and around the
face of the bluff. The iceplant exclusively dominates vegetation cover across the top of the
seawall, and the same dense matting extends back toward the residence for 45-55 feet. The
biologist has determined that the area where the seawall was constructed was covered
exclusively with iceplant at the time of the construction. To be consistent with Policy 15, a
condition of approval has been incorporated to require the replacement of iceplant in and around
the areas of the bluff with native non-invasive plants. :

The biological report indicates that the rocky base appears to be above mean high tide; the
structure is above the level of the MHTL. The substrate at the base of the cliff (i.e., where
workers would have staged to build the facia, likely with scaffolding), is composed of bedrock,
small boulders and cobble and the area is neither vegetated nor colonized with terrestrial or
marine biota. Pursuant to LUP Policy 26, alteration of the shoreline is prohibited except when
required to serve coastal-dependent uses, to protect existing structures and public beaches in
danger from erosion, and/or to restore and enhance shoreline habitat. The existing shoreline
protection device is anchored into the bedrock at the bluff top and will protect the Read home
from continued erosion, and will not result in loss of sand/sediment supply or degradation of the
shoreline habitat. County staff has reviewed the reports for the as-built structure, and concur that
it will minimize the hazard of continued erosion of the bluff and concur with the biologist’s
conclusion that the project does not threaten to pose any adverse effects on local native plant or
wildlife, terrestrial or marine.

Development on Slope Exceeding 30 Percent. The application includes a Coastal Development
Permit for development on slopes exceeding 30%. Section 20.64.230 and LUP Policy 78 directs
that development on slopes that exceed 30 percent is prohibited unless there is no feasible
alternative which would allow development to occur on slops of less than 30%. In this case, no
alternative locations would achieve protection of the bluff from further erosion. The rock fascia
will provide protection from future episodic events that could significantly alter the geological
stability of the area and undermine the residence. The altering of the shoreline in this case is
consistent with the policy objective to protect the existing residential structure and can be
permitted.

Archeological Resources. The site is identified as an area of high archaeological sensitivity and
is located within 750 feet of a known archaeological source. Pursuant to Section 20.146.080 of
the Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan, Part 5, three (3) previous archacological
reports for the construction of the main dwelling were submitted evaluating the potential for
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significant archaeological resources on-site and the potential for impacts to these resources as a
result of the project (LIB070604): Preliminary Cultural Resources Reconnaissance was prepared
by Archaeological Consulting on May 8, 1987; Secondary Archaeological Testing Report was
prepared by Archaeological Consulting on July 27, 1987; and a letter was prepared by ‘
Archaeological Consulting on August 17, 1991.

According to a letter prepared by Gary Breschini of Archaeological Consulting, dated August 17,
1991, the reports prepared in 1987 indicated the property contains resources. The letter
concludes that though the site produced significant data, the limited temporal span and the small
number of artifacts and other cultural remains suggests that the research potential of the site may
have been largely exhausted by previous investigations. The structure did not affect known
archaeological resources according to the reports.

Environmental Review

A Negative Declaration (see Exhibit F) was prepared for the project and was distributed for
public review from May 9, 2013 to June 10, 2013. Comments on the Negative Declaration were
received from the California Coastal Commission (see Exhibit G). Responses to the comments
from the California Coastal Commission were submitted by the applicant (see Exhibit H). In
response to the comments from the California Coastal Commission, staff prepared minor
revisions to the Initial Study and an Amended Negative Declaration was prepared. The revisions
are shown in strikeouts (deletions) and underlining (additions) in Exhibit F. The amended
language does not identify any new impacts and the thresholds for recirculation of a Negative
Declaration, as outlined in CEQA Guidelines section 15073.5, were not met.

The Initial Study concludes that the project does not significantly impact the environment nor
will it cause a significant impact in the future. The purpose of the seawall is to prevent further
erosion which could undermine the stability of the bluff area. No present or future significance
impacts were identified from the installation and continuation of the structure.

Conclusion

The as-built existing shoreline protection device that was installed on the Read property requires
a Combined Development Permit to allow the fascia to remain. The primary issue is erosive
wave activity which is affecting the geologic stability of the area between the bluff and the
residence. The Geologic Report (Exhibit K) concludes that there is a clear risk from extreme
events that will only increase in the future given the observed trends in sea level rise and wave
heights. Extreme events have brought ocean water to the front of the Read home. As such, the
project could be considered to be permissible under Section 20.147.060)(B)(7) of Part 5 of the
Coastal IP and Policy 44 in the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan. Staff recommends that the
Commission accept the conclusions in the Initial Study and stated in the staff report and approve
the project.
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EXHIBIT C
DRAFT RESOLUTION

Before the Planning Commission in and for the
County of Monterey, State of California

In the matter of the application of:

READ, PETER (PLN100670)

RESOLUTION NO. ----

Resolution by the Monterey County Planning

Commission:

1) Adopting an Amended Negative Declaration
based on the whole of the record that there is no
substantial evidence that the project will have a
significant effect on the environment; and

2) Approving a Combined Development Permit as
an after-the-fact permit consisting of: a) Coastal
Development Permit allowing bluff
stabilization/erosion control to prevent structural
damage from tidal erosion of terrace deposits and
overlying soils. The artificial rock fascia is
designed to match the existing shoreline contour,
texture and color; b) Coastal Development Permit
to allow development within 100 feet of
environmentally sensitive habitat; c) Coastal
Development Permit to allow development on
slopes of 30% or greater; and d) Coastal
Development Permit for development within 750
feet of a known archaeological resource, based on
the findings and evidence and subject to
conditions of approval.

[PLN100670, Read, Peter, 3158 Seventeen Mile

Drive, Pebble Beach , Del Monte Forest Land Use

Plan (APN: 008-491-013-000)]

The Combined Development Permit application (PLN100670) came on for public hearing
before the Monterey County Planning Commission on October 9, 2013. Having considered
all the written and documentary evidence, the administrative record, the staff report, oral
testimony, and other evidence presented, the Planning Commission finds and decides as
follows:

FINDINGS

1. FINDING: PROJECT DESCRIPTION - The proposed project is a Combined
Development Permit as an after-the-fact permit consisting of: 1)
Coastal Development Permit allowing bluff stabilization/erosion
control to prevent structural damage from tidal erosion of terrace
deposits and overlying soils. The artificial rock fascia is designed to
match the existing shoreline contour, texture and color; 2) A Coastal
Development Permit to allow development within 100 feet of
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EVIDENCE:

2. FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

READ (PLN100670)

b)

d)

environmentally sensitive habitat; 3) a Coastal Development Permit to
allow development on slopes of 30% or greater; and 4) a Coastal
Development Permit for development within 750 feet of a known
archaeological resource.

The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted
by the project applicant to the Monterey County RMA - Planning
Department for the proposed development found in Project File
PLN100670.

CONSISTENCY - The Project, as conditioned, is consistent with the
applicable plans and policies which designate this area as appropriate
for development.
During the course of review of this application, the project has been
reviewed for consistency with the text, policies, and regulations in:

- the 1982 Monterey County General Plan;

- Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan;

- Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan Part 5; and

- Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 20).
No conflicts were found to exist. No communications were received
during the course of review of the project indicating any inconsistencies
with the text, policies, and regulations in these documents.
The property is located at 3158 Seventeen Mile Drive, Pebble Beach
(Assessor’s Parcel Number 008-491-013-000), Del Monte Forest Land
Use Plan. The parcel is zoned “LDR/2-D (CZ)” [Low Density
Residential/2 units per acre-Design Control District in the Coastal
Zone], which allows for accessory uses, i.e., a seawall, which is clearly
incidental and does not change the character of the permitted use.
Therefore, the project is an allowed land use for this site.
This is an after-the-fact approval for bluff stabilization/erosion control
improvements (seawall) constructed without permits. Engineering
reports indicate this structure was needed to protect an existing
residence from coastal erosion damage. This structure was designed
and installed to prevent wave attack from episodic events that could
further erode the terrace deposits and overlying soils and stabilize the
unconsolidated and surficial materials atop the bluff.
Design Approval Pursuant to Chapter 20.44, Design Control Zoning
Districts, zoning for the project requires design review of structures to
make sure they are appropriate to assure protection of the public
viewshed, neighborhood character, and assure visual integrity. The
project consists of a bluff stabilization/erosion control fascia along the
uppermost portion of a coastal bluff adjacent to the Read home. A 12-
inch thick layer of shotcrete uses coloring and a configuration to
resemble the original bluff. It consists of an artificial rock fascia design
that uses stone fascia, constructed of colored concrete, texturized to
match adjacent bluff color, texture, and stratigraphy, which will
aesthetically blend into the surrounding area. The constructed fascia
was created in a manner which blends the structure with the
surrounding rock at the base of the bluff and appears to be a natural
feature of the existing bluff.
Visual Resources. The Coastal Act requires that scenic and visual
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resources be protected by minimizing landform alteration, and by site
design and development visually compatible with the character of the
surrounding areas. Del Monte Forest LUP policies also require that new
development not detract from scenic shorelines and that structures be
subordinate to and blended into the environment, using appropriate
materials to achieve that effect (LUP Policy #56). The constructed
fascia was created in a manner which blends the structure with the
surrounding rock at the base of the bluff and appears to be a natural
feature of the existing bluff. The fascia is designed to both stabilize the
unconsolidated and surficial materials at the top of the bluff and
prevent wave erosion and overtopping by having a slight recurve at the
top. Similar materials as used for this site have recently been
constructed along 17 Mile Drive and along the Pebble Beach Golf
Course; those structures blend well with the natural granitic rock in
those locations. The proposed design is not readily visible from public
viewing areas (e.g. the nearby parking lot). The project will not affect
scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway. This project has been evaluated for
consistency with the Aesthetics policies of the Del Monte Forest Land
Use Plan (DMFLUP) and Coastal Implementation Plan as part of the
Amended Negative Declaration (See Finding 7).

Development on Slopes Exceeding 30%. The application includes a
Coastal Development Permit for development on slopes exceeding
30%. Section 20.64.230 and LUP Policy 78 directs that development
on slopes that exceed 30 percent is prohibited unless there is no feasible
alternative which would allow development to occur on slops of less
than 30%. In this case, no alternative locations would achieve
protection of the bluff from further erosion. The rock fascia will
provide protection from future episodic events that could significantly
alter the geological stability of the area and undermine the residence.
The altering of the shoreline in this case is consistent with the policy
objective to protect the existing residential structure and can be
permitted. The area of 30 percent slopes is located in the rock
outcroppings between the property and the ocean.

Cultural Resources. The site is identified as an area of high
archaeological sensitivity and is located within 750 feet of a known
archaeological source. Pursuant to Section 20.146.080 of the Monterey
County Coastal Implementation Plan, Part 5, three (3) previous
archaeological reports for the construction of the main dwelling were
submitted evaluating the potential for significant archaeological
resources on-site and the potential for impacts to these resources as a
result of the project (LIB070604): Preliminary Cultural Resources
Reconnaissance was prepared by Archaeological Consulting on May 8,
1987; Secondary Archaeological Testing Report was prepared by
Archaeological Consulting on July 27, 1987; and a letter was prepared
by Archaeological Consulting on August 17, 1991. According to a
letter prepared by Gary Breschini of Archaeological Consulting, dated
August 17, 1991, the reports prepared in 1987 indicated the property
contains resources. The letter concludes that though the site produced
significant data, the limited temporal span and the small number of
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h)

)

k)

artifacts and other cultural remains suggests that the research potential
of the site may have been largely exhausted by previous investigations.
The structure did not affect known archaeological resources according
to the reports. This project has been evaluated for consistency with the
Cultural Resources policies of the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan
(DMFLUP) and Coastal Implementation Plan as part of the Amended
Negative Declaration (See Finding?7).

ESHA. The project includes application for development within 100
feet of environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA). Although the
project site itself does not contain any sensitive species or ESHA, the
artificial rock facia is within 100 feet of ESHA Aquatic/Terrestrial
sensitive habitat and is within the area identified as indigenous
Monterey Cypress habitat (as delineated in LUP Figure 2a). A Letter
Report and Opinion Concerning Read Residence at Otter Cove, Pebble
Beach, CA” prepared by Jeff Froke, Biologist, dated January 11,2013
concludes that the project does not threaten to pose any adverse effects
on local native plants or wildlife, terrestrial or marine (See ESHA
Finding 6).

Geology. Pursuant to Section 20.147.060 of the Monterey County
Coastal Implementation Plan, regardless of a parcel’s seismic hazard
zone, a geologic report shall be required for any development project
within 50 feet of the face of a cliff or bluff or within the area of a 20
degree angle above horizontal from the fact of a cliff, whichever is
greater. Section 20.147.060.E.2 of the CIP establishes the approval
standard for shoreline protection as being circumstances where such
protection is determined to be “necessary by a qualified civil engineer
versed in shoreline protection to protect existing development.” A
Geologic Report Focused on Wave Impact Hazards, Coastal Bluff
Erosion, and Shoreline Protection on the Read Property dated August
2011 was prepared by Gary Griggs, Consulting Coastal Geologist. The
report addresses the process of coastal erosion/bluff retreat, documents
the rates and uncertainties involved, summarizes previous coastal
erosion investigations and rates, and discusses the influences of future
sea-level rise, changing wave and climate and historic extreme events,
as well as existing and future risks to the Read home. The Geologic
Report concludes that there is a clear risk from extreme events that will
only increase in the future given the observed trends in sea level rise
and wave heights. Extreme events have brought ocean water to the
front of the Read home. As such, the project is permissible under
Section 20.147.060)(B)(7) of Part 5 of the Coastal IP and Policy 44 in
the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan. This project has been evaluated
for consistency with the Geology/Soils policies of the Del Monte Forest
Land Use Plan (DMFLUP) and Coastal Implementation Plan as part of
the Amended Negative Declaration (See Finding 7).

The project planner conducted site inspections on January 5 and
September 11, 2012 to verify that the project on the subject parcel
conforms to the plans listed above.

On September 15, 2011, the project was referred to the Del Monte
Forest Land Use Advisory Committee (LUAC) for review. They
recommended to support the project as proposed (5-0 vote) with a
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question as to why this was an after the fact permit. Reason was given
that the owner was unaware a permit was required.

1)  The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted
by the project applicant to the Monterey County RMA - Planning
Department for the proposed development found in Project File
PLN100670.

3. FINDING: SITE SUITABILITY - The site is physically suitable for the use
proposed.

EVIDENCE: a) The project has been reviewed for site suitability by the following
departments and agencies: RMA - Planning Department, Pebble Beach
Community Services District, Public Works, Environmental Health
Bureau, and Water Resources Agency. There has been no indication
from these departments/agencies that the site is not suitable for the
proposed development. Conditions recommended have been
incorporated.

b) Staff identified potential impacts to Biological Resources,
Archaeological Resources, Soil/Slope Stability and Hydrology/Water
Quality. The following reports have been prepared:

- “Geologic Report Focusing On Coastal Erosion Rates for an Existing
Single Family Home and Guest House at 3158 17-Mile Drive,
Pebble Beach (APN 008-491-014-000)” prepared by Nielsen and
Associates Engineering Geology and Coastal Consulting. March 4,
2004.

- “Letter Report Regarding Coastal Engineering and Wave Run-up
Analysis. Comparison of conditions Affecting Wave Run-up
Elevations at 3158 17 Mile Drive Pebble Beach” prepared by Haro,
Kasunich And Associates, Inc., dated July 12, 2011.

- “Geologic Focused Report on Wave Impact Hazards, Coastal Bluff
Erosion, and Shoreline Protection on the Read Property at 3158 17-
Mile Drive, Pebble Beach (APN: 008-491-014-000) prepared by
Gary Griggs, Consulting Coastal Geologist, dated August 2011.

- “Letter Report and Opinion Concerning Read Residence at Otter
Cove, Pebble Beach, CA” prepared by Jeff Froke, Biologist, dated
January 11, 2013.

- “Letter containing Addendum to Evaluation of Coastal Erosion and
Protection Issues at Otter Cove, 3158 17-Mile Drive, Pebble Beach”
prepared by Gary Griggs dated January 19, 2013.

- Letter from Gary S. Breschini, Ph.D. Archaeological Consulting
(LIB070604), Salinas, CA, dated August 17, 1991; containing prior
Archaeological Reports:

a) “Preliminary Cultural Resources Reconnaissance of Parcel 008-
491-013” prepared by Gary S. Breschini, Ph.D. of
Archaeological Consulting, Salinas, CA, dated May 8, 1987,

b) “Preliminary Report of Secondary Archaeological Testing at
Sysorex Residence, Cypress Point” prepared by Gary S.
Breschini, Ph.D. of Archaeological Consulting, Salinas, CA,
dated July 27, 1987

The above-mentioned technical reports by outside consultants indicated

that there are no physical or environmental constraints that would
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5. FINDING:
EVIDENCE:
6. FINDING:
READ (PLN100670)

d)

d)

indicate that the site is not suitable for the use proposed. County staff
has independently reviewed these reports and concurs with their
conclusions.

Staff conducted site inspections on January 5 and September 11, 2012
to verify that the site is suitable for this use.

The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted
by the project applicant to the Monterey County RMA - Planning
Department for the proposed development found in Project File
PLN100670.

HEALTH AND SAFETY - The establishment, maintenance, or
operation of the project applied for will not under the circumstances of
this particular case be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals,
comfort, and general welfare of persons residing or working in the
neighborhood of such proposed use, or be detrimental or injurious to
property and improvements in the neighborhood or to the general
welfare of the County.

The project was reviewed by the RMA - Planning Department, Pebble
Beach Community Services District, Public Works, Environmental
Health Bureau, and Water Resources Agency. The respective agencies
have recommended conditions, where appropriate, to ensure that the
project will not have an adverse effect on the health, safety, and welfare
of persons either residing or working in the neighborhood.

Necessary public facilities are currently available for the existing single
family dwelling and will not be required for the seawall.

See Preceding Findings #1, #2, #3 and supporting evidences.

Staff conducted site inspections on January 5 and September 11, 2012
to verify that the site is suitable for this use.

The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted
by the project applicant to the Monterey County RMA - Planning
Department for the proposed development found in Project File
PLN100670.

VIOLATIONS - The subject property is not in compliance with all
rules and regulations. Violations exist on the property.

Staff conducted site inspections on January 5 and September 11, 2012
and researched County records to assess if any violation exists on the
subject property.

There is a California Coastal Commission violation (#V-3-10-037) on
the property since the artificial wall fascia was installed without a
permit.

Staff reviewed Monterey County RMA - Planning Department and
Building Services Department records and is not aware of any other
violations of County regulations on subject property.

The application, plans and supporting materials submitted by the
project applicant to the Monterey County Planning Department for the
proposed development are found in Project File PLN100670.

ESHA — The subject project minimizes impact on environmentally
sensitive habitat areas in accordance with the applicable goals and
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a)

b)

d)

policies of the applicable area plan and zoning codes.

The project includes application for development within 100 feet of
environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA). In accordance with
the applicable policies of the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan and the
Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 20), a Coastal Development
Permit is required and the authority to grant said permit has been met.
Development within 100 feet of ESHA must minimize impacts in
accordance with the applicable goals and policies of the LUP. LUP
Policies 20 and 72 require the protection of Monterey cypress trees
within their indigenous range, to avoid potential damage or degradation
of Monterey Cypress habitat. The project site is approximately 120 feet
away from the nearest Monterey Cypress; however, although the
existing structure is within the mapped area of the Monterey Cypress
habitat, the structure has not resulted in potential damage or
degradation of Monterey Cypress habitat. Therefore, the project is
consistent with Policies 20 and 72 in the Land Use Plan.

LUP Policy 28 requires the management of shoreline areas used by
harbor seals to protect seals during the pupping period from April 1 to
June 1, including limitations on public access to such areas. The
biological reports prepared for the project identified the potential for
the intertidal areas located in the general area of the project site to
provide habitat for marine vertebrates (i.e., harbor seals). According to
the biologist, seasonally (late March through late June or early July),
Otter Cove transforms to become a pupping and basking habitat used
by a protected population of Common or Harbor Seals. The seals
annually occupy the northerly broad sandy beach that is distant and
away from view of the project site. It is unlikely that the installation of
the seawall would have disturbed the seal’s pupping and rearing; and
the outcome of the completed structure does not affect ongoing seal
occupation and reproduction.

The area above the protected bluff is covered with nonnative and
invasive iceplant. LUP Policy 15 encourages the removal of non-native
and/or invasive plant species. It is not certain how the invasive species
was allowed to establish to the extent that it currently exists at and
around the face of the bluff. The iceplant exclusively dominates
vegetation cover across the top of the seawall, and the same dense
matting extends back toward the residence for 45-55 feet. The biologist
has determined that the area where the seawall was constructed was
covered exclusively with iceplant at the time of the construction. To be
consistent with Policy 15, a condition of approval has been
incorporated to require the replacement of iceplant in and around the
areas of the bluff with native non-invasive plants (Condition #7).

The biological report indicates that the rocky base appears to be above
mean high tide; the structure is above the level of the MHTL. The
substrate at the base of the cliff (i.e., where workers would have staged
to build the facia, likely with scaffolding), is composed of bedrock,
small boulders and cobble and the area is neither vegetated nor
colonized with terrestrial or marine biota. Pursuant to LUP Policy 26,
alteration of the shoreline is prohibited except when required to serve
coastal-dependent uses, to protect existing structures and public
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g)

b)

g)

beaches in danger from erosion, and/or to restore and enhance shoreline
habitat. The existing shoreline protection device is anchored into the
bedrock at the bluff top and will protect the Read home from continued
erosion, and will not result in loss of sand/sediment supply or
degradation of the shoreline habitat.

Staff conducted a site inspection on January 5 and September 11, 2012
to verify that the site is suitable for this use.

The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted
by the project applicant to the Monterey County RMA - Planning
Department for the proposed development found in Project File
PLN100670.

CEQA (Amended Negative Declaration) - On the basis of the whole
record before the Monterey County Planning Commission, there is no
substantial evidence that the proposed project as designed, conditioned
and mitigated, will have a significant effect on the environment. The
Amended Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment and
analysis of the County.

Public Resources Code Section 21080.d and California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15064.a.1 require
environmental review if there is substantial evidence that the project
may have a significant effect on the environment.

The Monterey County Planning Department prepared an Initial Study
pursuant to CEQA. The Initial Study is on file in the offices of the
Planning Department and is hereby incorporated by reference
(PLN100670).

The Initial Study provides substantial evidence based upon the record
as a whole, that the project would not have a significant effect on the
environment. Staff accordingly prepared a Negative Declaration.

An Amended Negative Declaration (Exhibit F of the staff report) was
prepared for the project and was distributed for public review from
May 9, 2013 to June 10, 2013 (SCH#: 2013051024).

Issues analyzed for impacts from the rock fascia in the Negative
Declaration include: shoreline aesthetics, biological resources, cultural
resources, geological and soil conditions. Impacts were evaluated as if
the structure was not yet built, and also analyzes the potential
cumulative armoring affect with a seawall approved, but not yet
constructed, to protect a large cypress tree on this property
(PLN060059).

Evidence that has been received and considered includes: the
application, technical studies/reports (see Findings 2/Consistency and
3/Site Suitability), staff reports that reflect the County’s independent
judgment, and information and testimony presented during public
hearings. These documents are on file in the RMA-Planning
Department (PLN100670) and are hereby incorporated herein by
reference.

Staff analysis contained in the Initial Study and the record as a whole
indicate the project could result in changes to the resources listed in
Section 753.5(d) of the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
regulations. All land development projects that are subject to
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h)

a)

environmental review are subject to a State filing fee plus the County
recording fee, unless the Department of Fish and Game determines that
the project will have no effect on fish and wildlife resources.

The site is within 100 feet of ESHA Aquatic/Terrestrial sensitive habitat
and is within the area identified as indigenous Monterey Cypress habitat.
For purposes of the Fish and Game Code, the project may have a
significant adverse impact on the fish and wildlife resources upon
which the wildlife depends. The Initial Study was sent to the California
Department of Fish and Game for review, comment, and to recommend
necessary conditions to protect biological resources in this area.
Therefore, the project will be required to pay the State fee plus a fee
payable to the Monterey County Clerk/Recorder for processing said fee
and posting the Notice of Determination (NOD). (Condition #6)
Comments on the Negative Declaration were received from the
California Coastal Commission (see Exhibit G of the staff report),
and responses to these comments were submitted by the applicant (see
Exhibit H of the staff report). In response to the comments from the
California Coastal Commission, staff made minor revisions to the
Initial Study and an Amended Negative Declaration was prepared
(Exhibit F of the staff report). The changes did not alter any of the
conclusions or identify any new significant effects and recirculation
was not triggered (CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5).

The Monterey County Planning Department, located at 168 W. Alisal,
2nd Floor, Salinas, California, 93901, is the custodian of documents
and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon
which the decision to adopt the negative declaration is based.

PUBLIC ACCESS - The project is in conformance with the public
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act (specifically Chapter 3
of the Coastal Act of 1976, commencing with Section 30200 of the
Public Resources Code) and Local Coastal Program, and does not
interfere with any form of historic public use or trust rights.

No access is required as part of the project as no substantial adverse
impact on access, either individually or cumulatively, as described in
Section 20.70.050.B.4.c of the Monterey County Coastal
Implementation Plan can be demonstrated.

The subject property is not described as an area where the Local
Coastal Program requires public access (Figure 16 of the Shoreline
Access Map in the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan).

No evidence or documentation has been submitted or found showing
the existence of historic public use or trust rights over this property.
The application, plans and supporting materials submitted by the
project applicant to the Monterey County Planning Department for the
proposed development are found in Project File PLN100670.

The project planner conducted site inspections on January 5 and
September 11, 2012.

APPEALABILITY - The decision on this project may be appealed to the
Board of Supervisors and the California Coastal Commission.
Section 20.86.030 of the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance states that
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the proposed project is appealable to the Board of Supervisors.

b) Section 20.86.080.A.3 of the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance states
that the proposed project is subject to appeal by/to the Coastal
Commission because the project includes conditional uses (Coastal
Development Permit) to allow development within 100 feet of
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat, development on slope of 30% or
greater, and development within 750 feet of a known archaeological
resource.

DECISION

NOW, THEREFORE, based on the above findings and evidence, the Planning Commission

does hereby:

1. Adopt an Amended Negative Declaration based on the whole of the record that there is no
substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect on the environment; and

2. Approve a Combined Development Permit as an after-the-fact permit consisting of: 1)
Coastal Development Permit allowing bluff stabilization/erosion control to prevent structural
damage from tidal erosion of terrace deposits and overlying soils. The artificial rock fascia is
designed to match the existing shoreline contour, texture and color; 2) A Coastal
Development Permit to allow development within 100 feet of environmentally sensitive
habitat; 3) a Coastal Development Permit to allow development on slopes of 30% or greater;
and 4) a Coastal Development Permit for development within 750 feet of a known
archaeological resource, in general conformance with the attached sketch and subject to the
attached conditions, all being attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 9th day of October, 2013 upon motion of ,
seconded by , by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Mike Novo, Secretary
COPY OF THIS DECISION MAILED TO APPLICANT ON

THIS APPLICATION IS APPEALABLE TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AND THE
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION.

IF ANYONE WISHES TO APPEAL THIS DECISION, AN APPEAL FORM MUST BE COMPLETED
AND SUBMITTED TO THE CLERK TO THE BOARD ALONG WITH THE APPROPRIATE FILING
FEE ON OR BEFORE

THIS PROJECT IS LOCATED IN THE COASTAL ZONE AND IS APPEALABLE TO THE
COASTAL COMMISSION. UPON RECEIPT OF NOTIFICATION OF THE FINAL LOCAL ACTION
NOTICE (FLAN) STATING THE DECISION BY THE FINAL DECISION MAKING BODY, THE
COMMISSION ESTABLISHES A 10 WORKING DAY APPEAL PERIOD. AN APPEAL FORM
MUST BE FILED WITH THE COASTAL COMMISSION. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION,
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CONTACT THE COASTAL COMMISSION AT (831) 427-4863 OR AT 725 FRONT STREET, SUITE
300, SANTA CRUZ, CA

This decision, if this is the final administrative decision, is subject to judicial review pursuant to California
Code of Civil Procedure Sections 1094.5 and 1094.6. Any Petition for Writ of Mandate must be filed with
the Court no later than the 90th day following the date on which this decision becomes final.

NOTES

1. You will need a building permit and must comply with the Monterey County Building Ordinance
in every respect.

Additionally, the Zoning Ordinance provides that no building permit shall be issued, nor any use
conducted, otherwise than in accordance with the conditions and terms of the permit granted or
until ten days after the mailing of notice of the granting of the permit by the appropriate authority,
or after granting of the permit by the Board of Supervisors in the event of appeal.

Do not start any construction or occupy any building until you have obtained the necessary
permits and use clearances from the Monterey County Planning Department and Building
Services Department office in Salinas.

2. This permit expires 3 years after the above date of granting thereof unless construction or use is
started within this period.

Form Rev. 01-31-2013
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Monterey County Planning Department

DRAFT Condition of Approval Implementation Plan/Mitigation
Monitoring Reporting Plan

PLN100670

1. PD001 - SPECIFIC USES ONLY

Responsible Department:  Planning Department

Condition/Mitigation This Combined Development Permit as an after-the-fact permit consisting of: 1) Coastal

Monitoring Measure: neyelopment Permit allowing bluff stabilization/erosion control to prevent structural damage
from tidal erosion of terrace deposits and overlying soils. The artificial rock fascia is designed to
match the existing shoreline contour, texture and color; 2) A Coastal Development Permit to
allow development within 100feet of environmentally sensitive habitat, 3) a Coastal
Development permit to allow development on slopes of 30% or greater; and 4) a Coastal
Development Permit for development within 7500f a known archaeological resource. was
approved in accordance with County ordinances and land use regulations subject to the terms
and conditions described in the project file. Neither the uses nor the construction allowed by this
permit shall commence unless and until all of the conditions of this permit are met to the
satisfaction of the Director of the RMA - Planning Department. Any use or construction not in
substantial conformance with the terms and conditions of this permit is a violation of County
regulations and may result in modification or revocation of this permit and subsequent legal
action. No use or construction other than that specified by this permit is allowed unless
additional permits are approved by the appropriate authorites. To the extent that the County
has delegated any condition compliance or mitigation monitoring to the Monterey County Water
Resources Agency, the Water Resources Agency shall provide all information requested by the
County and the County shall bear ultimate responsibility to ensure that conditions and mitigation
measures are properly fulfilled.
(RMA - Planning Department)

Compliance or  The Owner/Applicant shall adhere to conditions and uses specified in the permit on an ongoing

Monitoring . .
Action to be Performed: basis unless otherwise stated.

2. PD002 - NOTICE PERMIT APPROVAL

Responsible Department:  Planning Department

Condition/Mitigation  The applicant shall record a Permit Approval Notice.

Monitoring Measure:  Thjs notice to contain the Resolution Number, Name of Hearing Body, Assessor's Parcel
Number, Date the permit was approved, and the statements "The permit was granted subject to
7 conditions of approval which run with the land" and "A copy of the permit is on file with the
Monterey County RMA - Planning Department."
Proof of recordation of this notice shall be furnished to the Director of the RMA - Planning
Department prior to issuance of building permits or commencement of the use.
(RMA - Planning Department)

Complianceor  prigr to the issuance of grading and building permits or commencement of use, the

Monitoring . . . . . .
Action to be Performed: Owner/Applicant shall provide proof of recordation of this notice to the RMA - Planning
Department.

PLN100670
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3. PD003(A) - CULTURAL RESOURCES NEGATIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL REPORT

Responsible Department: Planning Department

Condition/Mitigation |f, during the course of construction, cultural, archaeological, historical or paleontological

Monitoring Measure:  rogorces are uncovered at the site (surface or subsurface resources) work shall be halted
immediately within 50 meters (165 feet) of the find until a qualified professional archaeologist
can evaluate it. The Monterey County RMA - Planning Department and a qualified archaeologist
(i.e., an archaeologist registered with the Register of Professional Archaeologists) shall be
immediately contacted by the responsible individual present on-site. When contacted, the
project planner and the archaeologist shall immediately visit the site to determine the extent of
the resources and to develop proper mitigation measures required for recovery.
(RMA - Planning Department)

Compliance or - The Qwner/Applicant shall adhere to this conditon on an on-going basis. Stop work within 50
) Monitoring  \oters (165 feet) of uncovered resource and contact the Monterey County RMA - Planning
Action to be Performed: p K i . R . . .
Department and a qualified archaeologist immediately if cultural, archaeological, historical or
paleontological resources are uncovered. When contacted, the project planner and the
archaeologist shall immediately visit the site to determine the extent of the resources and to
develop proper mitigation measures required for the discovery.

4. PD004 - INDEMNIFICATION AGREEMENT

Responsible Department:  Planning Department

Condition/Mitigation The property owner agrees as a condition and in consideration of approval of this discretionary

Monitoring Measure:  4oyglopment permit that it will, pursuant to agreement and/or statutory provisions as applicable,
including but not limited to Government Code Section 66474.9, defend, indemnify and hold
harmless the County of Monterey or its agents, officers and employees from any claim, action or
proceeding against the County or its agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside, void or
annul this approval, which action is brought within the time period provided for under law,
including but not limited to, Government Code Section 66499.37, as applicable. The property
owner will reimburse the County for any court costs and attorney's fees which the County may
be required by a court to pay as a result of such action. The County may, at its sole discretion,
participate in the defense of such action; but such participation shall not relieve applicant of his
obligations under this condition. An agreement to this effect shall be recorded upon demand of
County Counsel or concurrent with the issuance of building permits, use of property, filing of the
final map, whichever occurs first and as applicable. The County shall promptly notify the
property owner of any such claim, action or proceeding and the County shall cooperate fully in
the defense thereof. If the County fails to promptly notify the property owner of any such claim,
action or proceeding or fails to cooperate fuily in the defense thereof, the property owner shall
not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify or hold the County harmless.
(RMA - Planning Department)

Compliance or  non demand of County Counsel or concurrent with the issuance of building permits, use of the
Action to be F:‘::;:::’g property, recording of the final/fparcel map, whichever occurs first and as applicable, the
Owner/Applicant shall submit a signed and notarized Indemnification Agreement to the Director of

RMA-Planning Department for review and signature by the County.

Proof of recordation of the Indemnification Agreement, as outlined, shall be submitted to the
RMA-Planning Department.

PLN100670
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5. PD009 - GEOTECHNICAL CERTIFICATION

Responsible Department:  Planning Department

Condition/Mitigation Prior to final inspection, the geotechnical consultant shall provide certification that all
Monitoring Measure:  qevelopment has been constructed in accordance with the geotechnical report.
(RMA - Planning and RMA - Building Services)

c°“‘:"a_“°e_°r Prior to final inspection, the Owner/Applicant/Geotechnical Consultant shall submit certification by

onitoring \ o . . . . .

Action to be Performed: the geotechnlcal consultant to RMA-Building Services showing project's compliance with the
geotechnical report.

6. PD00S5 - FISH & GAME FEE NEG DEC/EIR

Responsible Department: Planning Department

Condition/Mitigation Pursuant to the State Public Resources Code Section 753.5, State Fish and Game Code, and

Monitoring Measure:  California Code of Regulations, the applicant shall pay a fee, to be collected by the County,
within five (5) working days of project approval. This fee shall be paid before the Notice of
Determination is filed. If the fee is not paid within five (5) working days, the project shall not be
operative, vested or final until the filing fees are paid. (RMA - Planning)

c°“‘hr“a_'t‘°e_°r Within five (5) working days of project approval, the Owner/Applicant shall submit a check,

onitoring . = .

Action to be Performed: payable to the County of Monterey, to the Director of RMA - Planning.
If the fee is not paid within five (5) working days, the applicant shall submit a check, payable to
the County of Monterey, to the Director of RMA - Planning prior to the recordation of the
final/parcel map, the start of use, or the issuance of building permits or grading permits.

7. SPD001 LANDSCAPE PLAN (NON-STANDARD)

Responsible Department: Planning Department

Condition/Mitigation \Within 90days of approving this permit, the Owner/Applicant/Licensed Landscape

Monitoring Measure:  Contractor/Licensed Landscape Architect shall submit three copies of a landscape plan to the
Director of Planning for review and approval. The the applicant shall remove the non native
iceplant between the residence and the bluff and the area shall be relandscaped consistent with
native species found on the project area within 180 days of approving this permit. The approved
Landscape plans shall include all recommendations from the Biological Survey as notes on the
plan. The plan shall include a contractors estimate for materials and labor to remove the
invasive iceplant and installation of native vegetation. (RMA - Planning)

Compliance or  \\jithin 90 days of approving this permit, the Owner/Applicant/Licensed Landscape
. Monitoring o ntractor/Licensed Landscape Architect shall submit three copies of a landscape plan to the
Action to be Performed: . . . R .
Director of Planning for review and approval. The plan shall include a contractors estimate for the
landscaping materials and labor costs to remove the invasive iceplant and installation of native
vegetation. Landscaping plans shall include the recommendations from the Biological Survey as
applicable. All landscape plans shall be signed and stamped by licensed professional under the
following statement,

"I certify that this landscaping and irrigation plan complies with all Monterey County landscaping
requirements including use of native, drought-tolerant, non-invasive species; limited turf, and
low-flow, water conserving irrigation fixtures."

On the 180 day if the the invasive iceplant and landscaping has not been completed the owner of
the property will submit a completion bond for the landscaping which may be returned upon final
inspection

PLN100670
Print Date: 9/26/2013  11:17:52AM Page 3 of 3
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EXHIBIT E
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MINUTES
Del Monte Forest Land Use Advisory Committee
Thursday, September 15, 2011

Meeting called to order by __ROD DEWAR at_ 0% pm

Roll Call

Members Present: [ROP DZWAK,S/{'ND/ VERBANEC _,LOR‘ LIETZKE |JoELLA
SZABO, I<IM C’/{’N%RiJVNE ST o¢K

Members Absent: SANDY GETREV

Approval of Minutes:
A. September 1, 2011 minutes

Motion: Stock (LUAC Member's Name)

Second: ___CANBER (LUAC Member's Name)

Ayes: _DENAR VQR%!EO 1 SZARO | CANEER | ST2eK

Noes: '7&

Absent: GFETREL)

Abstain: _ LIET 2ZKE,

Public Comments: The Committee will receive public comment on non-agenda items that are within the
‘purview of the Committee at this time. The length of individual presentations may be limited by the Chair.

NoNE

RECEIVE])

SEP 16 201

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING & BUILDING
INSPECTION DEPT,




5. . Scheduled Item(s)
6. Other Items:

A) Preliminary Courtesy Presentations by Applicants Regarding Potential Projects

NoNE

B) Announcements
NoNE

7. Meeting Adjourned: D %% pm

Minutes taken by: LI ETZKE

RECEIVE)
SEP 1§ 201

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING & BUILDING
INSPECTION DEPT




Action by Land Use Advisory Committee
Project Referral Sheet

Monterey County Plannin§ Department
168 W Alisal St 2™ Floor
Salinas CA. 93901
(831) 755-5025

RECEIVE])
Advisory Committee: Del Monte Forest

Please submit your recommendations for this application by: September 15,2011 SEP 16 200
Project Title: READ JAMES PETER JR TR ET AL I & CB:_SILLJ.SR‘G
File Number: PLN100670 INSPECTION DEPT,
File Type: PC

Planner: MONTANO

Location: 3158 17 MILE DR PEBBLE BEACH

Project Description:

Coastal Development Permit as an after-the-fact permit to allow a Bluff Erosion Protection Device approximately 101 feet in length
varying in height up to 10 feet from bottom of bluff. The artificial rock fascia is designed to match the natural contour of the shoreline
and the existing Granite Bedrock in texture and color. The property is located at 3158 17 Mile Drive, Pebble Beach (Assessor's Parcel
Number 008-491-013-000), fronting on 17 Mile Drive, Del Monte Forest area, Coastal Zone.

Was the Owner/Applicant/Representati-ve'P'resent at Meeting? Yes X No

Jottn BRiogE2
Was a County Staff/Representative present at meeting? e [z (4:0/\/ ZALES (Name)
PUBLIC COMMENT:
N Site Neighbor? Issues / Concerns
ame
(suggested changes)
YES NO

83




LUAC AREAS OF CONCERN

Concerns / Issues
(e.g. site layout, neighborhood
compatibility; visual impact, etc)

Policy/Ordinance Reference
(If Known)

Suggested Changes -
to address concerns
(e.g. relocate; reduce height; move
road access, etc)

ADDITIONAL LUAC COMMENTS

REASSN FoR 'AFTER THE FACT' PERMITT
~ oWNER UNAWARE THAT FERMIT WAS REQVIRED.

RECOMMENDATION :
Motion by W&K

RECEIVE])

Sep 16 20
MONTEREY GOUNTY

PLANNING & BUILDING

INSPECTION DEPT.
(LUAC Member's Name)

Second by l./ |ETZKE

(LUAC Member's Name)

X Support Project as proposed

Recommend Changes (as noted above)

Continue the Item

Reason for Continuance:

Continued to what date:

NOES: <P

ABSENT: __ GETREY

ABSTAIN: __ ¢
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County of Monterey _ a .
State of California ' FI LE D
NEGATIVE DECLARATION '

MAY 08 2013
STEPHEN L. VAGNINI

MONTEREY COUNTY CLERK
DEPUTY

_Project Title: | Read — Bluff Stabilization/Erosion Control Fascia (after the fact)

File Number:; | PLN100670 _ :

Owner: | Richard Read

Project Location: | 3158 Seventeen Mile Dr, Pebble Beach

Primary APN: | 008-419-013-000

Project Planner: | Ramon Montano

Permit Type: | Combined Development Permit

Project | Combined Development Permit as an after-the-fact permit
Description: | consisting of: 1) a Coastal Development Permit for development
: ‘ and for the permanent installation of a bluff stabilization/erosion
control fascia along the uppermost portion of a bluff designed to
prevent wave attack from eroding the terrace deposits and overlying
soils. The artificial rock fascia is designed to match the natural
contour of the shoreline and the existing granite bedrock in texture
" and color; 2) A Coastal Development Permit to allow development
within 100 feet of environmentally sensitive habitat; 3) a Coastal
Development permit to allow development on slopes of 30% or
greater; and 4) a Coastal Development Permit for development
within 750 of a known archaeological resource. e

THIS PROPOSED PROJECT WILL NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE
ENVIRONMENT AS IT HAS BEEN FOUND:

a) That said project will not have the potential to significantly degrade the quality of the !
environment.

b) That said project will have no significant impact on long-term environmental goals.
¢) That said project will have no significant cumulative effect upon the environment.

d) That said project will not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly.

Decision Making Body: | Monterey County Planning Commission

Responsible Agency: | County of Monterey

Review Period Begins: | May 9, 2013

Review Period Ends: | June 10, 2013

Further information, including a copy of the application and Initial Study are available at the
Monterey County Planning & Building Inspection Department, 168 West Alisal St, 2™ Floor,
Salinas, CA 93901 (831) 755-5025 ' .

Date Printed: 5/8/2013




MONTEREY COUNTY

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY - PLANNING DEPARTMENT
168 WEST ALISAL, 2"° FLOOR, SALINAS, CA 93901
(831) 755-5025 FAX: (831) 757-9516

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A NEGATIVE DECLARATION
MONTEREY COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Monterey County Resource Management Agency — Planning Department has
prepared a draft Negative Declaration, pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, for a Combined Development Permit, Read
application file number PLN100670 at location (APN: 008-491-013-000) (see description below). The project involves an
after the fact permit to allow the Bluff Stabilization Control Fascia to remain with an environmental assessment to
determine the potential for significant impacts to the environment.

The Negative Declaration and Initial Study, as well as referenced documents, are available for review at the Monterey
County Resource Management Agency — Planning Department, 168 West Alisal, 2™ Floor, Salinas, California. The
Negative Declaration and Initial Study are also available for review in an electronic format by following the instructions at

the following link: http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/planning/docs/environmental/circulating. htm.

The Planning Commission will consider this proposal at a meeting on July 10, 2013 at 9:00 am in_the Monterey County
Board of Supervisors Chambers, 168 West Alisal, 2" Floor, Salinas, California. Written comments on this Negative
Declaration will be accepted from May 9, 2013 to June 10, 2013. Comments can also be made during the public hearing.

Project Description: Combined Development Permit as an after-the-fact permit consisting of: 1) a Coastal Development
Permit for development and for the permanent installation of a biuff stabilization/erosion control fascia along the
uppermost portion of a bluff designed to prevent wave attack from eroding the terrace deposits and overlying soils. The
artificial rock fascia is designed to match the natural contour of the shoreline and the existing granite bedrock in texture
and color; 2) A Coastal Development Permit to allow development within 100 feet of environmentally sensitive habitat; 3)
a Coastal Development permit to allow development on slopes of 30% or greater; 4) a Coastal Development Permit for
development within 750 of a known archaeological resource. The propetrty is located at 3158 17-Mile Drive, (Assessor's
Parcel Number 008-491-013-000) fronting 17-Mile Drive, Pebble Beach, Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan, Coastal Zone.

We welcome your comments during the 30-day public review period. You may submit your comments in hard copy to the
name and address above. The Department also accepts comments via e-mail or facsimile but requests that you follow
these instructions to ensure that the Department has received your comments. To submit your comments by e-mail, please
send a complete document including all attachments to:

CEQAcomments@co.monterey.ca.us

An e-mailed document should contain the name of the person or entity submitting the comments and contact information
such as phone number, mailing address and/or e-mail address and include any and all attachments referenced in the e-
mail. To ensure a complete and accurate record, we request that you also provide a follow-up hard copy to the name and
address listed above. If you do not wish to send a follow-up hard copy, then please send a second e-mail requesting
confirmation of receipt of comments with enough information to confirm that the entire document was received. If you do
not receive e-mail confirmation of receipt of comments, then please submit a hard copy of your comments to ensure
inclusion in the environmental record or contact the Department to ensure the Department has received your comments.
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Facsimile (fax) copies will be accepted with a cover page describing the extent (e.g. number of pages) being transmitted.
A faxed document must contain a signature and all attachments referenced therein. Faxed document should be sent to the
contact noted above at (831) 757-9516. To ensure a complete and accurate record, we request that you also provide a
follow-up hard copy to the name and address listed above. 1f you do not wish to send a follow-up hard copy, then please
contact the Department to confirm that the entire document was received.

For reviewing agencies: The Resource Management Agency — Planning Department requests that you review the
enclosed materials and provide any appropriate comments related to your agency's area of responsibility. The space below
may be used to indicate that your agency has no comments or to state brief comments. In compliance with Section 15097
of the CEQA Guidelines, please provide a draft mitigation monitoring or reporting program for mitigation measures
proposed by your agency. This program should include specific performance objectives for mitigation measures identified
(CEQA Section 21081.6(c)). Also inform this Department if a fee needs to be collected in order to fund the mitigation
monitoring or reporting by your agency and how that language should be incorporated into the mitigation measure.

All written comments on the Initial Study should be addressed to:

County of Monterey

Resource Management Agency — Planning Department
Attn: Mike Novo, Director of Planning

168 We Alisal St, 2™ Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

Re: READ; File Number PLLN100670

From: Agency Name;
Contact Person:
Phone Number:

No Comments provided
Comments noted below

Comments provided in separate letter

COMMENTS:
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9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

DISTRIBUTION

State Clearinghouse (15 CD copies + 1 hard copy of the Executive Summary) — include the Notice of
Completion

County Clerk’s Office

Californta Coastal Commission

California Department of Fish and Game (Region 4)
Monterey County Water Resources Agency

Monterey County Public Works Department

Monterey County Parks Department

Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau
Monterey City Public Library

Pacific Grove Public Library

Peter Read, Owner

John Bridges, Agent

The Open Monterey Project

LandWatch

Property Owners within 300 feet (Notice of Intent only)

Distribution by e-mail (Notice of Intent only):

16.

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (San Francisco District Office: Katerina Galacatos:
galacatos@usace.army.mil and Paula Gill: paula.c.gill@usace.army.mil)

Emilio Hipolito (ehipolito@nccre.org)

United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners (nedv(@ncerc.org)

Monterey/Santa Cruz Building & Construction (Office@mscbctc.com)

Michael Stamp (Stamp@stamplaw.us)

Margaret Robbins (MM_Robbins@comcast.net)

Michael Weaver (michaelrweaver@mac.com)

Tim Miller (Tim.Miller@amwater.com)

Revised 01-07-2013




MONTEREY COUNTY

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

168 WEST ALISAL ST., 2" FLOOR, SALINAS, CA 93901
PHONE: (831)755-5025  FAX: (831)757-9516

INITIAL STUDY

AMENDED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

L BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Project Title:

File No.:

Project Location:

Name of Property Owner:
Name of Representative:
Assessor’s Parcel Number(s):
Acreage of Property:
General Plan Designation:

Zoning District:

Lead Agency:
Prepared By:
Date Prepared:
Contact Person:

Phone Number:

Peter Read —Seawall/ Sea Bluff Protection Initial Study

PLN100670

‘Read — Bluff Stabilization/Erosion Control Fascia (after the

fact)

PLN100670

3158 Seventeen Mile Drive, Pebble Beach CA

Peter Read

Fenton and Keller: John Bridges

008-491-013-000

2.33 Acres

LDR/Low Density Residential

LDR/2-D (CZ)/ Low Density Residential, 2 acres per unit,
Design Control (Coastal Zone)

Monterey County RMA-Planning

Bob Schubert, Senior Planner

May 7, 2013 (Amended July 22, 2013)

Ramon Montano, Assistant Planner

831-755-5169

Page 1
rev. 4/22/2013




II. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

A. Description of Project: The project consists of an existing bluff stabilization/erosion
control fascia along the uppermost portion of a bluff designed to prevent wave attack from
eroding the terrace deposits and overlying soils adjacent to the Read home situated at 3158
Seventeen Mile Drive in Pebble Beach. The fascia consists of an approximately 12 inch thick
layer of shotcrete that is virtually the same color and configuration as the original bluff top, and
therefore results in no significant or recognizable change in the natural coastal landform. The
fascia is designed to both stabilize the unconsolidated and surficial materials at the top of the
bluff and prevent wave erosion and overtopping by having a slight recurve at the top. The fascia
is founded on a granitic bench with a base elevation of 1- to 12 feet (NGVD-National Geodetic
Vertical Datum), 8.5 to 10.5 feet above mean high tide (1.6 ft NGVD), and thus on private
property. The lowermost 8 feet of bluff, consisting of grantic bedrock, has not been altered.

The project requires a Combined Development Permit as an after-the-fact permit consisting of: 1)
a Coastal Development Permit for development and for the permanent installation of a bluff
stabilization/erosion control fascia along the uppermost portion of a bluff designed to prevent
wave attack from eroding the terrace deposits and overlying soils. The artificial rock fascia is
designed to match the natural contour of the shoreline and the existing granite bedrock in texture
and color; 2) A Coastal Development Permit to allow development within 100 feet of
environmentally sensitive habitat; 3) a Coastal Development permit to allow development on
slopes of 30% or greater; and 4) a Coastal Development Permit for development within 750 of a
known archaeological resource.

B. Surrounding Land Uses and Environmental Setting: The Read home is located at
3158 Seventeen Mile Drive in Pebble Beach on the Monterey Peninsula. The parcel slopes
gently towards the ocean and is vegetated with mature Monterey Cypress trees. The site is
underlain by soil and marine terrace deposits that rest on weathered granodiorite and then
granodiorite bedrock. Where exposed in the low bluff along the northern side of the property and
also in front of the home, the granitic bedrock appears to be somewhat resistant to erosion
although jointing provides weakness zones for weathering and wave attack. The bedrock is also
exposed in the intertidal and nearshore zone on both the northern and southern sides of the

property.

The site is designated as Low Density Residential (LDR) under the Del Monte Forest Land Use
Plan. The property is zoned LDR/2-D (CZ)/ Low Density Residential, 2 acres per unit, Design

Peter Read —Seawall/ Sea Bluff Protection Initial Study Page 2
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Control (Coastal Zone). The Cypress Point parking lot and single family residential homes are
located to the north of the site. A single family home is located to the south. Seventeen Mile
Drive is to the east. The ocean is to the west.

C. Other public agencies whose approval is required: The Combined Development
Permit is subject to appeal to the California Coastal Commission.

Peter Read —Seawall/ Sea Bluff Protection Initial Study Page 3
PLN100670 rev. 4/22/2013




IIl. PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER APPLICABLE LOCAL
AND STATE PLANS AND MANDATED LAWS

Use the list below to indicate plans applicable to the project and verify their consistency or non-
consistency with project implementation.

General Plan/Area Plan X Air Quality Mgmt. Plan ]
Specific Plan O Airport Land Use Plans O
Water Quality Control Plan O Local Coastal Program-LUP X

General Plan / Local Coastal Program — LUP: The proposed project was reviewed for
consistency with the 1982 Monterey County General Plan, Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan, and
Coastal Implementation Plan, Part 5. The General Plan designates the property as “Low Density
Residential,” which the principal purpose of the designation is for residential uses. Policy No. 44
of the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan permits seawalls, groins and other such construction that
alters natural shoreline that protect existing structures from potential impacts (20.147.060.B.7
Coastal Implementation Plan). Development is consistent with scenic and visual resources
development standards in that development does not significantly adversely impact public view
and scenic character (20.147.070 Coastal Implementation Plan).

Staff has reviewed the project and technical documents prepared for the project. Based on the
stated review and evidence throughout this document, the project is consistent with County
policies and regulations.

1V. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED AND
DETERMINATION

A. FACTORS

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, as
discussed within the checklist on the following pages.

X Aesthetics ] Agriculture and Forest O Air Quality
Resources
X Biological Resources X Cultural Resources X Geology/Soils

[] Greenhouse Gas Emissions [ ] Hazards/Hazardous Materials X Hydrology/Water Quality

[0 Land Use/Planning [1 Mineral Resources [] Noise

[0 Population/Housing [] Public Services [] Recreation

[] Transportation/Traffic [] Utilities/Service Systems XI Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Peter Read —Seawall/ Sea Bluff Protection Initial Study Page 4
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Some proposed applications that are not exempt from CEQA review may have little or no
potential for adverse environmental impact related to most of the topics in the Environmental
Checklist; and/or potential impacts may involve only a few limited subject areas. These types of
projects are generally minor in scope, located in a non-sensitive environment, and are easily
identifiable and without public controversy. For the environmental issue areas where there is no
potential for significant environmental impact (and not checked above), the following finding can
be made using the project description, environmental setting, or other information as supporting
evidence.

[] Check here if this finding is not applicable

FINDING: For the above referenced topics that are not checked off, there is no potential for
significant environmental impact to occur from either construction, operation or
maintenance of the proposed project and no further discussion in the
Environmental Checklist is necessary.

EVIDENCE:
1) Aesthetics: See Section VI for detailed analysis

2) Agricultural and Forest Resources: The project site is not designated as Prime, Unique, of
Statewide importance, or of Local importance Farmland, and the proposed project would not
result in conversion of prime agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses. The site is not under a
Williamson Act Contract. The project will have no impacts to agricultural and forest
resources. The project parcel is not located near any grazing or farming land, nor any
permitted agricultural uses; therefore, there are no impacts to agricultural and forest resources.
(Reference IX; 1,2, 3,4,5,7)

3) Air Quality: The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) prepared
the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the Monterey Bay Region. The AQMP
addresses the attainment and maintenance of State and Federal ambient air quality standards
(AAQS) within the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB). Consistency with the AQMP is
an indication of a project’s cumulative adverse impact on regional air quality. It is not an
indication of project-specific impacts, which are evaluated according to the Air District’s
adopted thresholds of significance.

The proposed development would not increase population that would exceed the forecast in
the AQMP. The bluff protection installation will not create or produce objectionable odors.
Impacts based on temporary use of equipment and the three (3) cubic yards of grading
required for the installation of bluff protection are considered as minuscule. Therefore, the
project will have no impact on implementation of the Air Quality Plan, or expose people to
substantial pollutants or objectionable odors. Impacts related to short-term construction
activities are considered to be less-than-significant. (Reference IX; 1,2, 5, 6)

4) Biological Resources: See Section VI for detailed analysis

5) Cultural Resources: See Section VI for detailed analysis

6) Geology/Soils: See Section VI for detailed analysis

Peter Read —Seawall/ Sea Bluff Protection Initial Study Page 5
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7) Greenhouse Gas Emission: Greenhouse gases such as Carbon Dioxide and Methane contribute
to the “ozone” effect that leads to global warming. Generally, development of an existing lot
of record for residential purposes is not a significant contributor to the global problem;
however, the project will involve temporary sources that generate minor amounts of
greenhouse gas emissions.

The proposed development generated greenhouse gas emission through use of construction
equipment and vehicle trips. Use of construction equipment is anticipated to be intermittent
and limited to site preparation and some construction activities. Pollutant emissions resulting
from heavy equipment use during construction are not anticipated to exceed any significance
thresholds or significantly contribute to greenhouse gas effects on the environment.

All impacts are anticipated to provide minuscule and nearly immeasurable contributions of
greenhouse gases when viewed in connection with the global contributions on a cumulative
basis. It is not anticipated that greenhouse gases generated by the proposed project would have
a significant impact on the ozone or the environment.

Monterey County does not have an adopted plan for the reduction of greenhouse gases.
Preparation of such a plan has begun, but is not yet applicable. Instead, the project is
considered in terms of the multiple State and Federal laws passed regarding this subject. It is
difficult to implement the goals of the various legislations on a small project-level basis such
as this project. Rather climate action plans are being developed, and the Office of Planning
and Research (OPR) recommend that each jurisdiction establish their own thresholds of
significance. Monterey County has not adopted either a climate action plan or thresholds of
significance, but it can be inferred from other agencies, including the California Air Resources
Board (ARB) (whose thresholds have been established) and the current environmental
practices that the proposed development would not substantially conflict with greenhouse gas
reduction planning. GHG sources targeted in such plans generally involve vehicle miles
traveled reductions, waste diversions, and technologies such as electric vehicles, and
renewable energy sources. Therefore, the project is considered less-than-significant in regards
to greenhouse-gas emissions. (Reference IX; 1, 2, 5, 6)

8) Hazardous/Hazardous Materials: The project does not involve the transportation, use or
disposal of hazardous materials that would constitute a threat of explosion or other significant
release that would pose a threat to neighboring properties. There is no storage of large
quantities of hazardous materials on site. The project would not involve stationary operations,
create hazardous emissions, or handle hazardous materials. The site location and scale have no
impact on emergency response or emergency evacuation. The site is not located near an airport
or airstrip.

The Low Density Residential (LDR) Zoning District (Chapter 20.14, County Zoning
Ordinance) does not allow uses that may contain the storage or use of hazardous materials.
The purpose of the LDR Zoning District is to accommodate low density residential uses in
rural and suburban areas of the County. There is no evidence of such hazardous uses
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, there is no impact due to hazardous uses or
materials on-site. (Reference IX; 1,2, 3, 5, 7)
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9) Hydrology/Water Quality: The proposed project will not violate water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements nor substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area. The project will not create a water source or require a water allocation, nor will the
constructed bluff stabilization structure create discharge into a river stream or ground water
recharge area. The structure is located within a Tsunami Inundation area. No impacts are

~ anticipated as a result of constructing the bluff stabilization fascia as it is designed to protect
the shoreline area from normal and storm event wave run up. (Reference IX; 1, 2, 3, 8, 14, 15)

10) Land Use/Planning: The project, as proposed, will not physically divide an established
community, nor will it conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of any
agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding environmental
effect. The project will not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan, or natural
community plan.

The property is zoned Low Density Residential [LDR/1-D (CZ)] which principally allows
residential uses existing on the property (Chapter 20.14, Zoning Ordinance). The project
proposes bluff protection to reduce erosion of the existing bluff located near the existing
single family dwelling. The Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan and Coastal Implementation
Plan have regulations that permit such construction to reduce erosion hazards near existing
dwellings (20.147.060.B.7 Coastal Implementation Plan, Part 5) Bluff protection consists of a
artificial rock fascia that will not create an adverse visual impact to visual and scenic resource
(20.147.060 & 20.147.070 Coastal Implementation Plan, Part 5). Therefore, there is no
impact to land use/planning. (Reference IX; 1, 2, 3, 4, 6)

11) Mineral Resources: No mineral resources have been identified, or would be affected by the
project. County Resource Maps indicate no mineral resources are located within the vicinity
of the project area. Therefore, the proposed project will have no impacts on minimal
resources. (Reference IX; 1,2, 3,5, 7)

12) Noise: The installation of bluff protection would not expose people to noise levels that
exceed standards and would non-substantially increase ambient noise levels. The project site
is not located in the vicinity of an airport or private airstrip. Temporary construction activities
will comply with the County’s noise requirements, as required in the County Code, Chapter
10.60. Therefore, the proposed project would have no significant impacts related to noise.
(Reference IX; 1,2, 5,7)

13) Population/Housing: The proposed project would not substantially induce population growth
in the area, nor displace structures or people due to construction of the dwelling. The project
entails the installation of bluff protection which does not affect population growth, nor cause
displacement of structures or people. Therefore, the project will not impact
population/housing. (Reference IX; 1,2, 3,4, 5, 7)

14) Public Services: The project will have no substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service rations, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the public services.
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The subject property’s residential use and proximity to other residential uses signify that
adequate public services exist to properly serve the area. The review by the local Fire District,
Park Department, Water Resources Agency, and the Environmental Health Bureau identifies
that access and private utilities are sufficient, and the project will not affect public services.
Therefore, the proposed project will not have an impact on Pubic Services. (Reference IX; 1,
2,3,57)

'15) Recreation: The project, as proposed, would not result in an increase in the use of existing

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities causing substantial physical
deterioration. The proposed project does not include or require construction or expansion of
recreational facilities. No parks, trail easements, or other recreational opportunities would be
adversely impacted by the proposed project, based on review of Figure 8 (Public Access
Plan) of the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan and staff site visits. The project would not
create significant recreational demands.

The Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan requires that the public’s right to shoreline access is
ensued by the State Constitution and provisions of the California Coastal Act (Chapter 5 of
the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan). Pursuant to the Public Access Map, Figure 8 of the
CLUP, the project is located in area that already provides adequate public access. The project
is located within an existing legal lot and will not impact any existing recreational uses in the
surrounding area. Therefore, the project will not have a significant impact on recreation.
(Reference IX; 1, 3, 5, 7)

16) Transportation/Traffic: The project would not change air traffic patterns, or increase traffic

levels. It would not substantially increase hazards due to a design failure, nor result in
inadequate emergency access or parking capacity. The project also would not conflict with
adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation.

The proposed project consists of the installation of bluff protection along an existing bluff.
Construction activities will be on-site and will not affect Highway 1 or 17-Mile Drive
traffic. The project was reviewed by the Public Works Department, the local Fire District,
Park Department, Water Resources Agency, and the Environmental Health Bureau and
determined the project will not affect existing traffic. Therefore, the proposed project will
have no significant impact to transportation or traffic. (Reference IX; 1,2, 3, 5, 7)

17) Utilities: The project does not propose nor will it affect wastewater facilities on the subject

B.

property. The project does not propose construction that will impact stormwater drainage;
solid waste storage or landfill capacity. The review by the local Fire District, Park
Department, Water Resources Agency, and the Environmental Health Bureau identifies that
private utilities are sufficient, and the project will not affect existing utilities. Therefore, the
project will not affect utilities. (Reference IX; 1,2,3,5,7)

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

X I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
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] I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

] I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

] I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis
as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

] I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposed project, nothing further is required.

S oA @jdmj % 2 2/ 2. 0=

Signature Date

Bob Schubert Senior Planner

V. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general
standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on
project-specific screening analysis).

2) All answers must take into account the whole action involved, including offsite as well as
onsite, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as
well as operational impacts.

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are
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one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an
EIR is required.

4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially
Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe
the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be
cross-referenced).

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant
to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions for the project.

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7 Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8) The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than
significance.
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

1, AESTHETICS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant =~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
(Source: 1,2,3,7, 16) [ . B L]
b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway? (Source: 1, 2, U U X U
3,7, 16) '
¢)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings? (Source: 1, 2, 3, L] L] X ]
7, 16)
d)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the L] L] ] X

area? (Source: 1,2, 3,7, 16)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

The proposed seawall to protect the bluff adjacent to the Read residence is not within the
viewshed or any vantage point of 17-mile drive, thereby preserving the existing visual quality of
the surrounding environment. The project would not damage scenic resources, introduce a new
source of substantial light, or glare.

The Coastal Act requires that scenic and visual resources be protected by minimizing landform
alteration, and by site design and development visually compatible with the character of the
surrounding areas. Del Monte Forest LUP policies also require that new development not detract
from scenic shorelines and that structures be subordinate to and blended into the environment,
using appropriate materials to achieve that effect (LUP Policy #56). The constructed fascia was
created in a manor which blends the structure completely with the surrounding rock at the base of
the bluff and appears to be a natural feature of the existing bluff.

The project would be consistent with LUP Policy #56 because the visual impacts as seen from
the ocean would be minimized by the artificial rock fascia design which uses stone fascia, which
was constructed of concrete, colored and texturized to match adjacent bluff color, texture, and
stratigraphy, and aesthetically blend into the surrounding area and so minimize potential visual
impacts. The artificial rock fascia has been utilized in similar projects in the County. In addition,
the fascia located on a private beach with no public access would not be visible to the Cypress
Point public parking area and vista point due to the tree location below the bluff top. The project
is consistent with DMF LUP Policy # 84 requiring development fronting 17-Mile Drive to
maintain an adequate natural buffer by preserving the screening tree.

Peter Read —Seawall/ Sea Bluff Protection Initial Study
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1(a), (b), (¢): Less Than Significant.

Previously, a permit to protect a Cypress tree on the bluff was approved. It provides several
important benefits in addition to its scenic value. It provides a partial screen between visitors to
the Otter Cove parking area and the structures on the Read property, and it also provides a partial
buffer to the harbor seals that haul out on the beach below the parking lot at Otter Cove.

The project consists of a bluff stabilization/erosion control fascia consisting of an approximately
12 inch thick layer of shotcrete that is virtually the same color and configuration as the original
bluff top, and therefore results in no significant or recognizable change in the natural coastal
landform. The fascia is designed to both stabilize the unconsolidated and surficial materials at
the top of the bluff and prevent wave erosion and overtopping by having a slight recurve at the
top. The type of rock being used is from SIMROCK. SIMROCK has recently built several soil
nail walls along the 17 Mile Drive and along the Pebble Beach Golf Course that are virtually
indistinguishable from the natural granitic rock in those locations. This bluff stabilization would
be a very naturally looking extension of the existing rock, but would be considerable more
resistant to erosion than the soil beneath the tree now that forms the bluff. The proposed
engineered berm around the south side of the parking lot combined with a grease trap to control
and clean runoff before it is discharged onto Otter Cover, and bluff stabilization using the
textured and colored concrete SIMROCK structure keyed into the existing granitic outcrops on
the beach would provide for both long-term protection and improve the habitat value of Otter
Cove for the resident harbor seals. The proposed resource protection solution, will significantly
improve the present situation, and is in the best interest of all parties and will not be visible or
recognizable to the visiting public.

1 (d): No Impact. The project cannot be seen from Highway 1; or from Point Lobos because
the structure (bluff stabilization/erosion control fascia) is within the coved area of Otter Cove.
The project as proposed will not affect scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway. Rock outcroppings are located within the 30
percent sloped areas. The project will not require any lighting.
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2.

AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment
project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board.

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant No
Impact Impact

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a)

b)

d)

e)

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? (Source: 1,
2,3,4,5,7)

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract? (Source: 1, 2, 3,4, 5, 7)

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))? (Source: 1, 2,3,4,5,7)

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use? (Source: 1, 2, 3,4, 5, 7)

Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? (Source: 1,
2,3,4,5,7)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
(See Section VI, Evidence No. 2 for discussion)
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3.

AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
» Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan? (Source: 1, 2, 5, 6) [ [ [ X
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality L] ] ] X
violation? (Source: 1, 2, 5, 6)
¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing [ [ [ b
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)? (Source: 1,2, 5, 6)
d) Result in significant construction-related air quality
impacts? (Source: 1, 2, 5, 6) O O O X
e) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? (Source: 1, 2, 5, 6) o O O X
f)  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people? (Source: 1, 2, 5, 6) o o O I
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
(See Section VI, Evidence No.3 for discussion)
4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by [ [ X [
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service? (Source: 15, 22)
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community identified in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the L] ] X [l
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish
and Wildlife Service? (Source: 15, 22)
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, L] O L &
hydrological interruption, or other means? (Source: 1,
7, 15, 22)

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife O O X O
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites? (Source: 1, 7, 15, 22)

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance? (Source: 1, 3,4, 7, O] O] X O]
15,22)

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation [ ] X ]
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? (Source: 1, 7, 15, 22)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

Biological Resources 4 (a, b, d, e, f) — Less Than Significant. Generally, where extensive
sections of sandy bluffs are proposed for armoring, there is potential that the loss of sand from
the previously eroding bluffs could have an impact on the beach over time. However, a wide
sandy beach does not front the section of protected bluff in front of the Read residence. A
portion of this area is fronted by a cove eroded into granite about 50 feet across. Granite
outcrops form the rear and both sides of the cove as well as most of the intertidal zone. There is
a very small pocket beach on the southern end of the cove about 25 feet wide. This beach
consists of a mixture of granite boulders, cobbles, gravel and very course-grained sand. Most of
the sand moves offshore in the winter months, and sediment in the small cove is dominated by
boulders, cobbles and gravel (Source 15, page 25).

Otter Cover to the north is a broader, sandier beach, which is used by harbor seals as a haul out
and pupping area, but it is sandy, has a significant sub-areal portion that is suitable and protected
for these marine mammals. Virtually every high tide year around inundates the small cove
fronting the area proposed for protection, which combined with the boulders and cobbles, make
this an unsuitable haul out area for the seals (Source 15, page 26).

According to the biologist, seasonally, (late March through late June or early July), Otter Cove
transforms to become a pupping and basking habitat used by a protected population of Common
or Harbor Seals, Phoca vitulina. The seals, a group of species’ California Stock, annually
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occupy the northerly broad sandy beach that is distant and away from view of the faciated cliff
surface. It is unlikely that the installation of the facia would have disturbed the seal’s pupping

~ and rearing; and the outcome of the completed facia does not affect ongoing seal occupation and
reproduction (Source 22).

The substrate at the base of the cliff (i.e., where workers would have staged to build the facia,
likely with scaffolding), is composed of bedrock, small boulders and cobble; the area is neither
vegetated nor colonized with terrestrial or marine biota. The rocky base appears to be above
mean high tide; the cliff and facia are above the level of MHW (Source 22).

The area above the protected bluff is covered with nonnative and invasive iceplant including at
leas two species, Carpobrotus chilensis and Carpobrotus edulis. The two species possibly
intergrade onsite as they do elsewhere in Pebble Beach. The iceplant exclusively dominates
vegetation cover across the span of the facia, and the same dense matting extends back toward
the residence for 45-55 feet. The biologist has determined that the area where the facia was
constructed was covered exclusively with iceplant at the time the facia was applied to the cliff
face (Source 22).

The biologist concludes that process of constructing and the final result of the facia application
over the eroding cliff face was well done, is visually and texturally apropos, and remains in solid
condition. The project does not then nor does it now threaten to pose any adverse effects on local
native plantlife or wildlife, terrestrial or marine (Source 22).

Biological Resources 4 (¢) — No Impact. The site does not support any federally protected
wetlands.

5, CULTURAL RESOURCES Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant =~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
a historical resource as defined in 15064.5? (Source: 1, Ol ] [ X
2,3,4,5,7,25)

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archaeological resource pursuant to 15064.5? Ol O X ]
(Source: 1, 2, 3, 5,25)

¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological

resource or site or unique geologic feature? (Source: 1, ] O ] X
2,5,25)
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred [] | [ %

outside of formal cemeteries? (Source: 1, 2, 3, 5, 25)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
According to the Monterey County Geographic Information System, the project site is identified
as an area of high archaeological sensitivity. The parcel is also located within 750 feet of a
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known archaeological source. Pursuant to Section 20.146.080 of the Monterey County Coastal
Implementation Plan, Part 5, three (3) previous archaeological reports for the construction of the
main dwelling were submitted evaluating the potential for significant archaeological resources
on-site and the potential for impacts to these resources as a result of the project (LIB070604):
Preliminary Cultural Resources Reconnaissance was prepared by Archaeological Consulting on
May 8, 1987; Secondary Archaeological Testing Report was prepared by Archaeological
Consulting on July 27, 1987; and a letter was prepared by Archaeological Consulting on August
17, 1991

~(b) Less Than Significant Impact:
According to a letter prepared by Gary Breschini of Archaeological Consulting, dated August 17,
1991, the reports prepared in 1987 indicated the property contains resources which represent a
Late Period Coastal Shellfish Processing site (CA-MNT-1084). Resources discovered consisted
primarily of shellfish remains (99.89%). Artifacts were limited to a small number of fire-altered
granite cobbles (0.11%). The letter concludes that though the site produced significant data, the
limited temporal span and the small number of artifacts and other cultural remains suggests that
the research potential of the site may have been largely exhausted by previous investigations.
The letter recommends that projects on the site shall not be delayed for archaeological reasons.
However, due to the possibility that a few significant artifacts may be discovered during grading
activities, the following condition shall be applied to all projects on the property:

“A qualified archaeological monitor shall be present during any grading,
trenching, or earth-altering activities. The monitor shall be allowed fo
temporarily halt construction should any significant finds be made until suitable
mitigation measures can be formulated and implemented.”

(a), (¢), (d): No Impact:

According to the Monterey County Geographic Information System, the property does not
contain structural historical resources, nor is the property and structures eligible for listing in any
Federal, State or Local register of historical resources. According to previous archaeological and
geological reports prepared for the property, no unique paleontological resource or human
remains were discovered or likely to be encountered.

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a [ [ [ X
known fault? (Source: ) Refer to Division of Mines
and Geology Special Publication 42.

Peter Read —Seawall/ Sea Bluff Protection Initial Study Page 17
PLN100670 rev. 4/22/2013




6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? (Source: 1, 2, 3, 7,
9, 15,16, 24) O O 2 O
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including X

liquefaction? (Source: 1,2, 3, 7,9, 15, 16, 24)
iv) Landslides? (Source: 1,2, 3,7, 9, 15, 16, 24)

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
(Source: 1,2,3,7,9, 15, 16, 24)

¢) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral O O X ]
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? (Source:
1,2,3,7,9,15,16,24)

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Chapter 18A
of the 2007 California Building Code, creating
substantial risks to life or property? (Source: 1, 2, 3, 7, [ U B O
9,15, 16,24)

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems [ ] X ]
where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater? (Source: 1,2, 3, 7,9, 15, 16, 24)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

6 a (i), (ii), (iii), (iv): No Impact.

The project site lies in an area identified by the Monterey County Geographic Information
System as a geologic II seismic sensitivity zone. Pursuant to Section 20.146.080 of the Monterey
County Coastal Implementation Plan, regardless of a parcel’s seismic hazard zone, a geologic
report shall be required for any development project within 50 feet of the face of a cliff or bluff
or within the area of a 20 degree angle above horizontal from the fact of a cliff, whichever is
greater.

6 (b), (¢), (d), (¢): Less Than Significant Impact.

Evaluation of Erosion Threats. Section 20.147.060(B)(7) of Part 5 of the Coastal
Implementation Plan (IP) and Policy 44 in the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan only permit
shoreline protection when it is required to protect existing structures in danger from erosion,
when designed to mitigate for adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply, and when no other
less-environmentally damaging alternatives are feasible. This IP also requires that existing
structures be “substantial structures,” such as a primary residence, a major road, or a significant
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facility or access way used by the public. The existing single family dwelling is a substantial
structure in the project area that would be protected by the project.

Section 20.147.060.E.2 of the CIP establishes the approval standard for shoreline protection as
being circumstances where such protection is determined to be “necessary by a qualified civil
engineer versed in shoreline protection to protect existing development.” A Geologic Report
Focused on Wave Impact Hazards, Coastal Bluff Erosion, and Shoreline Protection on the Read
Property dated August 2011 was prepared by Gary Griggs, Consulting Coastal Geologist. The
report addresses the process of coastal erosion/bluff retreat, documents the rates and uncertainties
involved, summarizes previous coastal erosion investigations and rates, and discusses the
influences of future sea-level rise, changing wave and climate and historic extreme events, as
well as existing and future risks to the Read home.

At its closest point, the Read home is approximately 45 feet from the bluff edge. Bluff erosion
rate based on historic areal photographs average about 0.5 ft/yr. The first erosion study of the
site was conducted in 1987. An erosion study of the site in 2004 concluded that between five and
eight feet of erosion took place at the site during this 17 vear interval.

However, bluff erosion is a very episodic process and applying an average annual erosion rate
does not address the episodic nature of the erosion process or the extreme events. Extreme events
can have impacts and produce erosion that is far greater than the average annual rate. This was
documented in the Geologic Report where high tides and waves overtopped the bluff on January
4-5. 2008, stripping off the vegetation and overturning a heavy bench and statue that was set back
20 feet from the bluff edge, pushing it landward several feet. Some of the bluff also eroded and
those soils were washed inland to the edge of the Read home.

In addition, sea level is expected to rise at an increasing rate. There is considerable discussion in
the Geologic Report regarding the increasing risk posed by a continuing rise in sea level,
combined with and considering that extreme events have already brought ocean water and eroded
bluff material to the front of the Read home. There is a clear risk from extreme events that will
only increase in the future given the observed trends in sea level rise.

When the Read house was approved in 1993 it was set back from the bluff based upon the
applicable minimum 50 year life criteria (as required by a previous LUP policy). Location of the
house further back on the property was not approved due to the location of protected sensitive
(indigenous) Monterey Cypress habitat. The applicant has submitted a letter from an architect
indicating that the Read home was constructed to have an economic life of over 200 years based
on the use of concrete and granite stone with anti-corrosive steel reinforcing. The exterior of the
house has a complete granite covering and a slate roof. In addition to the Monterey Cypress
forest constraint, the house is situated on the lowest section of coastal bluff along 17 Mile Drive
and has a history of serious wave attack and consequent bluff erosion.

The Coastal Commission submitted a letter commenting on the Initial Study which states that the
Commission’s long practice has been to evaluate the immediacy of any threat in order to make a
determination as to whether an existing structure is “in danger” and has generally interpreted “in
danger” to mean that an existing structure would be unsafe to occupy within the next two or three
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storm season cycles (generally, the next few years) if nothing were to be done. The Coastal
Commission concluded that, based on an estimated rate of erosion of 0.25 feet/year, the Read
home is not “in danger” from erosion as defined by the LCP or Coastal Act. It should be noted
that the erosion rate of 0.25 feet/year that the Coastal Commission based this conclusion on was
incorrect (the correct rate is 0.50 feet/year which has subsequently been corrected in the Initial
Study). Staff has discussed this with the Coastal Commission staff and they will preparing a
revised comment letter that will be presented at the Planning Commission hearing.

The Geologic Report concludes that there is a clear risk from extreme events that will only
increase in the future given the observed trends in sea level rise and wave heights. Extreme
events have brought ocean water to the front of the Read home. As such, the project is
permissible under Section 20.147.060)(B)(7) of Part 5 of the Coastal IP and Policy 44 in the Del
Monte Forest Land Use Plan.

Potential Reduction of Sand Supply. There is a 25-foot wide pocket beach fronting the section
of eroding bluff proposed for protection in front of the Read home. Granite outcrops form the
rear and both sides of the cove as well as most of the intertidal zone. This beach consists of a
mixture of granite boulders, cobbles, gravel, and very coarse-grained sand. Most of the sand
moves offshore in the winter months, and sediments in the small cove are dominated by
boulders, cobbles, and gravel.

The determination of the average amount of beach compatible material provided by erosion of
the bluff-top terrace deposits and soils proposed for protection is as follows:

80 feet of bluff frontage x 6 feet (average height of bluff top proposed for protection) x
0.50 ft/yr (average erosion rate) x 26% (percent of beach compatible sand) = 2.3 cubic
yards/vear of beach compatible sand.

According to the Geologic Report, the granitic cobbles and boulders, which form most of the
material in the small cove below the site do not appear to migrate but remain in place for years.
Finer-grained material coming from bluff erosion does not remain on this beach due to the high
wave energy so the small amount of sand contributed by bluff failure does not significantly
contribute to this small rocky cove. In conclusion, the potential reduction in sand supply at the
pocket each fronting the site is less than significant.
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7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the L] U X L]
environment? (Source: 1, 2, 5, 6)
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of ] O X ]
greenhouse gases? (Source: 1, 2, 5, 6)
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
(See Section VI, Evidence No. 7 for discussion)
8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or ] ] I X
disposal of hazardous materials? (Source: 1, 2, 3, 5, 7)
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and [] 0 [] X
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment? (Source: 1,2, 3,5, 7)
¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within [] [] [ X
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
(Source: 1,2,3,5,7)
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, ] ] ] X
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment? (Source: 1,2, 3,5, 7)
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8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the U 1 U X
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area? (Source: 1,2, 3,5, 7)
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 0 ] ] X
residing or working in the project area? (Source: 1, 2, 3,
57
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency | O O X
evacuation plan? (Source: 1, 2,3, 5,7)
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death mvolving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where O O | X
residences are intermixed with wildlands? (Source: 1, 2,
3,57
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
(See Section VI, Evidence No. 8 for discussion)
9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements? (Source: ) u [ [ X
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering
of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop u L u X
to a level which would not support existing land uses or
planned uses for which permits have been granted)?
(Source: )
¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would il O O X
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
(Source: )
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9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the ] ] ] X
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site? (Source: )
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage [] O O ¢
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff? (Source: )
f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? (Source: O [] O ¢
)
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood [] [] [] ¢
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map? (Source: )
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows? (Source: ] ] 1 X
)
i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding ] 1 ] X
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? (Source: )
j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? (Source: ) ] 1 1 X
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
(See Section VI, Evidence No. 9 for discussion)
10. LAND USE AND PLANNING Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Physically divide an established community? (Source: 1,
2.3.4.6) L] L L] X
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) [ [ [ X
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect? (Source: 1, 2, 3, 4, 6)
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10. LAND USE AND PLANNING Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan? (Source: 1, 2, 3, I:l I:l | X
4, 6)
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
(See Section VI, Evidence No. 10 for discussion)
11. MINERAL RESOURCES Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the ] ] ] X
residents of the state? (Source: 1, 2,3, 5, 7)
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? [ [ O X
(Source: 1,2,3,5,7)
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
(See Section VI, Evidence No. 11 for discussion)
12. NOISE Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project result in: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan ] ] [ X
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies? (Source: 1,2, 5, 7)
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 1 I:I I:I X
(Source: 1,2,5,7)
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing ] ] ] X
without the project? (Source: 1,2, 5, 7)
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing I:I ] ] =
without the project? (Source: 1,2, 5, 7)
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12. NOISE Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project result in: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would [ [ [ X
the project expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels? (Source: 1, 2, 5,
7)
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working in ] [ [ X
the project area to excessive noise levels? (Source: 1, 2,
5,7
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
(See Section VI, Evidence No. 12 for discussion)
13. POPULATION AND HOUSING Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through ] ] ] X
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? (Source: 1,
3,57)
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing ] ] ] X
elsewhere? (Source: 1, 3, 5, 7)
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? O O ] X

(Source: 1, 3,5,7)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
(See Section VI, Evidence No. 13 for discussion)
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14, PUBLIC SERVICES

Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project result in: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
a) Fire protection? (Source: 1,2, 3,5,7) O O L] X
b) Police protection? (Source: 1,2, 3, 5,7) L] L] L] X
c) Schools? (Source: 1,2, 3, 5, 7) O] O] C] X
d) Parks? (Source: 1,2, 3, 5,7) O] O L] X
€) Other public facilities? (Source: 1,2, 3, 5, 7) O] O] ] X
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
(See Section VI, Evidence No. 14 for discussion)
15. RECREATION Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial [] [] [] X
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated? (Source: 1, 3, 5, 7)
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities [] [] [] X
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment? (Source: 1, 3, 5, 7)
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
(See Section VI, Evidence No. 15 for discussion)
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16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC Less Than

Significant
Potentially With
Significant =~ Mitigation
Would the project: Impact Incorporated

Less Than
Significant No
Impact Impact

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant ] J
components of the circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? (Source:
1,2,3,5,7)

b) Conlflict with the goals, objectives, and policies of the
2010 Regional Transportation Plan for Monterey
County, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other ] J
standards established by the Transportation Agency for
Monterey County (TAMC) for designated roads or
highways? (Source: 1,2, 3,5, 7)

¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that ] ]

result in substantial safety risks? (Source: 1,2, 3, 5, 7)

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature

(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or [] []
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (Source: 1, 2,
3,57)

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? (Source: 1, 2, 3, [] []
5,7

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, [] []
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities? (Source: 1, 2, 3,5, 7)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
(See Section VI, Evidence No. 16 for discussion)
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17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant No
Impact Impact

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
(Source: 1,2,3,5,7)

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects? (Source: 1, 2, 3, 5, 7)

¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects? (Source: 1, 2, 3, 5, 7)

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are
new or expanded entitlements needed? (Source: 1, 2, 3,
5,7

€) Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project's projected
demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments? (Source: 1, 2, 3, 5, 7)

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity
to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal
needs? (Source: 1,2, 3,5, 7)

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste? (Source: 1, 2, 3, 5, 7)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
(See Section VI, Evidence No. 17 for discussion)
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VIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

NOTE: If there are significant environmental impacts which cannot be mitigated and no feasible project alternatives
are available, then complete the mandatory findings of significance and attach to this initial study as an appendix.
This is the first step for starting the environmental impact report (EIR) process.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Does the project: _ Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the ] ] X ]
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?
[Source: 1,2,3,5,6,9, 15, 16 ,23 ;24,25 (a) & (b)]

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (Source: ) ("Cumulatively
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection ] [] [] X
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)? [Source: 1,2, 3, 5, 6,9, 15, 16 ,23 ,24, 25 (a)
& (b)]

¢) Have environmental effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly? [Source: 1, 2, 3, 5, 6,9, 15, 16 ,23 ,24, 25 u O O R
(a) & (b)]

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

(a) Less than Significant Impact:

Based upon the analysis throughout the initial study it has been determined that the constructed
project did not degrade or have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self-sustaining levels threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, According
to the biologist, the nearby Otter Cove seasonally transforms to become a pupping and basking
habitat used by a protected population of Common or Harbor Seals. The seals annually occupy
the northerly broad sandy beach that is distant and away from view of the faciated cliff surface. It
is unlikely that the installation of the facia would have disturbed the seal’s pupping and rearing;
and the outcome of the completed facia does not affect ongoing seal occupation and
reproduction. The substrate at the base of the cliff is composed of bedrock, small boulders, and
cobble; the area is neither vegetated nor colonized with terrestrial or marine biota.
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mest—ef—the—mfeef&da}zeﬁe— There is a very small pocket beach on the southern end of the cove in
front of the facia that is about 25 feet wide. The beach was determined to contain 3,000 cubic
vards of sand. Eroded materials deposited from the eroding bluff average of which only 50% of
the bluff materials were beach compatible. Granite outcrops form the rear and both sides of the
cove as well as most of the intertidal zone. This beach consists of a mixture of granite boulders,
cobbles, gravel and very coarse-grained sand,. Most of the sand moves offshore in the winter
months, and sediments in the small cove are dominated by boulders, cobbles and gravel. The
granitic cobbles and boulders, which form most of the material in the small cove below the site
do not appear to migrate but remain in place for years. The finer-grained material coming from
bluff erosion does not remain on this beach due to the high wave energy so the very small
amount of sand contributed by bluff failure is of no significance to this small rocky cove. Thus;

the bluff stabilization project proposed are 1n51gn1ﬁcant and would be undetectable Therefore
the project is found to have a less than significant impact to the environment.

(b) and (¢) No Impact: The County’s review of the constructed Bluff Stabilization/Erosion
Control Fascia considered the potential for impacts that may have occurred during the actual
construction of the fascia. The County determined that the built structure would have resulted in
temporary and short-term environmental effects from project related construction activities and
would not have caused substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly

and-that-censtruction-related—impaets—The project is not cumulatively considerable based-en
actual—number—of project—eonsidered—and based impacts associated with sand loss the

circumstances of the site would not create any long-term impacts on the local area.

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov.
Code; Sections 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3,21082.1, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 21151,
Public Resources Code; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff'v. Monterey
Board of Supervisors (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007)
147 Cal.App.4th 357, Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at
1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th
656.

VIIl. FISH AND GAME ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FEES

Assessment of Fee:

The State Legislature, through the enactment of Senate Bill (SB) 1535, revoked the authority of
lead agencies to determine that a project subject to CEQA review had a “de minimis” (minimal)
effect on fish and wildlife resources under the jurisdiction of the Department of Fish and Game.
Projects that were determined to have a “de minimis” effect were exempt from payment of the

~ filing fees.

SB 1535 has eliminated the provision for a determination of “de minimis” effect by the lead
agency; consequently, all land development projects that are subject to environmental review are
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now subject to the filing fees, unless the Department of Fish and Game determines that the
project will have no effect on fish and wildlife resources.

To be considered for determination of “no effect” on fish and wildlife resources, development
applicants must submit a form requesting such determination to the Department of Fish and
Game. Forms may be obtained by contacting the Department by telephone at (916) 631-0606 or
through the Department’s website at www.dfg.ca.gov.

Conclusion: The project will be required to pay the fee.

Evidence: Based on the record as a whole as embodied in the Planning Department files
pertaining to PLN100670 and the attached Initial Study / Proposed (Mitigated)
Negative Declaration.

IX. REFERENCES

1. Project Application/Plans for PLN100670 Peter Read.

2. 1982 Monterey County General Plan

3. Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan/ Coastal Implementation Plan (Part 5).

4. Title 20 of the Monterey County Code (Zoning Ordinance)

5. Monterey County GIS/Accela Permit Database

6. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District,
Revised February 2008

7. Site Visit conducted by the project planner on November 28, 2012

8. Initial Study Checklist and Mitigated Negative Declaration Prepared by Monterey County
Planning Department. Read Tree Protection Structure. File Number PLNO060069.
Circulated October 2, 2007 to November 1, 2007.

9. Geologic Report Focusing On Coastal Erosion Rates For An Existing Single Family
Home And Guest House. 3158 17-Mile Drive, Pebble Beach APN 008-491-014. Nielsen
and Associates Engineering Geology and Coastal Consulting. March 4, 2004.

10.  Letter from John E. Matt hams-- International Design Group, Jun Siliano, to Bud Carney
of California Land Planning, regarding the Peter Read Residence 3158 Seventeen Mile
Drive, Pebble Beach dated March 28, 2005

11.  Letter from the California Coastal Commission to Peter James Read Jr. regarding 3158 17
Mile Drive Pebble Beach, Unpermitted development (construction of a seawall), dated
November 10, 2010.

12. Letter from Peter Read to California Coastal Commission November 22, 2010.

13.  Letter from the California Coastal Commission to Peter James Read Jr. regarding 3158 17
Mile Drive Pebble Beach, Unpermitted development (construction of a seawall); your
letter dated November 22, 2010, dated December 3, 2010.
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Letter from Peter Read to Mr. Sharif Traylor, California Coastal Commission Regarding
3158 17 Mile Drive, Pebble Beach, CA (APN: 008-491-013) Dated December 17, 2010.

Letter Report from Haro, Kasunich And Associates, Inc to Mr. Peter Read C/o John
Bridges Regarding Coastal Engineering and Wave Runup Analysis. Comparison of
conditions Affecting Wave Runup Elevations 3158 17 Mile Drive Pebble Beach, dated
July 12, 2011.

Geologic Report Focused on Wave Impact Hazards, Coastal Bluff Erosion, and Shoreline
Protection on the Read Property 3158 17-Mile Drive, Pebble Beach APN: 008-491-14
Monterey County, California by Gary Griggs, Consulting Coastal Geologist, dated
August 2011.

Letter from Fenton & Keller, John Bridges, Regarding PLN100670 (Read) to Ramon
Montano, Monterey County Planning Department, dated August 29, 2012.

Memorandum of the California Coast Commission From Jon Van Coops Mapping
Program Manager to Dan Carl, Central Coast District Office Manager, regarding
Boundary Determination No. 16-2011, Assessors Parcel Number 008-491-013, Monterey
County, dated September 19, 2011.

E-mail Correspondence from Katie Butler of the California Coastal Commission to
Ramon Montano, Monterey County Planning Department, Regarding Read (PLN100670)
(Boundary Determination and jurisdiction), Dated September 29, 2011.

Letter from Fenton & Keller, John Bridges, Regarding Boundary Determination No. 16-
2011, Assessors Parcel Number 008-491-013, Monterey County, to Mr. Jon Van Coops,
California Coastal Commission, dated April 20, 2012,

Letter from California Coastal Commission, Jonathan Van Coops to Fenton and Keller,
John Bridges, regarding Boundary Determination No. 16-2011, Assessors Parcel Number
008-491-013, dated May 25, 2012,

Letter from Fenton & Keller, John Bridges, Regarding Boundary Determination No. 16-
2011, Assessors Parcel Number 008-491-013, Monterey County, to Mr. Jon Van Coops,
California Coastal Commission, dated May 30, 2012.

Letter from Jeff Froke, Biologist, Regarding Report and Opinion Concerning Read
Residence at Otter Cove, Pebble Beach, CA, to John Bridges, Esq., dated January 11,
2013.

Letter from Gary Griggs containing Addendum to Evaluation of Coastal Erosion and
Protection Issues at Otter Cove, 3158 17-Mile Drive, Pebble Beach, dated January 19,
2013.

Letter from Gary S. Breschini, Ph.D. of Archaeological Consulting (LIB070604), Salinas,
CA, dated August 17, 1991; containing prior Archaeological Reports:

a) “Preliminary Cultural Resources Reconnaissance of Parcel 008-491-013” prepared by
Gary S. Breschini, Ph.D. of Archaeological Consulting, Salinas, CA, dated May 8,
1987; and
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b) “Preliminary Report of Secondary Archaeological Testing at Sysorex Residence,
Cypress Point” prepared by Gary S. Breschini, Ph.D. of Archaeological Consulting,
Salinas, CA, dated July 27, 1987

IX. ATTACHMENTS
1. As built plans sheet 1-4

2, Photographs 1-3 of existing condition of bluff with as built fascia
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E-mail Correspondence from Katie Butler of the California Coastal Commission to
Ramon Montano, Monterey County Planning Department, Regarding Read (PLN100670)
(Boundary Determination and jurisdiction), Dated September 29, 2011.
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2013.

Letter from Gary S. Breschini, Ph.D. of Archaeological Consulting (LIB070604), Salinas,
CA, dated August 17, 1991; containing prior Archaeological Reports:
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Gary S. Breschini, Ph.D. of Archaeological Consulting, Salinas, CA, dated May 8,
1987; and

b) “Preliminary Report of Secondary Archaeological Testing at Sysorex Residence,
Cypress Point” prepared by Gary S. Breschini, Ph.D. of Archaeological Consulting,
Salinas, CA, dated July 27, 1987
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA —~ NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., GOVERNOR

.CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

' C!?NTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
S4*TA CRUZ, CA 95060

): (831) 427-4863
b, {31) 4274877 R? (= i ] =
WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV -z e
JUN 11 2013 June 6,2013
County of Monterey MONTEREY COUNTY
Monterey County Planning Commission PLANNING DEPARTMENT

~—

Attn: Ramon Montano
168 Alisal Street, 2™ Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

Subject: Comments on the Negative Declaration and Initial Study for the Read Bluff
Stabilization and Erosion Control Project

Dea:r’Mr. Montano:

Coastal Commission staff has reviewed the above mentioned documents. The proposed project consists
of an after-the-fact permit to install bluff stabilization and erosion control fascia along a coastal bluff on
the Read property located at 3158 17-Mile Drive in the Del Monte Forest area of Pebble Beach.
According to the Initial Study, the above mentioned coastal protective devices have been designed to
reduce erosion of terrace deposits and overlying soils due to wave action in order to protect the existing
single family dwelling on the property. We have the following comments:

The Initial Study states “The project proposes bluff protection to reduce erosion of the existing bluff
located near the existing single family dwelling. The Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan and Coastal
Implementation Plan have regulations that permit such construction to reduce erosion hazards near
existing dwellings,” citing Section 20.147.060(B)(7) of Part 5 of the Coastal Implementation Plan (IP).
However, this IP section only permits shoreline protection when required to protect existing structures in
danger from erosion, when designed to mitigate for the adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply,
and when no other less-environmentally damaging alternatives are feasible. This IP section also requires
that existing structures be “substantial structures,” such as a primary residence, a major road, or a
significant facility or accessway used by the public.

From the “As Built Bluff Protection Plan” the Read single family dwelling is the only substantial
structure in the project area that would be protected by the development. However, this single family
dwelling appears to be located more than 50 feet from the bluff edge. The Initial Study estimated the
bluff erosion rate in the project area to be 0.25 feet per year. The Commission’s long practice has been
to evaluate the immediacy of any threat in order to make a determination as to whether an existing
structure is “in danger” and has generally interpreted “in danger” to mean that an existing structure
would be unsafe to occupy within the next two or three storm season cycles (generally, the next few
years) if nothing were to be done (i.e., in the no project alternative). At the estimated rate of erosion of

- 0.25 feet per year, the Read home is not “in danger” from erosion as defined by the LCP or Coastal Act.

)

The closest development to the bluff edge includes the stone walk and planters, which are located within
7-20 feet of the bluff edge. However, these elements do not constitute existing “substantial structures,”

. as defined in IP Section 20.147.060(B)(7), and thus do not warrant protection under the LCP. Therefore,
_/ there are no existing substantial structures in close proximity to the bluff edge that would be considered




Comments on the Initial Study/Negative Declaration
for Read Bluff Stabilization and Erosion Control Project
Page 2

to be “in danger from erosion” as required by the LCP for development that alters natural shoreline
processes. '

In addition, as required by IP Section 20.147.060(B)(7), the project is required to mitigate for adverse
impacts to local shoreline sand supply. The coastal protection installed at the site includes structures
along the upper edge of the bluff covering terrace deposits and structures installed over the granitic
bedrock which extend onto the sandy portion of the beach. Therefore, the development has the potential
to impact shoreline sand supply through the loss of the beach area on which the structure is located, the
long-term loss of beach that will result when the back-beach location is fixed on an eroding shoreline,
and the amount of material that would have been supplied to the beach if the back-beach or bluff were to
erode naturally.

The Initial Study included an analysis of the amount of beach material that would have been supplied to
the beach if the back-beach or bluff were to erode naturally. The analysis used an average erosion rate
for the terrace deposits of 0.25 feet per year and estimated that 50% of the bluff materials would
contribute to beach sand. However, the analysis does not describe the exact standards used to determine
what type of materials from the bluff qualify as beach sand and does not distinguish if this erosion rate is
the same for the granitic bedrock in the project area. The analysis also used a 40-foot linear bluff in
calculating the estimate. However, the development appears to be much longer than 40-feet as seen in
the “As Built Bluff Protection Plan.” The Initial Study’s analysis concluded that the project would
impact 30-cubic-feet of sand per year through the retention of beach material, but it does not estimate the
amount of material that would have been supplied to the beach over the lifetime of the project, does not
calculate the sand loss due to direct coverage of the beach by the portion of the coastal protection that
extends onto the sandy portion of the beach, and does not include the passive sand loss from recession
due the fixing the position of the back edge of the beach, which would prevent new beach area from
forming. Therefore, the analysis for impacts to shoreline sand supply for this project, as required by the
LCP, is incomplete. The project also has not provided any mitigation for the impacts to shoreline sand
supply also required by the LCP. Finally, IP Section 20.147.060(B)(7) only allows for shoreline
armoring when no less-environmentally damaging alterative is feasible. However, the Initial Study did
not evaluate the need for the project and no alternatives analysis was conducted to evaluate if any other
less-environmentally damaging alternatives to shoreline armoring were feasible, including a “no project”
alternative, as required by the LCP.

The LCP also has special protections for environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA), which includes
the area of Otter Cove upcoast and adjacent to the project site, which provides a haul out and pupping
site for harbor seals. IP Section 20.147.040(B) requires that biological reports be prepared if
development is located within 100 feet of ESHA to determine the exact boundaries of ESHA and
recommend siting and mitigation measures to ensure protection of sensitive species and habitats.
Development standards listed in IP Section 20.147.040(C) also require development to be set back a
minimum of 100 feet from ESHA. In addition, the LCP includes ESHA policies specific to shoreline
and marine habitats, which require that development be set back 100 feet from the mean high water line
of the ocean. From the “As Built Bluff Protection Plan” it is clear that the project was constructed
within 100 feet of the mean high water line of the ocean. However, it is not clear from the Negative
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)
Declaration or Initial Study documents where the ESHA boundaries on the property exist, whether the

development occurred within ESHA or within 100 feet of ESHA, and whether proposed mitigation
measures during construction were taken into account for the development, as required by the LCP.

Within the Initial Study, there is also a description of artificial rock fascia installed “on a private beach
with no public access,” bluff protection installed to protect a Cypress tree on the bluff, and an engineered
berm with a grease trap installed to filter water from the parking lot towards the north end of the
property. It is unclear from the information presented whether or not these development features are part
of this Negative Declaration and Initial Study since they are not depicted in the “As Built Bluff
Protection Plan.” If they are, then these improvements should be depicted in the project plans and the
impacts to sand supply and ESHA should be evaluated similarly to the bluff protection constructed on
the southern end of the property. »

Finally, portions of the project may have been located below the mean high tide line (MHTL) and would .
. therefore be under the jurisdiction of the Coastal Commission. While the MHTL is depicted in the “As
Built Bluff Protection Plan” to be outside the project area, it is not clear how this location of this MHTL
was determined. In addition, any portion of the seawall keyed into the bedrock could be within the
Commission jurisdiction since the underlying bedrock may extend past the MHTL. Lastly, any
temporary construction areas below the MHTL would also be within the Coastal Commission
jurisdiction. As a result, the project must undergo formal review by the California Coastal Commission
) for any development or temporary construction areas used for the project that are within the Coastal
Commission’s jurisdiction.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced Negative Declaration and Initial
Study. I hope these comments are helpful in providing guidance and input for the Read Bluff
Stabilization and Erosion Control Project. Please do not hesitate to contact me at the email or phone
number below if you have any questions.

Jeannine Manna

Coastal Planner

Central Coast District Office
Jeannine.Manna(@coastal.ca.gov
(415) 904-5250
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JOHN E. KESECKER
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JOHN S. BRIDGES
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A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
2801 MONTEREY-SALINAS HIGHWAY
POST OFFICE BOX 791
MONTEREY, CALIFORNIA 93942.0791]
TELEPHONE (831) 373-1241
FACSIMILE (831) 373-7219

www.FentonKeller.com

June 20, 2013

LEWIS L. FENTON
1925-2005

OF CQUNSEL
CHARLES R. KELLER

THOMAS H. JAMISON

JBridges@FentonKeller.com
ext. 238

»

VIA EMAIL (montanor@co.monterey.ca.us)

Ramon Montano

Monterey County Planning & Building Department
168 W. Alisal Street, 2™ Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

Re: Read Bluff Stabilization/Erosion Control Project (PLN100670)
Our File: 32567.29567

Dear Ramon:

This letter is to respond to the June 6, 2013, Coastal Commission staff comment on the
Negative Declaration/Initial Study for the above referenced project. It appears the Commission
staff did not have an opportunity to review the numerous technical analyses in the project file
and referenced in the Initial Study document prior to preparing their comment letter. For the
benefit of all concerned, I asked technical consultants, Gary Griggs and John Kasunich, to
provide direct responses to the Commission staff comment. Their responses are enclosed
herewith. It is worth noting that Mr. Griggs concludes, “In my professional opinion, the project
is permissible under the LCP criteria cited in the Coastal Commission letter.” '

Commission staff was also apparently unaware that a biological report was prepared for
the project and that it affirmatively confirmed the project did not and does not threaten to pose
any adverse effect on ESHA. Of course, because much of the property constitutes ESHA (which
is one of the reasons the house is located where it is) a 100 foot setback from all ESHA is not
possible.

Commission staff also seemed to be somewhat confused by the reference in the Initial

. Study to the cypress tree protection project at the west end of the property. As you know, that

separate project was approved by Monterey County several years ago and subsequently appealed
by the Coastal Commission. That appeal has not been processed by the Commission as of this
date.

{JSB-299710;1}




Ramon Montano
Jane 20, 2013
Page 2

Finally, as you know the mean high tide line/jurisdictional question raised by the
Commission staff comment has been previously addressed directly with Commission staff and
correspondence regarding that issue is in your file. The project is not subject to Coastal
Commission original jurisdiction but it is subject to their appeal jurisdiction.

I hope the enclosed information is helpful to you in preparing your staff report. We look
forward to presenting the project to the Planning Commission on July 10.

Very truly yours, '

FENTON & KELLER
A Professional Corporation

S. Bridges
JSB:kme
Enclosures
cc:  (all via email)
Peter Read (w/encls.)
Gary Griggs (w/encls.)
John Kasunich (w/encls.)

{JSB-299710;1}.




Gar3 B. Griggs
Consulting Coastal Gco‘ogist
chistcrcd Gcoiogist and Certified Enginccring Gco|ogi5t
321 Alta Avenue-Santa Cruz, California 95060
(831)%%2-93 18; Fax (83 1) 45948 82;email: griggs@ucsc.edu

June 20, 2013

John Bridges

Fenton and Keller ,
2801 Salinas Highway #B
Monterey, California 93940

RE: Response to Coastal Commission Comments on Negative Declaration and Initial Study for
the Read Bluff Stabilization and Erosion Control Project

John,

As you requested, | am providing my responses to Coastal Commission Staff Planner
Jeannine Manna’s June 6 comments on the Monterey County Negative Declaration and Initial
Study for the Read project. In reading the staff report, it seems clear that Jeannine did not
have access to the previous reports that have been prepared on the project, specifically my
report dated April 2011: Geologic Report Focused on Wave Impact Hazards, Coastal Bluff
Erosion, and Shoreline Protection on the Read Property, 3158 17-Mile Drive, Pebble Beach, APN
008-491-14, Monterey County California. Many of the issues and questions raised in the
Commission letter of June 6 are covered in that report. | will address each of the points
individually.

1. Distances to bluff edge and erosion rates. The Geologic Report, on pages 4-18, covers the
process of coastal erosion/bluff retreat, documents the rates and uncertainties involved,
summarizes previous coastal erosion investigations and rates determined, and discusses the
influences of future sea-level rise, changing wave climate and historic extreme events, as well
as existing and future risks to the Read home.

The important wave attack and bluff erosion questions for the future were addressed and
include:

1] What has been the past history of bluff retreat and wave overtopping at the site?

2] What has happened in the past during severe storms or erosion events?

3] What wave attack and erosion hazards can likely be expected to occurin the future on this
site?

At its closest point, the Read home is 45 feet from the bluff edge. Bluff erosion rate based on
historic aerial photographs average about 0.5 ft/yr (rather than the 0.25 ft/yr listed in Coastal
Commission letter). However, bluff erosion is a very episodic process and applying an




average annual erosion rate doesn’t address the episodic nature of the erosion process or
the extreme events. The Coastal Commission changed a previous decision to deny a
protection project in response to this issue in December 2012 in Pismo Beach. Senior staff
geologist Mark Johnsson agreed that relying on an average erosion rate is not the ideal way
to determine a realistic threat scenario for the bluff area. The case was made and agreed
upon by Commission geologist Johnsson that extreme events can have impacts and produce
erosion that is far greater than the average annual rate, and staff then recommended
approval. The episodic nature of bluff erosion has been clear to coastal geologists for years-
that average rates are just that- and it is the extreme or infrequent events that produce the
major erosion and damage and present the greatest risks. This was also documented and
illustrated at Otter Cove in the Geologic Report where high tides and waves overtopped the
bluff on January 4-5, 2008, stripping off the vegetation, overturning a heavy bench and
statue set well back from the biuff edge, eroding bluff-top soils and washing inland to the
edge of the Read home. -

)
In addition, sea level is rising at an increasing rate and all state agencies, including the Coastal
Commission, are now adopting the future sea levels for 2030, 2050 and 2100 included inthe
recent National Research Council West Coast Sea-Level Rise Committee Report (Sea-Level
Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon and Washington: Past, Present and Future- National
Research Council, 2012). The projections have ranges due to uncertainties in the future of
greenhouse gas emissions among other issues, but are listed below. '

Table 1. Sea-Level Rise Projections using 2000 as the Baseline

- Time Period | North of Cape Mendocine® | South of Cape Mendocine
2000 - 2030 -4 t0 23 cm 410306 cm
(-0.13 to 0.75 ft) (0.13 to 0.98 ft)
2000 — 2050 -310 48 cm 12te 61cm
(-0.1 to 1.57 ft) {0.39 to 2.0 ft)
2000 — 2100 10 to 143 cm 42 10 167 cm
(0.3 to 4.69 ft) (1.38 to 5.48 ft)

There is considerable discussion in the Geologic Report regarding the increasing risk posed
by a continuing rise in sea level, combined with the increase in wave heights that has been
documented. Considering that extreme events have already brought ocean water to the
front of the Read home, there is a clear risk already from extreme events that will only
increase in the future given the observed trends in sea level rise and wave heights
documented in the report. In my professional opinion, the project is permissible under the
LCP criteria cited in the Coastal Commission letter.




2. Adverse Impacts on Shoreline Sand Supply. The issues of the impacts of the bluff top fascia
on the shoreline sand supply were treated in detail in pages 20-28 of the Griggs report under
a discussion of potential impacts of a coastal bluff protection structure.

In order to determine the amount of beach compatible sand that is supplied by bluff or cliff
erosion in any shoreline location, one needs to determine the following:

a. the height and thickness of the bluff area proposed for protection or armoring

b. the lineal frontage of bluff that is proposed for protection

c. the average annual rate of erosion of the bluff

d. the percentage of beach compatible sand in the bluff materials
The final consideration in the equation is the size or volume of the beach or the annual
littoral drift rate, in order to determine how significant this potential loss might be to the
regional beach sand budget.

There is no wide sandy beach fronting the section of eroding bluff proposed for protection in
front of the Read home. Rather there is a very small (about 25-feet wide) pocket beach.
Granite outcrops form the rear and both sides of the cove as well as most of the intertidal
zone. This beach consists of a mixture of granite boulders, cobbles, gravel and very coarse-
grained sand. Most of the sand moves offshore in the winter months, and sediments in the
small cove are dominated by boulders, cobbles and gravel.

Each of the above factors was measured or determined. The area of bluff top proposed for
protection and used in the determination is approximately 80 feet in length (rather than the
40 feet listed in the Coastal Commission comment letter) and is fronted by a granitic bench
and rocky intertidal zone. Although it seems evident that it is the breakdown of the granitic
bedrock that is the source of the great majority of the coarse-grained material in the cove
fronting the bluff, the potential contribution of beach compatible material from the bluff top
soils proposed for protection was determined (pages 25-27 of geologic report).

The determination of the average amount of beach compatible material provided by erosion
of the biuff-top terrace deposits and soils proposed for protection is as follows:

80 feet of bluff frontage X 6 feet (average height of bluff top proposed for protection) X
0.50 ft/yr (average erosion rate) X 26% (% of beach compatible sand) = 62 cubic feet or 2.3
yd3|year of beach compatible sand.

The granitic cobbles and boulders, which form most of the material in this small cove, do not
appear to migrate but remain in place for many years. The finer-grained material coming
from bluff erosion does not remain on this beach due to the high wave energy so the very
small amount of sand contributed by bluff failure is of no significance to this small rocky
cove.

To provide some additional perspective to this very low value, the approximate volume of
sand on Otter Cove beach to the west was determined to be ~5700 yds® (using a measured
surface area of exposed beach of about 31,000 ft* and an average sand thickness of

5 feet). An average annual contribution of 2.3 yd® Is an insignificant volume of sand relative to
the total volume of sand present on the Otter Cove beach (0.04%). Additionally, recent work
by USGS scientists Storlazzi and Field (2000), indicates that sand along this portion of the




Monterey peninsula appears to be in transit from north to south, thus the sand on this
beach is augmented by sand from further upcoast on the peninsula. The proposed bluff top
erosion control fascia would, therefore, have no significant or measurable impact on the
larger Otter Cove beach or the regional sand supply.

Because nearly all of the protective fascia protects only the upper six feet of bluff top terrace
deposits and soils, there is no significant effect on the long-term erosion of the granite
bedrock making up the lower portion of the bluff. in two very small areas, totallng about 12
lineal feet of the 8o feet of bluff area, protection did fill in small niches or embayments in the
granite. Over time, as the granite exposed to wave attack erodes, it will continue to provide a
small focal source of sand to the shoreline. At the point when the granite erodes landward to
the base of the fascia, that material will graduaily be undercut and fail and erosion will
continue landward. Although this small area being protected does not adjoin a usable or
public beach, there will never be a passive erosion issue here because the granite forming the
base of the bluff has not been armored except in the two very small areas mentioned. The
fascia did not extend down to beach level, so there was no direct coverage of beach by the
structure. There are, therefore, no placement losses.

3. Consideration of project alternatives: A discussion of alternatives of options for mitigating
or reducing the risks of future erosion and wave impact was included in the Geologic Report
on pages 19-23. The alternatives considered and evaluated included:

A. Do Nothing or No Project
B. Relocate Dwelling

C. Beach Nourishment

D. Bluff Protection

| hope this provides useful responses to each of the issues raised in the Coastal Commission

letter to Monterey County Planning Department.

Sincerely,

o

Gary Griggs
Consulting Coastal Geologist




Haro, KasunicH AND AssogiaTES, INC.

" CONSULTING GEOTECHMTAL & "COASTAL ENGINEEHRS,

Project No. M6913

20 June 2013
Mr. Peter Read
c/o John Bridges -
Fenton and Keller
P. Q. Box 791
Monterey, California 93942-0791
Subject: Reﬁsponse to Cbastal Commission Comments Regarding Coastal
Bluff Protection Project Location Relative to the Mean High Tide

Ling

Reference: Coastal Commission Comments on the Initial Study/Negative
Declaration in letter dated June 6, 2013

3158 Seventeen Mile Drive, Pebble Beach
Monterey County, California

Dear Mr, Read:

The purpose of this letter is to respond to Coastal Commission comments
regarding the coastal bluff protection project location relative to the Mean High
Tide Line (MHTL). At your request, we have reviewed the Read Property As Built
Bluff Protection Plans dated 4/1/2011 that were prepared by our firm. The MHTL
location depicted on- Sheet 2 of the plans was determined based on a field survey
on 3-4-2011 by a Licensed California Professional Land Surveyor.

We reviewed the cross sections on Sheet 3 of the Read Property As Built Bluff
Protection Plans, dated 4/1/2011 and the lowest portion of the erosion protection
fascia meets the beach profile above elevation +4 NGVD. This in a location well
landward of the MHTL position, the location of which is indicated on the cross
sections.

As shown on Sheet 2 of the Biuff Protection Plans the erosion control fascia is
typically 20 to 25 feet landward of the surveyed MHTL, with the closest point
being 16 feet from the surveyed MHTL. We were present at the site during the
MHTL field survey. The beach area where the MHTL was surveyed consxsted of
bedrock, small boulders and cobbles at the time of the survey.

We ‘were not at the site when the Bluff Protection was constructed. We
understand that scaffolding that was located within 4 to § feet of the bluff face
where the erosion control fascla was applied was used to facilitate construction,
and no work of any kind occurred close to or beyond the MHTL. The temporary
construction area did not extend seaward of the MHTL.

116 East Lake AVENUE ¢ WarsonviLLe, CALIFORMA 95076 = (831) 722-4175 + Fax (831) 722-3202




Mr. Peter Read

Project No. M6913

3158 Seventesn Mile Drive
20 June 2013
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if you have any questions concerning the data or conclusions presented in this
report, please call our office.

Respectfully Submitted,

o TPl

Mark Foxx
C.E.G. 1493
JEK/MF/sr
Copies: 2 to Addressee

1 to Gary Griggs
1 to File




Exhibit I

Letter from California Coastal Commission dated July 26, 2013
with Comments on Additional Information Submitted in
Reference to the Negative Declaration




STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EOMUND G: BROWN, JR , GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

PHONE: (831) 427-4863

FAX: (831) 427-4877

WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV

July 26, 2013

County of Monterey

Monterey County Planning Commission
Attn: Ramon Montano

168 Alisal Street, 2™ Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

Subject: Comments on Additional Information Submitted in Reference to the Negative
Declaration and Initial Study for the Read Bluff Stabilization and Erosion Control
Project and

Dear Mr. Montano:

Coastal Commission staff has reviewed Dr. Gary Griggs® August 2011 Geologic Report Focused on
Wave Impact Hazards, Coastal Bluff Erosion, and Shoreline Protection on the Read Property. We have
also reviewed Dr. Griggs’ Response to Coastal Commission Comments on Negative Declaration and
Initial Study for the Read Bluff Stabilization and Erosion Control Progject. The proposed project
consists of an affer-the-fact permit to install bluff stabilization and erosion control fascia along a coastal
bluff on the Read property located at 3158 17-Mile Drive in the Del Monte Forest area of Pebble Beach.
According to the Initial Study, the coastal protective devices have been designed to reduce erosion of
terrace deposits and overlying soils due to wave action in order to protect the existing single family
dwelling on the property. We have the following comments:

The Initial Study states “The project proposes bluff protection to reduce erosion of the existing bluff _
located near the existing single family dwelling. The Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan and Coastal <
Implementation Plan have regulations that permit such construction to reduce erosion hazards near
existing dwellings,” citing Section 20.147.060(B)(7) of Part 5 of the Coastal Implementation Plan (IP).
However, this IP section only permits shoreline protection when required to protect existing structures in
danger from erosion, when designed to mitigate for the adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply,
and when no other less-environmentally damaging alternatives are feasible. This IP section also requires
that existing structures be “substantial structures,” such as a primary residence, a major road, or a
significant facility or accessway used by the public.

From the “As Built Bluff Protection Plan™ the Read single family dwelling is the only substantial
structure in the project area that would be protected by the development. However, this single family
dwelling appears to be located more than 50 feet from the bluff edge. It has been brought to our attention
that the estimated bluff erosion rate of 0.25 feet per year noted in the Initial Study was incorrect. As %
concluded in Dr. Griggs’ report, a more reasonable estimate for the site based on past erosion is 0.5 feet
per year. The Commission’s long practice has been to evaluate the immediacy of any threat in order to
make a determination as to whether an existing structure is “in danger,” The Commission has generally
interpreted “in danger” to mean that an existing structure would be unsafe to occupy within the next two
or three storm season cycles (generally, the next few years) if nothing were to be done (i.¢., in the no




Comments on the Information related to the Initial Study/Negative Declaration
for Read Bluff Stabilization and Erosion Control Project
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project alternative). Even with the new estimated rate of erosion of 0.5 feet per year, the Read home is

“not “in danger” from erosion as defined by the LCP or Coastal Act. From examination of Figure 5 in Dr.
Griggs’ report (which illustrates the projected 50, 75, and 100 year erosion lines of the bluff from an
analysis done by Nielsen and Associates (2004) which assumed a bluff erosion rate between 0.45 and
0,75 feet per year) it appears that the Read home, guest house, and garage would be safe for another 50
years, and therefore these structures are not in imminent danger from erosion. In addition, Figure 5 also
suggests that the portion of the bluff that would intersect the Read guest house within 75 years is located
at the western property end, and not the southern end of the property where the bluff has been armored.
If the property owner plans to protect his home from bluff erosion occurring on the western end of the
property, then this would suggest that future bluff protection may need to occur near Otter Cove in closer
proximity to environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA).

The closest development to the bluff edge includes the stone walk and planters, which are located within
7-20 feet of the bluff edge, However, these elements do not constitute existing “substantial structures,”
as defined in IP Section 20.147.060(B)(7), and thus do not warrant protection under the LCP. Therefore,
there are no existing substantial structures in close proximity to the bluff edge that would be considered
to be “in danger from erosion” as required by the L.CP for development that alters natural shoreline
processes.

Dr. Griggs also stresses in his report the importance of taking into account large episodic erosion events
that could occur on the property from large storms, including El Nifio storms, In particular, he highlights
an event which occurred on January 2008 where high waves overtopped the bluff, overturning a stone
bench and stripping back vegetation. However, this property damage occurred on the western end of the
property. It is not ¢lear from the materials provided that this overtopping and wave uprush event
resulted in property damage near the southern property line where the bluff protection was installed.
While the proposed project would minimize erosion of the upper bluff on the southern end of the
property, erosion would continue near the western end of the property on the bluff fronting Otter Cove
and at the point. Therefore, it is not clear that the project has been designed to prevent the type of large
episodic erosion events discussed in Dr. Griggs’ report.

In addition, as required by IP Section 20.147.060(B)(7), any approvable project is required to mitigate
for adverse impacts to local shoreline sand supply. The coastal protection installed at the site includes
structures along the upper edge of the bluff covering terrace deposits and structures installed over the
granitic bedrock which extend onto the sandy portion of the beach. Therefore, the development has the
potential to impact shoreline sand supply through the loss of the beach area on which the structure is
located, the long-term loss of beach that will result when the back-beach location is fixed on an eroding
shoreline, and the amount of material that would have been supplied to the beach if the back-beach or
blutf were to erode naturally. There is also bluff protection depicted in the project plans as “pre-existing
artificial rock blutf protection” and in Figure 13 of Dr. Griggs’ report. It is unclear from the information
provided when this bluff protection was installed and if it is permitted. If this bluff protection is being
proposed as part of this project it needs to be evaluated for its impacts to local shoreline sand supply
since it extends from the top of the bluff down to the sandy beach.
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The Initial Study included an analysis of the amount of beach material that would have been supplied to
the beach if the back-beach or bluff were to erode naturally. The analysis used an average erosion rate
for the terrace deposits of 0.25 feet per year, a linear bluff of 40 feet, and estimated that 50% of the bluff
materials would contribute to beach sand. However, the analysis does not describe the exact standards
used to determine what type of materials from the bluff qualify as beach sand and does not distinguish if
this erosion rate is the same for the granitic bedrock in the project area. Dr. Griggs clarifies in his
response letter that the bluff to be armored is actually 80 feet in length and that only about 26% of the
bluff materials contribute to beach sand. Also, as mentioned earlier, the bluff in this area has an erosion
rate of 0.5 feet per year. Given that the analysis used a 40-foot linear bluff in calculating the estimate, the
result underestimates the amount of sandy supply loss due to the project. Using the new parameters
provided, the estimated 30-cubic-feet of sand loss per year due to the project (as determined in the Initial
Study) would actually be a loss of 62-cubic feet per year. This estimate also does not include an estimate
of the amount of material that would have been supplied to the beach over the lifetime of the project, and
does not calculate the sand loss due to direct coverage of the beach by the portion of the coastal
protection that extends onto the sandy portion of the beach. Also, this estimate does not include the
passive sand loss from recession due to fixing the position of the back edge of the beach in areas where
the bluff protection extends down to the sand beach, which would prevent new beach area from forming.
Therefore, the analysis for impacts to shoreline sand supply for this project, as required by the LCP, is
incomplete. The proposed project also does not include any mitigation for the impacts to shoreline sand
supply as required by the LCP.

Finally, IP Section 20.147.060(B)(7) only allows for shoreline armoring when no less-environmentally
damaging alterative is feasible (this section assumes that there is a structure in imminent danger from
erosion). However, the Initial Study did not evaluate the need for the project and no alternatives analysis
was conducted to evaluate if any other less-environmentally damaging alternatives to shoreline armoring
were feasible, including a “no project” alternative, as required by the LCP. Specifically, Dr. Griggs®
report states, “Surface drainage from inland areas (the 17-Mile Drive and Crocker Grove) and
groundwater seepage appear to have been concentrated on the top of the bedrock here and have led to
weakening and failure of the granodiorite, as well as past gullying of the soils and weaker terrace
deposits.” It appears from this statement that erosion along the southern property line could be reduced
through modifications to drainage patterns, which were not evaluated. The Read home is also substantial
in size, and while relocating the entire structure seems to be infeasible, there was no alternative
considered to alter any portions of the structure. As mentioned in the sea level rise section of Dr,
Griggs’ report, the future increases in sea level rise would eventually put the Read home in danger
within the next 100 years. Only substantial coastal protective devices would protect the Read home
from overtopping and wave run-up in the future. Therefore, the option of altering the design of the
structure should be considered now and in the future.

Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan (L.UP) Hazards Policy 5 states, “New development shall be sited and
designed to minimize risk from geologic, flood, or fire hazards; to assure stability and structural
integrity; and to not threaten the stability of a site, contribute significantly to erosion, geologic
instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding areas.” The project plans depict drainage features
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that extend through the wall, which would convey water from the bluff to the beach in the event where
overtopping occurs. However, there is not sufficient detail or analysis of this drainage system to be able
to conclude that there would be no impacts to hydrology or surface drainage from the structure. Without

“proper drainage facilities, the bluff could become saturated, decreasing the stability of the protection, and
possibly resulting in loss of large portions of the bluff. Altering the drainage pattern of the site could
also exacerbate erosion on other portions of the bluff. Finally, as most of the bluff protection occurs
only along the upper portion of the bluff, increased erosion, which would be exacerbated by future sea
level rise, would eventually also lead to undermining of the structure as built. Therefore, it is not clear
that the structure has been designed to assure structural stability and integrity, consistent with the Del
Monte Forest LUP Hazards policy 35.

The LCP also has special protections for environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA), which includes
the area of Otter Cove upcoast and adjacent to the project site, and which provides a haul out and
pupping site for harbor seals. IP Section 20.147.040(B) requires that biological reports be prepared if
development is located within 100 feet of ESHA to determine the exact boundaries of ESHA and
recommend siting and mitigation measures to ensure protection of sensitive species and habitats,
Development standards listed in IP Section 20.147.040(C) also require development to be set back a
minimum of 100 feet from ESHA. In addition, the L.CP includes ESHA policies specific to shoreline
and marine habitats, which require that development be set back 100 feet from the mean high water line
of the ocean. From the “As Built Bluff Protection Plan” it is clear that the project was constructed
within 100 feet of the mean high water line of the ocean. However, it is not clear from the Negative
Declaration or Initial Study documents where the ESHA boundaries on the property exist, whether the
development occurred within ESHA or within 100 feet of ESHA, and whether proposed mitigation
measures during construction were taken into account for the development, as required by the LCP,

Finally, there is still disagreement between the Applicant’s consultant and Coastal Commission staff
regarding whether or not portions of the project, including temporary construction activities, were
located below the mean high tide line (MHTL) and would therefore be under the jurisdiction of the
Coastal Commission. As a result, the project may still have to undergo formal review by the California
Coastal Commission for any development or temporary construction areas used for the project that are
within the Coastal Commission’s jurisdiction.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above documents, I hope these comments are helpful
in providing guidance and input for the Read Bluff Stabilization and Erosion Control Project. Please do
not hesitate to contact me at the email or phone number below if you have any questions.

dlﬁﬁ{i'ne Manna C —
Coastal Planner
Central Coast District Office
Jeannine. Manna@coastal.ca.gov

(415) 904-5250
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FENTON & KELLER

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

2801 MONTEREY-SALINAS HIGHWAY
POST OFFICE BOX 791
MONTEREY, CALIFORNIA 93942-0791
TELEPHONE (831) 373-1241
FACSIMILE (831) 373-7219

www.FentonKeller.com

LEWIS L. FENTON
1925.2005

OF COUNSEL
CHARLES R. KELLER
THOMAS H. JAMISON

AuguSt 9% 2013 JBridges@FentonKeller.com
JOHN S. BRIDGES ext. 238
VIA EMAIL (montaner@co.monterey.ca.us) DICTATED BUT NOT READ.
EMAILED IN ATTORNEY’S
Ramon Montano ABSENCE TO AVOID DELAY.

Monterey County Planning Department
168 W. Alisal Street, 2nd Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

Re: Read Bluff Stabilization/Erosion Control Project (PLN100670)
Our File: 32567.29567

Dear Ramon:

Attached are further responses from Coastal Geologist, Registered Geologist, and
Certified Engineering Geologist Gary Griggs and project Geotechnical and Coastal Engineers
Haro, Kasunich and Associates to Coastal Commission staff comments dated July 26, 2013,
These experts conclude the Read Project is consistent with the Del Monte Forest LCP.
Mr. Griggs specifically states, “The Read home is in danger and the fascia, which is the
minimum necessary and least impactful protection for this circumstance, is warranted and
approvable under the Coastal Act and the Del Monte Forest LCP.”

As you know, prior correspondence in the record has addressed the MHTL (mean high
tide line) question and the project biologist has previously confirmed the fascia work did not
impact ESHA on the property.

In terms of alternatives, a “no project” (i.e., status quo) alternative is not feasible because
the home is in need of protection as explained by Mr. Griggs. Relocating the home is
economically infeasible and would conflict with protections afforded the many cypress trees on
the property which are ESHA and which dictated the placement of the house in the first instance.
Moreover, Mr. Read has a constitutional right to protect his home and the project does so in the
least impactful way and in a manner consistent with the LCP. The Coastal Commission staff is
asking the County to apply standards that are not part of the LCP or the Coastal Act.

{ISB-312227;2}




Ramon Montane
August 9, 2013
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We look forward to presenting the project before the Planning Commission on
August 28. If you have any questions before then please let me know.
Very truly youts,

FENTON & KELLER
A Professional Corporation

Yot S

John S. Bridges

JSB:kme

Enclosures

ce: (all w/encls.)
Bob Schubert
Gary Griggs
John Kasunich
Peter Read

{JSB-312227;2}




Gary B. Griggs

Consulting Coastal Geologist
Registered Geologist & Certified Engineering Geologist
321 Alta Avenue-Santa Cruz, California 95060
(831) 332-9318; fax (831} 459-4882; email: griggs@ucsc.edu

August 4, 2013

Ramon Montano

Monterey County Planning Department
168 Alisal Street, 2" Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

RE: Response to Jeannine Manna’s July 26, 2013 Comments On Otter Cove Project, 3158 17-
Mile Drive, Pebble Beach, APN 008-491-14

Ramon,

Attached below are my written responses to Jeannine Manna’s most recent memo on the
Otter Cove Project. | have tried to be both complete but somewhat succinct in responding to
Jeannine Manna’s most recent memo to you.

1. Need for Protection: While Jeannine references the “Commission’s long practice” of
evaluating the immediacy of any threat in order to make a decision about whether an
existing structure is “in danger”, and that “the Commission has generally interpreted
in danger to mean that an existing structure would be unsafe to occupy within the next
two or three storm cycles (generally, the next few years) if nothing were to be done”..
the original Coastal Act language actually states:

“revetments...seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other such construction...shall
be permitted when required ... to protect existing structures... in danger from
erosion and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local
shoreline sand supply”

There are three different considerations that I have discussed in my earlier reports
and memos that affect the danger from erosion and wave runup and the need for
protection of the Read home:

A. The long-term erosion rate and when the bluff edge gets close enough to
the structure that it is in danger during large storm events and unsafe to
occupy. The calculated average long-term erosion rate on the site based on
the aerial photographic history has been determined to be about 0.5 ft./yr. If
this average rate were to continue unchanged into the future, encroachment
of the bluff edge to the edge of the Read home would occur in about 90
years. However, waiting until the bluff edge reaches a foundation would
eliminate the possibility of protecting a home, and in essence amounts to




condemning the home. There is also a very high likelihood that the bluff
erosion rate will increase in the years ahead as sea level rises (explained in C.
below).

B. All bluff erosion is episodic, however, and it is the extreme events that pose
the greatest risk. As was pointed out in both my January 19, 2013 and my June
20, 2013 memos, the Coastal Commission staff geologist (Mark Johnsson) has
agreed in a Pismo Beach decision in December 2012 that using average bluff
erosion rates is not the ideal way to determine a realistic threat. The impacts
of the January 2008 storm waves combined with high tides was well-
documented in photographs at the Otter Cove site and illustrate the hazards
of extreme events on the site. Photographs indicate that a heavy stone
structure 20 feet inland from the top of the bluff was overturned by wave
impact, and ice plant was completely ripped from the ground 30 feet inland
from the bluff edge. Photographs from that event also indicate that ice plant
and other debris was washed up to the front edge of the Read home, 50 to
65 feet from the bluff edge. The front yard is essentially flat (~1.5 feet of
elevation increase over 45 to 60 feet), such that once waves overtop the bluff
ocean water washes inland to the house. Having seawater lapping up at the
backdoor is clearly putting the house in danger of damage. The position of
the bluff edge is not the only factor that determines the risk at this low-lying
site.

C. Sea-level is rising at an increasing rate such that both of the above processes
will be exacerbated in the future with increased risks. There is already danger
and risks to the Read home as evidenced in the January 2008 overtopping
event and these will only increase in the future. The home is the lowest in
elevation of any home along the entire 17-Mile Drive and is also the closest to
the bluff edge, thus is at the greatest risk from the combined effects of sea-
level rise and extreme events in the future. It is impossible to predict just
when the next extreme event or series of events will take place, but based on
the January 2008 event, the risk is already evident and will increase in the
future. The Commission has accepted the sea-level rise rates developed by
the National Research Council Committee and adopted by CO-CAT (Coastal
and Ocean Resources Working Group for the Climate Action Team) for any
new development, and for agency consistency, these same criteria for future
planning need to be used for existing development as well.

The overtopping in January 2008 occurred on both the eastern and western side of the
property as documented in the photographs included in my 2011 report and attached here.
The older protective fascia with its recurved and reflective top is immediately below the
fence on the right side of the photograph and has prevented wave overtopping. On either
side, where no protection was in place, dangerous overtopping is occurring.

The newer protective fascia being reviewed was designed to protect the home from wave
overtopping immediately in front of the home where the bluff edge is only 45 to 50 feet
away. To the west, where the stone statue and bench are located, the bluff edge is
somewhat further away, 65 to 80 feet, and not directly in front of the home, such that the




January 2008 wave overtopping luff on east side of home. Note immediately fence that
the older protective structure has an overhanging or recurved top, which has prevented wave overtopping.
Immediately to the right, however, waves are overtopping the low bluff.

January 2008 overtopping evidence onwest side of home, where ice plant and other debris
landward to the back of the Read home by wave runup.

has been carried




immediate risk was deemed to be somewhat lower, although for better long-term stability,
the top of that section of bluff should be protected in a similar fashion.

2,

Sand Supply Impacts. The Coastal Commission staff memo of July 26, 2013 states that
IP Section 20.147.060(B)(7) requires any approvable project to mitigate for adverse
impacts to local shoreline sand supply. This is a sensible policy where beaches exist
and where a significant source of sand would be eliminated or reduced. In front of
the Read home, the calculated amount of sand provided on average to the shoreline
by the area of terrace deposits protected is just over two cubic yards per year. There
is no real beach fronting the area that has been protected but only a small rocky cove
consisting dominantly of gravel and cobbles (see aerial photograph below). Otter
Cove beach to the left or upcoast of the protected area contains approximately 5,700
cubic yards of sand and coarser material. The calculated reduction of 2.3 cubic yards
is 0.04% of this beach volume. This is an imperceptible volume of sand relative to the
total volume of sand on Otter Cove Beach, and therefore no mitigation is required.

The rugged coastline for about 1.5 miles upcoast of Otter Cove and for nearly five
miles downcoast (to Stillwater Cove) consists dominantly of low granite cliffs or
bluffs, and with the exception of Otter Cove and several other very small pocket
beaches with no access, this 6.5 mile coastline has no beaches where sand
accumulates. Sand supply impact from the Read project is not an issue either on the
Read property or regionally. The 80 feet of protected bluff constitutes 0.002% of this
6.5 mile long granitic coastline. There is no adverse impact on local shoreline sand
supply because there are 6.5 miles of granite cliffs to provide sand and with the
exception of Otter Cove, there are no beaches where sand can accumulate.

2012 aerial photograph of Read home with bluff area protected onright side of home, where
there is a narrow rocky cove. Otter Cove beach is to the left.




The Read home is unique along the 17-Mile Drive in being on a very low terrace, quite close to
the shoreline, such that it is at a high risk of being impacted by wave overtopping and runup,
and continuing bluff erosion. The Read home is in danger and the fascia, which is the
minimum necessary and least impactful protection for this circumstance, is warranted and
approvable under the Coastal Act and Del Monte Forest LCP.

Gary Griggs
Registered Geologist No. 3277
Certified Engineering Geologist No. 1282




Haro, KasuNiCH AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

CONBULTING GEOTECHRICAL & CoASTAL ENGINEERS

Project No, M6913
9 August 2013

Mr. Peter Read

¢/o John Bridges

Fenton and Keller

P.O. Box 791

Monterey, California 93942-0791

Subject: Response to Coastal Commission Comments Regarding the Read
Bluff Stabilization and Erosion Control Project

Reference: Coastal Commission Comments on the Initial Study/Negative
Declaration in'letter dated July 26, 2013

3158 Seventeen Mile Drive, Pebble Beach
Monterey County, California

Dear Mr. Read:

The purpose of this letter is to respond to Coastal Commission comments
regarding the coastal bluff protection project on your property, in their letter dated
July 26, 2013.

Jeannine Manna of the Coastal Commission notes that Del Monte Forest Land
Use Plan (LUP) states, "New development shall be sited and designed to
minimize risk from geologic, flood, or fire hazards; to assure stability and
structural integrity; and to not threaten the stabllity of a site, contribute
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or
surrounding areas." This is Policy-38 of the 2012 Del Monte Forest LUP.

She indicates that "Without propeér drainage facilities, the biuff could become
saturated, decreasing the stability of the protection, and possibly resulting in loss
of large portions of the bluff. Altering the drainage pattern of the site could also
exacerbate erosion on other portions of the bluff. Finally, as most of the bluff
protection occurs only along the upper portion of the bluff, increased erosion,
which would be exacerbated by future sea level rise, would eventually also lead
to undermining of the structure as built. Therefors, it is not clear that the structure
has been designed to assure structural stability and integrity, consistent with the
Del Monte Forest LUP Hazards policy."

We have examined the drainage facilities in the area of the erosion control fascia

that is being permitted, and find that drainage is well controlled. It does not
appear that the drainage pattems at the site are adversely impacting the site.

116 East LAKE AVENUE » WATSONVILLE, CALIFORNIA 95076 « (831) 722-4175 ¢ Fax (831) 722-3202




Mr. Peter Read

Project No. M6913

3158 Seventeen Mile Drive
9 August 2013

Page 2

The erosion control fascia is protecting the weaker terrace deposits, located
above the erosion resistant granite, from erosion. We understand that the limits
of the erosion fascia were selected to reduce erosion .of these weaker earth
materials, while minimizing the amount of erosion control that was implemented.

The erosion control fascia is not an engineered retaining wall; rather it is an
erosion control fascia. It provides greater stability and erosion control than other
potential erosion control treatments, such as jute netting or geotextile treatments.
It should help preserve the integrity of the bluff and prevent erosion during ocean
wave Impact.

The erosion control fascia should not threaten the stability of a site, nor
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or
surrounding areas.

If you have any questions concerning the data or conclusions presented in this
report, please call our office.

fly Submitted,

¢‘ ASUNICH AND ASSOCIAE ES, INC.

e TR

Mark Foxx
C.E.G. 1493
JEK/MF/sr
Copies: 4 to Addressee (+ email)

1 to Gary Griggs (by email)
1 to File
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Schubert, Bob J. x5183

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Attachments:

Hi Bob,

Gary Griggs [griggs@ucsc.edu]

Tuesday, September 24, 2013 6:53 PM

Schubert, Bob J. x5183

Read home flooding

Read Home flooding012.pdf, Read Home flooding013.pdf; Read Home flooding014.pdf

I was able to obtain the attached photographs from Mr. Read's caretaker, Don Ritter, who wasn't working on the
property at the time. These photographs clearly show water on the floor of two rooms facing the ocean, while
the home was under construction, and the wave conditions fronting the home.

I have no personal account yet of what the conditions were like, other than what I indicated previously, which
was from the Haro Kasunich report from 2002 that stated "During the strong El Nino storms of February 1998
wave action impacted the residence, which was then under construction". While the report was done by Haro
Kasunich, the engineer who wrote the report, Elizabeth Mitchell, is now with another firm in the area (Pacific
Crest Engineering), and who John Kasunich was going to contact but hasn't thus far, so I will attempt to contact
her tomorrow. But I wanted to provide the photographs I was able to obtain.

gary

Gary Griggs

Distinguished Professor of Earth and Planetary Sciences
Director Institute of Marine Sciences

University of California, Santa Cruz, CA 95064

(831) 459-5006 - fax (831) 459-4882












Schubert, Bob J. x5183

From: Gary Griggs [griggs@ucsc.edu]
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2013 2:25 PM
To: Schubert, Bob J. x5183

Subject: Protection of Read Home

Hi Bob,

I had a conversation with Peter Read an hour ago and mentioned that I had only recently read in an earlier
geologic report about his foundation and home being inundated while under construction during the very large
1997-98 El Nino event. Peter said he was at the site immediately afterwards and while there was a lot of granite
immediately in front of the house that was being cut and trimmed for the walls of the house, that waves washed
over the through the rock and flooded at least the east end of the house, his den was full of water. He said he
had photographs of this but is leaving the country tomorrow until the 7th so won't have time to dig them out
before he leaves.

I think this makes the case of the risk of flooding far stronger, something that Katie had asked about earlier but 1
didn't have first hand information on. This isn't a hypothetical but has happened and were it to happen again
(e.g. without the protective structure) damage would be very significant to the home.

I know I have provided/submitted a considerable amount of geologic and engineering information to you and
that as you had indicated in our first call, you are not a coastal geologist, so there may well be questions or
uncertainties in your mind. I am happy to come down to Salinas and meet if you feel it would help you get a
clearer sense of the risks on the site or if [ can provide additional information of explanation.

Thanks again Bob,

gary

Gary Griggs

Distinguished Professor of Earth and Planetary Sciences
Director Institute of Marine Sciences

University of California, Santa Cruz, CA 95064

(831) 459-5006 - fax (831) 459-4882



Schubert, Bob J. x5183

From: Gary Griggs [griggs@ucsc.edu]

Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2013 8:50 AM
To: Schubert, Bob J. x5183

Subject: Re: FW: Read seawall

Bob,

Good questions.
Several points that I hope clarify:

« Bluff erosion is an episodic process as I have explained in previous reports, letters and responses. Average
erosion rates are just that, averages over time. But it is typically the large events that remove the most material,
large events like the El Nino winters of 1982-83, 1997-98, and 2009-10, when we may lose 10 feet of bluff
overnight. Simply using an average erosion rate to determine the life time of a structure, however, is not the best
approach because a large event can move the edge back very quickly overnight.

« Bluff or cliff erosion can be determined from precise survey or parcel maps (which may or may not be
available), aerial photographs (which are most often used but have their own challenges due to scale, clarity,
vegetation, recognition of bluff edge, etc.). The first values I listed (7-10 ft) were from survey maps where edge
of bluff was delineated. The second set were taken from aerial images on Google Earth, some are excellent,
some are older or not as clear, so while they indicate higher amounts of retreat, and cover several more recent
years, are probably less precise. I therefore gave a range of values as indicative of the real situation.

« What is also critical to keep in mind is that sea level is rising at an increasing rate, and the projected values
for 2030, 2050 or 2100 will significantly increase these historic erosion rates.

Does this answer your questions Bob?

gary

On Thu, Sep 19, 2013 at 8:25 AM, Schubert, Bob J. x5183 <SchubertBJ@co.monterey.ca.us> wrote:

Gary,

understand your first paragraph. However, the second paragraph seems to contradict the first one. In addition, if the
bluff is retreating an average of 0.5 ft/year, and given the estimated 200 year life of the home, wouldn’t the estimated
retreat during the lifetime of the home be 100 feet?

Bob Schubert, AICP

Senior Planner



Monterey County
RMA-Planning Department

(831) 755-5183

From: Gary Griggs [mailto:griggs@ucsc.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2013 9:37 PM
To: Schubert, Bob J. x5183

Subject: Re: FW: Read seawall

Bob,

Looking back at prior survey maps, I calculated that 7 to 10 feet of erosion of the bluff edge had taken place
directly in front of the Read home between 1996 and 2010. Survey maps are quite accurate as they are based on
actual ground measurements.

Using Google Earth, and comparing historical aerial photo imagery (which is more difficult due to the
differences in resolution or clarity of different satellite images), i determined that total retreat of the bluff edge
between 1998 (when house was built) and 2012, ranged from about 17 to 24 feet. My best estimate is retreat of
10 to 15 feet over the lifetime of the home.

Gary

On Wed, Sep 18, 2013 at 10:21 AM, Schubert, Bob J. x5183 <SchubertBJ@co.monterey.ca.us> wrote:

Gary,

Yes, | received the summary and it is very helpful. 1do have one question. Approximately how many feet has the bluff
eroded since the house was buiit in 19987

Bob Schubert, AICP

Senior Planner



Monterey County
RMA-Planning Department

(831) 755-5183

From: Gary Griggs [mailto:griggs@ucsc.edu]

Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2013 9:31 AM

To: Schubert, Bob J. x5183; Holm, Carl P. x5103; Hickman, Wanda x5285; John Bridges; Peter Read
Subject: Re: FW: Read seawall

Hi Bob,

[ hope you received my summary of the need for the protection at the Read house site sent yesterday. What I
think is also important regarding this project, in contrast to many other coastal protection projects, is that the
bluff top fascia has no visual impacts- it is not visible to the public, and is indistinguishable from the native rock
to anyone standing directly in front of it. Having studied seawalls and their impacts along the California coast
for the past 30 years, I can say that after a detailed assessment of the Read protection, that is has no measurable
or significant environmental impacts.

Please let me know if you want to discuss further.

thanks Bob,

gary



Schubert, Bob J. x5183

From: Gary Griggs [griggs@ucsc.edu]

Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2013 11:57 AM

To: Schubert, Bob J. x56183

Cc: (jbridges@fentonkeller.com); Holm, Carl P. x5103; Hickman, Wanda x5285
Subject: Re: FW: Read seawall

Attachments: Read Risk Summary.docx

Bob,

Thanks again for forwarding the Coastal Commission input from Katie Butler. | have addressed these issues and
attempted to summarize the reasons and evidence for the Read home being at a significant risk to coastal
hazards in the attached document. Please let me know if you feel a phone conversation would be helpful or
useful, or if [ can provide photographs to document this explanation.

gary

On Wed, Sep 11, 2013 at 3:36 PM, Schubert, Bob J. x5183 <SchubertBJ@co.monterey.ca.us> wrote:

John/Gary,

fyi

Bob Schubert, AICP

Sentor Planner

Monterey County
RMA-Planning Department

(831) 755-5183

From: Butler, Katie@Coastal [mailto:Katie.Butler@coastal.ca.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2013 1:08 PM

To: Schubert, Bob J. x5183

Cc: Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal; Montano, Ramon x5169
Subject: Read seawall




September 17, 2013
Hi Bob,

I wanted to follow up on the response from Katie at the Coastal Commission, and
provide a summary of why I believe that there is a strong need for protection at the
Read home. To keep this focused and brief [ am going to use a bullet approach.

 There is an erosion hazard in front of the Read home, although using only the
average erosion rate and distance from the bluff edge to the front of the home would
suggest that the erosion process would take decades before the bluff edge
approached the front of the home. Erosion is an episodic process and several very
large storms at times of high tide and elevated sea levels could reduce the distance
quickly. A rising sea level will also shorten this time period.

» There are two documented instances over the past 15 years (February 1998 and
January 2008) when wave overtopping of the low bluff and runup reached the house
site (in 1998 the house was still under construction and an earlier report on this
event states “wave action impacted the residence, which was then under
construction”- I am now trying to find out more details on this event), and came very
close in 2008, which was not an El Nifio year.

» Wave runup models have been run at two different times in the past, which
indicate that without any bluff protection, and with present location of the bluff
edge, that wave runup could reach two feet above the floor level of the home. With
continued recession of the bluff edge, the runup gets significantly greater and could
reach 6 to nearly 9 feet above the floor level (with 11 and 22 feet of recession
respectively). With existing protection and recurved wall, extreme projected wave
runup would be just below floor level. I don’t believe there is any question from the
wave runup analyses that seawater reaching 2 to 9 feet in elevation above the floor
level is a very significant risk to the Read home and would cause major damage and
losses, and that the existing protection reduces this risk to an acceptable level.

» Most of the major damage incurred along the central coast during the 1978, 1983
and 1997-98 El Nifio events was due to wave runup and impact, rather than simply
bluff erosion, although these will act in concert at the Read home site. In Capitola,
Seacliff State Beach, Las Olas Drive in Aptos, Beach Drive in Rio del Mar, and Aptos
Seascape, to name a few, the damages to businesses, homes and recreational
facilities was due to wave runup and overtopping. I can provide graphic images of
this damage if they would be useful.

e The Coastal Commission guidelines regarding future sea-level rise for revisions of
Local Coastal Programs specifically refer to the need to address wave overtopping
and runup. This hazard is also specifically addressed in the State of California Sea-
Level Rise Guidance Document (CO-CAT-March 2013), prepared by and for all state
agencies and states specifically (Page 4):



Consider storms and other extreme events. Coastal ecosystems, development, and
public access are most at risk from storm events, including the confluence of large
waves, storm surges, and high astronomical tides during a strong El Nifio. Water
levels reached during these large, short-term events have causes significant damage
along the coast. For example, a strong El Nifio combined with a series of storms
during high-tide events caused more than $200 million in damage (in 2010 dollars) to
the California coast during the winter of 1982-83. In the next few decades, most of
the damage along the coast will likely result from extreme events. Historical records
are one of the main sources of information on the extremes that are possible, and
the damages that can result. Planning activities and project design would be
improved by considering impacts from extreme events.

e The Read home is unique along the 17-Mile Drive in being both the lowest in
elevation and the closests to the shoreline, such that it is at a high risk of being
impacted by wave overtopping and runup.



Gary Griggs

Distinguished Professor of Earth and Planetary Sciences
Director Institute of Marine Sciences

University of California, Santa Cruz, CA 95064

(831) 459-5006 - fax (831) 459-4882



Schubert, Bob J. x5183

From: Butler, Katie@Coastal [Katie. Butler@coastal.ca.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2013 1:08 PM

To: Schubert, Bob J. x5183

Cc: Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal; Montano, Ramon x5169
Subject: Read seawall

Hi Bob,

We've discussed the Read seawall project more here (including with Mark Johnsson and Lesley Ewing, our staff geologist
and engineer, respectively), and we don’t see how the project could be approvable under LUP Policy 44. This policy
allows seawalls when required to protect existing structures in danger from erosion. The materials provided by the
applicant do not indicate an erosion hazard to the primary structure on the site (the house) now or in the near-term
future. Dr. Griggs indicated that the seawall was needed to prevent/reduce wave uprush and flooding risk. Ocean
waves have come close to the house twice in the last 15 years (1998 and 2008}, but have not directly impacted the
house. Furthermore, we understand that the recurves at the top of the structure will reduce wave uprush, but will not
stop overtopping from larger waves. It seems that some sort of flood protection barrier closer to the home would be
more effective at reducing any flooding risk. We would also note that seawalls are not permitted by the LCP {(or Coastal
Act) for flooding.

We hope this helps with formulating County staff’'s recommendation. Please let me know if you want to discuss further.

Thanks,
Katie

Katie Butler

Coastal Planner

California Coastal Commission
725 Front Street, Suite 300
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

P: (831) 427-4863

F: (831) 427-4877
katie.butler(@coastal.ca.pov
www.coastal.ca.gov




Exhibit L

Geologic Report Focused on Wave Impact
Hazards, Coastal Bluff Erosion and
Shoreline Protection on the Read Property
dated August 2011 prepared by Gary Griggs
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GEOLOGCIC REPORT FOCUSED ON WAVE IMPACT HAZARDS, COASTAL BLUFF EROSION, AND
SHORELINE PROTECTION ON THE READ PROPERTY

GEQLOGIC 3ETTING

The Read home (APN 008-491-14), is situated at 3158 on the 17-Mile Drive in Pebble Beach on
the Monterey Peninsula {Figure 1). The parcel slopes gently towards the ocean and is vegetat-
ed with clder Manteray Cyprass trees. The site is underiain directly by solf and marine terrace
deposits that rest on weathered granodiorite and then grznadiorite bedrock. Where exposad
in the low bluff along the northern side of the property and also in front of the home, the gra-
nitic bedrock appears to be somewhat resistant to erosion although jointing provides weak-
ness zones for weathering and wave attack. The bedrock is also exposad in the intertidal and
nearshore zona on both the northern and southern sides of the property. The granodiorite
usually oceurs as rounded outcrops due to weathering and eresion aleng joints or fractures.
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Figure 1. Map of Monterey Peninsula showing location of Read Parcel
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The bedrock is more susceptible to erosion near the scuthern property lins whare a cove has
formed. The bluff here is a near vertical rock face that appears to coincide with a joint set
alang which failure has taken place. Surface drainage from inland areas (the 17-Mile Drive and
Crocker Grave) and groundwatar sezpage appear to have been concentrated on the top of
the bedrock here and have led to weakening and failure of the granodiorite, as well as past
gullving of the soils and wezker terrace daposits.

The soll, terrace deposiis and weathered bedrock are very erosion prons in contrast to the
more resistant granodiorite. They range in thickness from about 4 to 8 feat along the coastal
bluff and include an overlyving layer of very dark soil two to four feet thick, several faat ter-
race deposits (including sand, silt and clay), and a lower section of waathered granodiarite
(Figure 2). The terrace deposits and soil are unconsolidatad and offer little resistance to wave
attack. The greater erosional resistance of the bedrock has lad to the more rapid retreat of
the weathered granite and surficial materizls, exposing 2 bench midway up the 14-foot high
bluff in the granitic rock.

The elevation of the top of the granitic bedrock varies across the front of the preperty. Along
most of the northern side of the parcel, landward of Otter Cove beach, the granite is below
beach level and not exposed (Figure 2). The cove itself and the beach are present becauss
of the lower topographic elevations and the fact that the surface of the granitic bedrock |
lower. Tha granite bedrack, along with the overlying terrace deposits, is higher on either sids
of the cove, including the area beneath and fronting the house site {figure 2}.
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Figure 2. 2608 aerial photograph of the Read home showing the distribution of granite and overlying tarrace
daposits and soil across the blufl fronting the home site. Note general lack of beach below the biuf in fromt of
the nausa.
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The bedrock and the overlying terrace deposits and soils are prone to erosion from surface
runoff and groundwater seepage, as well as from wave attack. It is evident here from the
large driftwood logs at the back of Otter Cove beach that storm wave attack at high tides is
common and that the low bluff has retreated farther inland than where granitic bedrock is
exposed immediately to the north and south.

The elevation of the top of the bluff varies from +18 ft MSL along the southern property line,
to +15 ft MSL at the rocky point immediately in front of the home, to about +14 ft MSL at the
rear of Otter Cove beach' (Plate 1). Ground elevation in front of the home is just over +20 ft
MSL. The Read home is at a significantly lower elevation and considerably closer to the bluff
edge than any other homes along the 17-Mile Drive/Del Monte Forest area. It is far more ex-
posed to wave run-up and impact, and will be more vulnerable in the years ahead as sea |evel
rises and wave heights increase.

DOCUMENTING COASTAL EROSION HISTORY AND RATES

Both surface water runoff and groundwater seepage can gradually weaken and lead to failure
of the surficial deposits. Wave attack at times of high tide and elevated sea level will also pro-
gressively erode the weathered granite bedrock through process of direct hydraulic impact,
and also by abrasion though the grinding action of the granitic cobbles on the beach, which
are carried back and forth across the shore face under large wave conditions. Weakening of
the granitic bedrock starts along the joint surfaces and progresses deeper and laterally over
time until blocks are detached, which end up as boulders and cobbles on the beach.

The Read property faces west to southwest and therefore is directly exposed to wave attack
from the west and from the southwest, which is typical during El Nifio winters. Less than
a mile from the Read home, waves over 40 feet in height have been documented at a site
known as Ghost Tree, off Pescadero Point (Figure 1), which once discovered has become a
new magnet for big wave surfers. Waves with faces estimated at 50 to 60 feet rolled through
on December 4, 2007, which took the life of big wave surfer.

Bluff erosion or “retreat rates” are usually determined by comparing the position of the bluff
edge on either older vertical aerial photographs or old parcel survey maps and the present.
By accurately locating the position of the bluff edge at different times in the past on sequen-

*Several different reference systems will be used in this report for elevations and each of these are defined here.
Additional explanation for these differing tidal datums and their history and use is included in as Appendix A.

MSL refers to Mean Sea Level, which is the average height of the ocean surface over a specified time period and
which serves as a reference for alt land elevations. Mean Sea Level may also be referred to as “still water level,”
or the level of the ocean with waves, tides and other disturbances removed.

NGVD, refers to National Geodetic Vertical Datum, and was a vertical control datum established for control in
land surveying in the USA, originally based on tide gauge records in 1929 using 19 years of record (NGVD 29).
This has been updated with the North American Vertical Datum (NAVD) of 1988, which also used 19 years of tide
gauge records (NAVD 88).

Tide tables are all referenced to Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW) or the mean of the lower of the two low tides
occurring each day along the west coast over a 1g-year period. For the Monterey Bay area, 0.0 ft NGVD 1929 is at
elevation 2.60 ft MLLW.

- 5 -



tial aerial photographs or maps, relative to some fixed landmark (a house, building, or road,
for example) or through GPS coordinates, the total amount of retreat over the time period
spanned by the photographs or maps can be determined. Dividing this total retreat distance
by the number of years covered by the photographs or maps, produces an average annual
erosion rate (in feet/year, for example).

Years of observing and documenting coastal erosion have made it evident, however, that
bluff failure is an episodic process. While calculations may indicate an average retreat rate
of one foot/year, rarely does the biuff fail in even one-foot increments. More typically, under
conditions of elevated sea levels and large storm waves, a biuff may retreat five or ten feet in
a single storm, and then remain stable for several years until further weakening or weathering
of the bluff materials occur and another large storm hits. The longer the available map or aer-
ial photographic record, the more accurate the results will be, simply because of the episodic
nature of failure. A longer time period provides more opportunity to capture episodic events.
In addition, aerial photographs vary in their quality, scale and resolution and can be difficult to
work with unless you have considerable experience.

The reliability of calculated average bluff erosion rates may also be complicated by the time
period selected or the time span covered by the aerial photographs or maps. Over the past
several decades, oceanographers haverecognized that the overall climate of the Pacific Ocean
oscillates through cycles several decades long known as Pacific Decadal Oscillations (or PDO),
which have been well documented (Figure 3). Warm or positive PDO cycles, for example, are
characterized overall by warmer ocean conditions, more frequent El Nifo events (Figure 4)
with associated elevated sea levels, heavier rainfall, and large storm waves arriving from the
west and southwest, which lead to enhanced coastal erosion and storm damage. During neg-
ative or cool PDO cycles, La Nifia events are more frequent, ocean temperatures are cooler,
rainfall is generally lower, and severe storms and large waves are less frequent (Figure 4).

It all aerial photographs used for an erosion analysis were from a cool PDO cycle, we would
expect to determine lower than average bluff erosion rates. Itis important to note thata cool,
calmer, less stormy PDO cycle extended from about 1945 to 1978. This generally calm period
along the California coast was the time when much of California’s coastal development took
place.In 1978, however, there was a change to a warm or positive PDO cycle, characterized by
more and stronger El Nifio events (Figure 4), elevated sea levels, and larger storm waves arriv-
ing from the west or southwest. This changing coastal storm climate led to significant coastal
infrastructure and property damage in 1978, 1983 and 1997-98, for example.

The important wave attack and biuff erosion questions for the future, which affect the risks to
the Read home and need to be addressed, include:

1] What has been the past history of bluff retreat and wave overtopping at the site?

2] What has happened in the past during severe storms or erosion events?

3] What wave attack and erosion hazards can likely be expected to occurin the future on this
site?
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Previous Coastal Erosion Investigations

Rogers E. Johnson & Associates (REJ) completed the first erasion study for the site in 1987
using histerical aerial photograshs. The 1987 study determined that ceastal erosion averaged
about 0.6 to 0.7 ftfyr and would probably advance 30-35 feat inland from the existing bluff
edge over the next 50 years (by 2037). In addition, REJ concluded that wave overtopping of
the low bluff during large storms would probably result in wave run-up encroaching between
28 and 72 feet inland fram the then bluff edge over the same 50-year period “due to low-lying
nature of the property”. The different encroachment distances were at specific locations on
the site based on bluff elevation and topography. The wave run-up analysis used a deep-water
wave height of 35 feet (which was actually measured at the Monterey Bay buay on January
5, 2008), a design wave height of 8.5 feat at the toe of the biluff, and 2 wave period of 12 sec-
onds.




In 2 more recent report by Nielsen & Associatzs (2004), three cross-sections across the site
survayed by REL in 1987 were compared with naw surveys completed in 2004 inapproximately
the same locations, By comparing these prafles they concuded that between five and eight
feet of ernsion appears to have taken place in this 17-year interval. These differences produce
average annual erosion rates of the bluff edge of 0.3 to ¢.5 ftfyear.

Nielsen & Associates concludsd, hawevar, that these rates were too conservative and used
a safety factor of 1.5 to increase potential erosion rates from 0.3 and 0.5 ftfyr to 0.45 to 0.75
ftfyr. Using these rates, which dacrezse from north to south, setbacks for 50, 75 and 100 year
periods were designated. The projected 75-yr erosion line based on thaose erosion rates intar-
sects the guasthouse, and the projected 100-yr erosion line intersects the front of the Read
home and passes through the garage/guest house (Figure 5). The architect of the home (In-
ternational Design Group) has stated that it was designed for 20G-year lifa,
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Figure 5. Profected 50, 75, 700 - yaer erosion lines from top of coastal biufl, from Niglsen and Assaciates (2004}
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Recent Evaluation of Coastal Erosion Rates and Hazards

| supplemented the previous determinations of the rate of retreat of the biuff edge based on
historic aerial photographs (REJ and Nielsen & Associates) by comparing the position of the
bluff edge on a set of site surveys spanning the past 25 years.

Date Survey

July 3,1986 Sysorex

January 1, 2001

February 6, 2004 bunbar and Craig,
June 2010

March 4, 201 Dunbar and Craig,

Compared to aerial photographic interpretation,site surveys should be more accurate. In this
case, the 1986 position of the bluff edge was compared to the most recent position, in 2010
and 2011. While these site surveys do cover the large El Nifo of 1997-98, they do not include
the most destructive El Nifio of the past 50 years, the winter of 1982-93. REJ and Nielsen &
Associates surveys should have captured the erosion from that eventin the earlier aerial pho-
tographic analysis, however. Between 1986 and 2010, 3 to 5 feet of bluff top retreat occurred
along the cove on the north side of the promontory immediately fronting the Read residence.
These transiate into an average of about 0.12 to 0.21 ft/yr of retreat over the past 24 years. At
the point itself, 3-6 feet of erosion has taken place over the past 25 years, or 0.12 to 0.25 ft/yr
of retreat. Proceeding southward towards the property line, erosion rates increase on aver-
age to 7 to 10 feet over this time period, or 0.30 to 0.42 ftjyr (Plate 1).

These values are very comparable to the 0.6 to 0.7 ft/yr calculated by REJ (1987), and the 0.45
to 0.75 ft/yr developed by Nielsen & Associates (2004), which span a longer time period cover-
ing a major ENSO event (1983). | conclude that an erosion rate of approximately 0.5 ft/yr is a
reasonable value to use.

Bluff Overtopping

During alarge storm on January 4 and 5, 2008, high waves overtopped the biuff in front of the
Read home. On the afternoon of January 4 between 1400 and 1600, high tides reached a max-
imum of 6.0- 6.3 feet MLLW (at the Monterey harbor tide gage), 0.8 ft higher than predicted
high tide. Wave overtopping of the biuff just to the west of the home overturned a very heavy
stone bench and statue that was set 20 feet back from the bluff edge, pushing it landward
several feet (Figures 6A and 6B). Wave run-up also stripped back the ice plant cover down to
the soil for an additional 10 to 12 feet, or wave impact and scour reached over 30 feet inland
of the bluff edge. Debris left behind by wave overtopping and runup indicates that seawater
reached virtually to the back door of the Read home that evening.

Directly in front of the home, waves were photographed on the morning of January 5 over-
topping the bluff, removing the vegetation and eroding the soils and terrace deposits (Figure
7). Tidal elevation at the time of the photographs was only 3.73 ft, or 2.6 ft below the maxi-
murm of the previous afternoon.



The combination of high tides, elavated saz laval and large storms typically produces the

reatast coasiat erosion and property damage. These processes all coingided during the £l
Mifio winter of 1983 and left over $217 million in damages {in 2010 dollars} along the California
«oast. The high tides and large wawvas of early January 2008 provide an example of what can
happen on the lowlying Read home site under conditions of elavated sea levels and large
waves. The highest tide recorded on January 4, 2008 was 6.32 feet. Thisis nearly a foot lower
than the maximum recorded that year of 7.24 feet; clearly sea level can get higher under the
combined effects of an El Nifo event, low almospheric pressure, a high tide and large waves,
and under these conditions, wave impact and biuff erosion would be greater with increasad
threats to the Read home, The 2008 biuff overtopping was not an extreme event,

7 GQ

Figures &A and 6B.

Statue and bench over
vurcerd and eround caver
removal by wave aver-
tapping on  January 4,
roc8. Photograph  on
March 18, 2011 Sor com-
parisan. Note dehris on
pathway carriec nearly ta
back doos by wave aver-
Lopping and runup.

-10 -



Figure 7. Wave overtopping the binff immediately in front of the Read home at 10:15 on marning of January 5,
2068, o

FUTURE INCREASES IN COASTAE HAZARDS RISKS WITH CHANGING CLIMATE:
RISING SEA LEVELS AND LARGER WAVES

Historic Sea Level Rise

Sea level has been rising globally since the last lce Age ended 18,000 years ago. There are im-
portant distinctions, however, between global and local sea level trends, which are necessary
to understand in order to interpret the sea level histery of any specific geographic area and
then to assess vuinerabilities.

Just as the surface of the Earth is not flat, the surface of the oceans is alse not flat, and the
elevation of the ocean surface is changing regionally over short and long-term time pericds.
We often refer to CGlobal Sea Level, which is the average height of all the Earth’s oceans. Global
Sea Leve! Rise refers to the currently observed annual rate of rise, This increase is attributed to
changes in ocean volume due primarily to two factors: the melting of ice and the expansion
of seawater as it warms, Melting of gladiers and continental ice masses, such as the large ice
cover of Antarctica and the Greenland ice sheet, which are linkad to changes in atmaspheric
temperature, can contribute significant amounts of frashwater to the ocean. Additionally,
any increase in the overall temperature of the ocean creates an expansion of seawater (called
thermal expansion), thereby increasing ocean volume and raising sea level. The Intergovern-
mentat Pane! on (imate Change (IPCC) 2007 Report estimates that global sea level has been
rising at approximately 1.7-1.8 millimeters per year (mmjyr) over the past century, based on
averaging tide gage measurements from stable coastlines around the world.

-11-




Beginning in 1993, the Tepex-Poseidon and then Jason satellites have been able to accurately
measure sea levels from space using satellite altimetry without having to separate out the
local land effects, and have documented an average global sea level rise rate of -3 mmyyr
between 1993 and 2009 (Figure 8). This represants nearly a doubling of the 1.7-1.8 mm{yr rate
used by the IPCC for the past century.
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Figure 8, Setellite altimetry record of sea [eval rise since 1992

Tide gauges measure local sea lavel, which refers to the height of the water as recarded along
the coast at spacific locations. Water level measurements are referenced ta stabie bench-
marks on land, and a known relationship is established, However, the measurements at any
given station will include both global sea level rise and vertical land motlion, such as local
uplift or subsidence. Because the heights of both the [and and the water are changing, the
land-water interface can vary spatiaily and temporally, which is what tide gauges keep track
of. Depending on the rates of vertical land motion, observed local sea tevel trends might dif-
fer greatly from the average globatl sea leval rise, and also vary from one location to another
depending upon regional uplift or subsidence of the land surface.

Sea level has been recorded at 12 different California coastal tide gauge stations extending
from San Diego to Crescent City. Fortunately, the closest tide gauge to the Read parcel isin
Montarey, only five miles to the northwest, and because both sites are on the granitic bed-
rock of the Monterey Peninsula, it s very reasonable to assume that the sea level record for
Monterey is representative of the Pebble Beach area. The NOAA Monterey tide gauge station
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was installed in 1973 and the best fit of the data over this 36-year periodindicates arise of 1.34
mmyyr (Figure g}.
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Figure 9. Sea level history from NOAA Monterey Tide Gauge
Future Sea Level Rise

Sea level rise in the years ahaad will be an important factor affecting the future hazards from
wave attack and coastal erosion at the Read home site. The state of California is focusing can-
siderable attention at present on evaluating the rate of future sea level rise, which will affect
existing and future development and infrastructure, investment and responsibilities of alarge
number of state agencies (CalTrans, Parks and Recreation, Fish and Game, Water Resources,
Coastal Conservangy and the Coastal Commission, among others), and the risks they will face
or must adapt to,

The stats, through the Governor's Ocean Protection Council and Science Advisory Team, as
well as the PIER program of the California Energy Commission, has focused significant effort
and resaarch over the past several years on sea level rise rates and alse impacts of future sza
level rise on California’s public and private shoreline development and infrastructure. Through
the efforts of the Coastal and Ocean Working Group of the California Climate Action Team (CO-
CAT, which includes 16 state agencies, including the Catifornia Coastal Comnmission), a State
of California Sea-Level Rise [nterim Guidance Document has heen prepared, which adopts a
range of sea level rise values to be used by state agencies. Additionally, the three wastern
statas’ governors, as well as a number of federal agencies, have requested a formal study by
the Natjonal Academy of Sciences to evaluate future sea level rise along the Wast Coast to
determine the best possible values or elevations to use for 2030, 2050 and 2100. This study Is
now underway and a final report is scheduted for completion in early 2012. The author of this
report has chaired the Ocean Protection Council’s Science Advisory Team for the past year
and has been working with the CO-CAT, is a member of the National Academy of Sciences Sea
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Level Rise Committee, and is also preparing a Sea Level Rise Adaptation Guide for California’s
coastal communities, so is engaged on these issues.

The interim sea level rise projections adopted by the Ocean Protection Council for all state
agencies include ranges based on different global greenhouse gas emission scenarios for
three future time periods. The predicted value of sealevelrise for the next 20 years (2030) is
7 inches, while the average rise over the past century was only about 6 inches. The adoption
of these higher values is indicative of the concern that California state agencies have regard-
ing the increasing risks to public and private coastal development and infrastructure in the
decades ahead based on scientific input, and also the need to begin to plan now for what is
likely to occur in the future.

Year Average of Maodels Range of Models
‘ 2030 7in (18 cm) 5-8 in (13-21 cm)

2059 14 in (36 cm) 10-17 in (26-43 cm)

2070 | Low 23in (59 cm) 17-27 in (4370 cm)
Medium 24 in (62 cm) 18-29 in (46-74 cm)
High 27 in (69 cm) 20-32in (51-81¢cm) |

2100 | Low 40 in (101 cm) 31-50 in (78-128 cm) |
Medium 47 in (121cm) 37-60in (95-152 cm)
High 55 in (140 cmn) 43-69 in (110-176 cm)

Table 1. Future sea levelrise scenarios in inches (or centimeters) using 2000 as &
baseline, adopted by the California Ocean Protection Council.

More specifically, the California Coastal Commission, based on their increasing concern with
future sea level rise is requesting updated language be added to Local Coastal Plans:

Development at nearshore sites shall comply with the following standards.

A. General requirements for coastal hazard analysis
1. Using the best available scientific information with respect to the level of future sea level
rise, the effects of long-range sea level rise shall be considered in the preparation of findings
and recommendations for all requisite geologic, geotechnical, hydrologic, and engineering
investigations.

2. All development located at nearshore sites shall be analyzed for potential coastal hazards
from erosion, flooding, wave attack, scour and other conditions in conjunction with sea
level rise scenarios indicated below depending on the type of development, and shall also
consider localized uplift or subsidence, tide range, wave climate, local topography, bathym-
etry, geologic conditions, and potential tsunami inundation areas.

3. All input parameters for hazard analysis shall be clearly described in the analysis and, if judg-
ment was used to choose between a range of values, the basis for the selection should be
provided.

4. At a minimum, sea level rise scenarios shall assume 16 inches of sea level rise by 2050 and 55

inches (4.6 feet) of sea level rise by 2100,
,14_



5. The hazard analysis shall be used to identify current and future site hazards, to help guide
site design and hazard mitigation and identify sea level rise thresholds after which limita-
tions in the development’s design and siting would cause the improvements to become
significantly less stable.

Changing Wave Climate Along the Central California Coast

In addition to a rising sea level, all existing or proposed coastal development will need to plan
to deal with or resist an increasing storm wave climate. Long-term wave data from 24 differ-
ent wave buoys located off the coasts of California, Oregon and Washington provide clear evi-
dence of increasing wave heights off the west coast. While it is not yet one hundred percent
certain that these increased wave heights are related to overall climate change, there is a high
probability that these are in fact related.

Storlazzi and Wingfield (2005) analyzed hourly wave data along the central California coast
recorded between 1980 and 2002 at eight different offshore buoys in order to investigate
long-term trends of wave heights and other oceanographic parameters. Significantly differ-
ent trends were observed during El Nifio and La Nifia years. The observations indicate that
along the central coast, significant wave heights (Hsig’ or the average of the highest 1/3 of the
waves) over the 22-year period between 1980 and 2002 increased at an average rate of nearly
one inch per year (2.1 cm/fyr), or about 1.5 feet over this period.

Based on the buoy records, Storlazzi and Wingfield also determined the average recurrence
intervals or return periods for waves of different significant wave heights. These are not the
highest waves that can be expected, but the average of the highest /3 of the waves, so indi-
vidual waves could be considerably larger.

Significant wave heights (Hsig) in Monterey Bay of:

* 24 ft can be expected on average every 2 years

* 31.3 ft can be expected on average every 10 years
¢ 34.7 ft can be expected on average every 25 years
¢ 37.3 ft can be expected on average every 50 years
» 41.2 ft can be expected on average every 100 years

It is also important to keep in mind that these wave heights are based on the 22-year record
between 1980 and 2002, but the trend is for increasing heights so that these values in all likeli-
hood will continue to increase over time.

A search of the Monterey Bay buoy historic data for occurrences of large waves (the search
was defined by at least 4 hours of wave heights of greater than 6 meters or ~20 feet) indi-
cate that in the 12 year period between 1987 and 1999 there were no such events. Conditions
changed beginning in 2000, however, and between January 2000 and January 2010, there
have been 49 occurrences of waves greater than 20 ft for at least 4 hours, with five occur-
ring in January of 2010 alone (Figure 10). This represents a significant recent increase in wave
height and energy.
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Figure 0. Ristoric oteurrence of waves greater then 20 ft (& m) for over ¢ hours at the Monterey Bay, California
Data Information Program (019} buoy.

Seyrmour (2011) In a very recent larger scale analysis reports on evidence for changes in the
Northeast Pacific wave climate using the occurrence of waves with mean heights > 6 meters
for over 24 hours as an indicator. He divides the record analyzed into two 12-year epochs:
1934-1995 and 1936-2007, For the area he defines as Northern Califamia (extending from the
Gregon border to Pt, Conception), which includes the Monterey Bay area, there is 2 substan-
tial change in wave clirnate between the first and second epochs, with anly 4 of these large
events in the 1984-1995 epoch and 19 in the recent epoch.

Lowering the wave height threshold to § m (~18 feet), and searching for the events when
waves exceeded 5 mor 6 m in the same Central and Northern California region also reveals a
significant increase in wave height (and therefore energy) beginning in 1994 {Figure 11). Tha
wave buoys are all indicating substantial increases in wave heights along the central coast,
which need to be considered, as they will affect the future risks to any coastal projects, ney
ar existing.
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Figure 11. Increasing freguency of waves of at least 18 ft (5m) or 20 f1 (8m) in height offshore Central and Neeth-
ern California. :

Increasing Exposure of the Read Home with Sea Level Rise and Increasing Wave Heights

The Read home is a very substantial struciure, which has a potential future lifetime of at least
200 years. The following risk analysis was carried out based on the above Coastal Commission
revised LCP language that new structures, infrastructure or improvements are to be designed
and sited assuming a 55-inch sea level rise. In order to assess the probability or risk of future
sea level rise and wave attack threatening the Read home we need to consider what has o¢-

curred in the past on the site,

The top of the bluff fronting the Read home varies in elevation from 16 to 18 ft (Plate 1; with
all elevations referenced to NGVD 1529; see footnote on page 4 for explanations of elevation
datums). The elevation of the bedrock bench along the base of the bluff is g to 10 feet. The
highest water lavel recorded during the 37 history of the Monterey Jide Gage vvas on Janu-
ary 27, 1983 during a large Ef Nifio event, which was elevation 7.88 MLLW. NOAA records this
event as 11,26 ft on the Monterey Station Datum, but this needs to have two corrections made
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in order to compare it to the elevations on the topographic map of the site. First, 3.38 ft has to
be subtracted to reference it to the tidal datum of MLLW (11.26ft - 3.38 ft = 7.88 ft) and then
2.60 ft must be subtracted to reference it to NGVD 1929 (7.88 ft —2.60 ft = 5.28 ft). Still water
level at the site (or the level of the ocean surface with waves, tides and other disturbances re-
moved), therefore, during the highest sea level of the past 37 years (January 27, 1983), would
have been at the 5.28 ft contour line on the site map. This was ~10 to 12 ft below the top of
the bluff.

As described earlier, on January 4-5, 2008, the largest waves in a number of years, combined
with high-tides, overtopped the bluff in front of the Read home (Figure 7). Waves were pho-
tographed overtopping the bluff on the morning of January 5 at a tide of 3.73 ft MLLW, or at
an average tide level. The previous afternoon, high tides reached a maximum of 6.32 ft MLLW,
or 2. 6 ft above the tide level when the photographs were taken the next morning showing
wave overtopping (Figure 7). For comparison, the maximum tide level recorded at Monterey
in January 1983 was 7.88 ft MLLW. This is 4.15 ft above the tide level on January 5, 2008 that
produced bluff over topping, and 1.56 ft above the level that pushed the heavy stone bench
and statue over and ripped up vegetation at least 30 feet back from the bluff edge. These
comparisons provide clear evidence of the amount of wave run-up and overtopping that can
occur at this low-lying site.

The Monterey Bay Wave Buoy (46042)recorded a maximum wave height of 32.6 feet on Janu-
ary 5, 2008. This was the greatest wave height recorded at this buoy over the 23-year period
from January 1987 to January 2010.

Applying the state and Coastal Commission recommended guidelines for future sea fevel rise
of 16 inches by 2050 and 55 inches by 2100 increases the exposure of the site considerably. An
additional 16 inches (2050) would raise still water level at MHHW to 4.07 ft (NGVD 1929), for
example, or only 1.2 feet below the highest sea level ever recorded at the Monterey gauge,
and about 3 feet higher than the sealevel during wave over topping on January 5, 2008. A 55-
inch increase (2100) would elevate MHHW to 7.32 (NGVD 1929) at the site. This is over two feet
higher than the maximum sea level ever recorded at Monterey, and 3.6 feet higher than the
tide stage when the stone statue was overturned and scouring occurred 30 feet inland from
the bluff edge. This projected 2100 sea level would be 6.2 feet higher than the tide level when
the bluff overtopping was photographed on January 5, 2008. These projected higher sea level
conditions, whether 2050 or 2100, would generate much different, and far more severe runup
conditions on the site than are presently experienced.

The potential for bluff top overtopping, scour and erosion would be significantly increased un-
der the projected 2050 sea levels, and very substantially increased with projected 2100 levels.
Conditions are projected to get far more severe and erosion and overtopping more frequent
than experiencedin early January 2008, in large part because this site is very low-lying and the
home is relatively close to the bluff edge.

All evidence indicates that a significant increase in wave heights is taking place along the cen-
tral coast and that larger waves are occurring more frequently. Additionally, the Read coast-
line faces southwest such that the farger waves during ENSO events, which typically approach
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directly from the southwest with little refraction, will impact this property without any signifi-
cant loss of energy.

Simply put, this means that the waves that reach the bluffs fronting the Read property in the
future will be larger and contain more energy, and that larger wave will occur more often. A
continuing rise in sea level will elevate the water level at the shoreline such that there will be
a progressively more severe wave impact and consequent erosion of the upper biuff, as well
as more frequent overtopping of the low bluff in future years.

Combining this documented increase in wave energy with an increasing rate of sea level rise
indicates that bluff top erosion rates will increase in the future. Because of the low elevation
of the bluff and its very low gradient, this also means that wave overtopping and runup will
have the potential to reach the front of the Read home in the near future.

%

Some Final Thoughts on Future Risks

While the recent trends in sea level rise and increasing wave heights are clear, the future is
less clear. The Coastal Commission has taken a conservative approach in recommending that
higher projections for future sea level rise be planned for . There are many uncertainties af-
fecting future sea level rise that cannot be predicted, including the natural climatic variations,
future emissions of greenhouse gases, the combined effects of those emissions on global
temperatures, rate of ice melt, ocean warming and a range of feed back mechanisms that are
not completely understood. Similarly, while the recent trends in increasing wave heights and
increased frequency of large waves are clear, the driving forces behind these are not clear,
nor do we know just what may happen in the years ahead.

For all of these reasons, it is impossible to say precisely how rapidly bluff erosion will proceed
in the future or just when the next storm and high tide will significantly erode the bluff and
wave overtopping will reach the Read home. Given the low elevation of the terrace and the
relatively short distance from the bluff top to the home, and the history of past overtopping,
a prudent, intelligent and practical decision is to consider all options for mitigating the future
risks. Given all the above, it is impossible to state with certainty that the Read home may be
in imminent threat within the next two or three storm cycles, as it is equally impossible to
conclude that it will not be.

MITIGATION OF FUTURE THREATS TO COASTAL BLUFF RETREAT AND FLOODING BY WAVE
OVERTOPPING

Based on the updated language on sea level rise and coastal storm hazards recommended by
the Coastal Commission for Local Coastal Plans:

“All development located at nearshore sites shall be analyzed for potential coastal hazards
from erosion, flooding, wave attack, scour and other conditions in conjunction with sea level
rise scenarios... andshall also consider... tide range, wave climate, local topography, bathym-
etry...”
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It is important to analyze future options for mitigating the potential for accelerated future
bluff erosjon and wave overtopping; both are and will continue to pose progressively greater
threats to the Read home as the bluff top advances towards the residence.

Alternatives or Options for Mitigating the Risk of Future Erosion and Wave Impact

For any area of coastal biuff or cliff undergoing erosion where improvements are threatened,
there are several options to consider. Each is considered here.

orwp

b

Do Nothing
Relocate Dwelling
Beach Nourishment
Bluff Protection

§

. Do Nothing. Erosion from wave run-up will increase at the bluff edge, which will continue

to advance landward. A continuing rise in sea level combined with the observed increas-
es in wave height and increasing frequency of large waves will accelerate the rate of his-
toric erosion. Wave overtopping of the bluff will occur more frequently with the threat
of wave run-up reaching the home. As discussed above, we are in a climate of change
and it is impossible to predict with the changes underway how soon the home itself will
be inimminent danger and whether this will be within two or three storm cycles, but this
is certainly possible. Doing nothing does not mitigate the erosion and inundation risks.

Relocate Dwelling. While there are a number of lightweight wood frame homes that can
be and have been relocated from hazardous locations, this is simply not feasible for the
Read home, which has a poured concrete basement, foundation and exterior walls that
are faced with granite. It is much too massive to move.

Beach Nourishment. Beach nourishment has provided a temporary buffer to wave attack
under certain conditions for areas that may have been historically fronted by extensive
sandy beaches. In the case of the Read home, however, this is a very high-energy envi-
ronment and only a very small boulder/cobble/ gravel pocket beach fronts a small por-
tion of the area of eroding bluff (Figure 2). The shoreline and intertidal zone are charac-
terized by a low granitic bluff and intertidal outcrops, which support a healthy intertidal
flora and fauna. The base of the bluff has considerable relief and is not an area where a
significant beach would accumulate or remain if nourished. This is not a viable option at
this location. Any sand nourishment would cover over the intertidal zone and would be
very short-lived.

. Bluff Protection. One of the most common responses to coastal erosion historically in

California has been the construction of some type of protection device or armor. Gen-
eral optionsinclude: a riprap revetment, a concrete seawall, or a soil nail wall or artificial
rock protection.

The potential impacts of a seawall or revetment are of concern to permitting agencies, are
part of any review process, and as such need to be evaluated. The range of potential impacts
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of coastal armoring has recently been evaluated and summarized by Griggs (2005) and needso
to be evaluated for this site.

A riprap revetment could be constructed at the base of the bluff and this could provide long-
term protection for the area landward of the riprap. Because of the need to stack large rocks
at 3 1.5:1 or 2:1 slope for stability under high energy wave attack, this would require a large
volume of rock that would extend approximately 20 to 30 feet seaward of the base of the
bluff and would cover up alarge area of the pocket beach and intertidal zone. Because of the
footprint required for revetments or beach placement losses, this is not a practical or appro-
priate solution at this location.

Coastal Bluff Protection and Evaluation of Potential impacts

Visual impacts

Loss of sand supply from eroding bluffs or cliffs

A,

B

C. Reduction of beach access: lateral or vertical
D

E. Passive erosion

F.

Active erosion

Each of these will be discussed as they relate to the proposed bluff stabilization project at
Otter Cove. Importantly, the structure proposed to protect the Read home is not a seawall,
but rather a bluff stabilization/erosion control fascia along only the uppermost portion of the
bluff designed to prevent wave attack from eroding the terrace deposits and overlying soils.
It would be designed to both stabilize the unconsolidated and surficial materials at the top of
the bluff, and prevent wave erosion and overtopping by having a slight recurve at the top. The
fascia would be founded on the granitic bedrock bench, with a base at an elevation of 1012 ft
(NGVD- National Geodetic Vertical Datum), 8.5 to 10.5 feet above mean high tide (1.6 ft NGVD),
and thus-on private property.- The lowermost 8 feet of bluff, consisting of granitic bedrock,
would not be altered. :

While the proposed structure is not seawall, which usually extends from beach level to the
top of bluff, each of the potential impacts recognized for seawalls will be evaluated.

A. Visual impacts - As can be seen at other locations in Pebble Beach, and elsewhere in
the Monterey Bay area, artificial rock walls can be constructed today that can mimic or
reproduce the natural materials so closely that a typical beach visitor or observer is not
aware of their presence (Figure 12). Artificial rock walls along the Pebble Beach golf
course are virtually indistinguishable from the native granite, and illustrate how well na-
tive rock can be reproduced or duplicated (Figure 13). With the proposed bluff top sta-
bilization project, the structure would not only look like the native granite, but it would
be -completely out of public view from the closest public access point, the Otter Cove
parking area adjacent to the Read property on the west. The proposed bluff top stabili-

zation/erosion control fascia will consist of an ~ 12 inch thick layer of shotcrete that will
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have virtuzlly the same configuration as the original bluff top and, therefore, there will
be no significant or recognizable change in the natural coastal landforms. In summary,
there would be no visual impacts to the generat public and the proposed structure would
not significantly change the natural coastal landforms.

Figure 12. Short section of scil nafi wall in Pebble Beach arez , which mimics and is indistinguishable
frorn the biuff forming granite.
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Figure 13. Short section of soil nail wall constructed on southern end of Read Parcel, which mimies
and Is indistinguishable from the biuf forming granite,

o e

B. Impoundment ar placement losses - Plagement lossas refer to armor structures such as
riprap revetments where a significant area of beach is required to construct a revet-
ment. Revetments typically cover considerable beach areas compared to a soil nail wall
simply because they must extend seaward a distance of 1.5 or 2 times the height of the
structure. The proposed biuff top protection structure at the top of the bluff on the
Read parcel, which would only be approximately one foot thick, is to be built on & bed-
rock bench about eight feet above beach level, and therefore, would not produce any
placement loss. In summary, there is no impoundment or placement loss impact.

€. Reduction of beach dccess: lateral or vertical - S5ome very large coastal protection struc-
tures encroach onto public beaches. The large concrate seawalis protecting both the
Monterey Beach Hotel and the Ocean Harbor House complex, for example, (Figures 14
and 15), and therefore, cut off public access along the baach at high tide, or access to the
beach from the bluf top. The proposal here is for a 12-inch thick sofl nail wall to stabilize
the terrace deposits and soil along the bluff top. The proposed structure starts 8 feet
above beach lavel, and doesn’t significantly changs the existing landforms of affect the
beach. There is no loss of beach access because this is not an area where there has evear
been public accass. In summary, there is no reduction or foss of beach accass.
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Figure 15, Concrate szawall protacting Ocean Harbor House, which blocks lateral beach access at high tides.
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D. Loss of sand supply from eroding bluffs or cliffs - Where extensive saclions of sandy blufis
are proposad for armoring, there is the potential that the loss of sand from the previously
eroding bluffs could have an impact on the beach itself over time. In order to determine
the amount of beach compatible sand that is supplied by biuff or diff erosion in any shore-
line location, one neads to know the following:

. the height and thickness of the bluff area proposed for armoring
. the lineal frontage of bluff that is proposed for protection

. the average annual rate of erosion of the bluff

. the percentage of beach compatible sand in the bluff materials

[ o U w il 1]

The final consideration in the eguation is the size or volume of the beach or the annual
littoral drift rate in order to determine how significant this potential loss might be to the
larger beach budget.

A wide sandy beach does not front the section of eroding bluf proposed for protectionin
front of the Read home (Figure 2). A portion of the eroding area proposed for pratection
is fronted by a cove eroded into granite about 5o feet across. Cranite outcrops form the
rearand bath sides of the cove as well as most of the intertidal zone. There is a very small
pocket beach on the southern end of the cove about 25 feet wide. This beach consists of
a mixture of granite boulders, cobbles, gravel and very coarse-grained sand (Figure 13).
Most of the sand moves offshore in the winter menths, and sediment in the small cove is
dominated by boulders, cobbles and grave! (Figure 16).

W
, .

figure 16. Mixed beach consisting of boulders, cobbles, gravels and sorme sand i the cove fronting the area
proposed for protection.
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Otter Cove to the north, is a broader sandier beach, which is used by harbar seals as a
haul out and pupping area, but it is sandy, has a signifcant sub-aerial portion that is suit-
able and protected for these marine mammals (Figure 17). Virtually every high tide year
arcund inundates the small cove fronting the area proposed for protaction, which com-
bined with the boulders and cobbles, make this an unsuitable haul out area for the seals.

Figure 17. Harbor seals hauled cut on Otter Cove beach.

The area of bluff top proposed for protection is about 8o feet in length, and most of it
is fronted by a granitic bench and rocky intertidal zone. Although it seems evident that
the breakdown of the granitic bedrock is the source of the great majority of the coarse-
grained material on the beach fronting the bluff, the potential contribution of beach
compatible material to the beach from the bluff proposed for protection is determined

below,

a. Bluff height: the average thickness of the surficial materials and topsoil rasting on the
granitic bedrock and proposed for protection rangeas from about 4 te 8 feet, and aver-
- ages 6 feet in thickness (Figure 2 & 18).

b. Average bluff erosion rate: Severzl different biuft erosion studies have been carrled
out on the Read parcel, some shorter and some longer term, which have baen sum-
marized earlier. Thase include:

* Rogers Johnson & Associates (1987): 0.6 to 0.7 ftfyr
+ Nielsen & Associates (2004): 0.3 to 0.5 ftfyr
¢ This study (2011): 0.20 to 0.42 fifyr

These values are quite consistent and a conservative average value of 0.5 ftfyr was
usad.
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Figure 18, Topsoil and uncol

donesits proposed {or protection in front of the Read home.

= e

1solidated surficial

c. Percentage of heach compuatible sand in the bluff top materials: The bluff fronting
the eastern side of Read home proposad for protection drops to a rocky intartidal
zone with a very small and narrow rocky pocket beach composed primarily of granitic
cobbles and boulders with scattered very coarse-grained sand {Figures 11 and 15). Ap-
proximately 50 to 75% of the material in the cove consists of boulders, cobbles and
gravel, leaving only ebout 25% sand and granule size material. A grain size analysis of

2
this fraction consisted of

A

P U S
l.ds TOITSE 58NS OF Arger.

[Xs]

Tha weak soils and surficial materials proposed for protection average about 6 feat
in thickness. The dark topsoil averages about 3 feet thick with the remainder of the
protected area consisting of weathered bedrock, sand and silt. Three representative
composite samples were taken and analyzed for their grain size distribution and, on
average only 26% of the materials were very coarse- grained sand or would remain on
the beach. The rest of the samples were clay, silt and finer-grainad sand that would
be carried oftshore.

8o feet of bluff frontage X 6 feet (avarage bluff height) X .50 ftfyr {average erosion
rate) X 26% (% if beach compatible sand) = 62 cubic feet or 2.3 yd3jyear of beach com-
patible sand on average that would be added to the beach from erosion of the bluff
to be stabilized.
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The granitic cobbles and boulders, which form most of the material in this small cove,
do not appear to migrate but remain in place for many years. The finer-grained ma-
terial coming out of the bluff erosion does not remain on this beach due to the high
wave energy so the very small amount of sand contributed by bluff failure is of no
significance to this rocky beach.

To provide some additional perspective to this very low value, an approximate volume
of sand on Otter Cove beach was determined to be ~5700 yds3 (using a measured
surface area of exposed beach of about 31,000 ft2 and an average sand thickness of
5 feet). An average annual contribution of 3 yd3 is an insignificant volume of sand
relative to the total volume of sand present on the Otter Cove beach. Additionally,
recent work by Storlazzi and Field (2000) indicates that sand along this portion of the
Monterey peninsula appears to be in transit from north to south, thus the sand on this
beach is augmented by sand from further upcoast on the peninsula. The proposed
bluff top erosion control fascia would, therefore, have no significant impact on the
larger Otter Cove beach.

Additionally, recent work by Storlazzi and Field (2000) indicates that the offshore
sand along this portion of the Monterey peninsula appears to be in transit from north
to south, although the small pocket beaches, such as Otter Cove, are thus augmented
by sand from further upcoast on the peninsula. The loss of about 1 cubic yard/year of
beach quality sand through stabilizing this short segment of low bluff is insignificant

While the much larger and sandy Otter Cove Beach is a haul out and pupping area for
harbor seals (Figure 18), the rocky, narrow and ephemeral intertidal zone fronting the
biuff area proposed for protection does not provide the protection from wave attack
needed for haul out and pupping. There is no permanent sandy beach and waves
reach the base of the bluff at virtually all high tides. Harbor seals for these reasons do
not use this rocky intertidal area. The loss of about 3 cubic yardfyear of beach compat-
ible sand through stabilizing this short segment of low bluff is therefore insignificant
and within the noise of sand calculations and beach budgets. Future loss of sand from
the eroding bluff is therefore not an issue at the location.

D. Passive erosion: Whenever a hard structure is built to stabilize a coastline undergoing
net Jong-term retreat as a result of sea level rise, the shoreline will eventually move or
migrate landward and the water will gradually deepen in front of the structure. The ef-
fect will be gradual loss of the beach in front of the structure as the shoreface profile
migrates landward. This process has been designated passive erosion, and is a particular
concern for beaches that are used by the public (Figures 14 and 15). However, there is es-
sentially no usable beach below the proposed bluff top protection and the granodiorite
bedrock that forms the lower 6 feet of bluff will not be protected and will continue to
erode as it has in the past. In other words, the granite and the lower bluff will continue
to retreat over time such that passive erosion at this location is not an issue.

E. Active erosion: The ability or potential for a seawall or other hard structure to induce or
accelerate erosion through wave reflection has been a subject of discussion for many
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years. One of the most commonly repeated assertions has been that seawalls cause
beach erosion oraccelerate the erosion of adjacent unprotected cliffs orbluffs. Although
differing opinions have been put forward regarding the impacts of these structures on
adjacent beaches, until fairly recently there had been a notable lack of sustained or re-
peated field observations and measurements with which to resolve the conflicting claims
(Griggs, 2005). However, as discussed above, the lowermost 6 feet of bedrock bluff will
not be affected or altered by the proposed upper biuff stabilization so will remain as a
low, natural granitic bluff. In addition, the very small rocky cove here consists primarily
of boulders, cobbles, pebbles and coarse-grained sand, that will be unaffected by the re-
taining wall at the top of the bluff. The proposed project will not produce active erosion.

CONCLUSIONS

The Read home not only sits on the lowest section of coastal bluff along the 17-Mile Drive
but is also sited closer to the bluff edge than other homes. Storm waves during a high tide in
January 4-5, 2008 overtopped the low bluff immediately in front of the home, overturned a
heavy stone bench 20 feet landward of the bluff edge, eroded soil and terrace deposits, and
removed vegetation up to 30 feet inland. The biuff edge has eroded historically at about 0.5
ft/yr on average, but wave overtopping during periods of high tide, elevated sea level and
large storm waves can quickly accelerate these rates. The California Coastal Commission has
requested the projects being proposed now factor in a significant increase in the rate of sea
level rise: “At a minimum, sea level rise scenarios shall assume 16 inches of sea level rise by
2050 and 55 inches (4.6 feet) of sea level rise by 2100”. These elevated sea level conditions will
create a significantly higher risk for wave attack to the Read home in the years ahead. Addi-
tionally, data from wave buoys off the Central Coast indicate that storm waves are increasing
in height and that larger waves are becoming more frequent. These elevated sea level and
higher wave conditions combine to significantly increase the risk exposure to the Read home,
such that a bluff top stabilization/erosion control fascia is proposed and necessary in order to
protect the home from future wave attack and continued bluff erosion. An analysis of all of
the potential impacts that such a bluff top structure might have on the local coastal environ-
ment concludes that such a structure will have no significant impact.
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Appendix A

“Mean sealevel” is a “tidal datum”; in fact it is the primary tidal datum. Marmer, Tidal Datum
Planes (U.S. Department of Commerce 1951), p- 45. It is the average elevation of the sea at
a given place on the coast, or the surface of the sea (or bay). Its elevation varies from place
to place and from time to time, and for this reason it is singularly unuseful for engineering
purposes.

Recognizing the need for a fixed vertical datum that would have the same value everywhere
in the United States, the federal government in the 1920s undertook a large project to es-
tablish just such a datum. By the laborious process of high-precision survey leveling (“first
order” leveling) it transferred a selected elevation (an average of mean sea level values from
selected sites on the U.S. coastline) to key points across the United States. The product of
this endeavor was the establishment of “Sea Level Datum of 1929”,(sometimes “SLD 1929”).
This is the datum commonly used by engineers and surveyors for expressing elevations, for
the reason that it has the same value at all places, and thus vertical relationships are easily
computed. See generally A. Shalowitz, Shore and Sea Boundaries (U.S. Government Printing
Office 1964), Vol. 2, pp. 32-75.

But because of the similarity in nomenclature between “mean sea level” and “Sea Level Da-
tum of 1929,” the latter expression was officially changed to “National Geodetic Vertical Da-
tum” in 1973. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (U.S. Department of Com-
merce), “National Vertical Control Net,” 38 Fed. Reg. p. 12840 (May 16, 1973).

A 1974 NOAA publication explains further: “The NGVD is fixed and does not take into account
the ever changing stands of sea level. Because of the many variables affecting sea level, the
relationship between NGVD and local mean sea level is not consistent from one location to
anotherin either time or space. Mean sealevel is the average height of the water surface over
2 19-year period of observation. This determination generally is made by averaging hourly
heights of the tide over the length of that period. Mean tide level, MTL a plane midway be-
tween high and low water, is computed by averaging the high and low waters of the 19-period
of record. These two planes approximate each other on the open coast. Since MTL is calcu-
lated more easily, it is generally used instead of mean sea level.” “Variability of Tidal Datums
and Accuracy in Determining Datums from Short Series of Observations,” National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration Technical Report NOS 64, October 1974, p. 4.

The former expression for ““tidal datum” was, as the title of Marmer’s book suggests, “tidal
datum plane.” They are not, though, according to present thought, true planes since their
elevation varies from place to place; moreover, even were they of uniform elevation, the cur-
vature of the earth would disqualify them as planes. See National Ocean Survey, Tide and
Current Glossary (1975 rev.), p. 5.
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Exhibit M

As-Built Plans
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MONTEREY COUNTY, CA

READ PROPERTY
A:P.N, 008-491-13

PROPERTY OWNER:
JAMES PETER READ
10 Haclstidas Reag ™
Orinda, CA.94563

PLAN PREPARERS

John Kasunich, G.E. 455
Mark Foxx; C.E:G; 1493

HARO, KASUNICH 8 ASSOCIATES, INC.

116 East Lake
Watsonville, CA'85076
(831)722-4175
(831)722-3202 FAX

PROJECT SURVEYORS:

DUNBAR & CRAIG
1011 Cedar St.

Santa Cruz, CA 95060
(831) 425-7533

MONTEREY
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3158 SEVENTEEN MILE.DRIVE, PEBBLE.BEACH., GA

MONTEREY COUNTY A,P.N. 008-481-13

(8317224175

GONSULTING CIVIL, GEOTECHNIGAL & COASTAL ENGINEERS

HARO, KASUNICH AND ASSOCIATES; ING,
118 EAST LAKEAVE, YYATSORVILLE. CA'SSOTS
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STRUCTURAL MOTES &
SPECIFICATIONS

LA DETANS SECTIONS AHND

elsewhere, unless sthervise noted

all dimensiuns I celakon o sie
on's priof to stertin

Chec
tandl
to
Wades Al discrep
lie atlennon of e

310715 responsible for tne s
consliucton ano persomei Providy
equate shoring and bracny
atcaraance with all nabonal,
sutety ardinances

REINFORGING STEEL shalibe ASTit
A-G15, defarmed and need not be gpony
conaled Grade,size and spacing a5
specliled in wali detalls. Tie vue 16 ga

reintorcement tor horizontat ang veric ai
Sleel must be splicec wih @ minimum.
overlap of 48 bar diam eters, uniess
othervilse noted, out notless than 247 Al
sieel shali be rigidiy neld in place witn
approved devices 6rlof o pounng concrele

Hooks, benads, fabiication and placing shakl
ve in accordance with the ‘Manua of
Stanoard Practice far Detailng Rentorceu
Concrete Structure” ACT No. 315.94
Relntorcement as piaced shalibe protectyg
from saliwater mist by providing adequate
blanket covering. R2move cover Just prior
M ocontrete placement th case of exposure
to sait water wash steelreinforcem ent with
potaple water just prior 1o concrete
placement

3. STRUCTUR

accargance w
Destun, Fabr
ASTM A-36. Al boits nales snali ae
punche d or drilled; burning of hojzs shall
not be permallled

4. CONCRETE

A STRENGTH

0p @ 26-cay m
ulttm ate comprassive strengyth of
2.500 ps

8 _CONCRETE MIXKES

Pravide Ihe tollowing:
Portizad Cement: ASTM-A150, type
sacks/cy. minim um .
Pozznlan:may be a maxum um of 25% of
e 7 satksicy of tement

WETANING

walt
STREMGTH 2500 PG K IN
SACKS OF GEM ENT 7 WIN
WITEGRAL CDLOR YES

- NOT WITHOUT

ACCELERATOR ENG APPROVAL
AQGREGATE % INGH KAX
REINFORCING COVER CINGH MIN

All conerete shall be In conformance wilh
ASTM C-1116 Type Il concrete or
shoterere.  Concrete shall be machine
mixed, transported and placed n
accordance with ACH3D4

AN

2" WDE GEOCOMPOSITE l’lv
DRAINSTRIP (NTRADRAIN
80CO OR EQUIVALENT)

PLACE 2° WOE (MIHY
CONTIHUOUS GEOCCMPOSITE
DRAIN, HORIZOHNTALLY

CUT END OF 2" DIA PVC PIPE —
AT BO" ANCLE PLACE PPE
THRU RIGID WEMBER BUT DO
NOT DAMAGE FABRIC OH ROCK
SIOE OF HCRIZONTAL DRAMN

SHOTCRETE
BLUFF
PROTECTION

ARTIACIAL

Z'-0° MIN

2 DIA. PYC PIPE WEEPHIXES AT 8
FEET OW CENTER HORIZOMTALLY

Ty SECTIONAL VIEW OF DRAINAGE DETAIL

4/ SCALE: 1" =

-
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AN
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RECURVE AT TOP OF WALL TO
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-

—=a———— BLUFF PROTECTION WITH
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KEYWAY
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