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21.3

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comments

A1-1

A1-2

Responses

A1-1
Thank you for the contact information; the County Redevelopment
Agency (RDA) will coordinate with the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District’s (MBUAPCD) Compliance Division before demolishing the abandoned restroom to assure that no asbestos is released.
A1-2
This correction has been made.
A1-3
This correction has been made.
A1-4
This correction has been made.

A1-3

A1-4

November 2006

East Cliff Drive Bluff Protection and Parkway Final EIS/EIR
21-3

21. Public Comments and Responses

Comments
A1-5

A1-6

Responses
A1-5
This correction has been made.
A1-6
Specific information about the number and types of equipment that would
be used, the ages and sizes of diesel engines, and the frequency of equipment use cannot be provided until agreements with construction contractors are implemented. However, the emergency repairs that were installed in
2004 required one large track excavator, a horizontal soil nail drill rig with a
20- to 30-foot extension boom, a man lift and, during soil nail construction,
a concrete pumping machine, and trucks periodically delivering concrete.
Comparable equipment would be necessary to install the proposed bluff
stabilization structure. A construction crane and multiple dump trucks
would also be required to remove the rubble and riprap from the beach
areas. The roadway improvements would require typical excavation and
paving equipment. If the project is approved, RDA will consult with
MBUAPCD and will provide specific information about the construction
equipment to be used so a diesel risk analysis can be performed, if necessary. Additionally, Mitigation 12.1 has been revised to incorporate
MBUAPCD’s recommendations.
A1-7
This correction has been made.

A1-7
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Comments

A2-1

A2-2

November 2006

Responses

A2-1
The County agrees that there are complex issues associated with the East
Cliff Drive Bluff Protection and Parkway Project that require careful consideration. The Revised Final EIS/EIR reflects our best effort to fully analyze and balance those issues. While the original 2003 EIS/EIR satisfied
the NEPA and CEQA requirements with respect to alternatives analysis,
the Revised Final EIS/EIR has been expanded in response to the Coastal
Commission’s previous comments on project alternatives. The alternatives
discussion in Section 2.4 of the Revised Final EIS/EIR now exceeds
CEQA requirements. The County Planning Department believes that the
mitigated Alternative 1 is fully consistent with the County’s General Plan
and Local Coastal Program.
A2-2
Aerial photos from the California Coastal Records Project Web site
(www.californiacoastline.org) clearly show rubble on the beach in these
areas as early as 1965. Permits for the O’Neill property were issued in 1978
(Coastal Permit 78-463). The cribwalls in the area were constructed post
1972, between 1979 and 1987, as part of Department of Public Works or
Parks Department maintenance, repair, and pedestrian and bicycle improvements funded by grants from the Coastal Conservancy. Because records for this work have not been found, detailed categorizations cannot
be performed. However, maintenance and road repairs within the public
right-of-way (including retaining walls) in this and other areas of the
County have been excluded in the past from coastal permits under Section
30610 of the rules and regulations adopted by the California Coastal Commission on September 5, 1978 (see also Section 13.20.061 of the Santa
Cruz County Code).
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Comments

A2-2
(cont’d)

A2-3

Responses

A2-3
As described in Section 2.6 of the Revised Final EIS/EIR, under the preferred alternative, all rubble and most riprap would be removed from the
beach. Riprap would be used in conjunction with the stairs at 41st Avenue,
because armoring would only cover the terrace deposits at this location, so
the stairs could not be completely incorporated into the bluff protection
structure. Also, because of the height of the cliffs in this area it is necessary
to provide landings and changes of direction in the stairway runs, otherwise
the stairs would have to project further out onto the beach. Some riprap is
required in this area to protect the wooden stair structure during periods of
high surf and storm surges. Riprap would also remain where the armoring
transitions into the riprap at the O’Neill property to help prevent erosion
(outflanking) at that end of the structure.
A2-4
As noted in the response to Comment A2-3, riprap would be required at
41st Avenue because the armoring in that location would only cover the
terrace deposits. Additionally, please note that riprap is also present at the
base of the stairway at 26th Avenue.

A2-4

A2-5
In its threat analysis (found in Appendix G of the Revised Final EIS/EIR),
Sanders and Associates Geostructural Engineering (SAGE) addressed the
Coastal Commission’s previous comments that the County should better
document the threat that erosion poses to the road, utilities, and the rightof-way. The analysis is primarily based on field surveys and static and seismic stability calculations for the upper bluff terrace deposits in order to best
assess the risk of episodic bluff failures. The threat analysis identified levels
of threat based on damage to the existing road, local conditions (such as
base rock undercuts), apparent surface tension cracks, and the likelihood of
a 10-foot failure under static and seismic conditions. While this method is
best suited to evaluate the risk of episodic failures, evaluating issues of sand
supply are best determined using average erosion rates. Consequently, both
techniques are used in the EIS/EIR analysis.

A2-5

A2-6

A2-6
On page 8 of the June 30, 2005 SAGE report, there is reference to a bluff
failure that occurred between August 1963 and November 1965. The
(cont’d)

A2-7
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Comments
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Responses

A2-6 (cont’d)
remnant scar on the bluff was almost 30 feet wide and extended about six to
10 feet back into the face of the bluff. Based on the remnant scar configuration and overall steepness of the slope, SAGE concluded that the bluff failure likely occurred during a single event. Because of the nature of the records for this area, it is not possible to provide additional data. Haro, Kasunich and Associates reports from 1995 imply that the Larch Lane failure
solely involved the upper terrace deposits, where approximately 60 to 70 feet
of lateral bluff top area collapsed. The depth of the failure plane appears to
have been about 10 feet. Additionally, as part of the SAGE threat analysis,
the size and depth of cave undercuts in the Purisima Formation were
mapped and provide a good indication of possible future block failures.
Maps of additional potential fractures, faults, and joint planes have not been
prepared. In our view, ample information is now available documenting the
threat that erosion poses to the road, utilities, and public right-of-way in the
project area.
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Comments

Responses
A2-7
See the response to Comment A2-2 above regarding the historical background of the cribwalls in the project area. Because permit records for these
cribwalls could not be found, the requested categorization cannot be performed. With respect to the threat analysis, assuming the absence of
cribwalls in the project area would increase the risk to the road and right-ofway because the cribwalls currently stabilize about 290 lineal feet of bluff top
area. While the Planning Department recognizes that the Coastal Commission may approach its analysis differently, CEQA requires that the environmental impact analysis be conducted based on the project site as it currently
exists [see 14 CCR § 15125(a)]. It would be inconsistent with CEQA requirements to presume the absence of the cribwalls; consequently, the EIS/EIR
has not been revised to include such an analysis. For sand supply considerations, please refer to the response to Comment A2-13 below.

A2-7
(Cont’d)

A2-8

A2-9

A2-8
The bluff protection structure would not include a lateral path at the top of
the Purisima layer, except to the extent that one exists naturally, which would
be replicated by the soil nail wall as it is constructed. The Purisima ledge varies in width, from zero to about five feet wide, along the length of the bluff
between 32nd and 36th avenues. Without providing build-outs further onto
the beach, there would be insufficient space for a path at this location. Additionally, the top of the Purisima layer is between 10 and 12 feet above the
foot of the proposed wall. A man-made path at that level would be unsafe
without railings and, even with railings, could be unsafe under high surf conditions. Creating a lateral path, with a necessary safety railing, would also
introduce an additional feature that would increase the man-made visual effects of the project. For these reasons, a path along the top of the Purisima
Formation is not included in the project design.

A2-10

A2-11

A2-12

A2-9
The areas requiring partial build-outs correspond to the six areas identified as
Zone #1 in the SAGE threat analysis. These are areas where portions of the
existing road structure have already been lost to erosion and would need to
be stabilized as part of the bluff protection construction.
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