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9.4.24 Response to Letter from Sinsheimer Juhnke McIvor & Stroh, LLP, 
on behalf of Ethel Pludow and Cynthia R. Sugimoto 

Comment 
No. Response 

SJMS-1 Comment noted. 

SJMS-2 Comment noted. Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

SJMS-3 
Please refer to response to comment CCC-4, which summarizes the assessment in the EIR and 
Appendix, and supports the EIR’s determination that the project site is not located on a coastal 
bluff. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-4 

Please refer to response to comment CCAC-2, which addresses lateral access, and refers the 
reader to Table 3-1 Consistency with Plans and Policies. The project would provide 25 feet of 
lateral access within the parcel, on the sandy beach. The EIR also discloses that the structure 
would extend overhead for approximately 10 feet within the lateral access. If the decision makers 
recommend a reduced alternative, there will be additional area included in the lateral access 
easement. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-5 Please refer to response to comment SSSE-9 and EIR Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis. No 
changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-6 
The proposed project does not include a shoreline protective device. Please refer to response to 
comment CCC-5, which includes a response to the California Coastal Commission regarding the 
basement wall and purpose of reinforced materials. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-7 Please refer to response to comment SJMS-32. Noted clarifications do not change the analysis or 
impact determinations identified in the EIR. 

SJMS-8 Please refer to response to comment CCC-3 regarding impacts to visual resources. No changes 
to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-9 

The EIR has been clarified to note that a NOP scoping meeting was not held (please refer to 
Executive Summary Section F Scoping and Notice of Preparation Process and Section 1.2 
Introduction, Scoping and Notice of Preparation Process). Based on review of CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15206(b), the County determined that the project was not of statewide, regional, or 
areawide significance because: it is not a proposed local general plan, element, or amendment 
(criteria 1); the project does not have the potential to cause significant effects on the environment 
extending beyond the county limits (criteria 2); the project is one residence, which does not meet 
the criteria of 500 dwelling units (criteria 2A); the project would not result in the cancellation of an 
open space contract (criteria 3); the project would not substantially impact the California Coastal 
Zone (criteria 4C); the project would not substantially affect sensitive wildlife habitat (criteria 5); 
the project would not interfere with attainment of regional water quality standards (criteria 6); and, 
the project would not provide housing, jobs, or occupancy for 500 or more people (criteria 7). 

However, the County did provide several opportunities for public comment, including review of the 
proposed Initial Study, the posting of the Notice of Preparation, and the Draft EIR. Additional 
opportunities include posting and review of the Final EIR, and public hearings for consideration of 
the use permit and EIR (forthcoming). This clarification does not change the analysis or findings of 
the EIR. 

SJMS-10 
Comment noted. Please refer to responses to specific concerns regarding policy consistency and 
environmental impact analysis. Please refer to response to comment CCC-4 regarding the 
determination and supportive evidence related to the bluff determination. No significant, 
unavoidable, adverse impacts were identified, and no Statement of Overriding Considerations 
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would be required. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-11 

EIR Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis includes two alternatives that propose a smaller footprint 
(Design Alternative A and Design Alternative B) and no basement (Design Alternative A), and no 
upperstory/cantilever (Design Alternative B), all which are consistent with recommendations made 
by the public. As noted in Section 4.3 (Geology and Soils), the project as proposed would 
withstand erosion and wave action for a period of 100 years, including consideration of scour and 
sea level rise. As noted, the project would provide a 25-foot lateral access on the sand; Design 
Alternative B does not include a cantilevered section, which would allow the 25-foot lateral access 
to be clear from the ground up. Additional photo-simulations are not provided; however, the public 
and decision-makers can apply the wording of the alternatives to the photographs and simulations 
that provided in the EIR to make a reasonable determination regarding the visual appearance of 
the potential design options. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-12 

The County complied with all noticing requirements identified in the California Environmental 
Quality Act. In addition, the public was able to provide comments during public circulation of the 
Initial Study for the project, during the Notice of Preparation period, and circulation of the Draft 
EIR. Additional opportunities for public review and comment include availability of the Final EIR 
and public hearing process to consider the use permit and certification of the Final EIR. The 
project hearing will be noticed pursuant to existing regulations. All commenters on the EIR will be 
added to the public notice list. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-13 Please refer to response to comments HKA-1, HKA-2, and HKA-3 related to the bluff 
interpretation. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-14 
Please refer to response to comments HKA -1 and HKA-3 regarding the California Coastal 
Commission guidance regarding the definition of a coastal bluff. No changes to the EIR are 
necessary. 

SJMS-15 
Photographs of the story poles used to conduct the visual analysis are not printed in the EIR; 
however, the photos are available for review in the County file. No changes to the EIR are 
necessary. 

SJMS-16 

The story poles were used for the visual analysis, and were not part of the geology and soils and 
coastal hazards analysis. The photo is available for review in the County file, and is included in 
the Final EIR (refer to Figure 4.1-8 Story Poles). Provision of this photograph does not affect the 
analysis or conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.  

SJMS-17 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.1.4.1 Aesthetic Resources, Impact Assessment and Methodology, 
Analysis and Methodology, which explains the use of the story poles during the visual analysis. A 
stand-alone study was not conducted; the full analysis is presented in the EIR section itself. The 
photograph of the story poles is included in the project file for public review, and is included in the 
Final EIR (refer to Figure 4.1-8 Story Poles). Provision of this photograph does not affect the 
analysis or conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

SJMS-18 Please refer to response to comment HkA-8 regarding the wave runup analysis. No changes to 
the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-19 Please refer to response to comments HKA-9 and HKA-10 regarding the basement wall and wave 
refraction and deflection. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-20 
Please refer to response to comment HKA-13. The noted clarification will further enforce the 
determination that potential short-term effects would be less than significant. This clarification 
does not affect the analysis or conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 
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SJMS-21 Please refer to response to comments CCC-5, HKA-1, HKA-2, HKA-3, HKA-11 regarding the bluff 
interpretation and applicability of the setback standard. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-22 

The EIR has been clarified to include plans including surveyed corners and boundaries of 
development (Shoreline Engineering, James Maul, May 4, 2006) (please refer to Figures ES-8 
and 2-8). As shown on the plans, the basement will not extend into the 25-foot lateral easement. 
Construction of the cantilevered element would result in an extension of the floor above the 
ground, leaving approximately 16 feet of open space (from the ground up), and approximately 10 
feet of the easement would be located under the extended floor. As noted, this will allow for 
persons to walk on the sand under the residence, if necessary, potentially meeting the intent of 
the lateral easement. 

SJMS-23 

As noted in the EIR (Table 3-1 Consistency with Plans and Policies, Coastal Zone Land Use 
Ordinance), wave run-up is expected to occur over the lifetime of the project (assumed to be 100 
years), which would extend into the proposed lateral access easement. Under typical situations, 
dry sand would be available along the toe of the bluff, and there will be approximately 200 feet of 
dry sand between the project and the mean high tide line. When storm surge and high tides result 
in wave run up splashing over the exposed rock this would limit the sandy beach not only on the 
project site but along the beach to the south, although the depth of the water on the project site 
would be very shallow (approximately 0.5 feet prior to hitting the exposed rock, and 0.14 feet deep 
at the point it reaches the basement wall). Therefore, the proposed 25-foot lateral easement 
appears to meet the intent of the measure by maximizing public access, consistent with the LCP 
and California Coastal Act. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-24 The lateral access requirement is identified in existing regulations (Coastal Zone Land Use 
Ordinance), and will be included as a condition of approval. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-25 Please refer to Figure 2-4a Project Floor Plans, which identifies the approximate location of the 
25-foot lateral access easement. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-26 

Please refer to response to comments SJMS-22 and SJMS-23 above, which address the lateral 
access and wave run-up. The intent of the standard is to maximize public access, which will occur 
under typical (mean high tide) situations. There will be no physical barrier that would obstruct 
persons from walking along the lateral access. The County acknowledges that persons using the 
beach typically use portions of the beach that are located farther from existing residences, and a 
majority of people are more likely to use the greater expanse of beach area between the mean 
high tide line and property; however, this assumption does not eliminate the need for the access 
easement, and would provide legal protection for public use of this portion of the applicant’s 
property. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-27 

The intent of the standard requiring a lateral access easement from the mean high tide line to the 
toe of the bluff is to address situations where the mean high tide line encroaches on the property.  
The mean high tide line does not encroach on the property, and the 25-foot lateral access 
easement would extend to the approximate edge of the existing rock outcrop. As identified in the 
EIR and responses above (refer to SJMS-23 and SJMS-26), the easement requirement meets the 
intent of the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-28 

The Draft EIR addressed County Parks’ concerns by including exhibits showing the underlying 
geology of the site, and edge of the coastal bluff to the south, and buried fluvial bluff (please refer 
to Section 4.3 Geology and Soils, and Appendix C, Geology and Soils Background Information). 
Regarding lateral access, as noted in response to comment SJMS-27, 25 feet of unobstructed 
lateral access would be provided on the sandy beach. The County decision makers will review 
this issue, including consideration of identified alternatives presented in EIR Chapter 5 
(Alternatives Analysis), which includes an alternative that does not include a cantilevered element. 
No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
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SJMS-29 

As noted in Table 3-1 Consistency with Plans and Policies, lateral access would be provided 
extending from the mean high tide line to the property line (off-site, on the public beach) and an 
additional 25 feet into the property up to the exposed rock. It should be noted that the easement 
would only apply to the property itself; the easement would not extend onto State Parks property. 
As proposed, the project would be consistent with this standard. No changes to the EIR are 
necessary. 

SJMS-30 

As documented in the EIR, the project would not result in any significant, unavoidable, adverse 
impacts. The purpose of Alternatives evaluation in an EIR is to identify alternatives to the project 
that would avoid or reduce identified significant effects. The alternatives identified in EIR Chapter 
5 Alternatives Analysis address potential impacts identified in the respective EIR sections, and 
also extend consideration of visual impacts in response to documented community concerns. 
While the No Project Alternative would avoid all environmental effects, it is not consistent with the 
objectives of the project, which include developing a residence. No changes to the EIR are 
necessary. 

SJMS-31 

There are some limitations to the reasonable range of alternatives considered for this residential 
parcel; however, EIR Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis includes two alternatives that propose a 
smaller footprint (Design Alternative A and Design Alternative B) and no basement (Design 
Alternative A), and no upperstory/cantilever (Design Alternative B), all which are consistent with 
recommendations made by the public. As noted in EIR Section 4.3 (Geology and Soils), the 
project as proposed would withstand erosion and wave action for a period of 100 years, including 
consideration of scour and sea level rise. Additional photo-simulations are not provided; however, 
the public and decision-makers can apply the wording of the alternatives to the photographs and 
simulations that provided in the EIR to make a reasonable determination regarding the visual 
appearance of the potential design options. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-32 

The Coastal Plan Policies were last updated by the County in 2007, as documented in the EIR.   
The Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance standards identified in the EIR, including Table 3-1 
Consistency with Plans and Policies, were reviewed to verify that language had not changed 
since initiation of the EIR and adoption of the most recent versions of the documents.  

Noted changes and updates in the November 2011 CZLUO include: updated Table of Contents; 
Section 23.04.090 Affordable Housing Density Bonus; Section 23.04.094 Housing Affordability 
Standards; Section 23.04.097 Affordable Housing Density Bonus and Development Standard 
Modifications-Requirements), Section 23.04.166 Required Number of Parking Spaces [note two 
per dwelling for single-family residences, no change from 2010 CZLUO]; and Chapter 8 Special 
Uses. 

No changes to the cited and applicable language occurred; therefore, the language identified in 
the EIR is consistent with the most current language. EIR Chapter 8 References has been 
amended to reflect the most current version of the CZLUO (November 2011) at the time this Final 
EIR. These clarifications do not change the analysis or findings identified in the EIR. 

SJMS-33 

EIR Section 4.3.5.8 Geology and Soils, County’s Safety Element Consistency has been amended 
to include noted Policy S-23 and associated Program S-63. Please note that based on the 
analysis presented in the EIR, the project site is not located on an “eroding coastal bluff” and the 
analysis summarized in EIR Section 4.3 (Geology and Soils) and EIR Appendix C (Geology and 
Soils Background Information) includes an assessment of potential erosion. The additional 
clarification does not change the analysis or determinations presented in the EIR. 

SJMS-34 

The EIR has been clarified to note that a NOP scoping meeting was not held (please refer to 
Executive Summary Section F Scoping and Notice of Preparation Process and Section 1.2 
Introduction, Scoping and Notice of Preparation Process). Based on review of CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15206(b), the County determined that the project was not of statewide, regional, or 
areawide significance because: it is not a proposed local general plan, element, or amendment 
(criteria 1); the project does not have the potential to cause significant effects on the environment 
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extending beyond the county limits (criteria 2); the project is one residence, which does not meet 
the criteria of 500 dwelling units (criteria 2A); the project would not result in the cancellation of an 
open space contract (criteria 3); the project would not substantially impact the California Coastal 
Zone (criteria 4C); the project would not substantially affect sensitive wildlife habitat (criteria 5); 
the project would not interfere with attainment of regional water quality standards (criteria 6); and, 
the project would not provide housing, jobs, or occupancy for 500 or more people (criteria 7). 

However, the County did provide several opportunities for public comment, including review of the 
proposed Initial Study, the posting of the Notice of Preparation, and the Draft EIR. Additional 
opportunities include posting and review of the Final EIR, and public hearings for consideration of 
the use permit and EIR (forthcoming). The EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse 
because it is located within the Coastal Appealable Zone, which does not by itself result in a 
determination by the lead agency that the project is of statewide, regional, or areawide 
significance. The clarification regarding the scoping meeting does not change the analysis or 
findings of the EIR. 

SJMS-35 

The EIR analysis applies existing definitions of “coastal bluff” and does not include new language 
regarding this definition. As noted, the project does not include a seawall, and the proposed 
expansion of an upper floor into the lateral access setback is clearly disclosed in the EIR and all 
information available to the public for comment. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-36 

The commenter’s statement that the project would set a precedent does not by itself elevate the 
project to a status that mandates a public meeting. The intention of the standard is to allow public 
review and comment on the proposed project, which has been achieved through the process of 
project review, including CEQA, as noted above in response to comment SJMS-34. The County 
met all statutory requirements, and no changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-37 

Please refer to response to comments SJMS-34 and SJMS-36. The County considered the 
comments and concerns identified during public review of the Initial Study and initiated an EIR, 
which documents further technical analysis of the issues and concerns raised by the public. All 
notices were posted throughout the process pursuant to CEQA, and information was available 
that the County Department of Planning and Building for review. In addition to review and 
response to the Draft EIR, the public will be able to review the Final EIR and provide comments at 
the public hearing. Prior to the public hearing, the County will meet all project hearing noticing 
requirements. The county met all statutory requirements, and no changes to the EIR are 
necessary. 

SJMS-38 

As noted in EIR Section 4.1.4.1 Aesthetic Resources, Analysis Methodology “representative 
viewpoints were determined for further analysis, based on dominance of the site within the view, 
duration of views, and expected sensitivity of the viewer group. Of those representative 
viewpoints, Key Viewing Areas were selected which best would illustrate the visual changes 
proposed by the project.” The photo shown in Exhibit C appears to be taken from a point 
immediately north of the project site. The EIR analysis includes a similar, more common view, 
located on Studio Drive, as the road curves southeast into the existing neighborhood. Potential 
impacts are analyzed as seen from this location. Additional representative viewpoints are 
identified in the EIR, which include areas frequented by the public including Highway 1, Studio 
Drive, Morro Strand State Beach, and the Morro Strand parking area. The EIR properly analyzes 
the impact resulting from construction of the project, and the subsequent effect on the scenic 
view. The EIR identifies a less than significant impact based on the identified thresholds of 
significance, and the analysis considers the condition of the environmental baseline (existing 
residential development), what scenic views would be obstructed, and the extent of the effect, 
including duration. In addition, the project would not exceed 15 feet in height above the centerline 
of Studio Drive, which is consistent with required planning area standards. No changes to the EIR 
are necessary. 
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SJMS-39 

The existing environmental setting consists of a residential neighborhood, with a variety of 
architectural styles and designs, providing an eclectic visual character. As noted in the EIR, the 
design of the proposed residence is unique and modern, and due to its location as the last 
residence on the northern end of the row of houses, the north-facing wall is clearly visible; 
however, its construction would not significantly degrade the scenic landscape, which is the 
defined threshold of significance. Regarding the existing residence to the south, while the existing 
residence was built prior to the Coastal Act, it is part of the environmental baseline setting. The 
EIR recognizes that architectural preference is subjective, and identifies alternatives to the project 
for consideration by the County decision makers (i.e., Planning Commission, Board of 
Supervisors), including a reduced design that eliminates the cantilevered portion, a reduced 
design that eliminates the basement, and recommendations for visual articulation. No changes to 
the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-40 

Please refer to response to comment SJMS-39 above. In addition, as noted in Table 3-1 
Consistency with Plans and Policies County of San Luis Obispo Coastal Plan Policies, Visual and 
Scenic Resources Policy 2 states that “Permitted development shall be sited so as to protect 
views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas. Wherever possible, site selection for new 
development is to emphasize locations not visible form major public view corridors.” The project 
site is located within an existing developed neighborhood, and would not significantly block views 
of the ocean or other scenic landscapes. Therefore, the project appears to be consistent with this 
policy. Therefore, based on the CEQA analysis, the project would not result in a significant, 
adverse, and unavoidable impact to visual resources; however, the decision makers may review 
the project and identified alternatives and either deny the project application or approve a project 
that appears more in line with community expectations for coastal residential development. 

SJMS-41 Please refer to response to comment SJMS-38 and SJMS-40 regarding determination of impact 
severity and commenter’s submitted Exhibit C. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-42 

As noted in Table 3-1 Consistency with Plans and Policies County of San Luis Obispo Coastal 
Plan Policies, Visual and Scenic Resources, Policy 10 Development on Beaches and Sand 
Dunes, the project would be in line with the existing development, and would not include structural 
development on the sandy portion of the lot. The project generally is compatible with the eclectic 
visual character of the area, and appears to be consistent with this policy. No changes to the EIR 
are necessary.  

SJMS-43 

The design of the proposed residence is unique, and modern, and complies with the Small Scale 
Neighborhood design standards and guidelines for new construction in this area, including 
limitations on scale and mass (please refer to EIR Table 3-1 Consistency with Plans and Policies, 
Estero Area Plan, Planning Area Standards V. Cayucos Urban Area Standards, D. Community 
Small Scale Design Neighborhoods, 3. Standards. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-44 

The EIR recognizes that architectural preference is subjective, including the appearance of 
massing and overall consistency with the neighborhood character, and identifies alternatives to 
the project for consideration by the County decision makers (i.e., Planning Commission, Board of 
Supervisors) including recommendations for visual articulation (refer to EIR Chapter 5 Alternatives 
Analysis). The decision makers may consider a project that appears more in line with community 
expectations for coastal residential development. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-45 

Pursuant to the Estero Area Plan, the standards identified in Planning Area Standard 7.V.D.3.d.2 
and referenced Table 7-3 (Maximum Gross Structural Area, Non-Bluff-Top Sites Greater Than 
One Story or 15') do not apply to the project site, because they apply to non-bluff-top sites. The 
standard applicable to the project is Planning Area Standard 7.V.D.3.d.1: “One-story 
development, and all development on bluff top sites, is limited to a maximum gross structural 
area, including the area of all garages, of 3,500 square feet.” Regarding the comment related to 
the mezzanine, the County does not consider this as a second story because a portion of the 
mezzanine would be open, and would share the ceiling with the “main floor”. The project would 
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not exceed 15 feet in height above the centerline of Studio Drive. The proposed project is 
consistent with this standard, and no changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-46 
As noted in the EIR, the project would be located on the remnants of a fluvial bluff. Please refer to 
response to comment SJMS-45 regarding the applicability of Estero Area Plan Planning Area 
Standards. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-47 

The Residential Development Design Concepts included as guidelines in the Estero Area Plan 
(Figure 7.37) were considered upon review of the proposed project. The project meets some, but 
not all of the recommended concepts. Please refer to EIR Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis, which 
includes design alternatives for consideration by the decision makers. These alternatives include 
a residence that does not include a basement (Design Alternative A – Reduced Project, Pilings), a 
more traditional design (Design Alternative B – Reduced Project, Traditional Design), and an 
option that includes additional visual articulation (Design Alternative C – Vegetation and 
Articulation). No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

SJMS-48 Comment noted. Please refer to responses to specific comments above. 

 

Responses to the Haro, Kasunich and Associates, Inc. attachment are provided in the table 
below. 
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HKA-1 

Preparation of the EIR included review of information provided by the public, in addition to an 
independent assessment of the bluff interpretation. The methodology and analysis is summarized 
in EIR Section 4.3 (Geology and Soils) and the appended Technical Report (Cotton Shires and 
Associates 2011). A detailed analysis of the site terrain, development history, geologic setting, 
surface conditions, and interpretation of coastal bluff were provided (see CSA, 2011, Section 2.1 
Terrain, 2.2 Development History, 2.3 Geologic Setting, 3.1 Surface Conditions, and 3.4 Coastal 
Bluff Interpretation). In addition, the EIR addresses differing opinions regarding the bluff 
determination, and presents the assessment in Section 4.3.1.3 Coastal Bluff Interpretation 
Alternate Interpretation. Following review of additional information presented in the response to 
the EIR, the determination identified in the EIR and Technical Report (Appendix C) remains the 
same. 

The response to the EIR includes additional information and comment, partially in support of the 
commenter’s opinion that coastal bluffs and inland bluffs can consist of artificial fill slopes, and 
that the crest of fill slopes graded for roadway (Studio Drive) and highway (Highway 1) across an 
alluvial river valley should now be considered coastal bluff or inland bluff. The coastal bluff 
interpretation presented in the EIR Technical Report (Appendix C) is based on strict application of 
the definition of bluff edges and coastal bluff termini contained in the California Code of 
Regulations, along with guidelines (a PowerPoint presentation) prepared by, and received from, 
California Coastal Commission geologist Mark Johnson in a personal communication from April, 
2011. HKA refers to this as “an obscure determination of bluff edge termination”; however, these 
materials were received from the CCC and presented in our report just over three years ago and 
are considered current. Those guidelines state the following important items: 

• A bluff line or edge shall be defined as the upper termination of a bluff, cliff, or seacliff.  
• A bluff edge line is the locus of points defining bluff edge in profile 
• Fill adjacent to a bluff edge does not change a bluff edge 
• Fill on a bluff face does not alter the position of the bluff edge 
• Grading resulting in fill generally does not alter a bluff edge 

Therefore, it is inappropriate to consider that manmade features such as artificial fill prisms 
graded for roadway developments comprise “bluffs”. An analysis to determine the terminus of a 
natural feature, such as a coastal bluff, should not be based upon manmade topographic features. 

No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

HKA-2 

Please refer to response to comment HKA-1 above. In addition, the Technical Report (Cotton 
Shires and Associates 2011) included in Appendix C, and incorporated by reference in EIR 
Section 4.3 (Geology and Soils) clearly acknowledges and represents that there is an active 
beach on the property, adjacent to a bedrock outcropping that faces partially southwest 
(oceanward). This outcropping is capped by fill soils placed circa 1960. The outcropping 
(identified as “Toe Of Bluff”) is shown in the 1955 State of California Acquisition Map for Morro 
Strand State Beach produced by HKA (2013) and is very consistent with the location of 
outcropping mapped by Cleath (2006) and CSA (2011), the latter using the project survey and 
topography prepared by Volbrecht, regardless of the subdivision map indicating the site as a 
“corner lot”. The position of the top of the bedrock outcrop, mapped on a topographic survey map 
of the property, is consistent with the bluff edge line (blue line) presented on CSA Figure 6 (2011). 
Therefore, notwithstanding the scale used in the analysis, it is of sufficient accuracy to determine 
that the project site is located immediately north of the coastal bluff terminus. No changes to the 
EIR are necessary. 

HKA-3 
Based on the analysis presented in EIR Section 4.3 (Geology and Soils) and Appendix C 
(Geology and Soils Background Information, Technical Report), the buried fluvial bluff underlying 
the project site is clearly oriented perpendicular to the general trend of the coastal bluff along 
Studio Drive. The commenter notes that 300-foot general trend was used for the inland bluff 
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component of the analysis. The logic for this approach is explained in detail (please refer to the 
EIR Appendix C, Technical Report [CSA 2011], Section 3.4, page 17). Beyond 300 feet, the 
inland bluff turns to a N15W trend on the east side of the Old Creek drainage. The report notes 
that any reasonable interpretation of a general trend for the inland bluff will result in a 
determination of the coastal bluff terminus being located southeast of the project site. If an 
additional 200-foot long segment of inland/fluvial bluff trending N15W is considered to establish 
the general trend of the inland bluff, the coastal bluff terminus would plot hundreds of feet south of 
the project site. In another example, if the oceanward 300-foot long segment of fluvial/inland bluff 
that is perpendicular to the coast is considered, plus a 200-foot long segment of fluvial/inland bluff 
that trends N15W up Old Creek, the resultant vector between the endpoints of these segments 
trends approximately N30E, and the coastal bluff terminus still plots southeast of the project site. 
Therefore, no changes to the EIR are necessary. 

HKA-4 Please refer to response to comments HKA-1 and HKA-2 above. No changes to the EIR are 
necessary. 

HKA-5 Please refer to response to comment HKA-2 above. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

HKA-6 
Photographs of the story poles used to conduct the visual analysis are not printed in the EIR; 
however, the photos are available for review in the County file. No changes to the EIR are 
necessary. 

HKA-7 

As noted above (please refer to HKA-2), the Technical Report (Cotton Shires and Associates 
2011) included in Appendix C, and incorporated by reference in EIR Section 4.3 (Geology and 
Soils) clearly acknowledges and represents that there is an active beach on the property, adjacent 
to a bedrock outcropping that faces partially southwest (oceanward). The Technical Report and 
EIR analysis also assess potential impacts related to coastal hazards including erosion and wave 
run-up (please refer to EIR Section 4.3.5.10 Geology and Soils, Coastal Hazards). No changes to 
the EIR are necessary. 

HKA-8 

The Coastal Hazard Study (GSI Soils, Inc. 2011) and EIR analysis (Section 4.3 Geology and 
Soils) meet the current standard of practice for coastal engineering and wave run up analysis. The 
methods are from the United States Army Corps of Engineers Coastal Engineering Manual. 

As noted in the Coastal Hazard Study, the analysis included review of available regional and site-
specific oceanographic and geotechnical reports and aerial photographs. The shore platform 
along this section of coastline is typical of coastlines of this tectonic setting, and the shore 
platform slopes from 1 to 2 degrees. There is ample visual evidence of this in the Coastal Records 
aerial photograph collection. These photos show rocks outcroppings in the surf zone and broad 
low tide terraces. If the platform slope was steeper there would not be any visible low tide terrace 
as is seen in the photos. In addition, the design still water elevation chosen for the analysis was 
2.5 feet greater than the highest recorded water elevation in the area. The base of the slope at the 
back of the beach fronting the site is a visible rock outcropping. Therefore, the scour depth at the 
base of the site of about + 3 feet NAVD88 is reasonable. 

The wave run up analysis was conducted to determine if waves would overtop the rock outcrop, 
and if construction of the project would result in a significant adverse impact resulting from 
exposure to the overtopping waves. The calculated overtopping wave converted to a height of 
water and a velocity using empirical formulas. These formulas have a factor of safety incorporated 
into them. For an overtopping rate of about 1.0 ft3/s-ft the height of water overtopping the 
revetment is about 0.5 feet and the velocity is 3.2 feet per second. The actual water height and 
velocity is less than reported in the EIR, which presents a more conservative number. The EIR are 
supporting analysis and conclusions are conservative and clearly meet the current standard of 
practice. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
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HKA-9 

The project does not include, or require, the construction of protection structures. Based on the 
wave run-up analysis, the structure may be exposed to spray and splash from waves striking and 
overtopping an existing rock outcropping, and would be constructed with steel reinforced concrete 
to withstand potential weathering. The depth of the water reaching the wall would be 0.14 feet. 
The EIR analysis and supportive technical reports determined that based on the location of the 
basement wall, geology of surrounding landforms, and analysis of wave run-up and storm surge, 
the project would not cause off-site erosion. Based on the location and design, no shoreline 
protection structures would be required over the next 100 years, which exceeds the 75-year 
standards identified in the policy. Therefore, no changes to the EIR are necessary. 

HKA-10 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.3.5.10 Geology and Soils Coastal Hazards, Wave Runup Hazard. 
This section of the EIR addresses the potential for wave deflection and scour. Based on the low 
overtopping rate, low water height, and low velocity, the project would not result in a significant 
impact on the neighboring property. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

HKA-11 

In addition EIR Section 4.3 (Geology and Soils), the Additional Geotechnical and Coastal 
Engineering Review (Cotton Shires and Associates 2013) provide technical information 
supporting the conclusion that potential impacts related to erosion, including consideration of sea 
level rise over the next 100 years, would be less than significant. No changes to the EIR are 
necessary. 

HKA-12 

The lateral access easement would be established following construction of the project. General 
public access within the project site would be limited by building and construction materials; 
however, the lot is currently private property and the easement to be established, would allow for 
legal lateral access. No changes to the EIR are necessary.  

HKA-13 

Construction of the project would occur pursuant to existing regulations, including the California 
Building Code. The shoring plan was prepared in response to comments and questions identified 
during peer review of the technical reports prepared by the project applicant (please refer to EIR 
Appendix C, Geology and Soils Background Information), including concerns that construction of 
the project may adversely affect the neighboring structure. In addition to compliance with existing 
regulations and building inspections, which will require detailed engineering and construction 
plans, mitigation measure GS/mm-3 has been clarified to require further verification in the plans 
that construction of the project would not compromise the neighboring structure and require daily 
monitoring reports to be submitted to the County, prepared by the project Engineer. This 
clarification will further enforce the determination that potential short-term effects would be less 
than significant. This clarification does not affect the analysis or conclusions presented in the Draft 
EIR. 

HKA-14 Please refer to responses to comments HKA-1 through HKA-3 above regarding the bluff 
interpretation. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

HKA-15 Please refer to responses to comments HKA-8 through HKA-10 above regarding the basement, 
wave runup, scour, and wave deflection. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

HKA-16 Please refer to response to comments HKA-8 and HKA-9 regarding wave runup. No changes to 
the EIR are necessary. 

HKA-17 Please refer to response to comment HKA-11 regarding erosion and sea level rise. No changes to 
the EIR are necessary. 

HKA-18 Please refer to response to comment HKA-12 regarding impacts to the access easement. No 
changes to the EIR are necessary. 
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HKA-19 

Please refer to response to comment HKA-13 regarding potential impacts during construction of 
shoring elements. As noted, mitigation measures GS/mm-3 has been clarified to further mitigate 
the potential impact. This clarification does not affect the analysis or conclusions presented in the 
Draft EIR. 

HKA-20 Please note that attachments including figures are identified in the commenter’s text, and are 
addressed accordingly in the response to comments. 
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BP-1 Please refer to specific responses to comments, as noted below. 

BP-2 Please refer to response to comment SJ-2. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

BP-3 Please refer to detailed responses to comments CCC-4, HKA-1, and JJ-2. No changes to the EIR 
are necessary. 

BP-4 Please refer to response to comment SJ-4. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

BP-5 Please refer to response to comment SJ-5. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

BP-6 Please refer to response to comment SJ-6. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

BP-7 Please refer to response to comment SJ-7. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

BP-8 Please refer to response to comment SJ-8. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

BP-9 Please refer to response to comment SJ-9. The additional clarification does not change the 
analysis or determinations presented in the EIR. 

BP-10 Please refer to response to comment SJ-10. The additional clarification does not change the 
analysis or determinations presented in the EIR. 

BP-11 Please refer to response to comment SJ-11. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

BP-12 Please refer to response to comment SJ-12. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

BP-13 Please refer to response to comment SJ-13. The additional clarification does not change the 
analysis or determinations presented in the EIR. 
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MJ-1 Please refer to specific responses to comments, as noted below. 

MJ-2 Please refer to response to comment SJ-11. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

MJ-3 Please refer to response to comment SJ-2. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

MJ-4 Please refer to detailed responses to comments CCC-4, HKA-1, and JJ-2. No changes to the EIR 
are necessary. 

MJ-5 Please refer to response to comment SJ-4. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

MJ-6 Please refer to response to comment SJ-5. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

MJ-7 Please refer to response to comment SJ-6. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

MJ-8 Please refer to response to comment SJ-7. The usable lot percentages and floor area ratio 
standards are not applicable to this lot. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

MJ-9 Please refer to response to comment SJ-8. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

MJ-10 Please refer to response to comment SJ-9. The additional clarification does not change the 
analysis or determinations presented in the EIR. 

MJ-11 Please refer to response to comment SJ-10. The additional clarification does not change the 
analysis or determinations presented in the EIR. 

MJ-12 Please refer to response to comment SJ-12. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

MJ-13 Please refer to response to comment SJ-13. The additional clarification does not change the 
analysis or determinations presented in the EIR. 
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JO-1 Please refer to specific responses to comments, as noted below. 

JO-2 Please refer to response to comment SJ-2. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

JO-3 Please refer to detailed responses to comments CCC-4, HKA-1, and JJ-2. No changes to the EIR 
are necessary. 

JO-4 Please refer to response to comment SJ-4. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

JO-5 Please refer to response to comment SJ-5. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

JO-6 Please refer to response to comment SJ-6. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

JO-7 Please refer to response to comment SJ-7. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

JO-8 Please refer to response to comment SJ-8. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

JO-9 Please refer to response to comment SJ-9. The additional clarification does not change the 
analysis or determinations presented in the EIR. 

JO-10 Please refer to response to comment SJ-10. The additional clarification does not change the 
analysis or determinations presented in the EIR. 

JO-11 Please refer to response to comment SJ-11. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

JO-12 Please refer to response to comment SJ-12. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

JO-13 Please refer to response to comment SJ-13. The additional clarification does not change the 
analysis or determinations presented in the EIR. 
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