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O1-1 

O1-1 
Thank you for your comment. 
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O2-1 

O2-2 

O2-1 
Retaining public access is one of the primary purposes of the proposed 
East Cliff Bluff Protection and Parkway Project. The issue of long-term 
public access to the beach and shoreline is evaluated in the Revised Final 
EIS/EIR (see the recreation impact analysis in Sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 and 
the discussion of beach loss in Section 6.2.1). It has been estimated that the 
distance between the bluff and the mean low low water line could decrease 
between 10 and 20 feet over the next 50 years due to project construction 
and sea level rise. However, the actual loss of beach width could be some-
what less than this because of the numerous factors that affect beach 
width, such as shoreline geometry, average wave height, and sand supply. 
This impact would be at least partially offset by removing rubble and riprap 
along the base of the bluff, which would increase the useable beach surface 
area in the near term. It is also important to recognize that if the bluff face 
is allowed to erode and recede back to private property, public access to 
this stretch of the shoreline could eventually be lost completely.  
 
O2-2 
The possibility of planned retreat was considered during the planning proc-
ess, and the Revised Final EIS/EIR includes an expanded discussion of 
this alternative and the County’s reasons for removing it from detailed con-
sideration (see Section 2.4.1). While planned retreat could have fewer 
short-term environmental effects than the proposed project, it would ulti-
mately have significant adverse impacts related to the relocation of facili-
ties, provision of emergency services, traffic circulation and, possibly, pub-
lic access to coastal resources. Additionally, a rough estimate of the first 
time cost of planned retreat, for this stretch of coastline alone, is $28 to 
$46 million. This cost would have to be borne entirely by the local commu-
nity, and assumes that all of the property owners would be willing sellers. If 
not, the County would have to consider asserting eminent domain, which 
has not historically been used to take private residences. Finally, a planned 
retreat alternative could not reasonably be implemented for the proposed 
project area alone but would need to be implemented on a regional basis, 
in concert with other land management agencies. For these reasons, 
planned retreat is not a feasible alternative and was therefore eliminated 
from further evaluation in the Revised Final EIS/EIR.   
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O2-2 
(cont’d) 

 

O2-3 

O2-4 

O2-5 

O2-6 

O2-3 
The Santa Cruz County Planning Department manages the contract with the 
consultants who prepared the Revised Final EIS/EIR and the supporting 
analyses. They have no financial interest at stake in the approval of the East 
Cliff Drive Bluff Protection and Parkway Project. The Army Corps of Engi-
neers is no longer associated with the project, which is now purely a County 
action.  
 
O2-4 
Chapter 2 of the Revised Final EIS/EIR, particularly Section 2.4, provides 
an extensive discussion of why the County Redevelopment Agency is pro-
posing a “hard” solution to halt erosion of the bluff adjacent to East Cliff 
Drive. The four alternatives considered in the Revised Final EIS/EIR were 
selected following an objective evaluation of the conditions along East Cliff 
Drive and the feasibility of a variety of other options, including soft solu-
tions, moving the road and utilities, planting vegetation, beach nourishment, 
and planned retreat. The alternatives analysis fully satisfies the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which requires an evaluation of a rea-
sonable range of alternatives that could feasibly attain at least most of the 
project objectives. As explained in the Revised Final EIS/EIR, “soft” ap-
proaches to halting coastal bluff erosion along East Cliff Drive would either 
be inadequate or infeasible. Considerable information is available about the 
short- and long-term impacts of coastal armoring, which is evaluated in detail 
in the Revised Final EIS/EIR.  
 
O2-5 
As required by CEQA, the Revised Final EIS/EIR includes a cumulative 
effects analysis, which evaluates the impacts of the proposed project within 
the broader context of other bluff protection and roadway, bicycle and pe-
destrian improvement projects (see Section 15.2). It is beyond the scope of 
the EIS/EIR to examine past practices and decisions regarding dams, free-
ways, sand mining and other land use activities. Nevertheless, the County 
recognizes the need to prevent further development in close proximity to 
coastal bluffs. Policy 6.2.12 requires all new development to be set back at 
least 25 feet from the top edge of a bluff, and a setback of more than 25 feet 
may be required based on site-specific conditions. Ordinance 16.10.070(h)3 
further regulates construction of new coastal structures.  
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O2-7 

O2-8 

O2-9 

O2-6 
See response to Comment O2-5, above, regarding the County policy and ordi-
nance that prohibit new developments close to the edge of coastal bluffs. 
With respect to sediment supply, the total estimated beach sand contribution 
from the combined project area is 329 cubic yards per year. This represent 
roughly 0.1 percent of the total amount of sediment in the Santa Cruz littoral 
cell. This is well within yearly variations in littoral drift (see Section 6.1.9, Sand 
Movement [Sources and Transport]).  
 
O2-7 
As noted above in the response to Comment O2-2, the cost of purchasing 
coastal properties in the project area, and other factors, make planned retreat 
infeasible. We agree that a long-term strategy of public acquisition would re-
quire a coordinated, long-term program, but such a planning effort is beyond 
the scope of the EIS/EIR.  
 
O2-8 
The County Redevelopment Agency (RDA) believes that the public interest is 
best served by protecting the public right-of-way, road, utilities, and public 
access to the shoreline, which will all be damaged or lost by continued bluff 
failure along East Cliff Drive. If the bluff is allowed to fail, the public will 
have a much more difficult time gaining access to the beach and shoreline 
along this stretch of the coastline. The project proposal is not designed to 
protect the interests of private property owners but to protect the interests of 
the public at large. The proposal complies with current County policies and 
regulations. Changing County policies and regulations is at the sole discretion 
of the County Board of Supervisors and is outside the scope and authority of 
the EIS/EIR.  
 
O2-9 
The proposed project does not prioritize private residential uses ahead of 
public access and recreation. To the contrary, one of the primary objectives of 
the project is to preserve the public right-of-way and improve access to and 
along this stretch of coastline. This objective is consistent with the existing 
parks and recreation designation and would help further implement several 
other General Plan policies on parks, recreation, and public facilities. In par-
ticular, the project would promote implementation of Policies 7.5 
(establishing a system of regional parks) and 7.7a-c (maintaining and improv-
ing coastal recreation opportunities and public access to the shoreline and 
beach). The improvements previously constructed at The Hook were also 
done in accordance with these policies. 
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O2-10 

O2-12 

O2-11 

O2-10 
Chapters 3 through 15 of the Revised Final EIS/EIR analyze the short- and 
long-term direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project and alterna-
tives, both within the project area and on a regional scale. Chapter 5 ad-
dresses impacts on visual resources, and Chapter 6 discusses impacts associ-
ated with loss of beach area, passive erosion, sea level rise, and sand contri-
bution. Significant impacts are identified and mitigation measures are pro-
posed to reduce these impacts to a less than significant level.  
 
O2-11 
Section 6.2.1 of the Revised Final EIS/EIR provides an extensive discussion 
of the impact of the proposed project on the shoreline, including the effects 
of sea level rise and bedrock erosion. As noted in the response to Comment 
O2-1 above, the width of the shoreline is subject to change because it is de-
pendent on a number of dynamic factors, such as weather, wave height, sand 
supply, and grain size. Because of the natural variability in the width of the 
beach, and the fact that the beach along this part of the shoreline is generally 
used for walking and surfing access, the limited loss in beach width over the 
project period would not constitute a significant impact on recreational uses 
of the shoreline.  
 
O2-12 
The Revised Final EIS/EIR discusses erosion of the tidal terrace in detail in 
Section 6.2.1. Calculations by the Army Corps of Engineers indicate that the 
tidal terrace is eroding at a rate of 0.15 millimeter/year, which would total 
approximately 0.3 inch at the end of 50 years. Compared to the estimated net 
rate of sea level rise, which is 2.8 inches in 50 years, this would not be a sub-
stantial factor in beach or shoreline loss. The County Planning Department 
has not seen any evidence that the tidal terrace would erode 12 inches over 
the next 50 years. Available information does not support the assertion that 
the proposed project could entirely eliminate public access to this stretch of 
coastline. Indeed, one of the primary purposes of the proposed project is to 
protect public use of this important resource.  
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O2-14 

O2-15 

O2-16 

O2-17 

O2-12
(cont’d) 

O2-13 

O2-13 
Section 5.2 of the Revised Final EIS/EIR identifies specific thresholds of 
significance that were used in evaluating impacts on visual resources. While 
some significant impacts are anticipated, mitigation measures have been  
identified that would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. 
With respect to future bluff armoring, it is important to note that new devel-
opments in Santa Cruz County must be set back from coastal bluffs (General 
Plan Policy 6.2.12). This should limit the need for bluff protection structures. 
Most future armoring will likely be for maintaining existing structures or will 
be in urbanized areas where development already occurs in close proximity 
to coastal cliffs.  
 
O2-14 
The health and safety of construction workers would be addressed through 
the construction contractor’s development of a health and safety plan, in 
coordination with RDA. While the soil nail wall would add approximately 
one foot to the face of the bluff, given the variation in shoreline width over 
the course of the year or even a tidal cycle, there would be no perceptible 
difference in the size of the beach to the public. Additionally, removal of 
rubble and rock riprap along the base of the bluff would increase the area 
between the bluff and the water, thus providing greater public access rather 
than less. While it is true that armoring the Purisima layer would not entirely 
prevent the terrace deposits from failure, the Preferred Alternative would 
armor the entire bluff face from the bedrock to the top of the bluff, thus 
preventing failure of the terrace deposits. The soil nail wall proposed by 
RDA is both reliable and easy to maintain, thus reducing the risk of catastro-
phic failure.  
 
O2-15 
The Revised Final EIS/EIR identifies all of the significant impacts that 
would result from the proposed project and alternatives and proposes miti-
gation measures for those impacts, in compliance with CEQA. As noted 
above, the public beach and coastal bluff would not be sacrificed as a result 
of the proposed project.  
 
O2-16 
CEQA does not require identification of an irretrievable commitment of 
resources, but it does require identification of any significant irreversible 
environmental changes (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2[c]). The pro-
posed bluff protection structure would not be irreversible, and it could be 
removed at a future date should the County choose to do so.  
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O2-18 

O2-17 
(cont’d) 

O2-17 
An evaluation of maintenance and enforcement actions related to other bluff 
protection structures is beyond the scope of this EIS/EIR. However, RDA 
and the County Department of Public Works are aware that an inspection 
and maintenance program will be necessary, and County operational funds 
will be used for that purpose. Mitigation Measure 6.1b has been revised to 
clarify that such an inspection and maintenance program would apply to the 
entire bluff protection structure, rather than just the ends. Additionally, as 
discussed in the responses to Comments O2-1, O2-11, and O2-12, adverse 
impacts on public access would be less than significant and access would 
actually be improved in some ways because of the removal of rubble and 
riprap from the foot of the bluff and development of the parkway along the 
top of the bluff. Therefore, no further mitigation measures are required.  
 
O2-18 
See responses to Comments O2-4 and O2-5.  
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O2-19 

O2-20 

O2-19 
As noted in the responses to Comments O2-8, O2-11, and O2-12, there 
would not be a significant loss of public access to the shoreline as a result of 
the proposed project, and public access would actually be improved. 
 
O2-20 
As mentioned in the response to Comment O2-2, the County has not his-
torically used eminent domain to take private residences. Moreover, even if 
the properties were acquired, it is questionable whether considerable public 
funds would be spent on developing a parkway that would essentially be 
temporary and subject to damage by continued coastal bluff erosion.  
 
 

O2-18 
(cont’d) 
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O2-20 
(cont’d) 
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O2-21 

O2-20 
(cont’d) 

O2-21 
Consistent with CEQA requirements, the cumulative impacts discussion in 
the Revised Final EIS/EIR addresses reasonably foreseeable future armoring 
projects, as well as roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian improvement proposals. 
Significant project impacts can be adequately mitigated within the current 
regulatory framework, and changes to existing ordinances are not necessary. 
As noted in Section 2.4.1, County policy requires that new developments be 
set back from coastal bluffs, and limits the situations in which bluff protec-
tion structures can be built to protect existing structures. Consequently, cur-
rent policies will not result in the eventual armoring of the County’s entire 
shoreline.  
 
 


