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O3-1 

O3-2 

O3-3 

O3-4 

O3-5 

O3-1 
See responses to Comments O2-1, O2-11, and O2-12 above.  
 
O3-2 
CEQA requires consideration of “a range of reasonable alternatives…which 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the pro-
ject” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). Chapter 2 of the Revised Final 
EIS/EIR presents a comprehensive discussion of the development of alter-
natives for the proposed project and explains how the nonstructural alterna-
tives were found to be either infeasible or would fail to meet the basic objec-
tives of the project.  
 
O3-3 
We agree that coastal erosion is a process. However, this process can cause 
problems when it threatens to damage public facilities and curtail public ac-
cess to the shoreline and coastal resources.  
 
O3-4 
As discussed in the Revised Final EIS/EIR, and noted above in the re-
sponses to Comments O2-1, O2-11, and O2-12, in the long-term, the pro-
posed project would not substantially prevent recreational use of the area or 
interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea. As described in Section 
6.2.1, because of the natural variability in beach width, and the fact that the 
beach along this part of the shoreline is generally used for walking and surf-
ing access, the limited loss in beach width over the project period would not 
constitute a significant impact on recreational uses of the shoreline. There 
would actually be some beneficial impacts on recreational uses, as described 
in Section 4.2.1.  
 
O3-5 
While we agree that seawalls are rarely removed, it would be technically pos-
sible to take out the proposed bluff protection structure if desired at a future 
date. The removal process would likely accelerate bluff failure, but it could 
be done.  
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O3-6 

O3-7 

O3-6 
See Section 2.4 of the Revised Final EIS/EIR and responses to Comments 
O2-4 and O3-2 above regarding the development of alternatives to the pro-
posed project. Numerous nonstructural options were considered but were 
eliminated from further evaluation because they were either infeasible or 
would fail to meet basic project objectives.  
 
O3-7 
CEQA is an environmental law and does not require a detailed accounting of 
project costs. However, using state of the art soil nail wall and shotcrete con-
struction would minimize the need for maintenance and repairs, and the 
County’s operational budget would be used to fund whatever upkeep is 
needed in the future. Because the design life of the wall is 100 years, it is not 
possible to accurately predict whether the structure would be replaced or 
what the cost might be at that point in time.  
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O3-11 

O3-10 

O3-9 

O3-8 O3-8 
Section 8.2.1 of the Revised Final EIS/EIR provides a thorough discussion 
of short- and long-term impacts on nearshore marine habitat and popula-
tions. There would be no significant long-term biological resource impacts, 
and all significant short-term impacts would be fully mitigated. Section 6.2.1 
has been extensively revised to more fully address impacts associated with 
sand transport and recreational activities at Pleasure Point.  
 
O3-9 
See response to Comment O3-6 above.  
 
O3-10 
Section 2.4 of the Revised Final EIS/EIR includes an expanded discussion 
of all the alternatives initially considered, and the specific reasons why some 
options were eliminated from further analysis. This discussion meets and 
exceeds CEQA requirements regarding evaluation of a reasonable range of 
alternatives.  
 
O3-11 
As noted in the response to Comment O2-2, planned retreat was initially 
considered during the planning process, and the Revised Final EIS/EIR pro-
vides an extensive discussion of the alternative and the reasons it was elimi-
nated from further analysis (see Section 2.4.1). Also, please refer to the re-
sponse to Comment O2-5 regarding County restrictions on new develop-
ments in close proximity to coastal bluffs.  
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O3-11 
(cont’d) 

O3-12 

O3-13 

O3-14 

O3-12 
Current engineering and construction techniques have extended the life of 
bluff protection structures considerably. The design life of the proposed 
structure is approximately 100 years, well beyond the physical life of concrete 
walls built in the past. Although the emergency repairs constructed in 2004 
are relatively new, they appear to be withstanding winter storms and holding 
up well. If the proposed project is approved, the County Department of 
Public Works will monitor and maintain the structure as necessary. We do 
not anticipate having to rebuild the wall every few decades.  
 
O3-13 
Please see the responses to Comments O-2-2 and O2-5.  
 
O3-14 
Retaining public access is one of the primary purposes of the East Cliff Bluff 
Protection and Parkway Project. The issue of long-term public access to the 
beach and shoreline is evaluated in detail in the Revised Final EIS/EIR (see 
Sections 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 6.2.1, and 6.2.2). Vertical access to the beach would be 
maintained; two stairways would be demolished and replaced, one would be 
left as is, and one would be removed, repaired, and reinstalled. The bluff face 
would also be sculpted and molded to follow the natural contours, including 
areas of high relief. Lateral access along the beach would not be restricted in 
any significant way either. Please refer to the responses to Comments O2-1, 
O2-11, and O2-12. Therefore no further mitigation measures would be re-
quired.  
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O3-14 
(cont’d) 

O3-15 

O3-16 

O3-17 

O3-18 

O3-19 

O3-15 
The Revised Final EIS/EIR includes a discussion of sea level rise in Section 
6.2.1. Surfer and recreational user safety is of vital concern to the County, 
and the project plans include replacing or repairing all four stairways in the 
project area, as well as removing rubble and riprap at the foot of the bluff in 
order to provide a wider area of access for beachgoers.  
 
O3-16 
The project does not include a formal beach-level walkway, although the 
concrete apron at the base of the bluff would extend outward from the bluff 
approximately four feet. This apron would likely be exposed part of the year. 
Additionally, as mentioned above, the bluff face would be sculpted and 
molded to mimic the existing bluff face, including the areas of high relief.  
 
O3-17 
CEQA is an environmental law and does not require that an economic 
analysis be performed to justify a project. However, we have seen no evi-
dence that construction of the proposed project would result in any eco-
nomic losses to the Pleasure Point area. The proposed project would not 
only preserve bluff top views, it would also maintain and enhance public 
access to the coast and Pleasure Point surf breaks through protection of the 
public right-of-way and construction of the parkway improvements.  
 
O3-18 
The proposed action would not abandon public land and would not elimi-
nate public access. To the contrary, the proposed action would further pub-
lic access to the coastline by removing rubble and riprap from the bottom of 
the bluff, replacing aging stairways, and developing a safe and walkable/
bikable parkway at the top of the bluff.  
 
O3-19 
The County Redevelopment Agency and Planning Department have made a 
concerted effort to work with the local community (see Section 1.7 of the 
Revised Final EIS/EIR). In addition to satisfying all of the legal public noti-
fication requirements, numerous additional community meetings and work-
shops were held to solicit public input, listen to local concerns, and respond 
to questions. Announcements of these meetings and workshops were mailed 
to over 2,000 local residents. In response to public and agency input, the 
alternatives analysis in the Revised Final EIS/EIR was expanded, and 
changes were made to the original project design. Every reasonable effort 
has been made to conduct a broad, objective planning process.  
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P1-1 

P1-2 

P1-3 

P1-1 
The amount and location(s) of public parking is an element of the Park-
way Project that has prompted many public comments. How best to 
balance parking with other public access features of the project is subject 
to many considerations and the County Redevelopment Agency (RDA) 
will continue to work to balance the need for public access against local 
concerns. RDA’s rationale in proposing the amount and configuration of 
parking included in the Revised Final EIS/EIR is as follows: As noted in 
Section 1.3 of the EIS/EIR, the parkway project is intended to help im-
plement Section 30001.5 of the California Coastal Act, which promotes 
maximizing public access to the coast and public recreational opportuni-
ties within the coastal zone. Providing safe, adequate parking is an essen-
tial element in increasing public access to and enjoyment of coastal re-
sources. In addition, the six parking spaces proposed on the seaward side 
of the road near Pleasure Point Park would essentially reclaim an area 
used for parking in the past. Parallel parking spaces were located in this 
area before East Cliff Drive was converted to a one-way road. Reclaim-
ing this parking area would provide direct access to the park and the new 
beach access stairway, which would be particularly beneficial to elderly 
and disabled visitors and those with small children. The spaces proposed 
between 36th and 37th avenues replace six existing spaces and add seven 
more, including two parking spaces for the disabled. There are often 
times when visitors to the area want to stop for a short period and re-
main in their cars to view the waves or vistas. These spaces would in-
crease the opportunity for that type of visitor experience. Adding parking 
spaces would not have a significant adverse effect on visual resources in 
the project area. The bicycle path and pedestrian walkway would be lo-
cated on the seaward side of the parking areas and thus would provide 
unobstructed views of the ocean. With respect to viewing from cars, the 
proposed parking would be approximately 400 lineal feet, or less than 15 
percent, of the proposed 2,800 lineal feet parkway. About 100 lineal feet 
of this parking is already present (on either side of the O’Neill residence).  
 
P1-2 
The proposed project would include a decomposed granite walkway that 
pedestrians, young children, and disabled persons could use and is sepa-
rate from the asphalt path intended for bicyclists, skaters, and skate-
boarders. This design is intended to accommodate all users while dis-
couraging user conflicts.  
 



21. Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 

November 2006  East Cliff Drive Bluff Protection and Parkway Final EIS/EIR 
 21-48 

 

 

 
 
P1-3 
Even if groins were constructed, full bluff armoring would be necessary 
to protect the public right-of-way, road, and utilities.  Considering this, 
funding limitations and uncertainties about the possible permitting rami-
fications of groins, the RDA has elected not to propose a combination 
of bluff armoring and groins.  
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P2-1 

P2-1 
See response to Comment P1-1 above. Also, as noted in Section 9.2.1 
of the Revised Final EIS/EIR, the additional parking spaces are not 
expected to generate new trips to the project area; rather, it is antici-
pated that they would reduce circulation through the neighborhood 
side streets by visitors searching for limited parking spots. Also, it is 
important to note that the additional parking spaces would be located 
in areas away from the bluff face, inland of the Pleasure Point Park, 
and near the intersection of East Cliff Drive and 37th Avenue; there-
fore,  adding parking spaces should not accelerate erosion.  
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