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P37-1 

P37-2 

P37-3 

P37-4 

P37-5 

P37-1 
The environmentally preferable alternative identified in the Revised Draft 
EIS/EIR is essentially a holdover from when the Army Corps of Engi-
neers was a project co-sponsor and reflects the Corps’ procedures for im-
plementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). As explained 
in Section 2.10, the environmentally preferable/superior alternative was 
selected solely on the basis of what project would have the smallest foot-
print and that would result in the least physical disturbance. While Alterna-
tive 3 best meets these criteria, it would not fully achieve the project objec-
tives or realize the public benefits of the proposed Alternative 1. Under 
Alternative 3, only the Purisima Formation would be armored. This would 
reduce the project footprint but would provide less protection to the pub-
lic right-of-way and infrastructure because the terrace deposits would still 
be subject to erosion. The parkway footprint would also be reduced, but 
this would be accomplished by eliminating some of the improvements to 
public access.  Consequently, the Planning Department does not advocate 
implementing Alternative 3. Under CEQA, which allows for consideration 
of project goals and objectives, the Planning Department believes that a 
mitigated Alternative 1, as described in the Revised Draft EIS/EIR, repre-
sents the environmentally superior alternative. Section 2.10 of the Revised 
Final EIS/EIR has been revised to reflect this.  

P37-2  
Section 3.1.2 of the Revised Final EIS/EIR presents a broad discussion 
of land use policies applicable to the proposed project, including compli-
ance with the County’s General Plan and Local Coastal Program (LCP). 
Additionally, more detailed information about applicable General Plan 
and LCP policies and objectives is included in Sections 4.1.2 (recreation), 
5.1.2 (visual resources), 6.1.2. (geological resources and coastal processes), 
7.1.2. (water resources), 8.1.2 (biological resources), 9.1.2 (transportation), 
and 11.1.2 (cultural and paleontological resources). Proposed Alternative 
1 coupled with the recommended mitigation measures would be fully 
consistent with County’s General Plan and LCP.  

P37-3 
As noted above in the response to Comment P36-4, the RDA has 
worked with the local community over the past six years. In response to 
local concerns about changes to the character of the community, the 
RDA made several changes to the parkway design in an effort to help 
(cont’d)  
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P37-6 

P37-7 

P37-8 

P37-9 

P37-3 (cont’d) 
preserve the nature of the neighborhood. One example is use of land-
scaping and split rails, instead of safety rails, wherever possible. Other 
examples include minimizing changes to the inland side of East Cliff 
Drive to help maintain the existing character of the neighborhood and 
eliminating the raised crosswalk at The Hook because of noise concerns. 
The Preferred Alternative enhances the public access and does not con-
flict with the objectives of the coastal program. 
 
P37-4 
Passive erosion and associated beach loss are discussed at some length in 
Section 6.2.1 of the Revised Final EIS/EIR. Figure 6-3 is not intended to 
depict passive erosion; rather, it generally portrays how bluff erosion 
would likely proceed under Alternative 3 (armoring of Purisima Forma-
tion only).  
 
P37-5 
As discussed in Section 6.2.1 of the Revised Final EIS/EIR, the actual 
loss of beach width due to encroachment of higher sea levels could be 
less than 10 to 20 feet because the beach is formed by deposition of sand 
under a dynamic set of conditions that involve the adjacent shoreline ge-
ometry, average wave height, sand supply, and other factors. Because the 
distance between the bluff and the water line can vary considerably (from 
150 feet wide to nearly nothing) in a single tidal cycle, this reduction 
would likely be imperceptible to most users on a year-to-year basis. Addi-
tionally, recreational uses of the shoreline in this area are generally con-
fined to walking and access for surfing; the beach is not commonly used 
for sunbathing or other stationary uses. The project would include re-
moving rubble and riprap that currently litter the back beach, which 
would increase the useable beach in the near term. For these reasons, 
anticipated beach loss at the base of the bluff is considered less than sig-
nificant. It is also important to recognize that, if the cliff is allowed to 
erode and recede back to private property, public access to this entire 
stretch of shoreline would be lost.  
 
 

P37-10 
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P37-6 
An expanded discussion of planned or managed retreat is included in 
Section 2.4.1 of the Revised Final EIS/EIR. While planned retreat could 
have fewer short-term environmental effects than the proposed project, it 
would ultimately have significant adverse impacts related to the relocation 
of facilities, provision of emergency services, traffic circulation, and 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 com-
munity, and the estimate 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 resi-
dences. Finally, a planned retreat alternative could not reasonably be im-
plemented for the proposed project area alone but would need to be im-
plemented 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 
Draft EIS/EIR.  
 
P37-7 
As described in Section 2.6.8 (Table 2-4) of the Revised Final EIS/EIR, 
the project would include installing several new drainage filters.  
 
P37-8 
You are correct that Table 8-1 presents a list of species observed in July 
2001; it is not a comprehensive list of species found in the project area. 
Additional species that likely occur within or near the project vicinity are 
discussed in Section 8.1.5.  
 
P37-9 
As indicated in the Revised Final EIS/EIR, the RDA and the County 
Department of Public Works would ensure that the contractor’s con-
struction plan includes appropriate best management practices to mini-
mize impacts and reduce siltation of intertidal areas. A DPW inspector 
would also have a daily presence on-site to ensure that these practices are 
implemented and to institute alternate or corrective measures, if neces-
sary.  Work on the beach would be scheduled to correspond with low 
tide during normal construction hours. For example, if low tide occurred 
at 11:00 AM, beach work would be conducted at that time.   
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P37-10 
Please refer to the October 2003 Final EIS/EIR for responses to your 
comments on the March 2003 Draft EIS/EIR.  
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P38-1 
P38-1 
Thank you for your comment. 
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P39-1 

P39-2 

P39-3 

P39-4 

P39-5 

P39-1  
Thank you for your comment. 
 
P39-2 
Specific bench locations have not been identified at this point in the 
process. However, the RDA intends to provide benches at various loca-
tions along the pedestrian walkway where sufficient space is available.  
 
P39-3 
The pedestrian walkway would be constructed of the same material as 
that used near the yacht harbor and the new Live Oak library. The RDA 
will evaluate whether there are opportunities (i.e., adequate space and 
sufficient safety) to install railings, as you suggest, to further reduce visual 
impacts. That technique has been used effectively elsewhere. The current 
parkway design includes use of landscaping, rather than railings, where 
sufficient space is available, and split rails, where safety allows. In areas 
where the pedestrian path would come close to the bluff edge, safety 
(metal) railings would be required.  
 
P39-4 
The current design includes undergrounding the street light wires at 
Pleasure Point Park.  
 
P39-5 
Landscaping would be done to preserve existing views. Some higher 
growth plants would be used to shield man-made structures, such as the 
improved restroom at Pleasure Point Park.  
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P40-1 
P40-1 
Thank you for your comment. 
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P41-1 

P41-1 
Thank you for your comment 
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P42-1 

P42-1 
Thank you for your comment. 
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P43-1 

P43-1 
See response to Comment P1-1 for RDA’s rationale for proposing the 
amount and configuration of parking. This parking arrangement complies 
with County road design criteria and should not obstruct traffic. Significant 
air and noise pollution are not anticipated in connection with the additional 
parking, and the new spaces would be located well away from the bluff 
face and therefore should not accelerate erosion. These parking spaces 
would be particularly beneficial to visitors with small children, the elderly, 
and the disabled.  
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P44-1 

P44-1 
Mitigation 8.1 has been expanded to require that the project biologist be 
present when beach rubble and riprap are removed to determine whether 
the work is creating a problem by displacing rats. If the biologist deter-
mines that a problem exists, a rat removal program would be implemented 
before any more rubble and riprap are removed.  
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P45-1 

P45-2 

P45-1 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
P45-2 
The pedestrian walkway would be constructed of resin-stabilized de-
composed granite, like the walkway installed along Portola Drive by the 
new Live Oak library. This material is quite hard and does not create 
dust or a maintenance problem.  
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P46-1 

P46-2 

P46-3 

P46-4 

P46-5 

P46-1 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
P46-2 
See response to Comment P1-1 for the RDA’s rationale for proposing the 
amount and configuration of parking.  
 
P46-3 
See response to Comment P9-1 regarding the improved restroom.  
 
P46-4 
As previously mentioned, the proposed parking adjacent to Pleasure Point 
Park would essentially reclaim an area used for parallel parking in the past, 
and the parking between 36th and 37th avenues would include replacing six 
existing spaces and adding seven more. The total amount of parking along 
the seaward side of East Cliff Drive would be approximately 300 to 400 
feet in length. This would affect roadway views along about 15 percent of 
the 2,800 lineal feet of proposed parkway. Views from the roadway along 
the remaining 85 percent of the parkway would be unchanged. In addition, 
the visual effect of the proposed restroom would be reduced through land-
scaping, as recommended in Mitigation 5.2. For these reasons, impacts on 
visual resources are considered to be less than significant  
 
P46-5 
The proposed additional parking is not expected to increase traffic along 
East Cliff Drive or to create a safety hazard for pedestrians and bicyclists 
for several reasons. First, 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, they are expected to reduce the number of 
motorists circulating through neighborhood side streets searching for lim-
ited parking spots. Second, creating a pedestrian walkway and bicycle path 
on the seaward side of the roadway should actually improve safety by pro-
viding separate facilities for vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists. Addition-
ally, implementing Mitigation 9.3 would require installing signs at the inter-
section of 32nd Avenue/Pleasure Point Drive/East Cliff Drive, similar to 
the signs at The Hook, which state “Bikes Must Cross.” These signs would 
be installed facing westbound to help ensure that bicyclists obey the stop 
sign at Pleasure Point Drive and cross back over to the north side of the 
roadway to the existing bike lanes before continuing westward.  
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P47-1 
P47-1 
Thank you for your comment. 


