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Subject: Dana Point Marina Rehabilitation Project 
  Dana Point, California 
 
  RESPONSE TO OCPW REVIEW COMMENTS 
 
Dear Mr. Saldivar: 
 
We are pleased to present the following letter responding to comments received by Orange 
County Public Works (OCPW). For our use we were provided OCPW comments pages 23 to 33 
(not dated).  
 
Comment No. 3.001 
Geotechnical consultant must review the Dock Plans submitted to the County that will be utilized 
during construction of the project and provide additional recommendations as necessary. The 
approved dock plans and applicable details must be reviewed and signed/stamped by the 
geotechnical engineer and engineering geologist prior to permit issuance. 2nd Submittal Review 
Comment: This comment will be marked as "Satisfied" upon confirmation of plan check 
completion/approval and geotechnical signed/stamped approved plans. 
 
ENGEO Response to Comment 3.001 
See revised drawings. ENGEO reviewed the drawings and sealed sheet PE1. 
 
Comment No. 3.006 
Geotechnical consultant must provide comment/discussion on project demo operations of existing 
docks/piles and provide additional geotechnical recommendations as necessary. Specifically, are 
the existing piles to be removed and if so, what impact may that have on the proposed pile 
installation and performance. 2nd Submittal Review Comment: As previously requested, please 
provide additional comment/discussion on project demo operations of existing docks/piles and 
provide additional geotechnical recommendations as necessary. Specifically, are the existing 
piles to be removed and if so, what impact may that have on the proposed pile installation and 
performance. If existing piles can't be removed, how will possible conflicts between new and 
existing piles be revolved. Please refer to and reference currently submitted project demo 
permit/plans (DMO22-0032) as part of response. Additional geotechnical recommendations 
should be provided as necessary. 
 
ENGEO Response to Comment 3.006 
Supplemental plan showing proposed piles and abandoned piles has been attached for reference. 
ENGEO provided a consideration with reference to pile abandonment Section 3.2.3. If piles to be 
abandoned in place have a distance less than 1 foot as discussed in Section 3.2.3, pull testing 
should be performed on the subject pile to confirm lateral performance during construction.  



 
 
Bellingham Marine Industries, Inc. 19026.000.001 
Dana Point Marina Rehabilitation Project April 15, 2022 
RESPONSE TO OCPW REVIEW COMMENTS Page 2
 

 

Comment No. 3.009 
Geotechnical consultant must provide comment/discussion and geotechnical conclusion on site 
specific tsunami impact on the proposed dock piles. Additional geotechnical recommendations 
for design and construction of the proposed dock piles must be provided as necessary. 2nd 
Submittal Review Comment: As previously requested, please provide comment/discussion and 
geotechnical conclusion on site specific tsunami impact on the proposed dock piles. Additional 
geotechnical recommendations for design and construction of the proposed dock piles must be 
provided as necessary. 
 
ENGEO Response to Comment 3.009 
Per 2019 CBC 1615.1, only risk category III and IV buildings shall be designed per Chapter 6 of 
ASCE 7. The docks in the marina are risk category I. The store building, which will be a deferred 
submittal, will be risk category II. Neither will be subject to Chapter 6 of ASCE 7. ENGEO is not 
aware of county, city, or state requirements for guide pile elements to be designed for tsunami 
loading.  
 
Comment No. 3.010 
Geotechnical consultant must provide comment/discussion and geotechnical conclusion on site 
specific wave impact on the proposed dock piles. Additional geotechnical recommendations for 
design and construction of the proposed dock piles must be provided as necessary. 2nd Submittal 
Review Comment: As previously requested, please provide comment/discussion and 
geotechnical conclusion on site specific wave impact on the proposed dock piles. Additional 
geotechnical recommendations for design and construction of the proposed dock piles must be 
provided as necessary. 
 
ENGEO Response to Comment 3.010 
ENGEO has provided lateral pile analysis and maximum loading in Tables 3.2.2-2 to 3.2.2-4. 
Provided loading is less than the maximum lateral load provided in Tables 3.2.2-2 to 3.2.2-4, it is 
our opinion the piles can withstand intended design loads which consider wave loading within the 
marina.  
 
Comment No. 3.011 
Geotechnical consultant must provide comment/discussion and geotechnical conclusion on site 
specific flow sand velocity impact on the proposed dock piles. Additional geotechnical 
recommendations for design and construction of the proposed dock piles must be provided as 
necessary. 2nd Submittal Review Comment: The geotechnical report (ENGEO, 2/23/22) included 
with the 2nd submittal document package references a 3-foot thick sand section utilized in the 
pile design model (Section 3.2.2 / Page 7). Provide additional comment/discussion to confirm the 
basis for limiting the "sand" to only 3 feet when the exploratory boring logs indicate the observed 
"sand" section varied in thickness from approximately 2 feet to 10 feet in Borings B-1 through B-3. 
Please also comment if thicker sections of "sand" were analyzed, and if so what impact the 
additional analysis had on the design. Provide additional geotechnical recommendations as 
necessary. 
 
ENGEO Response to Comment 3.011 
ENGEO has attached an updated site plan and geologic cross sections for reference.  
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Comment No. 3.016 
Geotechnical consultant must provide comment/discussion and geotechnical conclusion on site 
specific settlement values for design and construction of the proposed dock piles. Additional 
geotechnical recommendations should be provided as necessary. 2nd Submittal Review 
Comment: The geotechnical report (ENGEO, 2/23/22) included with the 2nd submittal document 
package provides conclusions/recommendations for the anticipated magnitude of remaining 
vertical settlement for design/construction of different aspects of the subject project (including 
landside improvements). However the report only addresses TOTAL vertical settlement. Please 
provide additional comment/discussion and geotechnical conclusion on site specific differential 
settlement values for design and construction of the proposed project. Additional geotechnical 
recommendations should be provided as necessary. 
 
ENGEO Response to Comment 3.016 
ENGEO provided total vertical settlement associated with the Gangway Landing in Section 3.1. It 
is our opinion differential settlement will be low due to uniform load transfer. For conservative 
analysis, the structural engineer may consider half the total settlement across the structural 
footing for differential settlement. For guide pile elements for floating docks, it is our opinion 
vertical loading will not be applied therefore no settlement is anticipated.  
 
Comment No. 3.019 
Provide updated/additional geotechnical cross-section(s) as necessary based on your review of 
the currently submitted project plans and your responses the review comments contained herein. 
At a minimum, cross-section(s) should extend beyond property lines/limits of permit as necessary 
to accurately depict site conditions that may impact the proposed grading and construction. Cross 
section/ exhibit/detail should indicate the proposed site grading/improvements, as graded site 
conditions/existing improvements, anticipated subsurface conditions (e.g. geologic 
contacts/structure, existing improvement foundations, etc.), slope setback requirements and the 
geotechnical remedial grading, temporary excavation (including shoring or specialized excavation 
method as necessary), slope setback and foundation recommendations from your submitted 
report(s). 2nd Submittal Review Comment: The geotechnical report (ENGEO, 2/23/22) included 
in the 2nd submittal document package did not address this review comment. As previously 
requested, please provide geotechnical cross sections applicable to the proposed scope of work 
per the subject permit. 
 
ENGEO Response to Comment 3.019 
ENGEO has attached an updated site plan and geologic cross sections for reference.  
 
Comment No. 3.020 
Provide updated plot plan/map to indicate the location of any new cross sections/ exhibits/details 
prepared in response to the review comments contained herein. 2nd Submittal Review Comment: 
The geotechnical report (ENGEO, 2/23/22) included in the 2nd submittal document package did 
not address this review comment. As previously requested, please provide updated plot plan/map 
as necessary to indicate the location of any new cross-sections/exhibits/details prepared in 
response to the review comments contained herein. 
 
ENGEO Response to Comment 3.020 
ENGEO has attached an updated site plan and geologic cross sections for reference.  
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Comment No. 3.021 
Update Exhibit 3.2.2-1 from the submitted ENGEO report dated 2/23/22 to label bedrock 
contact/bedrock unit and 3-foot thick overlying sand unit. Provide additional geotechnical 
recommendations as necessary. 
 
ENGEO Response to Comment 3.021 
ENGEO has attached an updated site plan and geologic cross sections for reference.  
 
Comment No. 3.022 
Update Exhibit 3.2.2-1 from the submitted ENGEO report dated 2/23/22 to label sand movement 
force (w/magnitude). Provide additional geotechnical recommendations as necessary. 
 
ENGEO Response to Comment 3.021 
High flows for sand movement not anticipated within marina bays.  
 
Comment No. 3.023 
Update Exhibit 3.2.2-1 from the submitted ENGEO report dated 2/23/22 to label wave load 
(w/magnitude). Provide additional geotechnical recommendations as necessary. 
 
ENGEO Response to Comment 3.023 
ENGEO has provided lateral pile analysis and maximum loading in Tables 3.2.2-2 to 3.2.2-4. 
Provided loading is less than the maximum lateral load provided in Tables 3.2.2-2 to 3.2.2-4, it is 
our opinion the piles can withstand intended design loads which consider wave loading within the 
marina.  
 
Comment No. 3.024 
Update Exhibit 3.2.2-1 from the submitted ENGEO report dated 2/23/22 to indicate typical location 
of existing piles to be removed (or abandoned in place if applicable) with respects to the proposed 
new piles. Provide additional geotechnical recommendations as necessary. 
 
ENGEO Response to Comment 3.024 
Supplemental plan showing proposed piles and abandoned piles has been attached for reference. 
ENGEO provided a consideration with reference to pile abandonment Section 3.2.3. If piles to be 
abandoned in place have a distance less than 1 foot as discussed in Section 3.2.3, pull testing 
should be performed on the subject pile to confirm lateral performance during construction. 
 
Comment No. 3.025 
Provide additional comment/discussion to define “Point of Load Application” as indicated on 
Exhibit 3.2.2-1 from the submitted ENGEO report dated 2/23/22.Clarify load combination and 
impact load. Updated Exhibit 3.2.2-1 with applicable information (location/load 
combination).Provide additional recommendations as necessary. 
 
ENGEO Response to Comment 3.025 
Point of Load Application is the applied lateral force in our L-Pile analysis and is provided to us 
by BMI as worst case loading. Pile loading and structural analysis is performed by BMI's structural 
engineer and EOR Craig Funston S.E. Pile demand is compared to the pile capacity in the 
submitted structural calculations prepared by BMI. 
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Comment No. 3.026 
Per the submitted geotechnical report prepared by ENGEO dated 2/23/22, the deflection for the 
proposed piles has been calculated to vary from approximately 8.75inches to 13.75 inches. 
Please provide additional comment/discussion on the anticipated deflection, including anticipated 
pile/dock performance and if reported deflection is maximum or combined. Please also update 
Exhibit3.2.2-1 from the submitted ENGEO report dated 2/23/22 to label/clarify location of 
deflection. Provide additional geotechnical recommendations as necessary. 
 
ENGEO Response to Comment 3.026 
ENGEO has provided lateral pile analysis and maximum loading in Tables 3.2.2-2 to 3.2.2-4. 
Provided loading is less than the maximum lateral load provided in Tables 3.2.2-2 to 3.2.2-4, it is 
our opinion the piles can withstand intended design loads and anticipated deflection. Maximum 
deflection is anticipated at the point of applied loading.  
 

If you have any questions or comments regarding this letter, please call.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
ENGEO Incorporated 
 
 
 
 
Taylor Strack, PE Josef J Tootle, GE 
 
ts/jjt/cjn 
 
Attachments: Figure 1 – Site Plan 
   Figure 2 – Cross Sections A-A’ and B-B’ 
   Figure 3 – Historic Photograph 
  New and Existing Pile Map  
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