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 San Diego Staff 
 
Subject: Addendum to Item W15d, Coastal Commission Permit Application # 6-

11-018 (SANDAG), for the Commission Meeting of June 15, 2011 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Staff recommends the following changes be made to the above-referenced staff report: 
 
1.  On Page 1 of the staff report, the “SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION” 
shall be revised as follows:  
 

[…] the Imperial Beach receiver site will may receive more sand […] 
 
2.  On Page 3 of the staff report, Special Condition # 1 shall be revised as follows:  
  

 1. Timing of Construction.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director 
for review and written approval, a construction schedule that conforms to the 
following restrictions: 
 
 a. Work on any receiver beach may occur prior to Memorial Day weekend or 
after Labor Day weekend.  Work after Memorial Day weekend, but before Labor Day 
weekend must occur in the following order: 
 
  1. Solana Beach 
  2. Moonlight Beach 
  3. Cardiff 
  4. Torrey Pines 
  5. South Carlsbad 
  6. Imperial Beach 
  7. North Carlsbad 
  8. Oceanside 
  9. Leucadia 
  10.   Batiquitos 
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Changes to the above construction schedule may be permitted by the Executive 
Director, without an amendment to this permit, where unforeseeable weather or 
construction constraints require that changes be made to avoid grunion impacts, a 
significant time delay and/or loss of money or available sand.  Any required changes 
to the schedule shall be the minimum necessary in order to implement the project, and 
the approved schedule shall be resumed as soon as feasible.  
 
 ab.  Horizontal beach access along the back beach on any section of any of the 
receiver sites shall not be blocked for more than one hour at any time during daylight 
hours. 
 
The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved 
construction schedule.  Any proposed changes to the approved schedule shall be 
reported to the Executive Director.  No change to the schedule shall occur without a 
Commission-approved amendment to the permit unless such change is approved by 
the Executive Director, as allowed above in subsection ‘a’ of this condition, or unless 
the Executive Director determines that no such amendment is legally required. 

 
3.  On Page 4 of the staff report, Special Condition # 2 shall be revised as follows: 
 

 2. Beach Sand Monitoring.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director 
for review and written approval, a detailed beach sand monitoring program for shore 
and nearshore monitoring at or near the receiver sites, and shall be in general 
conformance with the procedures and reporting outlined in “Draft Operations, 
Procedures, Mitigation Monitoring and Contingency Measures Plan for the San Diego 
Regional Beach Sand Project II, May 2011” (“Mitigation and Monitoring Plan”).  
Monitoring at and adjacent to the receiver sites shall address the following concerns: 
 
• Confirm as-built project plans for location and deposition amounts and document 
any plan revisions; 
• Seasonal and interannual changes to the receiver sites, in width and length of dry 
beach, subaerial and nearshore slope, offshore extent of nourished toe, and overall 
volume of sand in the profile; 
• Rate and Extent of transport of material up- and down-coast from  the receiver 
sites; and  
• Time period over which the beach benefits related to the project can be identified 
as distinct from background conditions. 
 
a. At a minimum, this information shall be provided through field surveys of the 
receiver sites and adjacent areas.  Unless otherwise indicated, all profiles shall be 
from an upland fixed location or monument, across the beach, through the nearshore, 
to closure depth.  Profiles shall be prepared immediately prior to the project (within 6 
months), immediately upon completion of the project (this survey may be terminated 
offshore at the toe of the project rather than going to closure), following the project in 
the Fall of 2012, and every six months thereafter for a period of five years until two 
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separate surveys show that the material and the project is undetectable.  Timing for 
the recurring six month survey efforts may be adjusted to coincide with the schedule 
that has been developed for the San Diego Regional Monitoring Program.   

 
[…] 

 
d.    Pre- and post-construction bathymetric surveys of the borrow/excavation areas 
shall be conducted using an areal survey and a minimum of one (1) full-depth profile 
(from dry beach through the borrow/excavation area) per borrow/excavation area.  
Additionally, full-depth, profile surveys from dry beach through the 
borrow/excavation areas and Pre-construction (within 6 months) and immediate post-
construction (Fall 2012) bathymetric surveys of the borrow/excavation areas shall be 
conducted using an areal survey.  Additionally, a minimum of two (2) transects 
extending through each borrow/excavation area, (one oriented parallel to the 
coastline, as well as one oriented perpendicular to the coastline), and information on 
grain size of the surface sand that has accumulated in the borrow/excavation areas, 
based upon surface samples collected in each borrow area or other methods that have 
been reviewed and approved by the Executive Director, shall be undertaken and 
reported to the Commission two, four, and six years after the excavation, or until 
additional permitted excavation is undertaken in borrow/excavation areas. 

 
[…] 

 
4.  On Page 6 of the staff report, Special Condition # 3 shall be revised as follows: 
 

 3. Dredging Activities Mitigation and Monitoring.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE 
OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the 
Executive Director for review and written approval, a final “Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan.”  Said plan shall be approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Army Corps of Engineers, and shall be in general conformance with the procedures 
and reporting outlined in “Mitigation and Monitoring Plan.”  The plan shall also be 
distributed to each of the regulatory and resource agencies, including the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Game, National Marine 
Fisheries Service, and Regional Water Quality Control Board.  The California Coastal 
Commission shall be one of the resource agencies that must be contacted if turbidity 
exceeds the allowable levels or if operating procedures vary beyond specified limits. 

 
[…] 

 
5.  On Page 6 of the staff report, Special Condition # 4 shall be revised as follows: 
 

 4.  Lagoon Mitigation and Monitoring.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the 
Executive Director for review and written approval, a final mitigation and monitoring 
plan for potential impacts to lagoon habitat at Agua Hedionda, Batiquitos, San Elijo, 
San Dieguito, and Los Peñasquitos Lagoons.  Said plan shall include monitoring to 
address the following: 
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• Whether sand from the project is being transported into the lagoons, and if so,  the 
volume and rate of transport; and 
• Whether sand from the project is increasing the rate of shoaling in the lagoons, or 
altering the frequency or duration of lagoon mouth closings. 
 
In addition, said plan shall be approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Army 
Corps of Engineers, and shall be in general conformance with the procedures and 
reporting outlined in “Mitigation and Monitoring Plan.” […] 

 
6.  On Page 7 of the staff report, Special Condition # 5 shall be revised as follows: 
 

 5. Biological Resources Mitigation and Monitoring.  PRIOR TO 
ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall 
submit to the Executive Director for review and written approval, a final “Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan” for biological resources including: Grunions, California Least 
Terns, Western Snowy Plovers, and Pismo Clams.  Said plan shall be approved by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Army Corps of Engineers, and shall be in general 
conformance with the procedures and reporting outlined in “Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan.”   The Executive Director California Coastal Commission shall be 
one of the resource agencies that must be provided with all monitoring reports.      
 
 a.  Pismo Clams.  A preconstruction assessment of the minus tide zone north of 
the Imperial Beach Pier shall be conducted prior to any placement of sand at the 
Imperial Beach receiver site.  The assessment shall confirm the presence or absence 
of adult Pismo clams (minimum of 4.5 inches).  If presence of a clam bed is 
confirmed (density greater than 0.07 adult individuals per square foot), the clam bed 
shall be avoided in its entirety and construction shall not impact any Pismo Clams or 
the Pismo Clam bed.  

 
[…] 

 
7.  On Page 7 of the staff report, Special Condition # 6a shall be revised as follows: 

 
a. The location of the project construction headquarter(s).  Staging Project 
headquarters shall not be permitted on public beaches, within public beach parking 
lots, or in any other location that would otherwise restrict public access to the beach.  
Equipment will be restricted to the active construction area at the receiver site. 

 
8.  On Page 8 of the staff report, Special Condition # 8 shall be revised as follows: 
 

 8. Grunion.  PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director 
for review and written approval, a program of elements to be utilized in developing a 
revised, final construction schedule.  In addition to the provisions of Special 
Condition # 5, the following provisions shall apply to grunion.  If there is a conflict 
between the two conditions, these provisions shall be controlling.  The applicant shall 
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adhere to the following provisions in order to maximize avoidance impacts to mature 
grunion and to grunion eggs during a spawning event to the extent feasible of 
expected grunion runs.  The annually published California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG) expected grunion runs shall be used to determine possible grunion 
spawning periods.  At this time, the 2012 CDFG expected grunion run information is 
not available.  The program and revised construction schedule shall incorporate the 
following: 
 
 a.  During the grunion spawning period of March through August, all proposed 
receiver sites shall be monitored for grunion runs concurrently (excluding the 
Batiquitos receiver site), unless the beach consists of 100 % cobble (i.e. there is no 
sand on the beach).  In addition, prior to issuance of the permit, the applicant shall 
develop additional criteria to determine the viability of a deposition site for a 
spawning event and if the deposition site can be eliminated from the monitoring 
requirement.   The criteria shall include, but are not limited to, predicted monthly 
high tides, current beach profiles, and historic grunion runs.  The criteria shall be 
subject to approval of the Executive Director in consultation with  CDFG, NMFS, 
USACE.  Monitoring need not continue at a given site after sand replenishment has 
been completed at that site. 
  
 b.  Grunion monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified biologists for 30 minutes 
prior to and two hours following the predicted start of each spawning event.  
Sufficient personnel shall be utilized to insure that the entire receiver site is 
monitored during the specified period.  The magnitude and extent of a spawning 
event will be defined by the length of beach of 100 yards (for the purposes of 
determining the Walker Scale).  
 
 c.  If a grunion run consisting of 0 to 100 fish (Walker Scale of 0 or 1) is reported 
within two weeks prior to or during construction/beach replenishment, the applicant 
does not need to take any avoidance action for grunion eggs.  No mature grunion 
shall be buried or harmed as a result of construction/beach replenishment. 
 
 d.  If a grunion run consisting of more than 100 fish (Walker Scale of 2, 3, 4, or 5) 
is reported within two weeks prior to the start of construction, the applicant shall 
avoid mobilization on those beach segments and no grunion eggs shall be buried or 
disturbed at the receiver site. The applicant shall alter the construction/beach 
replenishment schedule to replenish a beach segment that has not had such a grunion 
spawning event within two weeks prior to the start of construction. However, the 
applicant shall may also receive approval from the CCC  Executive Director, in 
consultation with CDFG, NMFS, and USACE, and the Executive Director of 
appropriate avoidance action in the later part of the spawning season, i.e. after mid-
June, to allow deployment to those beaches.  This action may include measures 
pursuant to subsection (g) below.  avoiding impacts to grunion eggs through 
alteration of the discharge point and/or sand spreading, shifting the receiver site, etc 
or altering the construction/beach replenishment schedule to replenish a beach that 
has not had a grunion spawning event within two weeks prior to the start of 
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construction.  No mature grunion shall be buried or harmed as a result of 
construction/beach replenishment. 
 
 e.  If construction/beach replenishment has already begun when a grunion run 
consisting of 100-500 fish (Walker Scale of 2) hundreds of fish spawning at different 
times or at once in several areas of beach (Walker Scale of 2 or 3) is reported, 
impacts to grunion eggs may occur if avoidance is not feasible.  The applicant shall 
first attempt to minimize impacts to grunion eggs through measures pursuant to 
subsection (g) below.  alteration of the discharge point and/or sand spreading. No 
mature grunion shall be buried or harmed as a result of construction/beach 
replenishment. 
 
 f.  If construction/beach replenishment has already begun when a grunion run 
consisting of more than 500 fish (Walker Scale of 3, 4, or 5) thousands of fish 
together, with little sand visible between fish (Walker Scale 4 or 5) is reported, no 
impact to grunion eggs shall occur within that portion of at the receiver site 
experiencing that density of fish.  The applicant shall avoid impacts to grunion eggs 
in that portion of the receiver site through alteration of the discharge point, and/or 
sand spreading, and or shifting receiver site boundaries.  Ceasing of 
construction/beach replenishment activities at this location shall occur if avoidance 
measures are not feasible.  No mature grunion shall be buried or harmed as a result of 
construction/beach replenishment. 
 
 g.  The applicant shall develop a list of feasible measures for each deposition site, 
subject to approval of the Executive Director in consultation with CDFG, NMFS and 
ACOE, taking into consideration the size of the deposition site, stage of mobilization, 
construction constraints, etc., that may be utilized to allow work to continue but also 
minimize and/or avoid impacts to eggs and disruption within the two week spawning 
period.    

 
9.  On Page 12 of the staff report, the third complete paragraph shall be revised as follows: 
 

The proposed project is scheduled to occur during the Spring and Summer of 2012.  
Construction activities are expected to begin on April 1, 2012 and continue until 
October 18th (See Exhibit # 5).  Construction activities are proposed to occur around 
the clock, on a 7-day/24-hour basis.  The longer construction hours allow for more 
efficient construction and greater production rates, and thus, would allow for a greater 
amount of sand to be placed on the beaches.  These construction hours require 
approval of a noise variance from Oceanside, Carlsbad,  Solana Beach, and Imperial 
Beach prior to commencement of work at each site Noise variances are required from 
Solana Beach and Encinitas (issued June 6, 2011).  Noise exemptions have been 
issued by the cities of Oceanside and Imperial Beach, and both the cities of Carlsbad 
and San Diego have confirmed there is no action required.
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10.  On Page 13 of the staff report, the first incomplete paragraph shall be revised as 
follows: 
 

While RBSP II is very similar to RBSP I, there are some variations.  RBSP II proposes 
to place approximately 300,000 cu. yds. more sand on the receiver sites and less 
extensive post-construction monitoring is proposed.  Additionally, the Del Mar and 
Mission Beach receiver sites from RBSP I will not receive any sand under RBSP II; 
the Oceanside receiver site will be shifted 1,800 ft. north towards the pier; the Imperial 
Beach receiver site will may receive approximately five and a half times more sand 
and be extended 1,750 ft. north and 1,700 ft. south; and the Leucadia receiver site will 
receive 13% less sand.  No new receiver sites are proposed under RBSP II.  The Del 
Mar and Mission Beach receiver sites from RBSP I are not included as part of RBSP II 
due to municipal budget constraints and they have or will be receiving sand from other 
projects. 

 
11.  On Page 15 of the staff report, the first complete paragraph shall be revised as 
follows: 
 

The proposed project is designed to replenish the beach at ten receiver sites that have 
been identified by SANDAG and the Coastal Sediment Management Workgroup as 
having experienced erosion and critical shoreline problems.  It is difficult to estimate 
precisely how long the fill sand will remain on receiver beaches; however, the 
Environmental Impact Report for the project estimates that it will take from three to 
five or more years for the receiver beaches to return to their pre-project condition.  
During that time, the public will have the benefit of wider sandy beaches (see Exhibit 
# 6).  Although sand from this project is expected to remain on some of the beaches 
for five or more years, e Enhanced profile sand monitoring will only be done for four 
five years following construction.  It is anticipated that the baseline beach profile 
monitoring will continue after the initial four years and that the enhanced beach profile 
monitoring will not be necessary because sand will be distributed throughout the 
littoral system and remaining project sand would not be substantial enough to be 
detectable through profiling.  Monitoring of RBSP I showed that beach width gains 
lasted an average of four years and shore zone volume gains lasted an average of six 
years. 

 
12.  On Page 16 of the staff report, the second complete paragraph shall be revised as 
follows: 
 

The applicant states that the contractor would be responsible for identifying any 
staging headquarters.  However, staging project headquarters would not be permitted 
on public beaches, within public beach parking lots, or in any other location that 
would otherwise restrict public access to the beach.  Additionally, equipment will be 
restricted to the active construction area at the receiver site.  The contractor will likely 
rent staging space offsite.  The minimum amount of parking spaces required has not 
been determined at this time.  However, Special Condition # 6 requires that the 
applicant submit final staging plans identifying the location and amount of public 
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parking spaces required.  The number of spaces occupied must be the minimum 
number necessary to implement the project.  

 
13.  On Page 17 of the staff report, the second complete paragraph shall be revised as 
follows: 
 

At beaches that are less heavily used, for example, Leucadia, 12 days of beach closure 
would probably not have a significant adverse impact on the public.  In contrast, even 
the partial closure of Torrey Pines Beach during any summer day is going to displace a 
significant number of beach users.  The impact will be particularly significant at 
higher tides and at work areas where the entire beach area would be closed to the 
water line and people cannot get past the work area to the rest of the beach except by 
traveling inland around the construction area.  At most of the receiver beaches, 
horizontal access along the back beach or adjacent public corridor would be 
maintained to allow access to either side of the active sand placement area.  However, 
at receiver sites where sand may be required for placement to the edge of the back 
beach to create a level beach, horizontal access will be temporarily closed.  While any 
beach closure is a public access concern, Special Condition # 1 requires that horizontal 
access on the beach behind any active construction area be closed for a maximum of 
one hour per day during daylight hours.  The applicant will also attempt to limit 
construction of the back beach during daylight hours in order to allow maximum 
horizontal access during the day.  Additionally, once the sand is placed and spread on 
each section of beach, the construction activities will shift down the beach.  At that 
time, the replenished beach will be immediately available for use by the public.  Thus, 
the public access impacts will be minimal and temporal.   

 
14.  On Page 17 of the staff report and continuing onto Page 18, the last paragraph shall be 
revised as follows: 
 

SANDAG has submitted a schedule of work to the Commission, but has stated that 
when the contractor is hired for the job, changes may be needed.  The applicant 
identified two biological constraints on timing which have been incorporated into the 
project.  The Batiquitos receiver site will be constructed only after August 1st and after 
the cessation of least tern nesting in the area, in order to avoid impacts to foraging 
birds by increased turbidity.  Beach suitability for grunion spawning will be analyzed 
and approved by the Commission and the less suitable beaches scheduled, to the 
maximum extent feasible, outside for grunion spawning, should be nourished during 
April through June, the primary grunion spawning season.  

 
15.  On Page 18 of the staff report, the third and forth complete paragraphs shall be 
revised as follows: 
 

Therefore, Special Condition # 1 places a some general parameters on the timing of 
construction.  The condition takes into account both the biological constraints on 
dredging, and the fact that once dredging is started at a particular borrow site, it may 
be inefficient to stop dredging and move to another site.  However, the intent is to 
encourage as much work as possible to be completed before the summer season 



Addendum to 6-11-018 
Page 9 
 
 

(Memorial Day to Labor Day), and that work that has to be done at high-use beaches 
during the summer be performed preferably before Memorial Day, (when many 
schools finish for the summer) or as early in the season as possible ensure that 
maximum beach access is maintained by keeping horizontal access available to the 
greatest extent feasible.   
 
Of the ten receiver sites, the applicant has identified that the following beaches 
traditionally have high recreational use:  Solana Beach, Moonlight Beach, Cardiff, 
Torrey Pines, and South Carlsbad.  Exhibit # 5 shows the order in which the applicant 
proposes the beach replenishment must be performed.  Work at the most heavily used 
beaches is scheduled to occur prior to Memorial Day, in an attempt to avoid the prime 
summer season and to provide sand for summer beach users.  As conditioned, conflicts 
between the proposed project and the general beach-going public will be minimized to 
the greatest extent feasible. 

 
16.  On Page 19 of the staff report, the last incomplete paragraph shall be revised as 
follows: 
 

In summary, the proposed project will have short-term impacts on public access and 
recreation, which have been minimized by conditions requiring that construction of 
heavily used beach areas be scheduled outside the summer season horizontal beach 
access remain open as much as possible.  The project overall will have a positive 
impact on San Diego’s beaches, and the monitoring program will provide valuable 
information on the movement of sand along the San Diego shoreline that will be useful 
in planning and designing future sand replenishment projects.  Therefore, as 
conditioned, the proposed project can be found consistent with the public access and 
recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

 
17.  Beginning on Page 25 of the staff report, the second complete paragraph shall be 
revised as follows: 
 

CDFG recommends that no beach replenishment occur on beaches that provide 
suitable grunion habitat during the grunion spawning season, March through August 
(CDFG Draft EIR Comment Letter).  However, the applicant has stated that this is not 
feasible because the proposed project will take up to eight months and work must 
occur prior to the winter season to avoid large storms and waves.  The applicant has 
also stated that it is not financially feasible to split the project into two segments and 
do one phase before grunion season and the remainder following grunion season or to 
do the replenishment over a two year period, because the cost of mobilizing the dredge 
equipment is too great.  However, the applicant has not submitted documentation to 
the Commission in regards to the cost of dredge equipment mobilization.  CDFG staff 
also states the following as reasons not to allow any impacts to grunion or grunion 
eggs: There are no studies showing that the grunion population is stable; imminent 
global warming/sea level rise threatens grunion spawning habitat; and there is a lack of 
convincing evidence that beach replenishment is appropriate mitigation for impacts to 
grunion (personal communication with CDFG, May 2011).  CDFG staff agrees with 
the Commission that impacts to grunion eggs following runs of less than 100 grunion 
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should be permitted and that no mature grunion should be impacted.  However, CDFG 
staff disagrees that impacts to hundreds of fish spawning at different times or at once 
in several areas of beach (Walker Scale of 2 or 3) 100-500 grunion should be 
permitted if construction has already begun.  CDFG staff states that impacts to grunion 
eggs following runs of hundreds of fish spawning at different times or at once in 
several areas of beach (Walker Scale of 2 or 3) 100-500 should not be allowed under 
any circumstance because 100-500 fish is the median run and there is no proven 
mitigation available for impacts to substantial amounts of grunion eggs.  CDFG staff 
also suggests that grunion monitoring following beach replenishment would be 
invaluable for analyzing future projects (personal communication with CDFG, May 
2011).  Taking into account communication with CDFG, the Commission makes the 
following findings in regards to grunion impacts. 
 
In order to avoid these impacts during implementation of RBSP II, Special Condition 
# 8 contains specific grunion monitoring and avoidance conditions.  Grunion prefer to 
spawn on gradually sloping, sandy beaches.  However, they also may spawn between 
areas of cobble cover and may spawn below seawalls or bluffs as tides recede.  It is 
unknown whether the eggs deposited below seawalls or in areas with significant 
cobble cover are successfully hatched.  Beaches would not be used for spawning if 
they are too steep or too rocky (personal communication, Dr. Karen Martin, May 
2011).  Based on the uncertainty surrounding appropriate spawning habitat, all 
receiver sites that are scheduled to be replenished during the grunion spawning season, 
March through August, shall be monitored concurrently for grunion, unless there is no 
sand on the beach.  The applicant is required to develop a revised, final construction 
schedule, with the primary intent of avoiding impacts to grunion and grunion eggs by 
scheduling the sites most suitable for grunion spawning outside the primary grunion 
spawning season.  In addition, the applicant shall develop, in consultation with  
CDFG, NMFS,  USACE and the Executive Director, additional criteria to determine 
the viability of a deposition site for a spawning event and if the deposition site can be 
eliminated from the monitoring requirement.   The criteria shall include, but are not 
limited to, predicted monthly high tides, current beach profiles, and historic grunion 
runs.  As part of these criteria, the applicant will develop specific grunion avoidance 
measures for each of the ten receiver sites.  The Batiquitos receiver site is scheduled 
after August 1st, due to least tern nesting constraints, and therefore does not need to be 
monitored for grunion.  The Commission is requiring all beaches to be monitored 
concurrently so that the applicant will be able to avoid placing sand on beaches with 
grunion eggs.  During RBSP I, the applicant only monitored the next scheduled 
replenishment receiver site for grunion runs.  This method proved to be unsuccessful 
because the applicant did not know which receiver site to replenish if grunion runs 
were discovered on the next scheduled site.  Monitoring for grunion need not continue 
at a given site after sand replenishment has been completed at that site.  The 
Commission also considered monitoring the next three beaches scheduled for 
replenishment, with the possibility that at least one out of the three beaches would not 
have had a recent grunion spawning event.  An additional grunion monitoring 
requirement considered by the Commission was to monitor beaches that are expected 
to be replenished within a specified time period (i.e. 1-2 months).  However, 
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monitoring all beaches suitable for grunion spawning during grunion spawning season 
provides the greatest assurance that grunion eggs will not be impacted.    
 
The applicant reported that during RBSP I, it was determined that monitoring two 
hours before each run, two hours during each run, and two hours following each run 
was not necessary.  The Final Grunion Monitoring Report states that grunion were 
almost always observed at a monitoring site within the predicted peak period or at 
most 15 minutes prior to the predicted peak period.  In one instance, grunion began 
arriving about one hour prior to the peak period.  SANDAG has further reported that 
based on experience over the last few years, fish are not typically observed in number 
more than 30 minutes prior to the predicted peak period.  Based on these reports, 
monitoring for grunion by a qualified biologist is only required 30 minutes prior to and 
two hours following the predicted start of each spawning event.  However, Special 
Condition 8b requires that sufficient personnel shall be utilized to insure that the entire 
receiver site is monitored during the specified period.  In addition, the extent of the 
spawning event shall be defined by a length of beach of 100 yards for the purposes of 
determining the Walker Scale.   
 

18.  On Page 27 of the staff report, the first and second complete paragraphs shall be 
revised as follows: 

 
Because 100-500 fish is the median spawning event and more than 500 fish in an event 
only occurs on one third of the reported spawning events, it would not be appropriate 
to consistently impact these runs.  Additionally, because of the uncertainly involved 
with the trade-off between grunion impacts and temporary habitat creation, it is 
questionable if it is possible to mitigate for substantial impacts to grunion.  If grunion 
runs of more than 100 fish are reported before construction has started, the applicant 
must avoid the grunion eggs.  The applicant shall alter the construction/beach 
replenishment schedule to replenish a beach that has not had such a grunion spawning 
event within two weeks prior to the start of construction.  Avoidance shall be done in 
consultation with the resource agencies and may consist of alteration of the discharge 
point and/or the locations where sand is spread, shifting the receiver site footprint, or 
replenishing a different receiver site.  While grunion have not been found to return to 
the same beaches year after year, they do often return to the same beaches within one 
spawning season.  Therefore, in some cases the applicant may be permitted to impact 
grunion with appropriate avoidance action following the peak spawning season, i.e. 
after mid-June when grunion runs are traditionally smaller, to allow deployment to 
those beaches.  Feasible avoidance actions for grunion at each of the ten receiver 
beaches that allow work to continue, but also minimize and/or avoid impacts to 
grunion eggs, shall be developed by the applicant, subject to approval of the Executive 
Director in consultation with CDFG, NMFS and UCSACE.  These avoidance actions 
shall take into consideration the size of the deposition site, stage of mobilization, 
construction constraints, etc. 
 
If construction has already begun and a grunion run of hundreds of fish spawning at 
different times or at once in several areas of beach (Walker Scale of 2 or 3) 100-500 is 
reported, the applicant must attempt to avoid/minimize impacts using the specific 
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avoidance actions developed for each of the ten beaches.  through alteration of the 
discharge point and/or the locations where sand is spread. If avoidance this is not 
possible, the grunion eggs may be impacted.  Impacts are permitted in this case 
because switching receiver sites once construction has begun is very expensive.  This 
additional expense would result in less sand being placed on receiver sites and 
therefore less potential improvement to grunion spawning habitat.  However, if 
construction has begun and greater than hundreds of fish spawning at different times 
or at once in several areas of beach (Walker Scale of 4 or 5) 500 grunion are reported, 
no impacts to grunion eggs are permitted.  If the applicant cannot avoid impacts to 
grunion eggs through alteration of the discharge point and/or the locations where sand 
is spread, all beach construction/replenishment must cease at that receiver site.  In 
those instances, the Commission finds a more conservative approach which protects 
the spawning run is warranted. 

 
19.  On Page 28 of the staff report, the first incomplete paragraph shall be revised as 
follows: 

 
Pismo clams are managed by the CDFG as a recreational marine resource.  The 
population of Pismo clams has been severely depleted along the Southern California 
coast in recent years (personal communication with CDFG, May 2011).  Pismo clams 
live in sandy areas from the intertidal zone to depths of 80 ft. and concentrate in beds 
in certain areas.  The project EIR asserts that Pismo clams are capable of relatively 
rapid movement and normally bury to a depth of two to six inches.  The project EIR 
also states that at Imperial Beach, subadult-sized Pismo clams and relatively large, 
clam shells were observed north of the pier within the receiver site footprint.  The 
occurrence or extent of adult Pismo clams in the adjacent subtidal zone is not known.  
The EIR goes on to state that if adult clams are present subtidally, there would be the 
potential for impacts to some individuals along the seaward edge of the fill.  However, 
because clams are mobile, some individuals would be expected to relocate during 
replenishment.  The applicant has proposed to avoid impacts to Pismo clams through 
measures such as a slow discharge rate or modification to the seaward edge of the fill.  
However, it is uncertain if these measures would prevent impacts to Pismo clams. 
Therefore, Special Condition # 5 requires that the applicant conduct preconstruction 
monitoring for Pismo clam beds at the Imperial Beach receiver site, regardless of the 
amount of sand proposed to be placed on the beach.  In consultation with the CDFG, 
the Commission ecologist has reviewed available information and concurs that Pismo 
Clam beds should be protected.  If the presence of a clam bed is confirmed, then the 
bed shall should be avoided in its entirety, by shifting the location of sand within the 
deposition site.  Because Pismo Clam beds are located only in tidal areas seaward of 
the mean high tide, the Port of Sand Diego would have coastal development permit 
jurisdiction over them in the Imperial Beach receiver site and thus, will be addressed 
by the Port in their CDP for the project.  No Pismo Clam beds are expected within the 
project area in the Commission’s CDP jurisdiction. 
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20.  On Page 29 of the staff report, the third complete paragraph shall be revised as 
follows: 
 

However, the plan does not provide adequate avoidance measures for California 
grunion, Pismo clams, beach/sand monitoring, or lagoon entrances.  Special Condition 
# 8 requires additional monitoring and avoidance measure for the California grunion.  
Special Condition # 5 requires additional monitoring and avoidance measures for the 
Pismo clam.  Special Condition # 2 requires additional monitoring for beach/sand 
resources. In addition to sand/beach monitoring proposed in the EIR and the 
monitoring plan, pre- and post- construction bathymetric surveys of the 
borrow/extraction areas, full-depth profiles for each borrow/extraction area transects 
of each borrow/excavation area, and profiles of grain size of the surface sand that 
accumulates in the borrow/extraction areas is needed in order to ensure that taking 
large amounts of sand from offshore reserves does not impact local beach sand 
supplies.   

 
21.  On Page 30 of the staff report, the first complete paragraph shall be revised as 
follows: 
 

As stated, the “Mitigation and Monitoring Plan” has not been finalized, pending final 
review and approval of the resource agencies.  Special Conditions #s 2-5 also require 
SANDAG to submit and implement final monitoring programs for beach/sand 
monitoring, turbidity, lagoons, and biological resources that have been reviewed and 
approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Army Corps of Engineers.  Special 
Condition # 7 requires the applicant to submit a copy of any other state or federal 
permits required, to ensure any additional mitigation required is incorporated in the 
subject permit.  However, mitigation measures that resulted in a substantial change to 
the project would require an amendment to this permit or a new coastal development 
permit.   

 
22.  The label on Exhibit # 4 shall be revised as follows: 
 

Location Map Grain Size 
 
23.  Exhibit # 10 shall reflect the following changes (shaded figures): 
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REGULAR CALENDAR 
STAFF REPORT AND PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATION

  

Application No.: 6-11-018 
 
Applicant: San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
   
Agent:  Cindy Kinkade, AECOM 
   
Description: Placement of approximately 2.3 million cubic yards of sand dredged from 

three off-shore borrow sites onto ten beaches in the San Diego area.  
Placement to begin in Spring and Summer 2012.   

 
Site: San Diego County area beaches at: South Oceanside, North Carlsbad, 

South Carlsbad North, Batiquitos, Leucadia, Moonlight Beach, Cardiff, 
Solana Beach, Torrey Pines, and Imperial Beach (See Exhibit # 11 for 
specific beach segments and borrow sites). 

             
 
STAFF NOTES: 
 
Summary of Staff’s Preliminary Recommendation: 
 
Staff is recommending approval of the proposed beach replenishment project, with a 
number of special conditions.  In 2000, the Commission approved the first large sand 
replenishment project for San Diego County, entitled the Regional Beach Sand Project I 
(RBSP I).  The project included the placement of approximately two million cu. yds. of 
sand on 12 San Diego County beaches.  As part of that project, extensive monitoring for 
impacts to biological resources, which were mandated for a period of four years by the 
Commission, found no significant impacts were caused by the project.  In addition, 
monitoring of sand movement was also included.  Compared to the RBSP I, the proposed 
project will include similar sand quantities for nine of the receiver sites; the Imperial 
Beach receiver site will receive more sand and the Mission Beach and the Del Mar 
receiver sites will not receive sand.  Additionally, the applicant has stated that it is likely 
that the Torrey Pines receiver site will not be receiving sand, although it is still included 
in this analysis.  Thus, it is expected that impacts on biological resources will not occur as 
the result of this project.   
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The proposed project will have a positive impact on public access and recreation by 
enhancing San Diego County’s beaches.  In order to avoid winter storms, the project is 
proposed to take place during the spring and summer months.  Thus, some short-term, 
temporary impacts to public recreation will occur.  Therefore, Special Condition # 1 lists 
the order in which work must be performed at each beach, such that work is completed 
outside the summer season at the beaches that have the highest public use.  Thus, impacts 
to public access and recreation will be minimized to the greatest extent feasible.   
 
The proposed receiver beaches were chosen based on the need for sand and the need to 
avoid impacts to sensitive biological resources at the replenishment sites.  Although the 
dredging and sand replenishment is not expected to have any adverse environmental 
impacts, the project includes a mitigation and monitoring program that ensures any 
potential impacts on sensitive biological resources will be evaluated and mitigated if 
necessary.  In addition, the project includes a sand monitoring program, which will 
evaluate the accumulation of sand at the project sites for a period of 4 years following 
project completion.  Nearshore biological monitoring will not be conducted for any of the 
receiver sites. 
 
Standard of Review: The local jurisdictions have requested that the Commission issue a 
consolidated permit, therefore the standard of review is the Chapter 3 policies of the 
Coastal Act, with the appropriate local coastal programs used as guidance. 
             
 
Substantive File Documents: SANDAG, The San Diego Regional Beach Sand Project II 

Final EIR/EA, May 2011; Moffatt & Nichol, Draft Operations, Procedures, 
Mitigation Monitoring and Contingency Measures Plan for the San Diego 
Regional Beach Sand Project II, May 2011; SANDAG, Proposed RBSP II 
Construction Schedule (Based on Beach Events/Attendance, Predicted Grunion 
Runs & Predicted Bird Nesting Seasons), May 2011; EDAW, Final Summary 
Report Grunion Monitoring for the SANDAG Regional Beach Sand Project I, 
January 2002, CDP #6-00-038, CDP #6-00-038-A1, CDP #6-00-038-A2, CDP 
#6-00-038-A3 

             
 



6-11-018 
Page 3 

 
 

 
I. PRELIMINARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The staff recommends the Commission adopt the following resolution: 
 
MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal 

Development Permit No. 6-11-018 pursuant to the staff 
recommendation. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 
 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in approval of the 
permit as conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  The motion 
passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 
 
RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PERMIT: 
 
The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed 
development and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development as 
conditioned will be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  
Approval of the permit complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because 
either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to 
substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on the 
environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that 
would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts of the development on the 
environment. 
 
II. Standard Conditions. 
 
 See attached page. 
 
III. Special Conditions. 
 
 The permit is subject to the following conditions: 
 
 1. Timing of Construction.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director for 
review and written approval, a construction schedule that conforms to the following 
restrictions: 
 
 a. Work on any receiver beach may occur prior to Memorial Day weekend or after 
Labor Day weekend.  Work after Memorial Day weekend, but before Labor Day 
weekend must occur in the following order: 
 
  1. Solana Beach 
  2. Moonlight Beach 
  3. Cardiff 
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  4. Torrey Pines 
  5. South Carlsbad 
  6. Imperial Beach 
  7. North Carlsbad 
  8. Oceanside 
  9. Leucadia 
  10.   Batiquitos 
 
Changes to the above construction schedule may be permitted by the Executive Director, 
without an amendment to this permit, where unforeseeable weather or construction 
constraints require that changes be made to avoid a significant time delay and/or loss of 
money or available sand.  Any required changes to the schedule shall be the minimum 
necessary in order to implement the project, and the approved schedule shall be resumed 
as soon as feasible.  
 
 b.  Horizontal beach access along the back beach on any section of any of the 
receiver sites shall not be blocked for more than one hour at any time. 
 
The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved 
construction schedule.  Any proposed changes to the approved schedule shall be reported 
to the Executive Director.  No change to the schedule shall occur without a Commission-
approved amendment to the permit unless such change is approved by the Executive 
Director, as allowed in subsection ‘a’ of this condition, or unless the Executive Director 
determines that no such amendment is legally required. 
 
 2. Beach Sand Monitoring.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director for 
review and written approval, a detailed beach sand monitoring program for shore and 
nearshore monitoring at or near the receiver sites, and shall be in general conformance 
with the procedures and reporting outlined in “Draft Operations, Procedures, Mitigation 
Monitoring and Contingency Measures Plan for the San Diego Regional Beach Sand 
Project II, May 2011” (“Mitigation and Monitoring Plan”).  Monitoring at and adjacent to 
the receiver sites shall address the following concerns: 

 
• Confirm as-built project plans for location and deposition amounts and document 

any plan revisions; 
• Seasonal and interannual changes to the receiver sites, in width and length of dry 

beach, subaerial and nearshore slope, offshore extent of nourished toe, and overall 
volume of sand in the profile; 

• Rate and extent of transport of material up- and down-coast from  the receiver 
sites; and 

• Time period over which the beach benefits related to the project can be identified 
as distinct from background conditions. 

 
a. At a minimum, this information shall be provided through field surveys of the 
receiver sites and adjacent areas.  Unless otherwise indicated, all profiles shall be 
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from an upland fixed location or monument, across the beach, through the nearshore, 
to closure depth.  Profiles shall be prepared immediately prior to the project, 
immediately upon completion of the project (this survey may be terminated offshore 
at the toe of the project rather than going to closure), following the project in the Fall 
of 2012, and every six months thereafter until two separate surveys show that the 
material and the project is undetectable.  Timing for the recurring six month survey 
efforts may be adjusted to coincide with the schedule that has been developed for the 
San Diego Regional Monitoring Program.   

 
b. There shall be a minimum of one profile through each receiver site, and at least 
one profile up coast and two profiles down coast for each receiver site.  To the 
maximum extent practicable, these should occupy the profile locations currently 
being used in the San Diego Regional Monitoring Program.  In locations where the 
receiver sites are close together, profiles may be used to provide both upcoast 
information for one site and downcoast information for another. 

 
c. Monitoring information shall be analyzed regularly for any changes that have 
occurred at the receiver sites.  To the extent practicable, these reports should 
incorporate information from the San Diego Regional Monitoring Program on both 
historic changes at the receiver sites and on-going regional shoreline trends.  

 
d.    Pre- and post-construction bathymetric surveys of the borrow/excavation areas 
shall be conducted using an areal survey and a minimum of one (1) full-depth profile 
(from dry beach through the borrow/excavation area) per borrow/excavation area.  
Additionally, full-depth, profile surveys from dry beach through the 
borrow/excavation areas and information on grain size of the surface sand that has 
accumulated in the borrow/excavation areas, based upon surface samples collected in 
each borrow area or other methods that have been reviewed and approved by the 
Executive Director, shall be undertaken and reported to the Commission two, four, 
and six years after the excavation, or until additional permitted excavation is 
undertaken in borrow/excavation areas. 
 
e. Oblique aerial photographs of the RBSP II receiver sites shall be taken semi-
annually during the first two years following construction, and annually during Year 
3 and Year 4 following construction. 
 
f. Annual monitoring reports and a final report evaluating long-term effects of the 
project shall be submitted to the CCC, NMFS, CDFG, and USACE. 

 
The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved 
monitoring program.  Any proposed changes to the approved program shall be reported 
to the Executive Director.  No change to the program shall occur without a Commission-
approved amendment to the permit unless the Executive Director determines that no such 
amendment is legally required. 
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 3. Dredging Activities Mitigation and Monitoring.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE 
OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the 
Executive Director for review and written approval, a final “Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan.”  Said plan shall be approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and shall be in 
general conformance with the procedures and reporting outlined in “Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan.”  The California Coastal Commission shall be one of the resource 
agencies that must be contacted if turbidity exceeds the allowable levels or if operating 
procedures vary beyond specified limits. 
 
The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved 
monitoring program.  Any proposed changes to the approved program shall be reported to 
the Executive Director.  No change to the program shall occur without a Commission-
approved amendment to the permit unless the Executive Director determines that no such 
amendment is legally required. 
 
 4.  Lagoon Mitigation and Monitoring.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive 
Director for review and written approval, a final mitigation and monitoring plan for 
potential impacts to lagoon habitat at Agua Hedionda, Batiquitos, San Elijo, San 
Dieguito, and Los Peñasquitos Lagoons.  Said plan shall include monitoring to address 
the following: 
 
• Whether sand from the project is being transported into the lagoons, and if so,  the 

volume and rate of transport; and 
• Whether sand from the project is increasing the rate of shoaling in the lagoons, or 

altering the frequency or duration of lagoon mouth closings. 
 
In addition, said plan shall be approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and shall 
be in general conformance with the procedures and reporting outlined in “Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan.”  The applicant has calculated the predicted amount of sand that will 
enter the lagoon mouths and met with each lagoon management entity to determine the 
cost of future lagoon mouth dredging operations which result from this project.  The 
applicant shall pay the following amounts to the appropriate management entity upon 
completion of construction (these amounts are based on proposed placement volumes and 
may be subject to change based on actual volumes placed at each relevant receiver site): 
 

• Agua Hedionda, $0 
• Batiquitos Lagoon, $245,800 
• San Elijo Lagoon, $32,600 
• San Dieguito Lagoon, $20,076 
• Los Penasquitos Lagoon, $24,650 

   
The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved program.  
Any proposed changes to the approved program shall be reported to the Executive 
Director.  No change to the program shall occur without a Commission-approved 
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amendment to the permit unless the Executive Director determines that no such 
amendment is legally required. 
 
 5. Biological Resources Mitigation and Monitoring.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE 
OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the 
Executive Director for review and written approval, a final “Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan” for biological resources including: Grunions, California Least Terns, Western 
Snowy Plovers, and Pismo Clams.  Said plan shall be approved by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and shall be in general conformance with the procedures and reporting 
outlined in “Mitigation and Monitoring Plan.”  The California Coastal Commission shall 
be one of the resource agencies that must be provided with all monitoring reports.      
 
 a.  Pismo Clams.  A preconstruction assessment of the minus tide zone north of the 
Imperial Beach Pier shall be conducted prior to any placement of sand at the Imperial 
Beach receiver site.  The assessment shall confirm the presence or absence of adult Pismo 
clams (minimum of 4.5 inches).  If presence of a clam bed is confirmed (density greater 
than 0.07 adult individuals per square foot), the clam bed shall be avoided in its entirety 
and construction shall not impact any Pismo Clams or the Pismo Clam bed.  
 
The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved 
monitoring program.  Any proposed changes to the approved program shall be reported to 
the Executive Director.  No change to the program shall occur without a Commission-
approved amendment to the permit unless the Executive Director determines that no such 
amendment is legally required. 
 
 6. Final Staging Plans.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director for 
review and written approval, final plans that identify the following: 
 
 a. The location of the project construction headquarter(s).  Staging headquarters 

shall not be permitted on public beaches, within public beach parking lots, or in 
any other location that would otherwise restrict public access to the beach. 

 b. The minimum number of public parking spaces (on and off-street) that are 
required at each receiver site for the staging of equipment, machinery and 
employee parking.  At each site, the number of public parking spaces utilized 
shall be the minimum necessary to implement the project. 

 c. During the construction stages of the project, the permittee shall not store any 
construction materials or waste where it will be or could potentially be subject to 
wave erosion and dispersion.  In addition, no machinery shall be placed, stored 
or otherwise located in the intertidal zone at any time, except for the minimum 
necessary to implement the project.  Construction equipment shall not be washed 
on the beach or in the beach parking lots.   

 d. Additional protection will be provided by the contractor using biodegradable 
(e.g., vegetable oil-based) lubricants and hydraulic fluids, and/or electric or 
natural gas powered equipment, where practicable.   



6-11-018 
Page 8 

 
 

 
 e. Immediately upon completion of construction and/or when the staging site is no 

longer needed, the site shall be returned to its preconstruction state.     
 
The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved plans.  
Any proposed changes to the approved plans shall be reported to the Executive Director.  
No change to the program shall occur without a Commission-approved amendment to the 
permit unless the Executive Director determines that no such amendment is legally 
required. 
 
 7. Other Permits.  PRIOR TO COMMENCMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, the 
applicant shall provide to the Executive Director copies of all other required state or 
federal discretionary permits for the development herein approved.  The applicant shall 
inform the Executive Director of any changes to the project required by such permits.  
Such changes shall not be incorporated into the project until the applicant obtains a 
Commission amendment to this coastal development permit, unless the Executive 
Director determines that no amendment is legally required. 
  
 8.  Grunion.  In addition to the provisions of Special Condition # 5, the following 
provisions shall apply to grunion.  If there is a conflict between the two conditions, these 
provisions shall be controlling.  The applicant shall adhere to the following provisions in 
order to maximize avoidance of expected grunion runs.  The annually published 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) expected grunion runs shall be used to 
determine possible grunion spawning periods.  At this time, the 2012 CDFG expected 
grunion run information is not available. 
  
 a.  During the grunion spawning period of March through August, all proposed 
receiver sites shall be monitored for grunion runs concurrently (excluding the Batiquitos 
receiver site), unless the beach consists of 100 % cobble (i.e. there is no sand on the 
beach).  Monitoring need not continue at a given site after sand replenishment has been 
completed at that site. 
  
 b.  Grunion monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified biologist for 30 minutes 
prior to and two hours following the predicted start of each spawning event  
 
 c.  If a grunion run consisting of 0 to 100 fish (Walker Scale of 0 or 1) is reported 
within two weeks prior to or during construction/beach replenishment, the applicant does 
not need to take any avoidance action for grunion eggs.  No mature grunion shall be 
buried or harmed as a result of construction/beach replenishment. 
 
 d.  If a grunion run consisting of more than 100 fish (Walker Scale of 2, 3, 4, or 5) is 
reported within two weeks prior to the start of construction, no grunion eggs shall be 
buried or disturbed at the receiver site.  Work may continue if avoidance action can be 
taken.  However, the applicant shall also receive approval from the CCC, CDFG, NMFS, 
and USACE of appropriate avoidance action.  This action may include avoiding impacts 
to grunion eggs through alteration of the discharge point and/or sand spreading, shifting 
the receiver site or altering the construction/beach replenishment schedule to replenish a 
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beach that has not had a grunion spawning event within two weeks prior to the start of 
construction.  No mature grunion shall be buried or harmed as a result of 
construction/beach replenishment. 
 
 e.  If construction/beach replenishment has already begun when a grunion run 
consisting of 100-500 fish (Walker Scale of 2) is reported, impacts to grunion eggs may 
occur if avoidance is not feasible.  The applicant shall first attempt to minimize impacts 
to grunion eggs through alteration of the discharge point and/or sand spreading.  No 
mature grunion shall be buried or harmed as a result of construction/beach replenishment. 
 
 f.  If construction/beach replenishment has already begun when a grunion run 
consisting of more than 500 fish (Walker Scale of 3, 4, or 5) is reported, no impact to 
grunion eggs shall occur at the receiver site.  The applicant shall avoid impacts to grunion 
eggs through alteration of the discharge point and/or sand spreading.  Ceasing of 
construction/beach replenishment activities at this location shall occur if avoidance 
measures are not feasible.  No mature grunion shall be buried or harmed as a result of 
construction/beach replenishment. 
 

9.  Final Plans.  PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit final project plans to the 
Executive Director for review and written approval.  Said plans shall be in substantial 
conformance with the plans submitted with this application by SANDAG received 
3/15/2011. 

 
The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved plans.  
Any proposed changes to the approved plans shall be reported to the Executive Director.  
No changes to the plans shall occur without a Coastal Commission approved amendment 
to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no 
amendment is legally required. 
 

10. Assumption of Risk, Waiver of Liability and Indemnity Agreement. 
 
By acceptance of this permit, the applicant acknowledges and agrees (i) that the site may 
be subject to hazards from wave action; (ii) to assume the risks to the applicant and the 
property that is the subject of this permit of injury and damage from such hazards in 
connection with this permitted development; (iii) to unconditionally waive any claim of 
damage or liability against the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for injury 
or damage from such hazards; and (iv) to indemnify and hold harmless the Commission, 
its officers, agents, and employees with respect to the Commission’s approval of the 
project against any and all liability, claims, demands, damages, costs (including costs and 
fees incurred in defense of such claims), expenses, and amounts paid in settlement arising 
from any injury or damage due to such hazards. 
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IV. Findings and Declarations. 
 
 The Commission finds and declares as follows: 
 
 1. Detailed Project Description/History.  The proposed project is beach 
replenishment of up to 2.3 million cubic yards of sand to be deposited at the following 
ten San Diego region receiver beaches:  Oceanside, North Carlsbad, South Carlsbad 
North, Batiquitos, Leucadia, Moonlight Beach, Cardiff, Solana Beach, Torrey Pines, and 
Imperial Beach.  Sand would be dredged from up to three offshore borrow sites, shown 
on Exhibit # 1.  A detailed description of each of the ten proposed replenishment sites is 
attached as Exhibit #’s 2 and 3.   
 
The purpose of the project is to provide enhanced public recreational opportunities and 
public access at the receiver sites, and to increase protection of public property and 
infrastructure at risk from shoreline erosion.  The project is also expected to have the 
effect of increasing protection for private beach front and bluff top development.  In 
1993, SANDAG prepared the Shoreline Preservation Strategy for the San Diego Region 
(Strategy), which identified regional coastal areas with critical shoreline problems and 
recommended a strategy to address the issue.  The strategy involved various components 
including beach replenishment, sand retention structures, property protection structures, 
and policies regarding the use of the shoreline and bluff tops.  In March 2009, SANDAG 
prepared the Coastal Regional Sediment Management Plan (Plan) for the San Diego 
Region.  The Plan uses the Strategy as a baseline to guide the level of comprehensive 
nourishment needed for the San Diego region over the next 50 years.  Recently, the 
Coastal Sediment Management Workgroup prepared the 2010 California Beach Erosion 
Assessment Survey.  The survey provides a listing of Beach Erosion Concern Areas 
(BECA) throughout California which identifies beach erosion problem areas.   
 
Each of the ten receiver beaches for the current project are identified as BECA in the 
2010 Beach Erosion Assessment Survey and were chosen based on the critical need for 
replenishment (as identified by SANDAG in the Coastal Regional Sediment Management 
Plan), and the potential that no impacts to sensitive marine resources would result from 
sand replenishment.  The offshore sand borrow sites were chosen after marine 
geophysical surveys and vibracore investigations were conducted along the San Diego 
coastline to map the horizontal and vertical extent, and compute the volume, of beach-
quality sand at 57 possible sites within eight work areas from Imperial Beach to 
Oceanside in 2008.  The proposed borrow sites were chosen on the basis of grain-size 
analyses that determined that the dredge material would be compatible with the receiver 
sites’ existing sediments, based on guidelines specified by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (ACOE) (See Exhibit # 4).  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
and the ACOE have both reviewed the project and concurred that the proposed 
nourishment materials from the three borrow sites are physically compatible and 
chemically suitable for use as nourishment material at the proposed receiver sites.   
 
The project EIR states that dredging of the borrow sites would not significantly affect 
sand levels on San Diego County beaches.  Borrow sites are outside the depth of closure 
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and thus do not attract nearshore sand that is inside the depth of closure.  The depth of 
closure is defined as the water depth at the outer limit of seasonal sand movement; this 
depth varies depending on site-specific conditions.  During strong storm events, sand 
may be carried outside the depth of closure.  However, the size and location of the 
borrow sites does not impact how much sand is removed from the littoral cell.  Typically, 
for the San Diego region, greater sand movement from the exposed beach to the offshore 
portion of the profile occurs in the winter due to large storms and waves, followed by a 
period of sand gain to the exposed beach during the summer’s more gentle conditions and 
surf.  The littoral cell is defined as a coastal reach bounded by physiographic features 
(e.g., submarine canyons, coastal headlands, harbors, etc.) where sediment enters, moves 
along, and leaves the coast.  The seaward edge of the active littoral cell is defined as its 
depth of closure. 
 
Borrow site SO-5 will be dredged to a maximum depth of ten ft. and is located in water 
depths of 34 to 49 ft.  Borrow site SO-6 will be dredged to a maximum depth of 20 ft. 
and is located in water depths of 42 to 56 ft.  Borrow site MB-1 will be dredged to a 
maximum depth of ten ft. and is located in water depths of 60 to 74 ft.  Biological 
surveys were performed in 2009 to compare conditions at RBSP I borrow sites, nearby 
areas at similar depths that had not been dredged, and proposed borrow sites for RBSP II.  
The survey found that fish, sediment, and benthic characteristics were similar among all 
three locations.  The survey also revealed that approximately one foot of post-RBSP I 
sedimentation was recorded at one of the RBSP I borrow sites, eight years after it was 
dredged for RBSP I.  This illustrates that the term ‘borrow site’ is somewhat deceptive, a 
more appropriate term would be ‘donor site,’  as borrow sites are only filled back in as a 
result of infrequent, powerful storm events.  The applicant states that the sand in the 
borrow sites was most likely a result of historic river outflow sedimentation.  
Additionally, the applicant contends that adding sand to regional beaches will increase 
the sum amount of sand in the littoral cells.  However, much of the sand will be lost in 
submarine canyons. 
 
The proposed project is funded as follows: 85% from California Department of Boating 
and Waterways (up to $6.5 million each year for three years totaling $19.5 million), 15% 
from municipal jurisdictions (based on the amount of sand received, miles of coastline 
restored, and population), and approximately $150,000 from the Bureau of Ocean 
Energy.  Municipal jurisdictions that are receiving more sand than they received with 
RBSP I will pay 100% of the costs for the additional sand.  The total maximum budget 
for all engineering design and construction plans, all environmental compliance costs, 
including CEQA/NEPA documentation, monitoring, and mitigation (if necessary), all 
permitting activities, and construction is approximately $22 to 25 million dollars.  The 
jurisdictions are planning to spend the Coastal Commission mandated sand mitigation 
and recreation funds.  Current amounts available for funding of sand placement for RBSP 
II from the sand mitigation and recreation funds is as follows: Encinitas - $109,809.57, 
Solana Beach - $976,694.49 (mitigation fund) and $274,582.24 (recreation fund), San 
Diego - $34,953.02, Imperial Beach - $27,493.74, and Oceanside - $37,783.35.   
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The general process for sand dredging, delivery, and spreading would be similar for all of 
the receiver beaches.  The contractor, when chosen, will have the option to either use a 
hopper dredge or a cutterhead suction dredge.  A hopper dredge was used for RBSP I and 
is anticipated for RBSP II.  If a hopper dredge is used, sand will be sucked up into the 
hopper dredge from the borrow site.  The hopper dredge then travels to a stationary mono 
buoy (floating platform) which is anchored to the seafloor, where a floating or submerged 
approximately 30 in. diameter pipe (perpendicular to the shoreline) transports a mixture 
of the dredged sand and sea water to the beach; or the hopper dredge can bypass the 
mono buoy and connect directly to the pipe.  Sections are then added to the original pipe 
(parallel to the shoreline on the upper beach) as the sand is pumped and spread further 
down the receiver site, making the pipe into a “L” shape.  The sand is discharged within 
training dikes (berms of sand) that allow the water to drain out, increasing the amount of 
sand that stays on the receiver site and decreasing turbidity.  The sand is redistributed on 
the beach with scrapers and bulldozers.  The hopper dredge would need to make 
numerous trips between the borrow site and the mono buoy for each receiver site, as it 
can only hold 2-5,000 cu. yds. of sand at a time.  The piping and mono buoy would be 
dismantled and moved for each receiver site. 
 
Unlike the hopper dredge, the cutterhead dredge typically remains at the dredge site for 
the entire operation and uses long pipes to transport a mix of sand and seawater to the 
receiver sites.  For sites that are located greater distances from the borrow site, such as 
the Imperial Beach receiver site which is located more than 15 miles from the borrow 
site, the cutterhead dredge would need to transit to the receiver site to unload.  
Floating/submerged piping associated with the cutterhead dredge would be subject to 
wave action and high tides and may need to be disassembled 2-3 days prior to predicted 
large waves or extreme tides. 
 
The proposed project is scheduled to occur during the Spring and Summer of 2012.  
Construction activities are expected to begin on April 1, 2012 and continue until October 
18th (See Exhibit # 5).  Construction activities are proposed to occur around the clock, on 
a 7-day/24-hour basis.  The longer construction hours allow for more efficient 
construction and greater production rates, and thus, would allow for a greater amount of 
sand to be placed on the beaches.  These construction hours require approval of a noise 
variance from Oceanside, Carlsbad, Solana Beach, and Imperial Beach prior to 
commencement of work at each site. 
 
The predecessor to this project, San Diego Regional Beach Sand Project I (RBSP I), was 
completed in the Spring and Summer of 2001.  RBSP I placed approximately two million 
cu. yds. of sand on 12 San Diego County Beaches.  Extensive monitoring was completed 
in association with RBSP I and found no significant impacts to biological resources.  The 
Commission also did not receive any adverse comments in regard to public access during 
or following construction of RBSP I.   
 
While RBSP II is very similar to RBSP I, there are some variations.  RBSP II proposes to 
place approximately 300,000 cu. yds. more sand on the receiver sites and less extensive 
post-construction monitoring is proposed.  Additionally, the Del Mar and Mission Beach 
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receiver sites from RBSP I will not receive any sand under RBSP II; the Oceanside 
receiver site will be shifted 1,800 ft. north towards the pier; the Imperial Beach receiver 
site will receive approximately five and a half times more sand and be extended 1,750 ft. 
north and 1,700 ft. south; and the Leucadia receiver site will receive 13% less sand.  No 
new receiver sites are proposed under RBSP II.  The Del Mar and Mission Beach 
receiver sites from RBSP I are not included as part of RBSP II due to municipal budget 
constraints and they have or will be receiving sand from other projects. 
 
The Cities of Oceanside, Carlsbad, Encinitas, San Diego, and Imperial Beach all have 
certified Local Coastal Programs.  While these cities would normally issue coastal 
development permits for projects landward of the mean high tide line, they have all 
requested that the Commission issue a consolidated coastal development permit for this 
project.  Coastal Act Section 30601.3 states that the Commission may process and act 
upon a consolidated coastal development permit application if (1) a proposed project 
requires a coastal development permit from both a local government with a certified local 
coastal program and the Commission and (2) the applicant, the appropriate local 
government, and the Commission, which may agree through its executive director, 
consent to consolidate the permit action, provided that public participation is not 
substantially impaired by that review consolidation.  The standard of review for a 
consolidated coastal development permit is Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200), 
with the appropriate local coastal program used as guidance.  Solana Beach does not have 
a certified Local Coastal Program, and therefore does not have coastal development 
permit jurisdiction on its beaches.  In Imperial Beach, the legislature has granted 
sovereign lands from Imperial Beach to the Port of San Diego; and, therefore the Port of 
San Diego will issue the coastal development permit for the portions of this receiver site 
seaward of the mean high tide line at that location.  The Commission has original 
jurisdiction for the portions seaward of the mean high tide line for all of the other 
receiver sites.  Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act is the standard of review for the entire project 
subject to Coastal Commission review.   
 
 2. Beach Replenishment/Public Access.  Many policies of the Coastal Act address 
public access.  The following are most applicable to the proposed development and state, 
in part: 
 

Section 30210 
 
 In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public 
safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, 
and natural resource areas from overuse. 
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Section 30211 
 
 Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where 
acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the 
use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 
 
Section 30212 
 
 (a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the 
coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: (l) it is 
inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of fragile 
coastal resources, (2) adequate access exists nearby...  
 
Section 30213 
 
 Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, provided.  Developments providing public recreational opportunities 
are preferred.... 

 
Section 30220 
 
 Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot readily 
be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses. 
 
Section 30233(b)  
 
       (b)  Dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and carried out to avoid 
significant disruption to marine and wildlife habitats and water circulation.  Dredge 
spoils suitable for beach replenishment should be transported for such purposes to 
appropriate beaches or into suitable long shore current systems.  
 

Finally, Section 30604(c) of the Coastal Act requires that a specific access finding be 
made in conjunction with any development located between the sea and the first public 
roadway, indicating that the development is in conformity with the public access and 
public recreation policies of Chapter 3.  In this case, such a finding can be made. 
 
The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) has adopted the Shoreline 
Preservation Strategy (Strategy) and the Coastal Regional Sediment Management Plan 
(Plan) for the San Diego region and is currently working on techniques towards its 
implementation.  The shoreline is recognized as a valuable asset to the environment and 
economy of the San Diego region and the State.  It is also considered a resource of 
national significance.  The Strategy identifies that beaches in the San Diego area have 
been steadily eroding for the past decade, and increasing beach loss and property damage 
have been projected for the future.  The Strategy also emphasizes beach replenishment as 
a means to preserve and enhance the environmental quality, recreational capacity, and 
property protection benefits of the region's shoreline.  Additional sand on the region's 
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beaches will increase the amount of available recreational area for public use, decrease 
the rate of beach erosion, and provide a buffer (a wider beach) between waves and 
adjacent private/public development, thereby potentially reducing pressure to construct 
shoreline protective devices which can adversely affect both the visual quality of scenic 
coastal areas and shoreline sand supply. The Plan uses the Strategy as a baseline to guide 
the level of comprehensive nourishment needed for the San Diego region over the next 
50 years.  Recently, the Coastal Sediment Management Workgroup prepared the 2010 
California Beach Erosion Assessment Survey.  The survey provides a listing of “Beach 
Erosion Concern Areas” (BECA) throughout California which identifies beach erosion 
problem areas.  All of the proposed receiver sites are cited as “Beach Erosion Concern 
Areas” in the survey. 
 
The proposed project is designed to replenish the beach at ten receiver sites that have 
been identified by SANDAG and the Coastal Sediment Management Workgroup as 
having experienced erosion and critical shoreline problems.  It is difficult to estimate 
precisely how long the fill sand will remain on receiver beaches; however, the 
Environmental Impact Report for the project estimates that it will take from three to five 
or more years for the receiver beaches to return to their pre-project condition.  During 
that time, the public will have the benefit of wider sandy beaches (see Exhibit # 6).  
Although sand from this project is expected to remain on some of the beaches for five or 
more years, enhanced profile sand monitoring will only be done for four years following 
construction.  It is anticipated that the baseline beach profile monitoring will continue 
after the initial four years and that the enhanced beach profile monitoring will not be 
necessary because sand will be distributed throughout the littoral system and remaining 
project sand would not be substantial enough to be detectable through profiling.  
Monitoring of RBSP I showed that beach width gains lasted an average of four years and 
shore zone volume gains lasted an average of six years. 
 
Nevertheless, the project is expected to have some adverse impacts on public access and 
recreation, primarily during its placement.  Typically, the Commission has prohibited 
construction on beaches or in recreational areas from occurring during the summer 
months, or, if summer construction is unavoidable, prohibited construction on weekends 
or holidays.  However, the proposed deposition has been scheduled to begin in the spring 
because placing the sand earlier or later in the year would increase the chance that winter 
storms would remove the newly placed material immediately, thus reducing benefits for 
beachgoers.  In addition, SANDAG has proposed the construction occur as continuously 
as possible (not stopping on weekends or holidays), to minimize down-time construction 
costs and ensure that the project funding translates into the maximum amount of sand on 
the beach.  Thus, as proposed, the project could involve closing portions of San Diego 
County’s beaches to the public during the time when demand for beach area is at its 
highest.   
 
SANDAG has submitted a detailed schedule which indicates the order and projected 
dates that receiver sites will receive sand.  The schedule is based on beach suitability for 
grunion runs (peak spawning season is late March to early June), local beach events, 
intensity of beach use, and nearby sensitive bird habitat and historic nesting areas (see 
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Exhibit # 5).  The Commission recognizes that this is a tentative schedule and may need 
to be modified.  However, Special Condition # 1 requires that no change to the schedule 
shall occur without consultation with the Executive Director to determine whether an 
amendment to the permit is necessary.   
 
As proposed, there would be impacts to beach access resulting both from the actual beach 
replenishment activities and from equipment staging and maintenance.  However, as 
proposed, beach replenishment activities would occur on a constant basis at each site and 
using only the few machines necessary, thus there would not be a need for equipment 
storage.  During replenishment activities, the vehicles would either be active or 
temporarily idle on the receiver site itself.  Any fueling or maintenance activities would 
occur at the nearest public street or parking lot.  Construction personnel would park near 
the receiver sites in public parking areas.  SANDAG estimates that up to 12 public 
parking spaces would be usurped at each beach site by construction workers.  
 
The applicant states that the contractor would be responsible for identifying any staging 
headquarters.  However, staging headquarters would not be permitted on public beaches, 
within public beach parking lots, or in any other location that would otherwise restrict 
public access to the beach.  The contractor will likely rent staging space offsite.  The 
minimum amount of parking spaces required has not been determined at this time.  
However, Special Condition # 6 requires that the applicant submit final staging plans 
identifying the location and amount of public parking spaces required.  The number of 
spaces occupied must be the minimum number necessary to implement the project.  
 
The applicant states that many of the beaches proposed for nourishment as part of RBSP 
II are in an eroded state, and provide little recreational use due to cobble or wave runup 
during high tide.  The amount of time that each receiver site would be impacted will vary 
from beach to beach.  At each site, construction would involve some preliminary 
mobilization prior to dredging, dredging and sand placement, then demobilization.  The 
total active dredging time is estimated at five and a half to eight months.  The applicant 
states that it will likely take substantially less than eight months.  RBSP I began 
construction April 6, 2001 and ended construction on September 23rd, 2001, a total of 
five and a half months.  Although slightly more sand is being placed with RBSP II (2.3 
million cu. yds. vs. 2 million cu. yds.), it is expected that RBSP II will be able to place 
the sand more quickly due to a larger average grain size of sand.   
 
On any given day, only a small portion of a receiver beach would be under active 
construction and closed to the public.  For example, at the 5,750-foot long Imperial 
Beach receiver site, the typical active construction area would be 300 feet in length.  No 
buffer around the active construction area for safety purposes is needed.  Safety measures 
in the vicinity of the receiver sites could include fencing, barricades, and flag personnel 
as necessary.   Thus, for the Imperial Beach receiver site, 300 feet in length would be 
closed to the public each day for an estimated 41 consecutive days.  The applicant has 
provided a schedule of construction that shows work at the busiest beaches will occur 
outside of prime summer beach use months.  The Coastal Commission approved RBSP I 
with a special condition that mandated work on the beach during daylight hours on 
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weekends or holidays between Memorial Day and Labor Day be avoided to the 
maximum extent feasible.  The applicant reports that work on the beach occurred during 
all holidays and weekends during this time period for RBSP I and SANDAG does not 
propose to avoid work during these high beach use times.  However, the applicant does 
assert that the beach replenishment did not appear to have any impact on the beach-going 
public and that beach goers would begin using the wider newly created beach area as 
soon as it was open.  Therefore, the applicant is not proposing to limit work on weekends 
or holidays during the summer. 
 
The sand pipelines will be located as far back on the beach as possible, and sand berms 
will be constructed on the side of the pipe to allow pedestrians to cross over the pipeline.  
Based on photos from RBSP I, it does not appear that the sand pipelines on the beach 
caused significant impacts or substantial deterrence to public access opportunities (see 
Exhibit # 7).  Also, as stated previously, for the RBSP I project, no complaints were 
received at the local Commission office regarding work occurring during the summer.  
The remaining beach area outside of the active construction area would remain open to 
the public, and there would not be any significant restrictions on activity in the water.  
Exhibit # 8 indicates how much beach area for each beach would be closed per day 
during replenishment activities.   
 
At beaches that are less heavily used, for example, Leucadia, 12 days of beach closure 
would probably not have a significant adverse impact on the public.  In contrast, even the 
partial closure of Torrey Pines Beach during any summer day is going to displace a 
significant number of beach users.  The impact will be particularly significant at higher 
tides and at work areas where the entire beach area would be closed to the water line and 
people cannot get past the work area to the rest of the beach except by traveling inland 
around the construction area.  At most of the receiver beaches, horizontal access along 
the back beach or adjacent public corridor would be maintained to allow access to either 
side of the active sand placement area.  However, at receiver sites where sand may be 
required for placement to the edge of the back beach to create a level beach, horizontal 
access will be temporarily closed.  While any beach closure is a public access concern, 
Special Condition # 1 requires that horizontal access on the beach behind any active 
construction area be closed for a maximum of one hour per day.  The applicant will also 
attempt to limit construction of the back beach during daylight hours in order to allow 
maximum horizontal access during the day.  Additionally, once the sand is placed and 
spread on each section of beach, the construction activities will shift down the beach.  At 
that time, the replenished beach will be immediately available for use by the public.  
Thus, the public access impacts will be minimal and temporal.   
 
SANDAG has submitted a schedule of work to the Commission, but has stated that when 
the contractor is hired for the job, changes may be needed.  The applicant identified two 
biological constraints on timing which have been incorporated into the project.  The 
Batiquitos receiver site will be constructed only after August 1st and after the cessation of 
least tern nesting in the area, in order to avoid impacts to foraging birds by increased 
turbidity.  Beach suitability for grunion spawning will be analyzed and approved by the 
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Commission and the less suitable beaches scheduled, to the maximum extent feasible, 
outside April through June, the primary grunion spawning season.  
 
The purpose of the project is to benefit public access and recreation, and SANDAG has 
avoided placing non-biologically related limitations on the time of the replenishment and 
the location of staging and storage areas with the intent of allowing the maximum 
flexibility to place the greatest amount of sand on the beach with the available project 
funding.  The Commission understands that the more flexibility the contractor has in 
scheduling, the less likely the project will experience expensive, non-productive “down-
time.”  SANDAG has taken some measures to reduce the impact the project will have on 
the public.  Prior to beach building activities, SANDAG would notify the local 
jurisdiction and the local print media of the activity.  Those entities would publicize the 
upcoming activity.  SANDAG would also maintain a project website with current 
information (www.sandag.org/shoreline).  In this way, potential beach goers will be 
aware of the project and be able to use a different beach for their recreation. 
 
Nevertheless, the project will still have adverse impacts on the beach going public.  
Sandy beach will be blocked and public parking spaces will be usurped.  Scheduling the 
replenishment activities so that the busiest beaches are avoided during the peak summer 
season would considerably reduce this impact.  Again, the Commission understands the 
importance of the project in providing enhanced access and recreational opportunities and 
protection of upland development.  However, the Commission must still ensure that the 
proposed project is consistent with Coastal Act access and recreation policies. 
 
Therefore, Special Condition # 1 places some general parameters on the timing of 
construction.  The condition takes into account both the biological constraints on 
dredging, and the fact that once dredging is started at a particular borrow site, it may be 
inefficient to stop dredging and move to another site.  However, the intent is to encourage 
as much work as possible to be completed before the summer season (Memorial Day to 
Labor Day), and that work that has to be done at high-use beaches during the summer be 
performed preferably before Memorial Day, (when many schools finish for the summer) 
or as early in the season as possible.   
 
Of the ten receiver sites, the applicant has identified that the following beaches 
traditionally have high recreational use:  Solana Beach, Moonlight Beach, Cardiff, Torrey 
Pines, and South Carlsbad.  Exhibit # 5 shows the order in which the beach replenishment 
must be performed.  Work at the most heavily used beaches is scheduled to occur prior to 
Memorial Day, in an attempt to avoid the prime summer season and to provide sand for 
summer beach users.  As conditioned, conflicts between the proposed project and the 
general beach-going public will be minimized to the greatest extent feasible. 
  
The project also includes a detailed sand monitoring program, which will provide 
information on the movement of sand along the coast beaches and nearshore areas in 
three littoral cells.  The program involves measuring beach profiles at a total of 61 
transects perpendicular to the coast in spring and fall for a period of four years following 
completion of RBSP II.  The transects extend from Oceanside to Imperial Beach.  Each 
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spring and fall, beach profile data compatible with historical data will be obtained at the 
61 transects.  Semi-annual aerial photographs will be taken at each of the five lagoon 
sites for documentation and planning current surveys for the first two years following 
construction and annually after two years.  In addition, assessments of lagoon closure and 
maintenance records will be undertaken.  The applicant has been conducting the 
SANDAG Beach Monitoring Program since the spring of 1996 to provide a regional 
perspective of nearshore processes and coastal changes along the San Diego County 
coastline.  This program monitors beach sand profiles and lagoon mouth entrances.  In 
2001, the program was expanded for a period of four years to develop more detailed 
information about the outcome of the RBSP I nourishment activities.  In 2010, the 
program consisted of 55 transects perpendicular to the coast.  Thus, five additional 
transects will be added for a period of four years following construction of RBSP II in 
order to comply with Special Condition # 2 which mandates that a minimum of one 
profile crosses through each receiver site and at least one profile shall be added through 
the downcoast of large receiver beach sites.  The ongoing lagoon mouth monitoring will 
not change as a result of RBSP II.   
 
The proposed project is not intended to be a permanent solution to counter San Diego’s 
eroding shoreline.  Beach replenishment is necessarily an on-going effort.  The 
SANDAG Beach Monitoring Program is intended to provide information regarding the 
short and long-term effects of beach replenishment, including how long the sand remains 
on the beach at different sites in different conditions.  With the movement of 
replenishment beach sand through the littoral processes, offshore bars could potentially 
develop over time, thereby affecting surf breaks.  Changes in the formation of offshore 
sand bars is a natural occurring event, and there are seasonal periodic changes to surfing 
localities, and the proposed project is not expected to have any long-term impacts on 
surfing.  Monitoring results of RBSP I were inconclusive in terms of surf break 
conditions.  Members of the public expressed that surf breaks were both improved and 
adversely affected as a result of the sand placement.  While a surf break monitoring 
report was discussed as a part of this project, the applicant determined that there is too 
much uncertainty involved to undertake an objective study.  Special Condition # 2 
requires SANDAG to submit a sand monitoring program that tracks the changes to the 
receiver sites and the transport of material up and down coast of receiver sites.  
Monitoring reports and evaluations must be submitted to the Commission on an annual 
basis.  This will enable the Commission to assess the project’s long-term impacts and 
benefits to public access.  To ensure that the final project design is consistent with the 
Commission’s conditions and that it minimizes impacts to public access, Special 
Condition # 9 requires that the applicant submit final plans for the project to the 
Executive Direct for review and written approval before the coastal development permit 
can be issued. 
 
In summary, the proposed project will have short-term impacts on public access and 
recreation, which have been minimized by conditions requiring that construction of 
heavily used beach areas be scheduled outside the summer season as much as possible.  
The project overall will have a positive impact on San Diego’s beaches, and the 
monitoring program will provide valuable information on the movement of sand along 
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the San Diego shoreline that will be useful in planning and designing future sand 
replenishment projects.  Therefore, as conditioned, the proposed project can be found 
consistent with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
 3.  Biological Resources/Water Quality.  The following Coastal Act policies are 
applicable to the proposed project and state, in part: 
 
 Section 30230 

 
 Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored.  
Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or 
economic significance.  Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a 
manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will 
maintain healthy populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long-
term commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes.  

 
Section 30240  
  
      (a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources 
shall be allowed within those areas. 
 
 (b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and 
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which 
would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the 
continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. 

 
The applicant is only proposing biological monitoring in locations where there is 
potential for additional sedimentation of marine habitats.  The only receiver site receiving 
more sand in RBSP II vs. RBSP I is Imperial Beach.  There is no bedrock (primary kelp 
habitat) within one mile of the Imperial Beach receiver site, although there is extensive 
cobble which can support kelp.  However, cobble bottom is considered an ‘ephemeral 
reef’ due to a high probability of variability in the amount of hard-bottom at any given 
time.  Monitoring from 2002 found that for the proposed Imperial Beach receiver site, the 
estimated closest distance to hard-bottom habitat, intertidal surfgrass, subtidal surfgrass, 
understory algae, and kelp beds was 540 ft., greater than three miles, greater than three 
miles, 540 ft. and 1,900 ft., respectively.  Four years of extensive monitoring following 
RBSP I confirmed that that no significant impacts occurred to sensitive marine habitats as 
the result of that project.  Where RBSP I monitoring confirmed no impacts occurred and 
receiver sites and sand placement volumes are similar for RBSP II, no post-construction 
biological monitoring is proposed.  Although significantly more sand is proposed for the 
Imperial Beach receiver site in RBSP II, the applicant found that due to its distance from 
sensitive habitats, sand replenishment at the Imperial Beach receiver site does not have a 
significant risk of adverse impacts to coastal resources and thus does not require 
biological monitoring.  The Commission ecologist has reviewed this information and 
concurs that monitoring is not necessary. 
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The above cited Coastal Act policies require the Commission to address the impacts of 
the proposed project on marine resources by considering the timing of the deposition of 
the material on the beach, the location of the receiver beach and the presence of 
environmentally sensitive resources.  The extraction of sand for restoring beaches is a 
permitted use under Section 30233; however, the project must be the least 
environmentally damaging alternative, and any impacts must be mitigated.  Deposition of 
material onto the beach can affect marine life through the burial of organisms on the 
beach and in the nearshore environment, and by increasing turbidity in adjacent waters.  
In addition, as discussed above, the project is proposed for the spring and summer 
months, in order to avoid winter storms that could remove the sand quickly.  However, 
this schedule coincides with the nesting season for California least terns, the California 
Brown Pelican, and western snowy plovers; and, turbidity in the water could adversely 
impact their ability to find food in offshore waters.  The schedule also coincides with the 
grunion spawning season.  
 
The EIR for the project reviewed the potential project impacts from both the direct 
placement of sand, from the dredge equipment, from turbidity, long-term sediment 
transport, and direct impacts from dredging.  The project has been designed to avoid 
sensitive marine resources by choosing both dredge sites and the receiver beaches in 
locations that do not contain biological resources such as reefs, surfgrass beds, and kelp 
canopies.  The sand pipeline routes have been mapped to avoid reefs, kelp beds, and 
surfgrass.  Sand is the predominant existing habitat at the proposed receiver sites; 
although most have bands of cobblestones as well, and as such, there would be no direct 
impacts to nest locations of western snowy plovers or least terns.  Some loss of benthic 
organisms on the receiver beaches is expected; however, these species are fairly 
adaptable and are expected to recover quickly.  None of the receiver sites are predicted to 
experience long-term, significant direct impacts from the physical placement of sand. 
 
Turbidity 
 
Turbidity can indirectly impact plankton, fish, marine mammals, birds, vegetated reefs, 
and benthic invertebrates.  Turbidity results from suspended particles in the water column 
that can reduce ambient light levels, which can impact primary production of plankton 
and inhibit kelp and algae growth.  Turbidity plumes from dredging of the borrow sites is 
expected to be small, as the dredge material is sandy sediment with a low percentage of 
fines.  Typical near-surface turbidity plumes generated from a hopper dredge are 
estimated to extend 50 to 250 feet downcurrent from the dredge.  Under maximum 
current conditions, plumes could extend up to 300 to 600 feet from the dredge site.  If a 
cutterhead dredge is used, horizontal extent of turbidity plumes would be substantially 
less.  Monitoring from RBSP I showed surface turbidity plumes within 250 to 500 feet 
downcurrent of the hopper dredge and generally dissipated within 5-10 minutes after the 
hopper dredge moved from the borrow area.  A minimum 500 foot buffer has been 
provided between the dredge area and natural hard bottom habitat (kelp or reefs), 
although the distance would generally be much greater.  The EIR determined that while 
there is some potential for turbidity plumes to reach reefs, the duration would be limited, 
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and the actual amount of a turbidity plume that would reach the sensitive areas is minimal 
and considered less than significant. 
 
Predicted turbidity plumes from construction were analyzed at each receiver site, along 
with sediment transport modeling.  Turbidity at the receiver sites would result from 
placement of the dredged material on the beach in a slurry mixture.  As the water flows 
back toward the ocean waves, finer materials that have not settled behind the training 
dikes would generate turbidity.  Turbidity is expected to be localized to the discharge 
location (an average of 300 feet) under average current conditions.  None of the receiver 
beaches are in or adjacent to (i.e., within 3,100 feet) an Area of Special Biological 
Significance (ASBS); thus, sand placement would not be expected to affect the natural 
water quality within an ASBS.  Monitoring of RBSP I found that most plumes ranged 
from 100 to 328 feet long and 66 to 164 feet wide.  The largest plume was 984 feet long 
and 656 feet wide, but rapidly dissipated with a lengthening of the training dike 
configuration.  The current project proposes to use larger grain sizes than RBSP I and 
with less fines; thus, plumes should be smaller than RBSP I.  Monitoring data from 
previous California beach nourishment projects have found concentrations within the 
plumes to be no higher than that which occurs naturally in nearshore waters under higher 
wave or storm conditions.  Plumes from dredging and sand placement of this project are 
not expected to have a significant impact. 
 
Least Terns 
 
A historic least tern nesting site is located within Los Penasquitos Lagoon, which could 
be impacted during sand placement at the Torrey Pines receiver site.  The applicant will 
coordinate with California State Parks and the USFWS to determine if the nesting is 
occurring during construction.  If nesting is occurring, the turbidity plume will be 
actively managed by monitoring and changing the configuration of the training dike, if 
necessary to reduce the plume.  Actively managing the training dike was found to be 
effective during RBSP I.  All other receiving sites, with the exception of the Batiquitos 
receiver site, are greater than one mile from historic least tern nesting sites and will not 
require additional monitoring.  To avoid impacts to least terns, the applicant will 
construct the Batiquitos receiver site after August 1st, 2012 and after cessation of least 
tern nesting in that area. 
 
Prior to RBSP I, a project-specific evaluation was completed to estimate the amount of 
area potentially affected by turbidity from the project within a one-mile radius of known 
tern nesting locations.  The length of the plume was calculated based on the average grain 
size in each borrow site, the current speed, and the water depth.  The analysis determined 
that under the worst-case conditions of maximum typical current, up to four percent of 
foraging area within one mile would be affected, and 96 percent would remain available.  
The more typical condition, an average current, would result in less than one-half of one 
percent affected.  In addition, the turbidity plume would dissipate at it is carried away 
from both the borrow and the receiver sites, so there would not be continuous turbidity.  
Thus, the EIR concluded that turbidity impacts would be less than significant for foraging 
birds.  The applicant states that intensive monitoring showed that no negative effects 
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resulted from the plumes and they may have actually acted as an attractor to birds.  In the 
case of RBSP II, the ACOE determined that this type of analysis was not necessary. 
 
Grunion 
 
The “Mitigation and Monitoring Plan” provides the following grunion background 
information: 
 

The California grunion (Leuresthes tenuis) is a member of the New World 
silversides family, Atheriniopsidae, along with jacksmelt and topsmelt.  Their usual 
range extends from Point Conception, California, to Point Abreojos, Baja 
California.  Occasionally, they are found farther north, to Monterey Bay, California, 
and south to San Juanico Bay, Baja California.  They inhabit the nearshore waters 
from the surf to a depth of 60 ft.  Tagging studies indicate that they do not migrate. 
 
Grunion leave the water at night to spawn on beaches during the spring and summer 
months.  For four consecutive nights, beginning on the nights of the full and new 
moons, spawning occurs after high tides and continues for several hours.  As waves 
break on the beach, grunion swim as far up the slope as possible…While spawning 
may only take 30 seconds, some fish remain stranded on the beach for several 
minutes. 
 
Spawning occurs from March through August, and occasionally in February and 
September.  Peak spawning is late March to early June.  Mature grunion may spawn 
during successive runs, with females spawning up to six times each season.  Females 
lay between 1,600 and 3,600 eggs during one spawn, with larger females producing 
more eggs.  Eggs are deposited during the high tides of the month and incubate in 
the sand during the lower tides, when they will not be disturbed by wave action.  The 
eggs are kept moist by residual water in the sand.  They hatch about 10 days later, 
during the next high tide series, when they are inundated with sea water and 
agitated by rising surf. 
 
Beach replenishment activities could potentially bury grunion eggs or change the 
beach profile such that juvenile grunion are unable to return to the ocean… 
 



6-11-018 
Page 24 

 
 

 
The intensity of grunion spawning runs are typically rated using the Walker Scale.  This 
scale rates spawning runs from W-0 to W-5, based on the numbers of grunion and the 
duration of the spawning event.  The Walker Scale is shown below: 
 

 
 
Grunion begin spawning at one year of age and typically live 2-4 years.  California 
grunion are endemic to the western coast of California and Baja California, and do not 
spawn anywhere else in the world.  An estimated 90% of the population of California 
Grunion is off of the coasts of San Diego County, Orange County, and Los Angeles 
County.  Spawning events do not necessarily return to the same beaches year after year, 
although there is strong evidence that they return to the same beaches during one 
spawning season.  The median grunion run is approximately 100-500 fish (Walker Scale 
2) and only about a third of the runs are greater than 500 fish (Walker Scale 3, 4, or 5), 
while the really large runs of thousands of fish (Walker Scale 5) are less than 5% of 
reported runs (personal communication with Dr. Karen Martin, a leading grunion 
researcher at Pepperdine University, May 2011).  While there still exists some 
uncertainly about why a particular beach is chosen, it appears that grunion are attracted to 
freshwater outlets (storm drains, creeks, river mouths, etc.).  Runs may be brief or last 
more than one hour.   
 
California grunion is managed as a game species by the CDFG.  Grunion have been 
protected by the CDFG since 1927, due to there vulnerability during spawning runs.  
Currently, no grunion take is permitted during April or May of any year; and, at all other 
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times, only hand capture is permitted and a fishing license is required.  Grunion runs are 
becoming increasingly more popular; at times, there are more people on the beach than 
grunion and every grunion in a run can be captured.  Grunion runs are also increasingly 
becoming more popular as public educational programs.  More than 4,000 people paid to 
attend a recent grunion education event put on by the Cabrillo Marine Aquarium.  The 
placing of sand on receiver sites could potentially impact grunion by burying grunion 
eggs or changing the beach profile such that juvenile grunion would not be able to return 
to the ocean (2001 Final Grunion Monitoring Report).  
 
The previously approved coastal development permit for RBSP I (CDP #6-00-038) 
mandated that a grunion monitoring program would be implemented to ensure that 
construction is suspended until the grunion eggs hatch if spawning occurs at the 
construction site.  The grunion monitoring program (“Mitigation and Monitoring Plan”) 
detailed that if grunion were observed spawning, disposal of sand would cease for a 
minimum of 14 days to allow the eggs to hatch and a buffer zone of 65 ft. shoreward of 
the high water mark at the spawning area and 100 ft. upcoast and downcoast of the 
spawning area would be established.  The plan also mandated that grunion monitoring 
would occur for a total of six hours during each of the four days during the expected 
grunion run.  During RBSP I, the applicant did conduct the required monitoring, but it 
did not properly avoid grunion or grunion eggs.  The monitoring report for RBSP I shows 
that RBSP I caused substantial impacts to grunion and to grunion eggs (See Exhibit # 9).   
 
CDFG recommends that no beach replenishment occur on beaches that provide suitable 
grunion habitat during the grunion spawning season, March through August (CDFG 
Draft EIR Comment Letter).  However, the applicant has stated that this is not feasible 
because the proposed project will take up to eight months and work must occur prior to 
the winter season to avoid large storms and waves.  The applicant has also stated that it is 
not financially feasible to split the project into two segments and do one phase before 
grunion season and the remainder following grunion season or to do the replenishment 
over a two year period, because the cost of mobilizing the dredge equipment is too great.  
However, the applicant has not submitted documentation to the Commission in regards to 
the cost of dredge equipment mobilization.  CDFG also states the following as reasons 
not to allow any impacts to grunion or grunion eggs: There are no studies showing that 
the grunion population is stable; imminent global warming/sea level rise threatens 
grunion spawning habitat; and there is a lack of convincing evidence that beach 
replenishment is appropriate mitigation for impacts to grunion (personal communication 
with CDFG, May 2011).  CDFG agrees with the Commission that impacts to grunion 
eggs following runs of less than 100 grunion should be permitted and that no mature 
grunion should be impacted.  However, CDFG disagrees that impacts to 100-500 grunion 
should be permitted if construction has already begun.  CDFG states that impacts to 
grunion eggs following runs of 100-500 should not be allowed under any circumstance 
because 100-500 fish is the median run and there is no proven mitigation available for 
impacts to substantial amounts of grunion eggs.  CDFG also suggests that grunion 
monitoring following beach replenishment would be invaluable for analyzing future 
projects (personal communication with CDFG, May 2011).  Taking into account 
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communication with CDFG, the Commission makes the following findings in regards to 
grunion impacts. 
 
In order to avoid these impacts during implementation of RBSP II, Special Condition # 8 
contains specific grunion monitoring and avoidance conditions.  Grunion prefer to spawn 
on gradually sloping, sandy beaches.  However, they also may spawn between areas of 
cobble cover and may spawn below seawalls or bluffs as tides recede.  It is unknown 
whether the eggs deposited below seawalls or in areas with significant cobble cover are 
successfully hatched.  Beaches would not be used for spawning if they are too steep or 
too rocky (personal communication, Dr. Karen Martin, May 2011).  Based on the 
uncertainty surrounding appropriate spawning habitat, all receiver sites that are scheduled 
to be replenished during the grunion spawning season, March through August, shall be 
monitored concurrently for grunion, unless there is no sand on the beach.  The Batiquitos 
receiver site is scheduled after August 1st, due to least tern nesting constraints, and 
therefore does not need to be monitored for grunion.  The Commission is requiring all 
beaches to be monitored concurrently so that the applicant will be able to avoid placing 
sand on beaches with grunion eggs.  During RBSP I, the applicant only monitored the 
next scheduled replenishment receiver site for grunion runs.  This method proved to be 
unsuccessful because the applicant did not know which receiver site to replenish if 
grunion runs were discovered on the next scheduled site.  Monitoring for grunion need 
not continue at a given site after sand replenishment has been completed at that site.  The 
Commission also considered monitoring the next three beaches scheduled for 
replenishment, with the possibility that at least one out of the three beaches would not 
have had a recent grunion spawning event.  An additional grunion monitoring 
requirement considered by the Commission was to monitor beaches that are expected to 
be replenished within a specified time period (i.e. 1-2 months).  However, monitoring all 
beaches during grunion spawning season provides the greatest assurance that grunion 
eggs will not be impacted. 
 
The applicant reported that during RBSP I, it was determined that monitoring two hours 
before each run, two hours during each run, and two hours following each run was not 
necessary.  The Final Grunion Monitoring Report states that grunion were almost always 
observed at a monitoring site within the predicted peak period or at most 15 minutes prior 
to the predicted peak period.  In one instance, grunion began arriving about one hour 
prior to the peak period.  SANDAG has further reported that based on experience over 
the last few years, fish are not typically observed in number more than 30 minutes prior 
to the predicted peak period.  Based on these reports, monitoring for grunion by a 
qualified biologist is only required 30 minutes prior to and two hours following the 
predicted start of each spawning event. 
 
No impacts to mature grunion will be permitted in any spawning event.  As stated earlier, 
mature grunion spawn up to six times per season and each female can lay 1,600 to 3,600 
eggs each spawning event.  Thus, the loss of even one mature grunion could affect 
thousands of grunion eggs.  Grunion runs with only a few individuals and no spawning 
(Walker Scale 0) and runs with 10-100 fish scattered on the beach and only some 
spawning (Walker Scale 1) yield a low fecundity and thus produce limited numbers of 
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grunion eggs.  Therefore, beach replenishment activities are permitted and no avoidance 
measures are necessary following grunion runs of less than 100 fish.  Any impacts to 
grunion eggs during these small runs are expected to be insignificant, and they can be 
permitted in order to provide the temporary improvements to grunion habitat that 
increased sand on certain beaches may provide. While there are no studies showing that 
beach replenishment creates additional habitat for grunion, grunion cannot spawn on 
beaches that do not have any sand or on beaches where the high tides consistently reaches 
a seawall, rip-rap, or coastal bluff.  Therefore, if beach replenishment provides sandy 
habitat on an otherwise cobble beach, it is at least creating a temporary spawning area; 
and, if beach replenishment creates a deeper beach with more sand, it is also potentially 
creating temporary spawning habitat.  Therefore, grunion runs of fewer than 100 fish do 
not need to be avoided for this beach replenishment project and any impacts are mitigated 
by the increased temporary spawning habitat on regional beaches.  Future beach 
replenishment projects with potential impacts to less than 100 grunion will need to be 
evaluated on a case by case basis. 
 
Because 100-500 fish is the median spawning event and more than 500 fish in an event 
only occurs on one third of the reported spawning events, it would not be appropriate to 
consistently impact these runs.  Additionally, because of the uncertainly involved with 
the trade-off between grunion impacts and temporary habitat creation, it is questionable if 
it is possible to mitigate for substantial impacts to grunion.  If grunion runs of more than 
100 fish are reported before construction has started, the applicant must avoid the grunion 
eggs.  Avoidance shall be done in consultation with the resource agencies and may 
consist of alteration of the discharge point and/or the locations where sand is spread, 
shifting the receiver site footprint, or replenishing a different receiver site.   
 
If construction has already begun and a grunion run of 100-500 is reported, the applicant 
must attempt to avoid/minimize impacts through alteration of the discharge point and/or 
the locations where sand is spread. If this is not possible, the grunion eggs may be 
impacted.  Impacts are permitted in this case because switching receiver sites once 
construction has begun is very expensive.  This additional expense would result in less 
sand being placed on receiver sites and therefore less potential improvement to grunion 
spawning habitat.  However, if construction has begun and greater than 500 grunion are 
reported, no impacts to grunion eggs are permitted.  If the applicant cannot avoid impacts 
to grunion eggs through alteration of the discharge point and/or the locations where sand 
is spread, all beach construction/replenishment must cease at that receiver site.  In those 
instances, the Commission finds a more conservative approach which protects the 
spawning run is warranted. 
 
Pismo Clams 
 
Pismo clams are managed by the CDFG as a recreational marine resource.  The 
population of Pismo clams has been severely depleted along the Southern California 
coast in recent years (personal communication with CDFG, May 2011).  Pismo clams 
live in sandy areas from the intertidal zone to depths of 80 ft. and concentrate in beds in 
certain areas.  The project EIR asserts that Pismo clams are capable of relatively rapid 
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movement and normally bury to a depth of two to six inches.  The project EIR also states 
that at Imperial Beach, subadult-sized Pismo clams and relatively large, clam shells were 
observed north of the pier within the receiver site footprint.  The occurrence or extent of 
adult Pismo clams in the adjacent subtidal zone is not known.  The EIR goes on to state 
that if adult clams are present subtidally, there would be the potential for impacts to some 
individuals along the seaward edge of the fill.  However, because clams are mobile, some 
individuals would be expected to relocate during replenishment.  The applicant has 
proposed to avoid impacts to Pismo clams through measures such as a slow discharge 
rate or modification to the seaward edge of the fill.  However, it is uncertain if these 
measures would prevent impacts to Pismo clams. Therefore, Special Condition # 5 
requires that the applicant conduct preconstruction monitoring for Pismo clam beds at the 
Imperial Beach receiver site, regardless of the amount of sand proposed to be placed on 
the beach.  In consultation with the CDFG, the Commission ecologist has reviewed 
available information and concurs that Pismo Clam beds should be protected.  If the 
presence of a clam bed is confirmed, then the bed shall be avoided in its entirety, by 
shifting the location of sand within the deposition site. 
 
Post-deposition Impacts 
 
Although no sand will be placed directly on sensitive marine resources, the sand placed 
on the receiver beaches will eventually be washed by waves and redistributed offshore 
and alongshore through natural processes.  There is a potential that the sand introduced 
into the littoral cell through the proposed project would eventually settle on nearby 
sensitive resources, potentially disturbing or harming those resources.  An analysis of 
indirect sedimentation impacts was performed which identified the location of sensitive 
resources, the “life history” of specific indicator species (i.e., how sensitive the species 
are to physical stresses), past beach replenishment projects, and natural sand fluctuations 
in the area.  To determine whether an impact would be significant, the final EIR states 
that the following methodology was used: 
 

“…estimated impact acreages are compared to total hard bottom habitat within the 
same reef habitat categories offshore the jurisdictions in the study area, and the 
percentages of sensitive habitats potentially impacted are calculated for each 
alternative.  The percentages of potentially impacted sensitive hard bottom habitats 
provide the basis of the qualitative assessment of whether the impact estimates are 
substantial.  If a substantial reduction in sensitive habitat indicators occurs over the 4-
year monitoring period due to long-term adverse impacts from sediment transport, a 
significant project-related impact would occur.” 

 
The EIR concludes that based on worst-case model predictions, partial sedimentation 
could occur to hard substrate with indicator species (surfgrass, feather boa kelp, sea fans, 
sea palms, and giant kelp).  Exhibit # 10 shows the estimated acreage of potential impact 
to nearshore reefs.  The table provides estimates for partial burial of indicator species 
which is when the predicted sand level increases could exceed reef heights for one or 
more years.  The table also shows seasonal scour estimates which indicate predictions 
that sand could be at the same height, or could overtop, reef heights with sensitive 
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indicators in localized areas for one season, representing six months or less.  As stated 
previously, monitoring from RBSP I showed no impacts to indicator species.  Therefore, 
receiver beach sites that are placing the same amount of sand on the beach as was placed 
under RBSP I are not expected to adversely impact nearshore reefs.  Imperial Beach is 
the only beach area receiving more sand under RBSP II, Imperial Beach.  The Imperial 
Beach receiver site is not a concern for reef burial because the primary kelp beds are far 
enough from the shore that sand is not expected to reach them, and the kelp closer to 
shore is ephemeral due to the fact that is grows on cobble.  Monitoring of nearshore 
habitat will not therefore be necessary.   
 
Conclusion 
 
SANDAG has prepared a draft “Mitigation and Monitoring Plan” that identifies 
construction techniques, schedules, best management practices, monitoring 
methodologies, reporting protocol, contingency operations, etc., that will be implemented 
prior to, during, and after construction, to ensure that no significant adverse impacts 
occur.  The plan addresses monitoring of water quality and marine resources.  Hard-
bottom marine habitat, beach/sand monitoring, lagoon entrances, California grunion, 
Pismo clams, marine mammals and turtles, and land-based biological resources, 
including the California least tern and western snowy plover, are addressed in the plan.  
A biological opinion and a biological assessment were prepared for RBSP I.  However, 
the ACOE has determined that RBSP II would not result in effects to threatened or 
endangered species and therefore no biological opinion or biological assessment is 
necessary.   
 
Although the “Mitigation and Monitoring Plan” is not finalized, the document constitutes 
a comprehensive plan for avoiding significant impacts to water quality, hard-bottom 
marine habitat, marine mammals, turtles, California least tern, and western snowy plover.  
The plan describes where and when monitoring for each of the resources will occur, 
sampling techniques and methods, etc.  A biologist is required to be actively involved on-
site during construction.  For most plan elements, monitoring would occur during the 
construction period only.  Monitoring pre-construction and during construction would 
occur for the resources above, and the results of this monitoring would be presented in 
the summary report.   
 
However, the plan does not provide adequate avoidance measures for California grunion, 
Pismo clams, beach/sand monitoring, or lagoon entrances.  Special Condition # 8 requires 
additional monitoring and avoidance measure for the California grunion.  Special 
Condition # 5 requires additional monitoring and avoidance measures for the Pismo clam.  
Special Condition # 2 requires additional monitoring for beach/sand resources.  In 
addition to sand/beach monitoring proposed in the EIR and the monitoring plan, pre- and 
post- construction bathymetric surveys of the borrow/extraction areas, full-depth profiles 
for each borrow/extraction area, and profiles of grain size of the surface sand that 
accumulates in the borrow/extraction areas is needed in order to ensure that taking large 
amounts of sand from offshore reserves does not impact local beach sand supplies.   
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As stated, the “Mitigation and Monitoring Plan” has not been finalized, pending final 
review and approval of the resource agencies.  Special Conditions #s 2-5 also require 
SANDAG to submit and implement final monitoring programs for beach/sand 
monitoring, turbidity, lagoons, and biological resources that have been reviewed and 
approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  Special Condition # 7 requires the 
applicant to submit a copy of any other state or federal permits required, to ensure any 
additional mitigation required is incorporated in the subject permit.  However, mitigation 
measures that resulted in a substantial change to the project would require an amendment 
to this permit or a new coastal development permit.   
 
The project is still being proposed in a dynamic and hazardous location.  Thus, Special 
Condition #10 is imposed to ensure that the applicant acknowledges and assume all risks 
and liabilities from conducting development in such a hazardous location, where 
accidents may occur.  As conditioned, the Commission finds that the proposed project, 
including implementation of the final “Mitigation and Monitoring Plan,” will ensure that 
all environmental impacts are minimized; and, if significant impacts do occur despite all 
precautions, they will be identified and adequately mitigated.  In addition, with the 
special provisions to address grunion, impacts on this species will be minimized to the 
maximum extent feasible.  Therefore, the proposed project can be found consistent with 
resource protection policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
 4.  Water Quality.  The following Coastal Act policy is applicable to the proposed 
project and states, in part: 
 
 Section 30231  

 
 The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine 
organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where 
feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste 
water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff... 

 
Construction equipment used for the project has the potential to contaminate the sand 
from minor spills and leaks from equipment.  However, as proposed, no refueling or fuel 
storage will occur on the beach, and the dredging contractor will be required to develop a 
Spill Prevention Control and Counter-Measure Plan (SPCC) prior to initiating pumping 
operations.  Additional protection will be provided by the contractor using biodegradable 
(e.g., vegetable oil-based) lubricants and hydraulic fluids, and/or electric or natural gas 
powered equipment, where practicable.  The Commission’s Water Quality Unit reviewed 
the proposed measures and concurs that they are appropriate and sufficient to protect 
water quality.  Special Condition # 6 also prohibits the storage of construction material in 
the surf zone, and washing vehicles on the beach.  As conditioned, no significant impacts 
to water quality are expected. 
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5.  Shoreline Processes.  The following Coastal Act policy is applicable to the 

proposed project and states, in part: 
 

Section 30233  
 
 (a)  The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, 
and lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of this 
division, where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and 
where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse 
environmental effects, and shall be limited to the following: 
 
 […] 
 
 (5)  Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in 
environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
 […] 

 
 
Special Condition # 4 requires mitigation for shoaling of lagoon mouth entrances.  
SANDAG has made agreements with the management entities of Batiquitos Lagoon, San 
Elijo Lagoon, San Dieguito Lagoon, and Los Peñasquitos Lagoon to pay the following 
amounts of money upon completion of construction as mitigation for expected sand 
volumes entering the lagoons: 
 

• Agua Hedionda, $0 
• Batiquitos Lagoon, $245,800 
• San Elijo Lagoon, $32,600 
• San Dieguito Lagoon, $20,076 
• Los Penasquitos Lagoon, $24,650 

 
These funds shall be used in place of any potential mitigation; and, the applicant will not 
need to pay any additional money to the lagoon management entities, regardless of future 
lagoon shoaling.  However, SANDAG will continue its lagoon monitoring program. 
 
The applicant states that Agua Hedionda is not receiving any mitigation money because 
dredging records for maintenance activities show that the amount of sand proposed to be 
placed as part of this project is not expected to increase sand influx to the lagoon.  
Records show that the average dredging amounts from Agua Hedionda prior to and 
following RBSP I were comparable.  Thus, RBSP I, which is the same sand volume as 
RBSP II, did not substantially increase sand influx to the lagoon. 
 
For Batiquitos lagoon, an estimated 25,700 cu. yds. of sand over six years is predicted to 
enter the lagoon mouth based on the RBSP II proposed sand volumes.  For San Elijo 
Lagoon, an estimated 10,000 cu. yds. of sand over four years is predicted to enter the 
lagoon mouth based on the RBSP II proposed sand volumes.  For San Dieguito Lagoon, 
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an estimated 4,200 cu. yds. of sand over six years is predicted to enter the lagoon mouth 
based on the RBSP II proposed sand volumes.  For Los Penasquitos Lagoon, an 
estimated 10,200 cu. yds. of sand over six years is predicted to enter the lagoon mouth 
based on the RBSP II proposed sand volumes. 
 
The proposed project has been designed to compensate for impacts to coastal lagoons.  
Based on monitoring results from the RBSP I project in 2001, no unmitigated impacts to 
lagoon resources are anticipated.  As conditioned, the Commission finds that the 
proposed project will ensure that the anticipated environmental impacts to these lagoons 
are minimized and that mitigation is provided to lagoon management entities to address 
shoaling impacts caused by this project.  Therefore, the proposed project can be found 
consistent with resource protection policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
 6. Local Coastal Planning.  The Cities of Oceanside, Encinitas, Carlsbad, San 
Diego, and Imperial Beach have certified LCPs, but have requested that the Commission 
issue a consolidated permit for the proposed sand replenishment that would occur in their 
jurisdictions.  The City of Solana Beach does not have a certified LCP.  Therefore, the 
Commission is responsible for the coastal development permit within the Commission’s 
original jurisdiction and the portions of the project which have certified LCPs.  The Port 
of San Diego will issue the coastal development permit for the portion of the project that 
lies within its jurisdiction.  
 
As described above, the proposed project would provide sand for public recreation.  
Enhancement of beaches is consistent with all certified LCPs and with Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act.  As conditioned, no adverse impacts to coastal resources are anticipated.  
However, a biological mitigation and monitoring program will ensure that any impacts 
are identified and mitigated.  Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project 
will not prejudice the ability of any of the affected local governments to prepare or 
continue implementing a certifiable LCP.   
 
 7. Consistency with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 
13096 of the Commission's Code of Regulations requires Commission approval of 
coastal development permits to be supported by a finding showing the permit, as 
conditioned, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a 
proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
effect which the activity may have on the environment. 
 
The proposed project has been conditioned in order to be found consistent with the 
biological resources and public access and recreational policies of the Coastal Act.  
Mitigation measures, including conditions on the timing of construction, mitigation and 
monitoring, and the submittal of final plans, will minimize all adverse environmental 
impacts.  As conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact 
which the activity may have on the environment.  Therefore, the Commission finds that 
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the proposed project is the least environmentally-damaging feasible alternative and is 
consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA. 

 
 

STANDARD CONDITIONS: 
 
1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment.  The permit is not valid and development 

shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized 
agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and 
conditions, is returned to the Commission office. 

 
2. Expiration.  If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years 

from the date on which the Commission voted on the application.  Development 
shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time.  
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 

 
3. Interpretation.  Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be 

resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 
 
4. Assignment.  The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee 

files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the 
permit. 

 
5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land.  These terms and conditions shall be 

perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all 
future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions. 
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