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ADDENDUM 

 
DATE: December 8, 2014 
 
TO:  Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM: South Central Coast District Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Item 17a, Thursday, December 11, 2014, Coastal Development Permit 4-

12-043 (Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement District)  
 
 
 
The purpose of this addendum is to make corrections/revisions to the staff report, include and 
respond to correspondence received to date, and attach documentation regarding Ex Parte 
Communications from Commissioners. 
 
A. Revisions/Corrections to the Staff Report 
 
The following revisions to the findings and special conditions of the report are made as 
follows(language to be inserted is shown underlined and language to be deleted is shown in 
line out): 
 
1. The following text discussing shoreline armoring impacts shall be added after the second 

full paragraph on page 52 of the staff report (in addition the related Exhibit 2 of this 
addendum shall be added as Exhibit 22 of the staff report): 
 
As noted previously, the revetment will cover 3.02 acres of beach, some that is public trust 
land, some that is, for now, private property and some that is private property subject to 
public easements, deed restrictions, and permit conditions granting public access. The 
revetment will also prevent the inland migration of the beach (often referred to as passive 
erosion), at an average retreat rate of 2 feet per year, as determined by the applicants’ 
coastal engineer.  Dr. Ewing has reviewed the various coastal studies for this section of 
coast and concurred with the provided average retreat rate. 

 
At Broad Beach the mean high tide line (MHTL)  defines the landward boundary of public 
trust land.  Exhibit 22 shows the surveyed MHTL for both 2009 and 2010 for the Broad 
Beach area. The changes in the MHTL locations show a one year trend that closely tracks 
the average annual retreat rate.  While most years will not track the average retreat rate as 
closely as this, nevertheless, over multiple years (5 to 10 or more), the actual retreat should 
be well-represented by the average annual retreat.  As such, the 2010 MHTL would be 
approximately 28 feet farther inland over a 10-year the proposed project life (including the 4 
years that the emergency revetment has been in place) and 48 feet farther inland over a 20-
year project life.  For the 4,150-foot long revetment, the public trust lands would have 

Th17a 

zmoreno
Typewritten Text
Click here to go to
original staff report



 2 

expanded by 25,200 sq. ft. (0.58 acres) during the time that the emergency revetment has 
been in place, by an additional 83,000 sq. ft. (1.9 acres) during the 10-year project life or an 
additional 166,000 sq. ft. (3.8 acres) during the 20-year project life. 
 
The revetment will also prevent erosion from contributing inland sand to the littoral cell.  
With an average back beach elevation of 15 feet (based on project plans provided by the 
applicant), and an average composition of the back dune material of 95% sand (based on 
provided grain size analysis in Figure 11 of Exhibit 20 “Dr. Jonna Engel Memo” of this staff 
report), 2-feet of erosion of the back dunes each year would contribute 28.5 cu. ft. of sand 
(1.056 cubic yards) per foot of beach per year.  For the 4,150- foot long revetment, the 
littoral sand contributions would have been approximately 17,530 cu. yds. of sand during 
the time that the emergency revetment has been in place, an additional 43,800 cu. yds. 
during the 10-year project life or an additional 87,650 cu. yds. during the 20-year project 
life. .In addition to the volume of sand trapping inland of the revetment, the revetment will 
accelerate beach scour seaward of the structure.  While this sand will remain within the 
littoral cell, the revetment will cause localized sand losses that, while attributable to the 
structure, cannot be quantified.  Additional sand will be used by the applicants for visual 
treatment to cover the revetment and to enhance and expand the dune system. 

 
2. The following text discussing alternatives to avoid or minimize adverse impacts from the 

rock revetment shall be added before the first full sentence page 60 of the staff report: 
 

The quantifiable impacts from the revetment will be encroachment onto the beach, 
preclusion of passive erosion landward of the revetment through fixing the back beach 
location, and denial of sand to the littoral cell.  The as-built emergency revetment has 
resulted in the encroachment on 3.02 acres of beach, losses of 0.58 acres of inland migration 
of the MHTL and denial of 17,530 cu. yds. of sand to the littoral cell.  The proposed project 
would maintain the 3.02 acres of encroachment, result in an additional loss of 1.9 acres of 
beach area that would have become public as a result of the inland migration of the MHTL 
for a 10-year project life (or 3.8 acres for a 20-year project life), and denial of 43,800 cu. 
yds. of sand to the littoral cell for a 10-year project life (or 87,650 cu. yds. for a 20-year 
project life) that would have been available if not for the revetment.  Total impacts from the 
as-built emergency revetment to date and an additional 10-year project life would be 3.02 
acres of direct encroachment onto the beach, loss of 2.48 acres of inland migration of the 
MHTL and denial of 61,330 cu. yds. of sand to the littoral cell.  Total impacts from the as-
built emergency revetment to date and an additional 20-year project life would be 3.02 acres 
of direct encroachment onto the beach, loss of 4.38 acres of inland migration of the MHTL 
and denial of 105,130 cu. yds. of sand to the littoral cell.  
 
In most situations, the land impacts from a revetment resulting from encroachment and 
passive erosion are mitigated by an in-lieu fee for recreational and access losses. However, 
in-kind mitigation is always preferred and in this situation, there is additional land inland of 
the proposed revetment location that can provide for direct mitigation. As discussed below, 
the revetment can be relocated landward.  Approximately 2,000 feet of the revetment can be 
relocated landward by up to 75 of 85 feet.  This will provide approximately 160,000 sq. ft. 



 3 

(3.67 acres) of new beach areas, mitigating, in-kind, for much of the passive erosion and 
encroachment loss. 

 
3. The following text discussing sediment options for Broad Beach nourishment materials shall 

be added after the first paragraph on Page 74 of the staff report: 
 

The applicant has identified three inland sources of sand that could be used for beach 
nourishment.  The potential quarry sources are CEMEX, Grimes Rock and the Gillibrand.  
According to the applicant’s October 2013 Revised Sampling and Analysis Plan and Test 
Results Report (SAP), “Grimes Rock and CEMEX each possess the capacity to provide the 
quantity of sand required for the project (600,000 cy of material).”  Gillibrand does not have 
the capacity to provide the total quality of sand, even at the smaller project size of 300,000 
cubic yards; however, it could provide a portion of the needed beach sand or could provide 
the quantity of sand needed for a small-scale interim nourishment event. The characteristics 
of the various sand material and general quarry information, as excerpted from the SAP 
(October 2013) are summarized in the following Table: Different Sand Sources.  
Information from Broad Beach and Zuma are also provided for information on the current 
site conditions. 
 

Different Sand Sources 
 CEMEX Grimes 

Rock 
Gillibrand(1) Broad Beach Zuma 

Grain size d50 0.95mm 
(5/2013) 
0.85 mm 
(10/2013) 

0.60 mm 
(5/2013) 
0.47 mm 
(10/2013) 

1.00 mm 0.25 (dry 
beach) 
0.32 (dunes) 

0.4 mm 

Stockpile Area 1.2 acres 0.22 acres 2.6 acres NA NA 
Coarse Sand (2) 21% 10% 1% ND ND 
Medium Sand (2) 59% 71% 99% ND ND 
Fine Sand (2) 12% 12% 0% ND ND 
Silts & Clays (2) 8% 7% 0% ND ND 

(1) Table 2 of the SAP (October 2013) states that only 66% of the sand from 
Gillibrand is in the medium sand size; however, Figure 14, the Composite Grain 
Size Envelope for Broad Beach vs. P.B. Gillibrand shows that 99% of the sand is 
medium, with 80% of the sampled sand having a diameter greater than a 0.7 mm. 
 
(2) The sand classifications are based upon the Unified Soil Classification, as 
follows:  
 Coarse Sand – 2.0 mm – 4.76 mm 

Medium Sand – 0.42 mm – 2.0 mm 
Fine sand – 0.074 mm – 0.42 mm 
Silts and clays – less than 0.074 mm 

 
The above table provides two separate d50 values for the sand from both CEMEX and 
Grimes Rock.  Subsequent to taking samples from all three quarries in May 2013, the 
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applicant’s consultant learned that both CEMEX and Grimes Rock had both relocated the 
cut locations in their quarry sites and that each quarry intended to work these new locations 
for well into the future.  Additional sediment samples were obtained for the new cut 
locations and in both cases, the median grain size for the October 2013 samples dropped by 
approximately 0.1 mm in size, bringing both sites closer to the median grain size of the sand 
currently found on Broad Beach. The lack of fine sand, silts and clays in the Gillibrand was 
not explained, but, based on visual observations of the sand by the Commission’s coastal 
engineer, it is her opinion that the lack of fine material is likely due to a washing process 
that occurred prior to placing the sand into the stockpile from which the sample was 
obtained. 
 
Special Condition Eight (8) would limit the proposed nourishment material to have a d50 
between 0.24 mm and 0.6 mm.  The 0.24 mm limit is the median diameter of the sand that is 
now present on Broad Beach and the 0.60 limit is the upper value of the sand material 
available from Grimes Rock.  As demonstrated by the provided sediment grain size analysis, 
sand between 0.24 mm and 0.60 mm can be provided through the identified quarry options 
and it can be available to the site for the proposed nourishment effort.  Also, there would not 
be the need for special and potentially costly sieving or sand washing to meet this size 
constraint.   
 
The options for use of a larger or coarser sand material than native will modify the existing 
beach characteristics slightly.  The larger grain size will establish a slightly steeper shore 
face and should allow the nourished sand to remain on the beach area for a longer time 
period than the native sand. Also, the difference in grain size is not so large that distinct 
zones of coarser and finer material would develop on the beach face, such as can be 
observed on mixed sand and cobble beaches.  
 
The applicant has proposed to use sand with a median grain size of up to 0.85mm, since 
sand of such coarseness would allow greater flexibility in sand acquisitions, allowing sand 
from Grimes alone, CEMEX alone, Grimes and CEMEX mixed, Grimes and Gillibrand 
mixed, or, Grimes, CEMEX and Gillibrand mixed.  Sand with a median grain size of up to 
0.85 mm would also remain on the beach longer than the native sand and presumable longer 
than sand with a median grain size of 0.6 mm.  The idea that coarser sand will remain in a 
beach longer than finer sand is not a new concept.  The sand composition and beach profile 
reflect the sand available in the littoral cell and the wave conditions that work and transport 
sand within the littoral cell.  Eventually, the grain sizes may become so large than the 
material is no longer considered sand and it will move only during extreme wave and storm 
conditions.  Such a change in the beach character would not result either from the 
introduction of coarser sand with either a maximum median grain size of either 0.60 mm or 
0.85 mm.  
 
The applicant has provided analysis of the coarser sand performancei.  This analysis 
examines the change in diffusion for the more coarse sand with a d50 of 0.85 mm and shown 
that its longevity performance will be better than sand with a d50 of 0.24 mm and there will 
be less need for maintenance.  It also examines the underfoot feel and impacts to surfing, 
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notes that the sand just downcoast at Zuma has coarser sand (with a d50 of 0.4 mm) and also 
provides details about already approved nourishment of other beaches in southern California 
that have used coarser than native sand.  Those examples cover beaches with a native grain 
size similar to that at Broad Beach and with coarser nourishment sand that has a d50 less 
than or up to 0.60 mm.  Some of the same sites noted in the Moffatt-Nichol report on 
Coarser than Native Grain Size are:  
 

• 75,000 cubic yards (cy) at Seal Beach in 2009 (native beach sand = 0.35 mm; beach 
fill = 0.42 mm); 

• 2 million cy at Surfside Colony/Sunset Beach in 2009/2010 (native sand = 0.25 
mm; beach fill = 0.42 mm); 

• 2.1 million cy by SANDAG in 2001 (native beaches = 0.25 mm; beach fill at 6 of 
12 sites was 0.62 mm); and 

• 1.5 million cy by SANDAG in 2012 (native beaches = 0.25 mm; beach fill was up 
to 0.61 mm). 

 
Based on the evidence supplied by the Applicant, the use of 0.85 mm median diameter sand 
is not within the routine “coarser than native” nourishment efforts. 
 
The sand used for beach nourishment would also be used for dune nourishment or might be 
carried onto the dune by waves and Aeolian (wind) transport.  The dune configuration has 
not been analyzed for various sand diameters and there has been no analysis of the 
improvements and beach changes that would result between nourishment of 0.6 mm and 
0.85 mm.  Given that the coarser than native examples provided by the applicant have had a 
“coarser” limit of about 0.6 mm or less, and given that the coarser sand present at Zuma is 
only 0.4 mm, the limit of grain for the nourishment to be between 0.24 mm and 0.60 mm is 
already in excess of the sand coarseness identified at Zuma Beach, and is at the upper limit 
of the difference between native and coarse nourishment sand used in recent nourishment 
efforts.  Special Condition 8 will allow for the use of quarry sand in the nourishment effort, 
without requiring additional treatment, and will provide for a somewhat greater longevity of 
the nourishment sand over the native sand, without pushing the limits for coarser sand 
beyond what exists locally or have been used in other southern California nourishment 
projects.   

 
 
4. Minor Corrections: 
In order to correct minor and inadvertent typographical errors in the report; the following 
revisions are made: 
 

• Page 12, Special Condition 4.A.5., Line 4 shall be revised to state “no further seaward 
than the wetted bound. No more than 2 7 feet of dry sand, by depth…” 

 
• Page 13, Special Condition 4 B.3.(ii) shall be revised to state “Results from sediment 

sampling and testing, following requirements of Special Condition 7 8.” 
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• Page 13, Special Condition 4 C,i. shall be revised to state “Periodic Beach Profile 
Surveys: A licensed surveyor or engineer shall survey full beach profiles for each of the 
17 identified beach profile transect lines at Broad Beach and Zuma Beach (412.5, 412.3, 
412, 411.7, 411, 410, 409, 408, 416, 414, 412, 411, 406, 404, 402, 400, 398, 396, and 
394, as shown on Exhibit 12).” 

 
• Page 24, Special Condition 7.A. (Lines 6 and 7) shall be revised to state “construction 

activities related to the permeable pier sand retention system, the seasonal beach berm the 
revetment relocation and/or any beach nourishment activities (initial nourishment, 
renourishment,  and interim sand all using coarser than native sand, and back-passing) on 
the project site.” 
 

• Page 40.  The first footnote (Footnote 1) on Page 40 of the staff report  shall be replaced 
in its entirety with the following: 

 
1 The BBGHAD approved the project without conducting review under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA).  The BBGHAD relied on Public Resources Code Section 26559 to file a Notice of 
Exemption from the California Environmental Quality Act.   

 
• Page 49, the following text shall be added to the end of the Paragraph 2: “The Coastal 

Commission’s Draft Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance, released for public review October 
14, 2013 and presented at Commission hearings in December 2013 and January 2014, 
discusses many of the concerns related to sea level rise along the California coast and it 
provides both general and specific approaches for the review, analysis, siting and design 
of both new development and shoreline armoring to minimize current and future risks 
related to rising sea level.” 

 
• Page 51/52, The last partial sentence on Page 51 and first partial sentence on Page 52 

shall be revised as follows: “Thus, in addition to the loss of public sandy beach area from 
the direct occupation of the revetment itself (approximately 3.2 3.02 acres in area) since 
the back of the beach has been effectively “fixed” by the revetment, the revetment will 
also result in the loss of area of beach area for public use landward of the revetment that 
would have become available for public use as the shoreline continued to erode and the 
mean high tide line would have continued to move landward. 

 
• Page 52 (Lines 5 – 8) shall be revised as follows: “Thus, given the historical average rate 

of 2 ft. of shoreline erosion per year, over the project life of the rock revetment, typically 
10 or 20 – 50 years or more, the proposed revetment would result in the expected loss of 
another 20 to 40 to 100 ft. of beach over the full 4150 foot length of the revetment area 
that would otherwise be available for public use.” 

 
• Page 66.  The second sentence of the last paragraph on Page 66 shall be revised as 

follows:  In addition, the City of Malibu LCP, which is used as guidance in this permit 
action, requires that new shoreline protective structures be located as far landward as 
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feasible to protect existing development, taking into account effects of accelerated sea 
level rise.   

 
• Page 68. The following text shall be inserted after the 3rd sentence in the 1st paragraph on 

Page 68 as follows: “Sea level rise will cause an increase in beach retreat and passive 
erosion over what has happened historically.  Monitoring shoreline change will be 
necessary to understand changing beach conditions and to determine if a new retreat rate 
will be more appropriate for future project analysis, after the initial permit period.” 

 
• Page 68.  The second to last sentence in Paragraph 1 on Page 68 shall be revised as 

follows:  “Moreover, to ensure that this critical information regarding potential impacts to 
marine resources is recorded and reported to the Executive Director for consideration of 
future project approvals, Special Conditions Four (4) and Six (6) requires that extensive 
monitoring of the effects of the project on shoreline processes be implemented to assess 
the effects of the permeable pier sand retention system and beach nourishment program 
(initial nourishment,  renourishment, and interim sand all using coarser than native sand, 
and back-passing) for the term of this permit.” 
 

• Page 69. The second sentence of the last paragraph on Page 69 shall be revised as 
follows: “In order to analyze the potential effects of the proposed beach nourishment 
project permeable pier sand retention system, the applicant utilized GENESIS 
(Generalized Model for Simulating Shoreline Change) which was developed by the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Coastal Engineering Research Center.   

 
• Page 74, The second sentence of Paragraph 3 on Page 74 shall be revised as follows: 

“However, Dr. Ewing notes that the applicants have not performed any specific analysis 
of the beach changes that would result using nourishment material with a median grain 
size between 0.60 mm and 1.00 mmThe applicants’ consultants modeled the nourishment 
duration for the native sand and for a 0.85 mm median grain size, the upper limit of the 
sand available from the CEMEX quarry. The 0.85 median grain size was modeled to 
examine the effects of the two primary sand sources, or a blend of the three sources. 
There was no grain size optimization or determination of when the benefits of a larger 
grain size drop or greatly diminish. Based on the analysis submitted by the applicant, 
there is no evidence that a change in maximum allowable grain size from 0.85 to 0.6 
would significantly change the duration of the proposed nourishment efforts.” 

 
• Page 75.  The first full sentence on page 75 shall be revised as follows: “Therefore, to 

ensure that all future dredged nourishment material is physically and chemically 
compatible with the proposed deposition site and suitable for beach nourishment, the 
Commission finds it necessary to require Special Condition Eight (8) which requires the 
applicant to test the physical and chemical characteristics of representative samples of the 
dredging quarry areas consistent with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Army Corps), 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and State Water Resources Control Board and 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) criteria for beach 
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replenishment and dredging and disposal in intertidal areas prior to the commencement of 
dredging activities each year.   
 

• Page 129.  The following text shall be added prior to the last sentence of the second 
paragraph on Page 129: “The easements are held by the State Lands Commission and will 
continue in effect.  Nothing in this permit should be read as an implicit amendment of 
any prior CDP requiring lateral access.” 
 

• Page 139.  The last sentence of the first paragraph on Page 139 shall be revised as 
follows:  “Moreover, to ensure that this critical information regarding potential impacts to 
marine resources is recorded and reported to the Executive Director for consideration of 
future project approvals, Special Conditions Four (4) requires extensive monitoring of 
the effects of the project on shoreline processes be implemented to assess the effects of 
the rock revetment permeable pier sand retention system and beach nourishment program 
for the term of this permit. 

 
 
B. Revisions/Corrections to Memorandum by Dr. Jonna Engel dated November 25, 

2014 and included as Exhibit 20 of the staff report. 
 
The following revisions to Dr. Jonna Engel’s November 25, 2014 Memorandum, Potential 
Impacts of the Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement District Proposed Project on 
Terrestrial and Marine Resources In and Adjacent to the Project Footprint, Broad Beach, 
Malibu, California, are made as follows (language to be inserted is shown underlined and 
language to be deleted is shown in line out): 
 
1. In order to better describe the diversity of southern California beach ecosystems and to 

correct a typographical error the following text addition and correction is made to the last 
paragraph on page eight: 

 
Southern California sandy beaches can support some of the most diverse invertebrate 
communities ever reported for this coastal habitat1.  According to Dugan and Hubbard: 
 
Recent comparisons have shown that California’s sandy beaches support some of the 
most diverse intertidal invertebrate communities ever reported for beach ecosystems 
with >45 species found in single surveys on a variety of beaches and >105 species 
recorded in southern and central regions (Straughan 1983, Dugan et al. 2000, 2003, 
Schooler et al. 2013, in prep.). Crustaceans, polychaete worms and mollusks are major 
intertidal invertebrate groups on California beaches and elsewhere. Endemic insects, 
including a number of flightless beetles, form an important element of the diversity of 
California’s beaches. It is highly likely that numerous additional species are present on 

                                                           
1 Dugan, J.E., Hubbard, D.M., Engle, J.M., Martin, D.L., Richards, D.M., Davis, G.E., Lafferty, K.D., and 

R.F. Ambrose. 2000. Macrofauna communities of exposed sandy beaches on the Southern 
California mainland and Channel Islands.  Fifth California Islands Symposium, OCS Study, MMS 
99-0038: 339-346. 
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California beaches but identification of several important taxa, including infaunal 
polychaete worms and wrack-associated insects are presently limited by taxonomic 
knowledge. 2 The abundance abundant  invertebrate populations of beaches provide prey 
for a remarkably rich assemblage of shorebirds averaging > 100 birds per kilometer year 
round for some southern California beaches3. 

 
2. In order to correct an typographical error in the second sentence of the second paragraph on 

page ten  the following revision is made: 
 

This area, exposed for part of the day and covered for the rest, is characterized by marine 
organisms adapted to physical duturbance disturbance, severe temperature fluctuations, 
and predators from both terrestrial and marine environments.   

 
3. In order to correct a typographical error in the third paragraph on page fourteen the 

following revision is made: 
 

(4) The sand moisture/nutrient content needed to establish and sustain native veg 
vegetation will likely be strongly affected by presence of the rock revetment- also 
impeding the establishment of vegetation.  Dune and coastal strand veg vegetation rely 
on very long root networks to anchor plants and reach water etc. The rock revetment may 
not allow this, and  
…. 

 
4. In order to correct mathematical errors and to clarify information, the last paragraph on page 

twenty-one is revised as follows: 
 

The existing sand at Broad Beach is very well sorted with a sand grain size range of 0.15 
mm (D05), 0.20 mm (D16), to 0.40 mm (D84), and 0.50 mm (D95) and with a mean 
median grain size of 0.25 mm (D50).  The percent fines range from 0.4 to 5.0% and the 
mean sand sorting value is 0.20 mm 0.10 mm4,5 (Figure 8).  The source sand proposed 
by the applicant from the inland quarries, on the other hand, is poorly sorted.  The 
source sand proposed by the applicant from The Cemex quarry has a sand grain size 
range of 0.07 mm (D05), 0.20 mm (D16), to 3.0 mm (D84), and 4.0 mm (D95) with and 
a median grain size of 0.85 mm (D50).  The mean sand sorting value of the Cemex sand 
is 2.80 mm 1.3 mm (Figure 9). The source sand proposed by the applicant from The 
Grimes quarry has a sand grain size range of 0.07 mm (D05) , 0.20 (D16), to 2.0 mm 
(D84), and 3.0mm (D95) with and a median grain size of 0.47 mm (D50).  The mean 
sand sorting value of the Cemex Grimes sand is 1.80 mm 0.90 mm (Figure 10).  The 
D05, D16, D50, D84, and D95 values for existing sand at Broad Beach and the source 

                                                           
2 Dugan & Hubbard.  2014. Op. Cit. 
3 Hubbard, D.M., and J.E. Dugan. 2003.  Shorebird use of an exposed sandy beach in southern 

California. Estuar. Coastl. Shelf Sci. 58S: 169-182. 
4 Mean sediment sorting value is the difference between the D84 and the D16.  This is a measure of the standard 
deviation. 
5 Calculated using the Inclusive Graphic Standard Deviation (Folk) given by the formula: (mm84 -mm16)/4 + 
(mm95 -mm5)/6.6.  This formula includes 90% of the distribution and is the best overall measure of sorting. 
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sand at the Cemex and Grimes quarries come from appendix A of the Moffat and Nichol, 
Nov. 2013, Upland Sand Source: Coarser-Than-Native Grain Size Impact Analysis report 
(Figure 11).   While Moffat and Nichol’s, Nov. 2013 report identifies the median6 
grain size or D50 value for Broad Beach sand, the Cemex quarry sand, and the 
Grimes quarry sand (0.25 mm, 0.85 mm, and 0.47 mm, respectively), they do not 
report the mean7 grain size, which is a larger number for each of the three areas at 
0.28 mm for Broad Beach sand, 1.35 mm for Cemex sand, and 0.89 mm for Grimes 
sand8.  All one has to do to understand how poorly sorted the proposed source sand is 
compared to the existing sand at Broad Beach is look at The 20X photos of the respective 
sand (Figures 8, 9, 10) is a good way to visualize the difference between the well sorted 
Broad Beach sand compared to the poorly sorted Cemex and Grimes sand9.  In addition, 
the mean sand sorting values for the source sand from both quarries doesn’t even fit on 
the is beyond the scale (x-axis) scale on the graph of species richness vs. mean sediment 
sorting that depicts results from the recent southern California MPA beach studies 
(Figure 7). 

 
5. In addition, to correct a typographical error, the first sentence of the second paragraph on 

page twenty-three is revised as follows: 
 

The modeling of the proposed project estimates that direct burial will permanently impact 
0 5.23 acres and temporarily impact 34 acres of beach and nearshore marine habitats.   

 
 
C. RESPONSE TO APPLICANT’S LETTER DATED DECEMBER 5, 2014 
 
In a letter dated December 5, 2014, which has been included in the addendum for this item as 
Exhibit 3, the applicant indicates that they object to several special conditions regarding the 
requirement to relocate a portion of the rock revetment landward, the 10-year duration of 
authorization; the requirement of lateral public access on site; revisions to the footprint of beach 
nourishment; and the requirements for certain changes to the proposed adaptive management and 
monitoring provisions. 
 
1. In regard to the applicant’s first issue, the applicant asserts that Special Condition 

One (1) which requires the revetment to be pulled back closer to the existing septic 
leach fields at the down-coast end of the project reach where there is significant 
area between the landward edge of the emergency revetment and residential 
development “does NOT protect against leach field damage from flooding…does not 

                                                           
6 Definition of median: In a series of numerical values, the point above which the number of individuals in the 
series equals the number below it. 
7 Definition of mean (or average): The mean is calculated by summing all the individual items or observations 
of a sample and dividing the sum by the number total number of items or observations in the sample. 
8 The mean grain size was calculated using a formula that is a quick approximation for mean: (D16 + D50 
+D84)/3 
9 URS.  August 2013.  Malibu Beach Sand Replenishment Sand Grain Angularity Analysis Malibu, 

California.  URS Project No. 03003261.  Letter Report to Chris Webb, Moffat and Nichol. 
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account for the existence of reserve replacement leach fields as required by the 
Malibu Local Coastal Plan…[and] is inappropriate confiscation of private 
property…”. 

 
In response, staff notes that each of these issues have already been responded to in detail in the 
staff report.  Specifically, as discussed on pages 64-67 of the staff report, the approximately 
1,960 linear ft. portion of the revetment at the eastern (downcoast) end of the project reach is 
located in an area where the beach widens significantly and the seaward toe of the rock 
revetment is located as much as 160 – 200 ft. seaward of many of the residences and the 
landward edge of the as-built rock revetment is located approximately 80 – 100 ft. seaward of the 
majority of the septic system leach fields within this area.  Thus, there is an opportunity to 
relocate the rock revetment at this eastern (downcoast) end of the beach significantly landward.  
Special Condition One (1) would relocate the rock revetment landward to the line of the existing 
septic systems with the provision of a minimal 15 ft. setback between the seaward limit of the 
leach fields and the landward edge of the rock revetment as generally shown on Exhibit 8 of the 
staff report.   
 
In regards to potential wave-caused damage to existing septic systems, it should be noted that no 
damage is expected if the applicant is able to maintain an adequately wide beach seaward of the 
rock revetment through beach nourishment and backpassing measures.  Moreover, even if the 
applicant fails to maintain an adequately wide beach seaward of the revetment, Dr. Ewing, the 
Commission’s Staff Engineer finds that although some potential risk remains that some of the 
onsite wastewater treatment systems may subject to overtopping or salt water flooding with a 
setback of 15 ft. of separation between the rock revetment and the seaward extent of the leach 
fields, a feasible solution to provide protection, if necessary, would be to provide additional 
erosion control measures such as a gravel overlayer to the leach field to reduce scour, or install 
subsurface drainage improvements to reduce salt water flooding.  Thus, staff continues to 
recommend that the downcoast portion of the rock revetment be relocated landward with no 
more than a 15 ft. setback from the existing septic system leach fields.  Moreover, the relocation 
of the proposed rock revetment (which is intended to protect structures that qualify for such 
protection under Section 30235 of the Coastal Act) as landward as feasible to reduce impacts of 
the revetment on the environment and on public lands does not constitute a “confiscation” of 
private property just because some private property will be on the seaward side of the revetment.  
Rather, it is a feasible alternative necessary to ensure that the project will minimize adverse 
impacts to shoreline sand supply, coastal processes, public access and recreation, consistent with 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.   
 
Further, the applicant incorrectly asserts that areas of the beach shown as “future” leach fields 
which are shown on the applicants plans as potential future expansion/replacement areas for 
septic systems must be protected through the use of a shoreline protective device.  As discussed 
in detail in the staff report although the existing septic systems constitute “existing” development 
which may be protected pursuant to Section 30235 of the Coastal Act, the future construction of 
a new expansion or replacement leach field on these properties does not constitute existing 
development and therefore, does not constitute development entitled to be protected pursuant to 
shoreline protection.  In the event that a leach field reaches filtration capacity and the 
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construction of a new replacement “future” leach field would require the construction of a 
shoreline protection device, it is feasible to replace the existing leach field with a new field in the 
same footprint by excavating the existing leach field area and replacing with clean sand. 
 
2. In regard to the applicant’s second issue, the applicant objects to Special Condition 12 

which puts property owners on notice that any future substantial redevelopment of any 
property (such as the demolition and reconstruction of an existing residence) located 
landward of the approved revetment must be constructed in a manner to ensure its 
geologic and engineering stability without reliance upon the rock revetment.  The 
applicant asserts that the “effect of this condition is that any remodeling or construction 
cannot take advantage of the revetment for which the homeowner has paid.”  The 
applicant also asserts that property owners who redevelop would not be permitted a 
revetment or that portion of the revetment would be required to be dismantled “piece by 
piece”. 

 
In response, staff notes that this issue has already been addressed in the staff report and that LUP 
Policy 4.33 and IP Sections 10.4.H and 10.4.I of the City of Malibu’s adopted LCP specifically 
require all new beachfront development shall be sized, sited and designed to minimize risk from 
wave-caused erosion hazards without requiring a shoreline protective device at any time during 
the life of the development.  Thus, Special Condition Twelve (12) is necessary to provide notice 
to property owners that new development or substantial redevelopment on site must be designed 
in a manner that complies with the above referenced provisions of the certified LCP as well as 
the Coastal Act.  However, Special Condition Twelve (12) does not require that the approved 
rock revetment be removed from properties as redevelopment occurs or that removal would 
occur prior to the 10-year term of this coastal permit as incorrectly asserted by the applicant. 
 
Further, staff notes that Special Condition Two (2) specifically provides for a limited ten year 
authorization to allow the Commission to support an adaptive management approach to shoreline 
erosion at Broach Beach, providing protection to existing development but not authorizing 
permanent shoreline structures for development not entitled to such protection.  Moreover, the 
City of Malibu LCP requires that shoreline homes be moved as far landward as possible and 
elevated on caissons when they redevelop so as to minimize or not require at all any shoreline 
protection at the beach level. To support this adaptive approach, Special Condition Twelve (1) is 
necessary to ensure that the Commission is only authorizing the revetment to protect the eligible 
development that exists today, and that the BBGHAD and participating members assume the 
risks of developing in this hazardous location. At some point in the coming decades it may be 
that all of the homes along Broad Beach would no longer have need for shoreline protection such 
as the proposed revetment because they would be elevated through the redevelopment process 
above flood levels along the back of Broad Beach. This would enable the revetment to be 
removed in the event that the beach replenishment component was no longer functioning as 
planned, and allow maximum opportunities for maintaining the public beach and allowing for 
reestablishment of more natural sand  migration patterns.   
 
3. In regard to the applicant’s third issue, the applicant objects to Special Conditions 13 

and 14 which provides public access between the mean high tide and a line running 
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parallel to the mean high tide line 25 feet inlandii (that would be ambulatory back to the 
toe of the revetment if the beach erodes), and a “back up”10 ft. wide lateral public 
access path immediately along or landward of the revetment in the event that no dry 
sandy beach is available for public access seaward of the revetment.  The applicant 
asserts that the BBGHAD does not have the legal authority to grant easements and that 
the Commission does not have the authority to required “vertical access from the beach 
to their residence” and that the proposed dune restoration required by Special 
Conditions 1, 5, and 13 would “compromise public safety by burying portions of septic 
systems. 

 
In response, staff notes that this issue has already been addressed in the staff report.  As 
discussed in detail in the report, Special Conditions 13 and 14 are necessary to mitigate the 
adverse impact to public access and recreation that have already occurred, and will continue to 
occur in the future, as a result of the existing as-built emergency rock revetment.  As further 
discussed in the staff report, it is feasible for the BBGHAD to comply with these conditions 
either by demonstrating that the BBGHAD has acquired the requisite property interests by 
exercising its eminent domain authority pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 26576 or by 
demonstrating that each affected landowner has executed the required access documents. While 
the BBGHAD’s Plan of Control currently waives its power of eminent domain, the Plan of 
Control can be amended, if BBGHAD chooses to comply with Special Conditions 13 and 14 by 
exercise of its eminent domain authority.  In regards to the applicant’s incorrect assertion that 
Special Condition Thirteen (13) and Fourteen (14) provide public access between the mean high 
tide and the toe of the dune restoration, as clearly stated in the special conditions and in the staff 
report, there are 2 separate public access easements/areas that only come into effect if the beach 
renourishment and sand backpassing fails to maintain the beach seaward of the revetment.  
Special Condition Thirteen (13) provides lateral public access and passive recreational use over 
the entirety of the area running parallel to the shore and extending landward 25 feet from the 
ambulatory mean high tide line as generally shown on Exhibit 1 of this Addendum (to be 
included as Exhibit 21 of the staff report).  After the nourishment, if those 25 feet consist of state 
tidelands, then no easement will take effect.  An easement will only take effect if and when the 
ambulatory mean high tide line comes within 25 feet seaward of the 2010 mean high tide line 
surveyed by the State Lands Commission. 
 
With regard to the applicant’s incorrect assertion that the dune restoration program required by 
Special Conditions 1, 5, and 13 would “bury” portions of septic systems, staff notes that Special 
Condition Five (5) specifically provides that grading and beach fill for dune creation would not 
be allowed within the sandy beach areas where existing septic leach fields are located.  In fact, 
Special Condition Five (5) specifically requires that any restoration in areas where septic systems 
or leach fields are located within the required dune restoration area (pursuant to Exhibit 9 of the 
staff report) shall be limited to revegetation with native dune plant species and mounding 
techniques using minor amounts of sand fill material only without the use of heavy equipment in 
order to avoid any potential damage to existing septic systems. 
 
In addition, the applicant also asserts that the above referenced special conditions would limit the 
number of private trails from the residences on site to the beach to no more than one trail for 
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every two homes and that these trails would “serve as vertical access to their homes”.  The 
applicant is correct that Special Condition Five would limit the number of new private trails 
through the restored dune field in order to minimize adverse impacts to ESHA.  However, the 
applicant is mistaken that any of the above referenced conditions would require vertical public 
access.  No such condition is required and all areas landward of the lateral public access areas on 
site required pursuant to Special Conditions 13 and 14 would remain private.  In fact, Special 
Condition 5 and 15 specifically allow for the installation of signage that would indicate that the 
areas of each property landward of the 10 ft. wide path along the top of the revetment is private 
property. 
 
4. In regard to the applicant’s fourth issue, the applicant asserts that the limitations on 

beach nourishment at the western (upcoast) end of the project reach would impact “the 
financial feasibility” of the project and decrease the longevity of the overall project. 

 
In response, staff notes that this issue has already been addressed in the staff report.  As 
discussed in detail in the report, the proposed placement of nourishment materials along the 
western (upcoast) end of the project reach would result in significant adverse impacts to sensitive 
rocky intertidal habitat areas.  Thus, Special Condition One (1) requires a modification to the 
applicant’s proposed alternative 4B nourishment footprint, which reduces the initial placement of 
sand by half; and that sand placement at the up-coast end be further limited to protect inter-tidal 
habitat resources. This reduction will minimize habitat impacts while still creating a dry sandy 
beach area ranging from 50-75 feet.  As discussed in the staff report, even with this change, the 
applicant will still be allowed to place 300,000 cu. yds. of material along almost one mile of 
beach and Dr. Ewing believes that a nourishment project of 300,000 cubic yards of nourishment 
sand focused on the remaining project area, with backpassing, small-scale interim sand additions 
and a shorter interval between renourishment events will still provide significant shore protection 
and recreational beach area while minimizing adverse impacts to marine resources and  avoiding 
direct placement of sand fill in rocky intertidal habitat.   
 
5. In regard to the applicant’s fifth issue, the applicant asserts that the monitoring 

requirements pursuant to Special Conditions 4 (Adaptive Management Plan), 5 (Dune 
Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Program, 6 (Long-term Marine Resources 
Monitoring, Reporting, and Mitigation Plan), and 15 (Public Access Management Plan) 
are infeasible due to cost, which they calculate as requiring $18 million dollars to 
implement.  

 
In response, staff notes that the applicant did not provide any analysis of how they calculated 
their estimate of monitoring costs; thus, no evidence has been presented to support the accuracy 
of their calculation or that the required monitoring is not feasible.  Moreover, given the dynamic 
ever changing nature of the beach morphology and coastal process acting on this beach it is very 
difficult to model or predict how the beach nourishment program will perform over time as well 
as predict if unanticipated changes could result in adverse impacts to marine resources and 
habitats.  Thus, to ensure that this critical information regarding potential impacts to marine 
resources is recorded and reported to the Executive Director for consideration of future project 
approvals, the monitoring required by the above referenced special conditions are necessary to 
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investigate shoreline and marine habitat conditions, report any changes and respond promptly 
and pro-actively to these changes. 
 
In addition, staff notes that project monitoring has often been part of large coastal projects or 
projects where the effects cannot be fully anticipated with strong certainty.  The applicant 
suggests that the required monitoring, including for the Adaptive Management Plan required 
pursuant to Special Condition Four (4) will be too costly; however, the monitoring that is 
outlined in this condition is for monitoring or adaptive project management is generally 
consistent with the monitoring measures that have been provided by the applicant including both 
pre- and post- project monitoring were included in the July 2010 Moffatt-Nichol Broad Beach 
Restoration Project, Phase 1 Report.  Monitoring details for full depth profiles, the use of back-
passing and triggers for renourishment were included in the December 21, 2012 Revised Project 
Description and other subsequent project descriptions.   The elements of the Adaptive 
Management and Monitoring Plan  were also presented as recently as November 5, 2014, in a 
memo from the Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement District (“BBGHAD”) to the 
California Coastal Commission (“CCC”) Staff.  Special Condition 4 repeats and provides clarity 
to the management and monitoring included in this memo.  Some of the adaptive management 
actions in the submitted materials were too vague for regulatory purposes (for example, part of 
the trigger for the small scale interim renourishment events was that “there is insufficient beach 
width to backpass from the eastern end of Broad Beach”) without providing a specific trigger for 
action; therefore Special Condition Four (4) also adds greater specificity where needed. 
 
The applicant also suggests that the monitoring for the Long-Term Marine Resources Monitoring 
required pursuant to Special Condition Six (6) will be too costly; however, the monitoring that is 
outlined in this condition is for monitoring that is generally consistent with the monitoring 
measures that have already been provided by the applicant including multi-spectral aerial 
surveys, sidescan sonar surveys, and field sampling.  Furthermore, Special Condition Six (6) 
does not specify the monitoring methods or schedule to be employed; rather, the condition 
specifies that the final monitoring design shall meet the monitoring objectives laid out in the 
condition, specifically that the monitoring is designed to monitor for and quantify potential direct 
and indirect adverse impacts upon one or more of the marine habitats in and adjacent to the 
proposed project.  Regarding methods, Section 4 ‘Monitoring Methods’, of the condition states 
“[a]t a minimum, the applicant shall consider using the following methods in the final ‘Marine 
Habitat Monitoring and Mitigation Plan’.  The monitoring methods and schedule shall be 
developed in close consultation with the Science Advisory Panel (SAP) for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director.”  
 
The requirement that a Science Advisory Panel, composed of a minimum of three marine 
scientists with expertise on nearshore habitats , including at least one member with expertise in 
experimental design and biostatistics, be established by the Commission, was considered 
imperative because of the large scale of the project, the considerable uncertainty of project 
outcomes, the potential for adverse impacts and the potential need for mitigation, and the 
proximity of the project in and adjacent to an ASBS and MPA.  Establishment of a SAP was also 
a recommendation of several agencies including the California State Lands Commission, the 
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the National Marine Fisheries Service, and the State 
Water Resources Control Board. 
 
 
D. EX PARTE 
 
Five Ex Parte communications (3 from Commission Zimmer and 2 from Commissioners Kinsey 
and Turnbull Sanders) which have been included in the record since the staff report was prepared 
and are included as Exhibit 8 of this addendum. 
 
 
E. OTHER CORRESPONDENCE 
 
At the time that this addendum was prepared, correspondence has been received from 9 
interested parties including: 2 letters in support of the project as proposed, 4 letters in support of 
the staff recommendation and the conditions of approval, 2 letters of objection to the project, and 
1 letter of interest (neutral position). 
 
The two letters in support of the proposed project from property owners (Danny and Diana Klein 
and Fred Sands) on Broad Beach but raising objections to one or more of the special conditions 
have been included as Exhibit 4.  These letters raise similar or identical issues raised by the 
letter from the applicant that has been included as Exhibit 3 and which has already been 
addressed in detail in this addendum and in the staff report.   
 
In addition, four letters in support of the staff recommendation and the conditions of approval 
have been received from The Bay Foundation and three property owners on Broad Beach 
including D&L Property Trust, Paul Owhadi, and Max Factor III and Jane Arnault.  Each of 
these letters has been included as Exhibit 5 of the addendum. 
 
Further, two  letters in opposition to the project and requesting that the project be denied by the 
Commission have been received from Dr. Jennifer Dugan and the City of Moorpark, which have 
been included as Exhibit 6 of this addendum.  The letter from Dr. Dugan raises objections to the 
project primarily based on the potential biological impacts that may result to the marine and 
beach environment.  The issues raised in Dr. Dugan’s letter have been addressed in the staff 
report.  The letter from the City of Moorpark raises issues primarily in regard to the traffic 
impacts within the City of Moorpark and Ventura County that would occur as a result of the 
truck trips required to import sand to the project site.  The issues raised by the City of Moorpark 
primarily relate to impacts that would occur outside the Coastal Zone and which are not within 
the Commission’s jurisdiction. 
 
Finally, one letter of interest from the representatives of Trancas PCH, LLC, a property owner on 
Broad Beach located downcoast of the as-built rock revetment indicates that they remain neutral 
regarding the project but that they are generally in agreement with the conditions of approval and 
suggesting additional monitoring and timing requirements (Exhibit 7 of this addendum). 
                                                           
i Moffatt-Nichol Consultants (November 2013) Upland Sand Source. Coarser-than-Native Grain Size Impact 
Analysis, prepared for: Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement District.   
ii The applicant’s letter mischaracterizes the area proposed for public access as between the mean high tide line and 
the toe of the proposed dune restoration. 
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STAFF REPORT:  REGULAR CALENDAR 
 
 

Application No.:  4-12-043 
 
Applicant:  Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement District 
 
Agents: Moffat and Nichol Engineers 
 
Project Location:  30708 Broad Beach Road to 6526 Lechuza Point Road, 

Malibu; Los Angeles County. 
 
Project Description:  Authorization of an approximately 4,150 ft. long, 12-15 ft. high, 

as-built, rock revetment constructed pursuant to two 
emergency coastal development permits.  In addition, the 
project includes implementation of a beach nourishment 
program for a period of 20 years involving deposition of 
600,000 cu. yds. of sand on the beach from inland sand 
quarries during the first year and approximately 450,000 cu. 
yds. of sand during the tenth year of the program; periodic 
sand backpassing operations to occur no more than once per 
year, and dune habitat restoration. Described in more detail in 
Section IV. A below). 

 
 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Commission staff is recommending conditional approval of the Broad Beach Geological Hazards 
Abatement District’s (BBGHAD) proposed revetment, beach nourishment, and dune restoration 
project at Broad Beach in the City of Malibu in Los Angeles County. The recommended 
approval is limited to 10 years with conditions to address coastal hazards and impacts to public 
access, marine, beach and dune habitats, and visual resources. The approval also includes a 
comprehensive implementation and monitoring program, including providing for adaptive 
management at Broad Beach considering project uncertainties and projected global sea level rise. 
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180th Day: 10/1/14 (Waived) 
270th Day: 12/29/14 
Staff: Staff 
Staff Report: 11/26/14 
Hearing Date: 12/11/14 
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Project Description and Background 
The BBGHAD proposes to permanently retain an approximate 4,150 foot long rock revetment 
that was temporarily authorized and constructed under Coastal Commission emergency permits 
in January of 2010. The BBGHAD also proposes a twenty-year beach nourishment and dune 
restoration program on top and in front of portions of the revetment that includes deposition of 
600,000 cubic yards of sand from inland sand quarries in year zero and another 450,000 cubic 
yards in year ten. The applicant has also analyzed an alternative (4B) that would place 300,000 
cubic yards of sand in each of years zero, five, ten, and fifteen. Both alternatives include periodic 
back-passing of sand from the down to up-coast end of the beach no more than once a year. 
 
The BBGHAD encompasses the entirety of Broad Beach, including 114 individual property 
owners with homes on 122 single-family residential parcels. Approximately 86 homes were 
present prior to the establishment of coastal permit requirements in 1972 under Proposition 20. 
Forty-six of those homes are located behind the proposed revetment. Many of the existing homes 
were either constructed or substantially improved with permits issued by the Coastal 
Commission or the City of Malibu after 1972. Fifty-one of the parcels have restrictions 
protecting public lateral beach access, thirty-two of which are directly underneath or landward of 
the revetment. Thirty-six of the parcels have easements held by the State Lands Commission 
(SLC), twenty of which are in the revetment area. Another eleven 11 of the existing residences 
have “no future seawall” conditions required by the Commission or the City of Malibu. Seven of 
these eleven residences are located behind the proposed revetment. The offshore and beach areas 
below mean high tide at Broad Beach are in the Point Dume State Marine Conservation Area 
MPA and a State Water Resources Control Board designated Area of Special Biological 
Significance (ASBS). 
 
Broad Beach Erosion and Project Impacts 
Although the width of Broad Beach has varied over the last century, evidence shows that the 
beach is receding about an average of 2 feet per year since 1970. And while sea level rise over 
the proposed 20 years of the beach replenishment may only range from 3.4 to 17.9 inches (with a 
projected value of 8.5 inches), the SLC analysis of public trust resources concludes that erosion 
rates at Broad Beach may be accelerating, and certainly over the longer run (after 2050) sea level 
rise will become a significant erosion challenge. In recent years the erosional trend at Broad 
Beach has placed the existing beach-level residential development directly in danger, and several 
homes were lost in the 1998-99 El Nino year and at least one home was significantly damaged in 
the 2009-10 storm events that led to the construction of the emergency revetment.  
 
The proposed BBGHAD revetment results in significant public access and beach resource 
impacts that typically follow from shoreline structure projects on eroding shorelines. It causes 
the direct passive erosion loss of the fronting beach due to the fixing of the back beach and the 
resulting inability of the beach to naturally retreat. It also prevents the erosion of beach and bluff 
sand that would otherwise naturally nourish local and regional beaches. The revetment has been 
blocking lateral public access in front of the revetment for almost five years at high and even 
mid-range tides (the applicant describes Broad Beach currently as a “narrow, ‘low-tide beach”). 
And, the revetment is sitting on approximately 3.02 acres of beach, including directly 
encroaching on approximately between 1.5 and 2 acres of public tidelines and existing SLC 
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public access easements. The revetment also is visually unattractive. Finally, due to the loss of 
the beach, the revetment causes the direct loss of dry and wet sand beach habitat resources. 
 
To their credit, and in recognition of the severe impacts of the revetment, the Broad Beach 
homeowners formed the BBGHAD, voting to assess themselves $20 million dollars over 20 
years to finance a beach replenishment program along with the revetment to assure protection of 
their homes and rebuild Broad Beach for public benefit. If successful, the BBGHAD hopes to 
continuously maintain a sandy beach and dune field that will provide public beach access and 
restore beach and dune habitats. The beach replenishment and restoration program will also 
cover and thus mitigate the visual impacts of the rock revetment. 
 
The proposed beach restoration could significantly offset the impacts of the revetment, but there 
is substantial uncertainty about how it will perform. The SLC analysis of public trust resource 
impacts concludes that with projected sea level rise, the proposed beach restoration is mostly 
likely to last 10-20 years. However, it could be shorter, and a series of significant storms or El 
Nino year could seriously and quickly degrade the beach restoration. In addition, as proposed, 
the sand replenishment will use sand with a larger average grain size, and of a different color, 
than is currently found at Broad Beach. These differences will change both the aesthetic 
character of Broad Beach and potentially the habitat values of the beach area. And, the 
placement of sand will have direct and indirect impacts of covering existing habitats, including 
existing rocky intertidal areas at the up coast end of the project area. The proposed replenishment 
will also be accomplished by trucking in 43,000 truck trips loads of sand across local highways 
and streets (840 truck trips/day for approximately 5 months), and construction staging in a public 
access parking lot on nearby Zuma County Beach. 
 
Coastal Act Consistency and Conditions of Approval 
The BBGHAD project raises fundamental questions about how to address significant coastal 
hazard risks to development while protecting other coastal resources, including public beach 
access and recreation and natural shoreline habitat and aesthetic values. Staff recommends that 
the Commission find that many of the homes in the BBGHAD as they exist today are entitled to 
shoreline protection under Coastal Act section 30235 because they are in danger from erosion. 
Other homes, though, were built or improved with coastal development permits subject to the 
section 30253 requirement that new development not require future shoreline protection; some 
properties even have Commission-required recorded prohibitions against future protection like 
the proposed revetment. Thus, some homes are not necessarily entitled to, or in some cases are 
affirmatively prohibited from, receiving authorization of a shoreline protective device under the 
Coastal Act. 
 
Unfortunately the proposed revetment ultimately would likely not protect those homes that are 
entitled to protection if there were physical gaps in the revetment in front those intermingled 
homes that are not entitled to protection. Erosion would be exacerbated in these gaps, ultimately 
wrapping around and undermining the revetment. In the alternative, the Commission could 
consider requiring that existing homes in danger be relocated further inland, but there is very 
little room on some of the lots to make this a viable strategy over the longer run given the on-
going erosion at Broad Beach. Existing structures could also potentially be raised to safer 
elevations on deep-seated caissons, as is required under the City’s LCP when homes along Broad 
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Beach are redeveloped (and some have been), but this alternative is extremely expensive and the 
Commission would need to require that many endangered structures essentially be entirely 
reconstructed on new elevated caisson foundations. 
 
The BBGHAD project raises significant conflicts with the Coastal Act’s hazards, public access 
and recreation, habitat protection, and visual resource policies. However, the proposed beach 
replenishment and dune restoration component offsets these inconsistencies by seeking to bury 
the revetment and restore the beach to create a condition as if the revetment were not there at all. 
If successful, this component would address many of the beach resource and aesthetic impacts 
caused by the revetment. Unfortunately there is significant uncertainty about how long the 
restored beach will remain given on-going erosion and potentially more-erosive storm events. It 
is possible that the beach would be substantially reduced or even completely gone in places, and 
the revetment exposed, within several years of the initial replenishment. The BBGHAD is 
proposing to do a second major replenishment in year ten to address this concern. Nonetheless, 
because of the significant uncertainty of restoration success, staff recommends that the 
Commission limit the authorization of the revetment and beach restoration to ten years, with 
additional beach nourishment of up to 300,000 c. yds. subject to the requirements of an Adaptive 
Management Plan with on-going monitoring and assessment. In the event that the project 
performs as planned, including continuing to provide public beach access and avoiding 
significant environmental impacts, the Commission may extend its authorization of the 
revetment and beach restoration program in ten years’ time. 
 
A limited ten year authorization allows the Commission to support an adaptive management 
approach to shoreline erosion at Broach Beach, providing protection to existing development but 
not authorizing permanent shoreline structures for development not entitled to such protection. 
Further, the City of Malibu LCP requires that shoreline homes be moved as far landward as 
possible and elevated on caissons when they redevelop so as to minimize or not require at all any 
shoreline protection at the beach level. To support this adaptive approach, staff also recommends 
that the Commission clearly authorize the revetment only to protect the eligible development that 
exists today, and that the BBGHAD and participating members assume the risks of developing in 
this hazardous location. At some point in the coming decades it may be that all of the homes 
along Broad Beach would no longer have need for shoreline protection such as the proposed 
revetment because they would be elevated through the redevelopment process above flood levels 
along the back of Broad Beach. This would enable the revetment to be removed in the event that 
the beach replenishment component was no longer functioning as planned, and allow maximum 
opportunities for maintaining the public beach. Of course, as time passes and sea level rise 
accelerates, it will likely become increasingly difficult to maintain Broad Beach through artificial 
replenishment. If and when this reality comes to pass, it will need to be addressed by the Broad 
Beach homeowners, the City of Malibu, and the State in later phases of development review and 
adaptive management. 
 
Staff is recommending a variety of other conditions to address the impacts of the BBGHAD 
project. Most important, staff recommends that the BBGHAD address the uncertainty of 
maintaining public beach access in two primary ways. First, staff recommends a condition to 
provide unambiguous public access between the mean high tide and the toe of the proposed dune 
restoration that would be ambulatory back to the toe of the revetment if necessary. Providing a 
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clear and consistent area of public access seaward of the revetment is one of the stated goals of 
the BBGHAD, and a critical measure to address Coastal Act public access and recreation 
policies. Staff recommends that this requirement be implemented through a deed restriction 
recorded on each separate property governed by the BBGHAD. Staff is also recommending the 
submittal of a final beach adaptive management plan that requires additional nourishment of the 
beach should the beach recede to within 30 feet of the revetment at a designated point. 
 
Second, staff recommends that the BBGHAD assure a “back up” lateral public access easement 
along or just behind the revetment in the event that public access is not available on the beach in 
front of the revetment. Given the historic difficulties and conflict surrounding public and private 
rights at Broad Beach, this requirement is structured as either a direct dedication to the 
Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority, in order to provide an unambiguous and 
effective mechanism for potential future enforcement of this backup plan for public access. This 
requirement to provide alternative access would only be triggered in the event that the planned 
beach restoration fails to maintain public access on the dry sandy beach seaward of the revetment 
as proposed by the BBGHAD. 
 
Public access impacts are also being addressed by the BBGHAD proposal to pull the revetment 
back closer to the existing septic leach fields at the down-coast end of the project where there is 
significant area between the landward edge of the emergency revetment and residential 
development. Staff supports this relocation, and is recommending a slight expansion of this pull-
back to further maximize beach area for public access and recreation (as required by the Malibu 
LCP). Finally, other recommended conditions address the need for clear on-going public access 
signage and management to assure maximum public access to and along Broad Beach. Staff also 
recommends that the BBGHAD evaluate and develop a plan to anticipate the potential removal 
of beach septic systems and hooking up of Broad Beach homes to a local community wastewater 
treatment system. This potentially feasible alternative would provide even more beach area for 
adaptation to coastal hazards and protection of beach resources over time. It would also have the 
secondary benefit of eliminating septic discharges taking place directly under Broad Beach. 
 
Concerning marine, beach, and dune habitat impacts, staff recommends that the Commission 
approve a modification to the applicant’s proposed alternative 4B nourishment footprint, which 
reduces the initial placement of sand by half; and that sand placement at the up-coast end be 
further limited to protect inter-tidal habitat resources. This reduction will minimize habitat 
impacts while still creating a dry sandy beach area ranging from 50-75 feet. Staff also 
recommends some areas of additional dune restoration to fully mitigate the loss of dune habitat 
resources from the project. This restored dune will be considered ESHA and off-limits to public 
access except as may be necessary only at the dune seaward margin as the beach erodes. The 
BBGHAD has also proposed comprehensive monitoring of various project components, and staff 
is recommending various refinements to assure adequate feedback loops over the first ten years 
of project implementation. This includes a five year review to provide for “mid-course 
corrections” if necessary for any unanticipated significant impacts.  
 
Finally, given the potential for disagreement and the many parties involved, staff is 
recommending that the BBGHAD indemnify the Commission for any future litigation costs 
related to its action. 
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION 
 
The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution: 
 
Motion: 
 

I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit No. 4-12-043 
pursuant to the staff recommendation. 

 
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: 
 

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 and the policies of the certified Local Coastal Program for the 
City of Malibu..  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 
 
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. 
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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. 

 
III. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 
 
1. Final Revised Plans 
 
A.   PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant 
shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, two (2) sets of Final Revised 
Plans, prepared and stamped by a registered engineer. The Final Revised Plans shall demonstrate 
the following: 
 

(1) Landward Relocation of Revetment. Landward re-location and re-construction of the 
approximately 2,000 linear ft. downcoast end of the rock revetment (including all 
portions of the proposed rock revetment and sand bag wall between 31350 Broad Beach 
Road and 30760 Broad Beach Road) as generally depicted in Exhibit 8.  The relocated 
revetment shall be configured in a manner that maintains a relatively straight or gently 
curving line as generally depicted in Exhibit 8.  The realigned revetment shall maintain a 
15 foot setback from existing leach fields (excluding any “future” leach fields that had 
not yet been built at the time this application was submitted to the Commission).   All 
portions of the relocated revetment shall be configured as a single contiguous structure 
without any gaps or breaks (including the property at 30822 Broad Beach Road) and shall 
generally utilize the same design as the existing, as-built revetment. Minor modifications 
to the design to ensure structural stability may be implemented subject to the review and 
approval of the Executive Director.   No portion of the revetment shall extend further 
upcoast than 31350 Broad Beach Road, nor further downcoast than 30760 Broad Beach 
Road.   

 
(2) Reduction in Beach Nourishment/Beach Width. The total amount of beach/dune 

nourishment material for the initial nourishment event, and each separate renourishment 
event shall not exceed 300,000 cu. yds. of sand for each event.  The footprint for beach 
nourishment/beach width shall be reduced accordingly to provide for an approximately  
up to 50 ft. wide dry beach at the westernmost placement area and 60 to 75 ft. wide dry 
sand beach seaward of the toe of the reconstructed dunes on site, as generally consistent 
with Exhibit 9 with the exception that no beach nourishment shall occur upcoast of the 
property at 31380 Broad Beach Road. 

 
(3) Dune Restoration. The dune restoration and enhancement area as generally shown on 

Exhibit 9, shall be revised consistent with all provisions of the Revised Final Dune ESHA 
Habitat Creation/Restoration Plan required pursuant to Special Condition 5, as generally 
shown on Exhibit 9.  

 
(4) Public Access. Designate a 10 ft. wide public pedestrian path located immediately 

landward of the entire length of the rock revetment, including the portion of the 
revetment to be relocated/reconfigured pursuant to Part A.1 of this condition, as generally 
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depicted in Exhibit 8.  The pathway shall utilize a sand surface only.  The plans shall 
depict this path as a ‘public accessway’ available for public use when there are no areas 
of dry beach seaward of the revetment available for pass and repass, consistent with the 
terms of Special Condition 14 below.  In addition, access stairways (for the provision of 
both public and private access) shall be shown extending from the 10 ft. wide public 
pedestrian path to the toe of the rock revetment below.  The number and location of the 
access stairways shall generally align with the shared private beach access paths allowed 
on site consistent with Special Condition 5, Part 5.  All such access stairways shall be 
designed and constructed by reconfiguring existing stones within the revetment to form 
steps.  No handrails shall be installed. 

 
B. The Permittee shall undertake the development in accordance with the final 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. 
 
2. Development Authorization Period 

A. This CDP authorizes the approved development on a temporary basis only for a period 
of ten (10) years from the date of Commission action (i.e., until December 11, 2024). 
After such time, the authorization for continuation and/or retention of any development 
approved as part of this permit (including, but not limited to, the rock revetment and 
beach re-nourishment/backpassing activities) shall cease. 

 
B. No later than six months prior to the end of the ten year term of this permit, the 

Permittee or successor in interest shall submit a complete coastal development permit 
application for the re-authorization of the beach nourishment program and to retain the 
rock revetment for an additional ten (10) year term, if necessary, to protect existing 
development at risk from wave hazards and tidal action.  The application shall include 
the results of the required annual and five year biological and physical beach monitoring 
reports and the alternative sewage treatment feasibility study, required pursuant to 
Special Conditions 4, 5, 6, 7 & 16 of this permit, in order to evaluate the effectiveness 
and impacts of the project; address changed circumstances and/or unanticipated 
impacts; consider modifications to the location and design of the sand fill area; and 
consider additional mitigation measures necessary to compensate for any adverse 
impacts to marine and/or upland coastal resources/habitats resulting from the continued 
retention of the rock revetment and implementation of the Adaptive Beach Nourishment 
and Management Program. Failure to obtain a new coastal development permit for an 
additional term to retain the rock revetment and continue the Adaptive Beach 
Nourishment and Management Program shall constitute a violation of the terms and 
conditions of this coastal development permit, unless the Executive Director grants 
additional time for good cause.  

 
C. Five (5) years from the date of issuance of this coastal development permit, the 

applicant shall submit a report to the Executive Director, documenting the status of the 
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project and the Beach Nourishment and Management Program. The report shall 
summarize the results and findings of the annual physical and biological monitoring 
reports and the status of alternative sewage treatment feasibility study as required 
pursuant to Special Conditions 4, 5, 6, 7 &16  Should the monitoring reports reveal any 
unanticipated significant adverse resource/ habitat or public access impacts not 
addressed in the initial Commission authorization, and/or that the Beach Nourishment 
and Management Program is not maintaining a thirty foot wide sandy beach fronting the 
approved revetment, the Executive Director may require the submittal of a permit 
amendment for the review and approval by the Commission to address and evaluate 
mitigation measures to compensate for any adverse resource/habitat impacts, public 
access impacts, and/or require any mid-course corrections or adjustments to the Beach 
Nourishment and Management Program.  Significant impacts shall be understood to be 
greater than de minimis increases over previously identified impacts based on the 
approved monitoring program.  

 
D. The coastal development permit application submitted by the permittee for an additional 

ten (10) year  term, pursuant to Part B of this special condition, shall include a complete 
evaluation of all feasible alternatives to the retention of the rock revetment in its current 
location, including, but not limited to, landward relocation of part or all of the revetment 
and removal of part or all of the revetment; construction of an alternative type/location of 
shoreline protective device; removal of the existing septic systems and connection to a 
new or upgraded package sewage treatment plant based on the findings of feasibility 
study required pursuant to Special Condition 16; relocation of existing septic systems 
further landward using alternative wastewater treatment systems; and options for 
removal and/or landward relocation of existing private residential development. The 
information concerning these alternatives must be sufficiently detailed to enable the 
Coastal Commission to coequally evaluate the feasibility of each alternative for 
addressing site shoreline protection, public access, and sensitive resource issues under 
the Coastal Act and the City of Malibu Local Coastal Program. 

 
3. Implementation of Project Improvements & Removal of Unpermitted Development 

A. The applicant shall implement and complete the landward re-location and re-construction 
of the approximately 2,000 linear ft. downcoast end of the rock revetment (including all 
portions of the proposed rock revetment between 31350 Broad Beach Road and 30760 
Broad Beach Road) consistent with the requirements of Special Condition 1.A.1. within 1 
year of the issuance of this permit.  The Executive Director may grant additional time for 
good cause.  All sandbags that were included in the construction of this portion of the 
revetment shall be removed from the beach and are not to be used in the reconstruction of 
the rock revetment, which shall be composed entirely of rock. 

B. The applicant shall construct the access stairways (for the provision of both public and 
private access) consistent with the requirements of Special Condition 1, Part 4 and 
Special Condition 5.A.5 concurrent with the re-location and re-construction of the 
approximately 2,000 linear ft. downcoast end of the rock revetment required pursuant to 
Part A of this condition.  The Executive Director may grant additional time for good 
cause.  
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C. The applicant shall remove and dispose of, in accordance with all applicable laws, all 
unpermitted private stairways (approximately 40), sandbags and remnants of all materials 
such as plastic and fiber netting that made up the sand bags located both seaward and 
landward of the existing revetment, unpermitted wooden decks located atop or adjacent 
to the revetment, and “no trespassing” or “private property” signs or other signs that 
discourage or mislead the public from using public areas on and adjacent to the approved 
rock revetment concurrent with or prior to the re-location and re-construction of the 
approximately 2,000 linear ft. downcoast end of the rock revetment required pursuant to 
Part A of this condition, unless additional time is granted by the Executive Director for 
good cause. 

 
4. Final Adaptive Management and Monitoring Plan 
Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, a Final Adaptive Management and Monitoring 
Plan.  The final plan shall be prepared by a qualified engineer with experience in coastal 
engineering and incorporate all provisions of the Final Backpassing Guidelines (as presented in 
the Project Description 12/21/12), except that it shall be consistent with the following revisions: 

 
A. Backpassing Provisions and Triggers 

Sand Back Passing activities shall be implemented consistent with the following 
provisions: 
1. Limits of Back Passing: Source and receiver locations shall be generally identified 

based upon the approved nourishment limits (as identified in Special Condition 1).  
2. Methods of Backpassing: Equipment for backpassing shall be identified. Mechanical 

equipment shall be minimized, and limited to the use of scrapers, or bulldozers.   
3. Backpassing Transport Routes: The general routes that will be used for taking sand 

from the source site to the receiver sites shall be identified.  
4. Backpassing Triggers: Backpassing shall be undertaken at most once per year, and 

only if the recorded dry beach berm width at Profile 411 is 50 feet or less for three (3) 
consecutive months. 

5. Limits on Source Sites for Backpassing Sand: Source areas shall extend no further 
west than Profile 410, no further east than the limits of the approved nourishment area 
(as identified by Special Condition #1), at least 10 feet seaward of the dune toe and 
no further seaward than the wetted bound.  No more than 2 feet of sand, by depth 
shall be taken from any location, and the maximum backpassing volume shall be 
25,000 cubic yards per backpassing event. Reporting: Within 30 days of each 
backpassing event, the Permittee shall provide the planning staff of the California 
Coastal Commission’s South Central Coast District Office with a written summary of 
the backpassing event, including a map or aerial photograph that shows both the 
scraped areas and the placement areas, information on the surface areas and depths of 
the scraping and the volumes of sand removed, areas and depths of sand placed and 
volumes of sand placed. If sand is placed on a dune, the method of placement shall be 
described. 
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6. Backpassing Evaluation: After three backpassing events, the Permittee shall prepare a 
short evaluation report on the effectiveness of the backpassing and providing, if 
necessary, recommendations for revisions to the Backpassing Plan.  No changes to 
the Backpassing program shall be implemented without written concurrence from the 
Executive Director. 

B. Small-scale Interim Renourishment or Major Renourishment Triggers 
1. Small-scale Interim Renourishment: If the dry beach width at Profile 410 is narrower 

than 30 feet for 6 consecutive months, and is recorded by two (2) consecutive full 
beach profiles, AND, there is insufficient sand at the backpass source location to 
provide 10,000 cubic yards of backpassing sand, a small-scale interim renourishment 
event may be proposed. An interim renourishment plan, adding no more than 75,000 
cubic yards of new sand may be proposed and small-scale nourishment shall be 
initiated in a time manner, such that the deficit conditions shall not persist for more 
than 6 months following the initial trigger period. 

2. Major Renourishment: If the dry beach width at Profile 410 is narrower than 30 feet 
for 12 consecutive months, and is recorded by three (3) consecutive full beach 
profiles, AND, there is insufficient sand at the backpass source location to provide 
10,000 cubic yards of backpassing sand, a major renourishment event, adding an 
additional 300,000 cubic yards of new sand shall be proposed and nourishment shall 
be initiated within the approved project reach in a time manner, such that the deficit 
conditions shall not persist for more than 4 months following the initial trigger 
period.  

3. Renourishment Plan: For either small-scale interim renourishment or major 
renourishment within the project reach, the permittee shall provide a renourishment 
plan, for review and approval of the Executive Director that shall include the 
following: 
(i) Source and quality of renourishment sand, 
(ii) Results from sediment sampling and testing, following requirements of 

Special Condition 7. 
 

C. MONITORING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS: 
The Final Adaptive Management Plan shall be revised to acknowledge the prior baseline beach 
monitoring study conducted by the applicant’s consulting coastal engineer (which has been in 
progress for several years now) and shall be continued throughout the duration of the ten year 
term of this permit, as specified below.  In addition, the Plan shall also provide that the applicant 
shall conduct monitoring to provide an annual assessment of the shoreline morphology, beach 
profile, and beach width consistent with the following provisions: 

i. Periodic Beach Profile Surveys:  A licensed surveyor or engineer shall survey full 
beach profiles for each of the 17 identified beach profile transect lines at Broad Beach 
and Zuma Beach (412.5, 412.3, 412, 411.7, 411, 410, 409, 408, 416, 414, 412, 411, 
398, 396, and 394, as shown on Exhibit 12) on a semi-annual basis each spring and 
fall season for one year prior to the commencement of development and for a period 
of 10 years after initial construction. Each the beach profile transects shall be 
established with a permanent location that can be identified by Baseline Survey 
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Markers and GPS coordinates. The landward limit of the full beach profile shall 
extend at least 10 feet inland of the inlandmost position of the revetment, and the 
seaward limit of the full beach profile shall be out to the depth of closure 
(approximately -40 ft., MSL). 

ii. Beach Berm Width Measurements:  Beach berm width measurements will be 
performed by the applicant using a tape measure and a differentially corrected digital 
global positioning system (GPS) unit to record the beach width on a monthly basis for 
at least one year prior to the commencement of development and for a period of 10 
years after initial construction.  Measurements will occur from the Baseline Survey 
Marker out to the wetted bound (seaward limit of the dry beach area) and shall be 
performed at the same locations each month and in essentially the same location as 
the beach profile surveys (412, 411, 410, 409, and 408, or equivalent locations 
identifiable through fixed structures such as access stairs, offsets from storm drains, 
etc.).  The beach berm width measurements shall be recorded each month and results 
shall be included in the annual post-construction reporting. The date, time and tidal 
conditions for all measurements shall be recorded and signed by the person(s) who 
has undertaken the measurements. 

iii. Wetted Bound Surveys: The location of the wetted bound, from Point Lechuza to the 
eastern limit of the revetment or nourishment, whichever is farther east, shall be 
recorded monthly, at the same time as the beach berm width measurements and plots 
of each wetter bound survey shall be prepared and included in the annual post-
construction reporting. The date, time and tidal conditions for all wetted bound plots 
shall be recorded and signed by the person(s) who has undertaken the survey. 

iv. Trancas Estuary Mouth Changes:  The applicant shall conduct visual surveys of the 
Trancas estuary mouth on a monthly basis for the purpose of recording changes in the 
estuary system and morphology of the estuary mouth. 

v. Aerial Photography:  Aerial photographs of the subject reach (covering, at a 
minimum, the entire project reach and all 9 transect locations shall be taken 
concurrent with the fall season beach profile on an annual basis to provide a 
continuous assessment of the shoreline for one year prior to the commencement of 
development and for a period of 10 years after initial construction. 

vi. Post-Construction Reporting Requirements:  The applicant shall submit an annual 
monitoring report, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, for a period 
of 10 years after initial construction is complete.  The monitoring report shall be 
submitted on annual basis and shall include all survey data (full beach profile surveys, 
beach berm width measurements, wetted bound surveys, Trancas estuary mouth 
changes, and aerial photographs) and a written report prepared by a qualified coastal 
engineer indicating the results of the shoreline profile and beach width monitoring 
program.  The monitoring report shall include conclusions regarding the level of 
success of the project, a detailed analysis of any change in shoreline position, increase 
or decrease in beach widths and footprint of dune systems within the project reach, 
details on any nourishment efforts undertaken during the year with the volume and 
placement location specified, and any back passing operations that took place.  The 
applicant shall post each monitoring report, on an annual basis, on the City of 
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Malibu’s publicly accessible web site for review by interested public.  More 
specifically, the report shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

● Quantification of the volumetric change in the beach and dune for each survey 
period, using the pre-project condition (2014) as the baseline. 

● Analysis of the seasonal and interannual changes in width and length of dry 
beach, subaerial and nearshore slope, offshore extent of nourished toe for profiles 
within the nourishment area, and overall volume of sand in the profile; changes in 
dune profile; and, estimates of the rate and extent of transport of material up- and 
down-coast from the beach nourishment receiver site. 

● Comparison of the actual changes to the shoreline in relation to the predicted 
changes that were anticipated based on the results of the Pre-construction 
numerical and physical modeling. 

● Analysis of the expected time period over which the beach benefits related to the 
initial nourishment volume can be identified as distinct from background 
conditions; and qualify any abnormal wave and current conditions that could 
account for changes to the beach outside what was anticipated. 

● Provision of cumulative data detailing the annual quantity and placement of 
material, including interaction of the replenishment project with other beach 
replenishment projects or other shoreline projects that occur in the project area or 
in the same littoral cell.   

● Utilization of aerial photographs, to the extent feasible, to prepare a summary of 
beach width and dune profile changes. 

● Conclusions regarding the level of success and any adverse effects, including any 
observed beach/dune erosion and any changes in the frequency that the Trancas 
Estuary mouth opens and closes and/or changes to the duration the estuary mouth 
remains open/closed.  The report shall include a brief history of all previous 
years’ monitoring results to track changes in shoreline, dunes, and estuary mouth 
conditions. 

 
5. Final Revised Dune Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Program 
 
PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the Permittee shall 
submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, two (2) copies of a Final Revised 
Dune Habitat Restoration and Enhancement Program.  The Program shall provide for the 
restoration and enhancement of coastal strand and southern foredune habitat on-site, at a 
minimum ratio of 3:1 or greater, as mitigation for impacts to existing dune habitat that resulted 
from the installation of the as-built sandbag and rock revetments on-site (3.62 acres). The 
Program shall be prepared by a qualified biologist(s), ecologist(s), or resource specialist(s), 
hereafter, referred to as the environmental resource specialist(s), with experience in the field of 
dune restoration, beach ecology, and marine biology.  The permittee shall provide the 
environmental resource specialist’s qualifications, for the review and approval of the Executive 
Director, prior to Program development. The Program shall be in substantial conformance with 
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the “Conceptual Foredune Creation and Enhancement Plan,” by WRA Environmental 
Consultants, dated October 15, 2013, but shall be revised to provide for the following 
requirements: 
A. Dune Habitat Restoration and Enhancement Plan 

1. Restoration/Enhancement Area Footprint. The dune habitat restoration/enhancement 
area on-site shall generally include a footprint that extends from the property at 31350 
Broad Beach Road to the property at 30708 Broad Beach Road, and that begins as far 
landward as feasible (at a stringline of approved development across the subject 
properties) and extends seaward to the expected maximum wave uprush limit. The 
stringline of approved development that is to be the landward limit of the dune 
restoration/enhancement area shall be generally located at the seaward edge of any 
legally existing residential structures, patios/decks.  Sandy beach areas where existing 
septic leach fields are located seaward of the stringline shall be revegetated with native 
dune plant species and mounding techniques using minor amounts of sand fill material 
without the use of heavy equipment.  The stringline for the landward limit of dune 
restoration shall be configured in a manner that maintains a relatively straight or gently 
curving line as generally depicted in Exhibit 9.  Short segments of the landward limit of 
the dune restoration stringline may be located further seaward if necessary to avoid 
creating sharp angles in the configuration of the dune restoration area.  
Restoration/enhancement of the landwardmost areas within the above described dune 
habitat restoration/enhancement area shall be prioritized. 

2. Dune Specifications. The dune habitat restoration/enhancement area shall be designed 
and contoured based on natural dune morphology (using historical records of the area and 
the most proximal reference site(s)).  The footprint and the number of dune ridges shall 
increase from west (upcoast) to east (downcoast) across the restoration area.  For 
instance, there shall be one dune ridge at the west (upcoast) end of the restoration area, 
transitioning to two and, if adequate area is available, three ridges, at the east 
(downcoast) end. The restored and enhanced dunes shall be oriented parallel to the shore 
with dune faces that have a slope no steeper than 3:1. The Plan shall include a grading 
plan that includes a detailed description of dune restoration and enhancement (dune 
creation) timing, phasing, daily schedule aspirations, methods including equipment to be 
used, staging area location(s), and relationship to the beach nourishment program.  All 
grading plan activities shall be designed and executed in the least environmentally 
damaging manner. The plan must include an explanation of how the grading activities 
meet these requirements. For the portion of the restoration/enhancement area between the 
top of revetment and the stringline of approved development pursuant to Subsection 1 
above, restoration shall be limited to minor mounding, removal of non-natives and 
invasive plant species, and planting of native plant species (without the use of significant 
grading or sand placement) where existing septic leach fields are located.  

The dune habitat restoration/enhancement plan design shall include Best Management 
Practices to maximize the success of restoring and enhancing natural dune system 
physical and biological processes and functions.  Discontinuous sand fencing that is 
placed perpendicular to the prevailing wind direction shall be temporarily employed to 
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facilitate establishment of dune hummocks.  In addition to sand fencing, the design shall 
include strategic placement of native dune vegetation for dune hummock establishment. 
Temporary sand fencing and strategic planting, rather than motorized equipment, shall be 
employed to establish a natural pattern of dune hummocks. Drainage/runoff control 
measures and creation of dune swales (low areas between dune ridges) shall also be used 
to function as natural drainage devices within the dune system. 

3. Dune Sand Source and Composition. Sand source and composition within the dune 
habitat restoration/enhancement area shall be consistent with the specifications of Special 
Condition 8 (Sediment Analysis and Monitoring).Existing native beach sand in the 
project area that is excavated for relocation of any portion of the as-built emergency rock 
revetment (pursuant to Special Condition 1) shall be temporarily stockpiled during beach 
nourishment and construction activities and then applied as a top layer on the restored 
dunes to facilitate successful reestablishment of dune vegetation on site. Prior to 
application of the native sand on the restored dunes, non-native and invasive plant species 
shall be removed to the maximum extent feasible.  

4. Dune Planting. The dune habitat restoration/enhancement plan shall include a planting 
plan using native coastal strand and southern foredune plant species (plant palette) 
including the number of container plants and amount (lbs.) of seeds, source of plant 
material, provision for collection, storage, propagation and use of existing native plants, 
and plant installation methods. The plant palette shall be made up exclusively of native 
plants appropriate to the habitats and region, grown from seeds or vegetative materials 
obtained from the site or from an appropriate nearby beach location to maintain the 
genetic integrity of the area.  No horticultural varieties, and no coastal bluff or back dune 
species shall be used (e.g. Artemisia californica, Ericameria ericoides, Eriogonum 
parvifolium, Perritoma arborea, Rhus intergrifolia). The plan shall also include an 
exhibit that shows the planned locations, numbers, and spacing of the individual plant 
species, i.e. that depicts their distribution and abundance across the restoration area. The 
plan shall include sufficient planting plan technical detail including a description of 
planned site preparation, method and location of exotic species removal (all non-native 
plant material shall be removed from the restoration/enhancement area including 
Carpobrotus edulis, highway iceplant), timing of planting, temporary irrigation plans if 
necessary, and maintenance timing and techniques. The abundance, distribution, and 
percent cover of native coastal strand and southern foredune plant species shall be based 
on historical records, the literature, and/or the most proximal reference site(s).  

5. Access Paths and Fencing. The dune habitat restoration/enhancement plan shall 
incorporate a maximum of one shared private beach access path (sand surface only) for 
every two residences adjacent to the restoration area. The shared private beach access 
paths shall extend through the restored dune system out to the shore from the private 
properties and the paths shall not exceed 3 feet in width, with the exception that the 
Malibu West Beach Club located at 30756 Broad Beach Road may maintain its own 
separate 10 ft. wide beach access path. Further, the dune restoration/enhancement area 
shall incorporate a 10 foot wide pedestrian path (sand surface only) located immediately 
landward of the entire length of the approved rock revetment, as relocated/reconfigured 
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pursuant to Special Condition 1 above.. Each path may be bordered by symbolic post and 
cable fencing to maintain dune processes to the greatest extent possible (e.g. water, sand, 
plant, and animal movement/dispersal). No fencing, other than necessary sand fencing as 
provided in subpart 2 above, shall be placed seaward of the revetment. 

6. Signage. Signs shall be installed and maintained in conspicuous locations along the 
approved accessways adjacent to the restoration/enhancement area to notify the public 
and residents that the area is a sensitive habitat restoration area and to keep out of the 
dune restoration areas. The signs shall indicate “Habitat Restoration In Progress: Please 
Keep Out of Dune Restoration Area”, or alternative language that is substantially similar. 
Interpretive signage shall also be placed within or adjacent to the two Los Angeles 
County vertical public accessways generally describing the approved project, including 
identification of sensitive habitats in the area; the public access features/requirements 
incorporated into the project and the role of various Local/State/Federal agencies and 
stakeholder groups who contributed to the formation of the project.  The signage shall 
blend in with the surrounding natural environment and not detract from the character of 
the area, and with the exception of signage approved pursuant to Special Condition 14, in 
no instance shall signs be posted which read “Private Beach” or “Private Property.”  The 
location, size, design, and content of all signs to be installed shall be specified in the plan, 
for the review and approval of the Executive Director. Signs that become subject to 
erosion shall be relocated or removed. 

7. Maintenance. The plan shall include provisions for on-going maintenance and/or 
management of the dune habitat restoration/enhancement area for the term of this coastal 
development permit.  At a minimum, semi-annual maintenance and/or management 
activities shall include, as necessary, debris removal, periodic weeding of invasive and 
non-native vegetation and replacement planting consistent with the approved plan. 

8. Implementation. The approved dune habitat restoration/enhancement plan shall be 
implemented within 90 days of the completion of initial beach nourishment activities.  
The Executive Director may grant additional time for good cause.  

 
B. Monitoring Program 
A monitoring program shall be designed and implemented to provide data that will guide the 
dune habitat and enhancement plan and direct any adaptive management actions that will 
increase the likelihood that the enhancement and restoration will be successful. The monitoring 
program shall provide, at a minimum, for the following: 
 

1. Performance Standards: Determination of annual and final performance standards 
selected based on a reference site (s) and/or the literature.  The performance standards 
shall relate logically to the goals of the dune habitat restoration and enhancement plan 
and include standards for special status species, species diversity, vegetative cover, and 
approximate dispersion patterns of major species.  Native plant cover shall not exceed 
that found in southern California coastal strand and southern foredune natural habitats. 
The rationale for the selection of each performance standard must be explained.    
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2. Procedure for Judging Success: Detailed description of the qualitative and quantitative 

sampling methods and statistics intended to be used to monitor dune habitat restoration 
and enhancement shall be provided.  

 
3. Initial Monitoring Report:  Submission of a written report, prepared by a qualified 

environmental resource specialist, upon completion of the initial dune habitat restoration 
and enhancement work, for the review and approval of the Executive Director.  The 
report shall document completion of the initial work and include photographs taken from 
pre-designated sites (annotated to a copy of the site plans).  

4. Interim Monitoring Reports:  After initial dune habitat restoration and enhancement work 
is completed, the applicant shall submit, by no later than December 31st each year, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, annual monitoring reports prepared by a 
qualified environmental resource specialist indicating the progress and relative success or 
failure of the dune habitat restoration and enhancement.  These reports shall also include 
recommendations for modifications or new approaches that would help the project meet 
the performance standards.  These report shall also include photographs taken from pre-
designated sites (annotated to a copy of the site plans) indicating the dune habitat 
restoration and enhancement progress at each of the sites.  Each report shall be 
cumulative and shall summarize all previous results.  Each report shall also include a 
“Performance Evaluation” section where information and results from the monitoring 
program are used to evaluate the status of the dune habitat restoration and enhancement 
project in relation to the interim and final performance standards. 

 
5. Final Report:  Prior to the date that authorization for the approved development expires, a 

final dune habitat restoration and enhancement report shall be submitted for the review 
and approval of the Executive Director.  If the report indicates that the dune habitat 
restoration and enhancement project has, in part, or in whole, been unsuccessful, based 
on the specified performance standards, the applicant(s) shall submit within 90 days a 
revised or supplemental restoration program to compensate for those portions of the 
original program that did not meet the approved performance standard (s), and shall 
implement the measures that must be taken to reach the specified performance standard.  
The revised or supplemental program shall be processed as an amendment to this permit 

 
C. Dune Habitat Restoration Area and Open Space Restrictions: 

1. No development, as defined in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act, shall occur within the 
final approved Dune Habitat Restoration and Enhancement Plan Area (Open Space Area) 
pursuant to Special Condition 5 of this permit except as otherwise specified pursuant to 
this condition. It is recognized that the seaward limit of the dune system and dune 
vegetation within the approved restoration area is ambulatory in nature and that, 
therefore, the seaward extent of the area subject to this open space restriction is also 
ambulatory in nature.  This restriction shall in no way be interpreted to limit or restrict 
the area of beach available for lateral or vertical public access consistent with existing 
public access rights and Special Conditions 13 and 14 of this permit.  Development 
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allowed within Dune Habitat Restoration and Enhancement Plan Area (Open Space Area) 
shall be limited to: 

i. Dune habitat restoration undertaken in accordance with the final approved dune 
habitat restoration and enhancement plan approved pursuant to Special Condition 5. 

ii. Maintenance of existing drainage improvements 

iii. Construction and maintenance of the approved rock revetment, beach 
nourishment/renourishment (including backpassing activities), drainage and polluted 
runoff control activities,  public and private access paths, and other public access 
improvements (including fencing and signage) required and approved pursuant to 
Special Conditions 1, 3, and 13-15 of this permit. 

2. Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit a written 
agreement, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, incorporating all 
of the above terms of this condition.  

 
D. The Permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the final approved plans.  
Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the Executive Director.  
No changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a Coastal Commission - approved 
amendment to the coastal development permit, unless the Executive Director determines that no 
amendment is legally required. 
 
6. Long-Term Marine Resources Monitoring, Reporting, and Mitigation plan 
 
A. Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit to the 
Executive Director, for review and written approval, a final “Marine Habitat Monitoring and 
Mitigation Plan” for biological resources including subtidal rocky habitats (e.g. kelp forest, 
rocky reef, surfgrass), subtidal habitats comprised of unconsolidated sediment (e.g. eelgrass, 
sand dollar beds, pismo clam beds), rocky intertidal habitats (bedrock, boulders, cobble, 
surfgrass) and supralittoral and intertidal sandy beach habitats.  The monitoring and mitigation 
plan shall provide an overall framework to guide monitoring of these marine habitats in and 
immediately adjacent to the project footprint as well as marine habitat reference sites, and 
provide mitigation options for potential impacts to subtidal and intertidal marine habitats.  The 
monitoring and mitigation plan shall be developed in consultation with state and federal agencies 
including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, State Water Resources Control Board, 
California State Lands Commission, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, Army Corp of Engineers, and the Environmental Protection Agency.  A Science 
Advisory Panel (SAP) will be established to oversee marine habitat monitoring and any required 
mitigation.  The SAP will review and guide development of the marine habitat monitoring and 
mitigation plan and advise the Executive Director regarding final plan approval.   
 
B.  Science Advisory Panel  
An expert panel consisting of a minimum of three marine scientists with expertise on nearshore 
habitats, including at least one member with expertise in experimental design and biostatistics, 
shall be established by the Commission. The panel shall be paid by the applicant through the 



4-12-043 (Broad Beach GHAD) 
 
 

21 
 
 

Commission.  The Science Advisory Panel (SAP) shall review and guide development of the 
final marine habitat monitoring and mitigation plan including the selection of reference sites, 
sampling methodology, analytical techniques, criteria for determination of adverse impacts, and 
mitigation options for the various marine habitats.  The SAP shall also review the monitoring 
results and annual reports as they come in and advise the Executive Director regarding project 
status and potential adaptive management actions.  If marine habitat monitoring demonstrates 
that there have been adverse impacts to one or more marine habitats, the SAP shall review and 
guide development of specific habitat mitigation and monitoring plans. 
 
C. Science Advisory Panel Administrative Structure 
Costs for participation of the SAP shall include travel, per diem, meeting time, and reasonable 
preparation time. The amount of funding will based on a SAP budget prepared by the Executive 
Director in consultation with the applicant. The final SAP budget and funding shall be approved 
by the Executive Director and applicant prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit.  In 
the event that agreement on a SAP budget and work program cannot be reached between the 
Executive Director and the applicant, the matter will be brought before the Commission for a 
final resolution. Total costs for such advisory panel shall not exceed $180,000 per year adjusted 
annually by any increase in the consumer price index applicable to California. 
 
D.  Marine Habitat Monitoring Plan 
The marine habitat monitoring plan shall describe the sampling methodology, analytical 
techniques, and criteria for determining whether the implementation of the approved project has 
adverse impacts upon the respective marine habitats and shall include, at a minimum, the 
following: 
 
1. Existing Conditions 
The Plan shall include a description and historical review of the marine resources located within 
the project area including subtidal rocky habitats (e.g., kelp forest, rocky reef, surfgrass), subtidal 
habitats comprised of unconsolidated sediment (e.g., eelgrass, sand dollar beds), rocky intertidal 
habitats (Lechuza Point and boulder field) and sandy beach habitats in the vicinity of the beach 
replenishment project.  The historical review must include a summary of past quantitative 
sampling and survey work (e.g. yearly kelp canopy areal extent data from 1984 to present, and 
Partnership for Interdisciplinary Studies of Coastal Oceans, State Water Resources Control 
Board Areas of Special Biological Significance, Marine Protected Area Monitoring Enterprise, 
and Multi-Agency Rocky Intertidal Network survey work) conducted on these habitats in order 
to document trends in species composition, habitat areal extent, and temporal changes for 
comparison with the post-project marine habitat monitoring findings. 
 
2. Monitoring Objectives 
The monitoring objectives must include: 
a. Fine scale mapping of the marine habitats listed in section A above, 
b. Identification of any adverse impacts to the sandy beach ecosystem resulting from sand 
replenishment with source sand that does not match existing beach sand, 
c. Identification of direct or indirect adverse impacts to subtidal or intertidal habitats resulting 
from the proposed project,  
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d. Identification of likely causes of any documented adverse impacts (burial, scouring, turbidity, 
sand grain size, etc.), 
e. Recommendations for adaptive management (e.g., future sand replenishment grain size 
adjustments, volume of future sand replenishment, sand placement adjustments) to avoid 
continuing adverse impacts, if adverse impacts are detected.  
 
3. Monitoring Design 
Monitoring must be divided into two distinct phases utilizing the same monitoring design: 
a. Spring and fall pre-construction monitoring initiated one year prior to project construction.  If 
two seasons of pre-construction monitoring are not feasible, pre-construction spring monitoring 
must be conducted.  The purpose of pre-construction monitoring is to establish pre-project 
ecological (physical and biological) baseline conditions.  
 
b. Post-construction monitoring for 10 years (life of the permit) after construction is complete.  
The highly dynamic nature of the nearshore marine ecosystem and the potential for one or more 
marine habitats to be adversely impacted by the project must be considered in determining the 
frequency of monitoring (i.e. the frequency of the respective methods employed for monitoring).   
 
4.  Monitoring Methods 
The plan must include monitoring methods and a schedule for their execution with the intention 
of meeting the monitoring objectives; specifically, methods to monitor for and quantify potential 
direct and indirect adverse impacts upon one or more of the marine habitats listed in section A 
above.  At a minimum, the applicant shall consider using the following methods in the final 
“Marine Habitat Monitoring and Mitigation Plan”.  The monitoring methods and schedule shall 
be developed in close consultation with the SAP for the review and approval of the Executive 
Director.   
 
a. Remote Sensing 
Remote sensing techniques shall be employed to map rocky subtidal (with and without kelp) and 
rocky intertidal (with and without surfgrass) habitats in the project area and a minimum of two 
reference site outside the influence of the project area with the highest accuracy possible.  
  

i. Multi-Spectral Aerial Surveys 
Multi-spectral aerial surveys, similar to that employed by the applicant in July 2014, 
using an airplane fitted with specialized camera equipment designed to capture imagery 
within a specific array of spectral bands optimized to discern coastal marine habitats 
including kelp forest, understory canopy algae, eelgrass, and surfgrass.  Survey results 
shall be groundtruthed. 

 
ii. Multi-beam and Sidescan Sonar 
Multi-beam and sidescan sonar surveys, similar to that conducted by the applicant in May 
2014, to distinguish surficial features and to map nearshore marine benthic habitat types.   
 

b. Subtidal and Intertidal Field Monitoring   
The subtidal and intertidal monitoring methods employed must be capable of discriminating 
between habitats influenced by sand inundation and habitats rarely or never influenced by sand 



4-12-043 (Broad Beach GHAD) 
 
 

23 
 
 

inundation, the length of time respective habitats have been inundated with sand, and the sand 
source (natural or project derived).  The subtidal marine habitats that must be monitored are 
rocky bottom (with and without kelp) and unconsolidated substrates (with and without eelgrass).  
The intertidal habitats that must be monitored are Lechuza Point and the boulder field east of 
Lechuza Point and the sandy beach   A minimum of two reference sites for each of the above 
habitat types must be monitored.  The reference sites should be as close as possible to the 
potential impact area within an area outside the project’s influence.  

 
The marine habitat monitoring locations in the immediate project area must be established based 
on the project footprint and model-predicted sedimentation patterns, after consultation with the 
applicant, resource agencies, and the SAP.  Reference site locations must be based on similarity 
to the respective marine habitats in the project area and proximity to the study area, after 
consultation with the applicant, resource agencies, and the SAP.  Eelgrass mapping must be in 
substantial conformance with NOAA’s California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy and Implementing 
Guidelines published in October 2014.   
 
In order to assess whether the macroinvertebrate assemblage that colonizes Broad Beach 
following sand replenishment is what would be there but for on-going disturbance, a minimum 
of two undisturbed beaches within the Malibu littoral cell, as well as the section of Broad Beach 
in the project footprint, must be monitored.  The undisturbed beaches must be chosen based on 
having sand characteristics as similar as possible to the existing Broad Beach sand (well sorted, 
D50 =0.25), having similar geomorphology (intermediate dissipative beaches) that face in the 
same general direction, and having the same general wave regime.  In addition to these beaches, 
the section of Broad Beach west of the replenishment project and Zuma Beach east of the 
replenishment project must be monitored.  

 
The beach monitoring methods must be capable of determining; 1) whether the portion of Broad 
Beach covered by quarry sand develops a sandy beach macroinvertebrate fauna similar to the 
reference beaches, and, 2) whether the project adversely impacts the beach ecosystem west and 
east of the project. The beach monitoring methods must be designed to identify approximately 
80% of the organisms present; in order to capture this percentage of the community, 
approximately 3 square meters of surface area must be surveyed (Schlacher et al. 2008).  In order 
to compare results to past surveys, the beach sampling must employ 10 cm diameter by 20 cm 
deep cores and sieve the samples using a 1.5mm/1.0mm aperture sieve.  This monitoring shall be 
conducted before construction in the spring and fall and semi-annually in spring and fall for the 
life of the project at the replenished beach, the reference beaches and the beach west of the 
replenished beach and the beach east of the replenished beach.   
 
The subtidal and intertidal monitoring must be designed to pick up, at a minimum, a 20% change 
between the respective impact and reference sites.  That is, the monitoring must be designed to 
have an 80% chance of picking up a 20% change.  This is sometimes referred to as the 20, 20, 20 
rule where Type I error (the null hypothesis is true but rejected) or alpha is set at .20, Type II 
error (the null hypothesis is false but accepted) or beta is set at .20, and power is equal to 1-beta 
or .80.   
 
5.  Criteria for Detecting Adverse Impacts 
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The Plan must include criteria for determining whether the project has resulted in direct or 
indirect adverse impacts upon one or more of the marine habitats described in Section A, above. 
The criteria must be amenable to quantitative assessment and must include estimates of the areas 
of kelp forest, eelgrass, and surfgrass lost as a result of the project. 
 
6. Monitoring Reports 
Annual reports that review the results of past monitoring and report on the most recent work 
must be submitted no later than December 31st of each year for review by the SAP and review 
and approval by the Executive Director.  A report at the end of 5 years shall determine whether 
adverse impacts to marine habitats have occurred as a result of the project as required pursuant to 
special condition 2C.  If adverse impacts are detected that is when the need for mitigation will be 
determined.  If mitigation is deemed necessary a permit amendment for submission to the 
Commission will be required. 
 
E.  Marine Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring  
If adverse impacts are detected, mitigation will be required.  The mitigation ratio for impacts 
upon subtidal rocky or intertidal rocky habitat shall be mitigated at a minimum of 4:1 because of 
the uncertainty and difficulty of mitigating for these habitats.  Adverse impacts upon eelgrass 
shall be mitigated according to the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy.  
 
Upon detection of adverse impacts upon one or more habitats, the applicant, in consultation with 
the SAP, shall develop a habitat specific mitigation plan for each impacted habitat that will 
provide the overall framework to guide the mitigation work, for review and approval of the 
Executive Director.  The revised mitigation and monitoring program shall be processed as an 
amendment to the coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no 
permit amendment is required. 
 

7. Biological Monitoring During Construction and Pre-Construction Surveys 
 
The applicant shall retain the services of a qualified biologist or environmental resources 
specialist (hereinafter, “environmental resources specialist”) with appropriate qualifications 
acceptable to the Executive Director, to monitor the site during construction and beach 
nourishment activities and conduct sensitive species pre-construction surveys.  Prior to the 
commencement of development, the applicant shall submit the contact information of all 
monitors with a description of their duties and their on-site schedule to the Executive Director 
for review and approval.  The applicant shall ensure that the Environmental Specialist shall 
perform all of the following duties, and the applicant shall observe the following requirements: 

A. The environmental resource specialists shall: (1) conduct a survey of the project site to 
determine presence and behavior of sensitive species one day prior to commencement of 
any construction activities and/or the commencement of any beach 
nourishment/backpassing activities on the project site, (2) immediately report the results of 
the survey to the applicant and the Commission, and (3) monitor the site during all 
construction activities related to the permeable pier sand retention system, the seasonal 
beach berm, and/or the of any beach nourishment activities on the project site. 
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B. In the event that the environmental resources specialist reports finding that any sensitive 
wildlife species (including but not limited to western snowy plover or California grunion) 
exhibit reproductive or nesting behavior, the applicant shall cease work and immediately 
notify the Executive Director and local resource agencies.  Project activities shall resume 
only upon written approval of the Executive Director. 

C. Prior to construction activities and/or the commencement of any beach 
nourishment/backpassing activities, the applicant shall have the environmental resource 
specialist conduct a survey of the project site, to determine presence of California grunion 
during the seasonally predicted run period and egg incubation period, as identified by the 
California Department of Fish and Game.  If the environmental resources specialist 
determines that any grunion spawning activity is occurring and/or that grunion are present 
in or adjacent to the project site, then no construction, maintenance, grading, or grooming 
activities shall occur on, or adjacent to, the area of the beach where grunion have been 
observed to spawn until the next predicted run in which no grunion are observed.  Surveys 
shall be conducted for all seasonally predicted run periods in which material is proposed to 
be placed at any of the above sites.  If the applicant is in the process of placing material, the 
material shall be graded and groomed to contours that will enhance the habitat for grunion 
prior to the run period. Furthermore, placement activities shall cease in order to determine 
whether grunion are using the beach during the following run period. The applicant shall 
have the environmental resource specialist provide inspection reports after each grunion 
run observed and shall provide copies of such reports to the Executive Director and to the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

D. Prior to initiation of daily project activities, the resource specialist shall examine the beach 
area to preclude impacts to sensitive species.  Project activities, shall not occur until any 
sensitive species (e.g., western snowy plovers, etc.) have left the project area or its vicinity.  
In the event that the environmental resource specialist determines that any sensitive 
wildlife species exhibit reproductive or nesting behavior, the applicant shall cease work, 
and shall immediately notify the Executive Director and local resource agencies.  Project 
activities shall resume only upon written approval of the Executive Director.  The applicant 
shall cease work should any breach in permit compliance occur or if any unforeseen 
sensitive habitat issues arise. The environmental resource specialist(s) shall require the 
applicant to cease work should any breach in permit compliance occur or if any unforeseen 
sensitive habitat issues arise.  The environmental resource specialist(s) shall also 
immediately notify the Executive Director if development activities outside of the scope of 
this coastal development permit occur. If significant impacts or damage occur to sensitive 
wildlife species, the applicant shall be required to submit a revised, or supplemental 
program to adequately mitigate such impacts. 

E. Turbidity. The environmental resource specialist shall visually monitor and document the 
turbidity of coastal waters during all beach nourishment or backpassing activities. The 
extent and duration of turbidity plumes shall be recorded and mapped by the monitor 
during each day of disposal activities. If the turbidity plume is observed to reach kelp beds 
or eelgrass beds, beach nourishment or backpassing shall be terminated until the turbidity 
plume has dissipated.  If turbidity levels are significantly above ambient levels for more 
than three (3) consecutive days, then the rate of sand placement shall be reduced so that 
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large, long lasting turbidity plumes are no longer created. After all sand placement 
operations have ceased, the applicant shall monitor and document the extent and duration 
of any lasting turbidity plume. The final results of all turbidity monitoring shall be reported 
to the Commission within 30 days following each beach nourishment and backpassing 
operation. 

F. The applicant shall submit documentation prepared by the environmental resource 
specialist which indicates the results of each pre-construction survey, including if any 
sensitive species were observed and associated behaviors or activities.  Location of any 
nests observed shall be mapped. 

 

8. Sediment Analysis and Testing 
 
A. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, an 

engineer(s) or environmental professional(s), with appropriate qualifications acceptable to 
the Executive Director, shall prepare a Sampling and Analysis Plan for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director.  The Sampling and Analysis Plan shall address the 
physical and chemical sediment testing at the source site, and shall be consistent with the 
following: 

(1) Sampling Frequency – Samples shall be collected throughout the source area, with 
one (1) sample per 0.5 acres, and a minimum of five (5) samples per source site for 
contaminant testing and a minimum of four (4) samples per source stockpile site 
for testing grain size, color, particle shape, and debris.  Stockpile areas shall be 
divided into relatively equal areas (such as quadrants or cells) to provide 
representative samples of the source sand. The stockpile sampling depth shall 
extend approximately one-foot (1-ft) beyond the anticipated stockpile height.  At a 
minimum, sample quantities shall be sufficient for appropriate testing; archive 
samples for chemical testing shall be maintained; archive samples for grain size 
testing are optional.    

(2)  Contaminants -- Based on U.S. EPA Tier I analyses results, Tier II bulk chemical 
analysis shall be conducted on representative composite samples of each source 
material proposed for placement at the Broad Beach deposition site.  The material 
shall be analyzed for consistency with EPA, ACOE, State Water Resources 
Control Board and RWQCB requirements for beach replenishment.  At a 
minimum, the chemical analysis shall be conducted consistent with the joint 
EPA/Corps Inland Testing Manual.  If the ACOE / EPA, State Water Resources 
Board or RWQCB determine that the sediment exceeds Effects Range Medium 
(ER-M) contaminant threshold levels as specified by the U.S. EPA, the materials 
shall not be placed at the site. 

(3) Grain Size – Grain size analysis shall be conducted on the representative stockpile 
samples, using a single composite sample prepared with equal volumes from each 
representative sampling site. Samples shall be sieved, consistent with the 
American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) D 422-63 (Standard Test 
Method of Particle Size Analysis of Soils, ASTM, 2007 or as updated). Gradation 
curves shall be generated for each composite representative stockpile site to 
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develop the d84, d50 and d16 for visual and quantitative comparison with the 
established Broad Beach grain size envelope and the grain size limitations 
identified in Part C (Deposition of Source Material) of this condition. 

(4) Color -- Color classification shall be conducted on representative samples of each 
source material proposed for placement at Broad Beach. The color shall 
reasonably match the color of the receiving beach after reworking by wave action.   

(5) Particle Shape – Particle shape classification shall be conducted on representative 
samples of each source material proposed for placement at Broad Beach. For 
beach replenishment, 90% or more of the source material shall consist of rounded 
particles (i.e., maximum of 10% angular particles).   

(6) Debris Content – A visual inspection of the source location shall be conducted to 
determine the presence and types of debris such as trash, wood, or vegetation.  The 
amount of debris within the material shall be estimated, as a percentage of the total 
amount of source material. Prior to placement of source material at Broad Beach, 
all such debris material shall be separated from the sand material (by mechanical 
screening, manual removal or other means) and taken to a proper disposal site 
authorized to receive such material. 

(7) Compactability – Chemical and visual inspections of the source location shall be 
conducted to determine the presence of elements such as iron oxides which can 
compact to form a hardpan surface. Source material with compactable material 
shall be considered for placement below the mean high tide only. 

B. Results from sediment testing for contaminants, grain size, color, particle shape, debris 
content, and compactability shall be provided to the Executive Director for review and 
approval prior to each separate placement of sand at the approved Broad Beach 
nourishment area.   

C. Deposition of source material shall occur consistent with the following: 
(1) Source material that does not meet the applicable physical, chemical, color, particle 

shape, debris, and/or compactability standards for beach replenishment shall not be 
used.  Specifically, the source material must meet the following specifications: 

 
a. The source material to be used for beach nourishment purposes can only 

contain no more than 10% fine material that is 0.074mm in size or smaller.  
b. The source material to be used for beach nourishment purposes can contain 

no more than 10% coarse material greater than 2.0 mm in size, and no more 
than 1%  of material that is 4.76mm and larger.   

c. The D50 for the source material to be used for beach nourishment and dune 
creation purposes must be within the range of 0.25 mm to 0.6 mm. 

 
(2) Each report on sediment analysis shall include confirmation by the U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers and California Regional Water Quality Control Board that the material 
proposed for beach replenishment meets the minimum criteria necessary for 
placement on a sandy beach. If deemed necessary by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, the analysis will also include such confirmation from the State Water 
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Resources Control Board regarding consistency with the 2012 Ocean Plan and any 
other regulations applicable in an Area of Special Biological Significance.   

 
9. Construction and Operational Timing Constraints 
It shall be the applicant’s responsibility to assure that the following timing restrictions are 
observed, both concurrent with, and after completion of, all project operations: 

 
a. All project activities, with the exception of monitoring, shall occur Monday through 

Friday, excluding state holidays.  No work shall occur on Saturday or Sunday. 

b. All work shall take place during daylight hours, except for truck arrival and departure 
within the limits of the existing Zuma Beach parking lot, which may occur until 9pm at 
night.  The lighting of the beach area is prohibited unless, due to extenuating 
circumstances, the Executive Director authorizes non-daylight work and/or beach 
lighting.  

c. All construction operations, including operation of equipment, material placement, 
placement or removal of equipment or facilities, restricting public access, and 
backpassing/beach renourishment or other activities (with the exception of habitat 
restoration/revegetation) shall be prohibited as follows: 

i. From the Friday prior to Memorial Day in May through Labor Day in September 
to avoid impacts on public recreational use of the beach and other public amenities 
in the project vicinity, unless, due to extenuating circumstances, the Executive 
director authorizes such work. 

ii. On any part of the beach and shorefront in the project area when California 
grunion (including eggs) are present during any run periods and corresponding egg 
incubation periods, as documented by the surveys conducted pursuant to Special 
Condition 7, to avoid impact on the spawning of the California Grunion. 

iii. On any part of the beach and shorefront in the project area when western snowy 
plover are present, as identified by the surveys conducted pursuant to Special 
Condition 7, to avoid adverse effects to western snowy plovers. 

 

10. Construction and Operational Responsibilities 
 
It shall be the applicant’s responsibility to assure that the following requirements are observed 
both concurrent with, and after completion of, all project operations: 

 
a. All construction materials and equipment placed on the beach during daylight 

construction hours shall be stored beyond the reach of tidal waters.  All construction 
materials and equipment shall be removed in their entirety from the beach area by sunset 
each day that work occurs. 

b. Staging areas shall be used only during active construction operations and will not be 
used to store materials or equipment between renourishment/backpassing operations. 
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c. During construction, washing of trucks, paint, equipment, or similar activities shall occur 
only in areas where polluted water and materials can be contained for subsequent 
removal from the site. Wash water shall not be discharged to the storm drains, street, 
drainage ditches, creeks, or wetlands. Areas designated for washing functions shall be at 
least 100 feet from any storm drain, water body or sensitive biological resources. The 
location(s) of the washout area(s) shall be clearly noted at the construction site with 
signs. In addition, construction materials and waste such as paint, mortar, concrete slurry, 
fuels, etc. shall be stored, handled, and disposed of in a manner which prevents storm 
water contamination.  

d. Construction debris and sediment shall be removed from construction areas as necessary 
to prevent the accumulation of sediment and other debris which may be discharged into 
coastal waters. Any and all debris resulting from construction activities shall be removed 
from the project site within 24 hours. Debris shall be disposed at a debris disposal site 
outside of the coastal zone or at a location within the coastal zone authorized to receive 
such material.  

e. At the completion of the initial beach nourishment operation and any future beach 
supplemental beach nourishment and backpassing activities, the sand deposited on the 
beach shall be graded and groomed to natural beach contours to restore the shoreline 
habitat and to facilitate recreational use at least one month prior to Memorial Day in May.  
Disturbance to wrack and coastal strand habitat shall be minimized to the extent feasible.  

f. During all beach nourishment activities authorized pursuant to this permit, the applicant 
shall be responsible for removing all unsuitable material or debris within the area of 
placement should the material be found to be unsuitable for any reason, at any time, when 
the presence of such unsuitable material/debris can reasonably be attributed to the 
placement material.  Debris shall be disposed at a debris disposal site outside of the 
Coastal Zone or at a location within the Coastal Zone authorized to receive such material. 

g. The Permittee shall notify planning staff of the California Coastal Commission’s South 
Central Coast District Office at least 3 working days in advance of commencement of any 
construction/nourishment/backpassing activities, and immediately upon completion of 
such activities.   

 
11. Future Maintenance Authorized 
By acceptance of this permit, the applicant acknowledges and agrees to the following:  
 
A. Future maintenance and repair of the rock revetment between 31350 Broad Beach Road and 

30760 Broad Beach Road) may be completed without a new coastal development permit for 
a period of 10 years commencing from the date of Commission action on this permit (until 
December 11, 2024) consistent with the following limitations (any other proposed 
maintenance or repair, and any maintenance or repair of the rock revetment after December 
11, 2024, may require the issuance of a new coastal development permit from the California 
Coastal Commission): 

 
1 Prior to the commencement of any such repair or maintenance work, the applicant must 

obtain written authorization from the Executive Director of the California Coastal 
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Commission.  The permittee shall submit a written report prepared by a professional 
engineer, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, identifying the proposed 
maintenance and repair work, method for performing work, analysis of the necessity for 
the work, and a quantification of any additional rock to be added to the revetment.  The 
maintenance and repair report shall be submitted at least 60 days in advance of the 
proposed work to allow time for review by the Executive Director.  The Executive 
Director’s review will be for the purpose of ensuring that the nature of the work, the 
method proposed for the work, and all other aspects of the proposed work is consistent 
with the provisions of this condition, including Subparts A2, A3, A4, and A5 of this 
condition listed below. 

 
2. No future repair or maintenance, enhancement, reinforcement, or any other activity 

affecting the rock revetment shall be undertaken if such activity extends the seaward 
footprint of the subject shoreline protective device.  No rock shall be placed seaward of 
the approved toe of the revetment and no increase in the approved height of the revetment 
shall occur.  Any debris, rock, or other materials which become dislodged after 
completion through weathering, wave action or settlement shall be removed from the 
beach or deposited on the revetment on an as-needed basis as soon as feasible after 
discovery. The rock revetment may be maintained in its approved size, location, and 
configuration, no expansion to the size, height, or footprint of the revetment shall be 
allowed.  The importation of a minor amount of new rock may be allowed if necessary to 
maintain the design size, height, footprint of the approved revetment although in no event 
shall more than 3,600 tons of new armor stone (approximately 10% of the approved 
volume of the revetment) be imported for any individual repair project.  The addition of 
more than 3,600 tons of new armor stone for any individual repair project shall require a 
new coastal development permit and is not exempt pursuant to this condition. 

 
3. Maintenance or repair work shall only occur during the late fall or winter season from 

October 1 to March 15.  Any repair or maintenance of the shoreline protective device 
between March 16 and September 30 shall require a new coastal development permit and 
is not exempt pursuant to this condition, with the exception that removal of any debris, 
rock or other material from the sandy beach that becomes displaced from the revetment 
and will be deposited on the revetment or exported to an offsite disposal area shall occur 
on an as-needed basis, regardless of the time of the year and without the requirement for 
submitting a written report 60 days in advance of the work or for prior written 
authorization from the Executive Director. 

 
4. Maintenance or repair work shall be completed incorporating all feasible Best 

Management practices.  No machinery shall be allowed in the active surf zone at any 
time.  The permittee shall remove from the beach any and all debris that results from the 
construction/repair work period. 

 
5. The applicant shall, by accepting the written authorization from the Executive Director, 

shall agree and ensure that the project contractor shall comply with the following 
construction-related requirements: 
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 (a) No construction materials, debris, or waste shall be placed or stored where it may 
be subject to wave erosion and dispersion; 

 (b) Any and all debris resulting from construction activities shall be removed from 
the beach prior to the end of each work day; 

 (c) No machinery or mechanized equipment shall be allowed at any time within the 
active surf zone, except for that necessary to remove the errant rocks from the beach 
seaward of the revetment; 

 (d) All excavated beach sand shall be redeposited on the beach. 
 
B. The applicant shall be responsible for maintenance, repair, and replacement of the access 

stairways (for the provision of both public and private access) that extending from the 10 ft. 
wide public pedestrian path to the toe of the rock revetment below required pursuant to 
Special Condition 1, Part 1 and Special Condition 3, Part B.  .  Such maintenance shall occur 
on as needed basis, in perpetuity for the life of the rock revetment, in order to ensure the 
public’s ability to use the stairways. 

 
12. Future Development of the Site 
Any future redevelopment of any property located landward of the revetment alignment as 
stipulated in Special Condition No. 1 (i.e. 31350 Broad Beach Road to 30708 Broad Beach Rd.) 
shall not rely on the permitted revetment to establish geologic stability or protection from 
hazards. Redevelopment on all properties within the area that is subject to this coastal 
development permit shall be sited and designed to ensure geologic and engineering stability 
without reliance on shoreline or bluff protective devices consistent with development standards 
and policies of the City of Malibu LCP. As used in this condition, “redevelopment” is defined to 
include: (1) additions, or; (2) expansions, or; (3) demolition, renovation or replacement that 
would result in alteration to 50 percent or more of an existing structure, structural walls or 
structural foundations or (4) demolition, renovation or replacement of less than 50 percent of an 
existing structure where the proposed remodel or addition would result in a combined alteration 
of 50 percent or more of the structure from its condition as of December 11, 2014. 
 
13. Dune Protection and Public Beach Access Areas  
PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the permittee 
shall cause the execution and recordation of a deed restriction, in form and content acceptable to 
the Executive Director, that irrevocably (1) protects the dune protection buffer area required 
pursuant to Special Condition 5 of this permit and (2) grants the public the right of lateral public 
access and passive recreational use along the shoreline during the period that the revetment 
authorized by this permit or any part thereof remains in existence, in each case as described 
below.  The deed restriction shall be recorded against the properties that extend from 31350 to 
30760 Broad Beach Road, inclusive, and it shall be recorded against all parcels identified on the 
APN map attached as Exhibit 18.  The dune protection buffer area shall extend from the seaward 
toe of the approved rock revetment to the ambulatory seaward most limit of dune vegetation as 
required in Special Condition 5.  Only uses allowed by Special Condition 5 will be permitted in 
the dune protection buffer area.  
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The deed restriction shall memorialize a public right of lateral public access and passive 
recreational use over the entirety of the area running parallel to the shore and extending landward 
25 feet from the post-nourishment ambulatory mean high tide line if and when the ambulatory 
mean high tide line comes within 25 feet seaward of the 2010 mean high tide line surveyed by 
the California State Lands Commission.  If and as the ambulatory mean high tide line moves 
landward then that landward edge of the public access and recreational use area will move inland 
commensurate with the movement of the ambulatory mean high tide line such that the then-
ambulatory public access and recreational use area continues to extend 25 feet inland from the 
then-current mean high tide line. Should the mean high tide line migrate inland to a point where 
there is no longer at least 10 feet of dry sandy beach seaward of the toe of the approved 
revetment for safe lateral public access, then the lateral public access provisions of the easement 
required pursuant to Special Condition 14 of this permit shall take effect.  

 
Public access shall not be allowed within the dune protection buffer area unless the beach area 
seaward of the first line of dune vegetation is impassible due to high tides, formation of a steep 
scarp or some other reason, in which case the public shall be able to pass and repass along the 
top of the seaward most dune formation. The deed restriction implementing this condition may 
be executed by each affected landowner or  by the permittee if it demonstrates to the satisfaction 
of the Executive Director that it has acquired fee title by exercising its eminent domain authority.  
Alternatively, permittee may implement this condition by dedicating an easement to the extent 
the permittee satisfies the prior-stated criterion for each area over which it proposes to record the 
deed restriction.  The deed restriction (or easement, if applicable) shall be recorded free of prior 
liens and encumbrances, except for tax liens, that the Executive Director determines may affect 
the interest being conveyed, and shall include legal descriptions and graphic depictions of the 
legal parcels subject to the permit and a metes and bounds legal description and graphic 
depiction of the restricted areas described in this condition prepared by a licensed surveyor and 
based on an onsite inspection.  
 
14. Dedication of a Lateral Public Access Easement(s) and Declaration of Restrictions- 

Revetment and Lateral Access Pathway  
 
PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant 
and/or property owners located between 31340 to 30760 Broad Beach Road shall execute and 
record a document(s) in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, granting to the 
Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority (“MRCA”), or another public agency 
acceptable to the Executive Director, on behalf of the people of the State of California 
(“grantee”) a lateral public access easement(s) over the entire length of the approved revetment 
between 31340 to 30760 Broad Beach Road that encompasses the entire area between the 
seaward toe of the revetment and a line parallel and ten feet inland from the landward edge of the 
approved revetment for a public access pathway, as generally illustrated on Exhibit 8. The 
permittee shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Executive Director that it has the authority 
to convey/grant the easement interest either 1) by demonstrating that it has acquired fee title by 
exercising its eminent domain authority pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 26576; or 2) 
by demonstrating that each affected landowner has executed the grant; or 3) some combination 
thereof. 
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The access easement(s) shall provide that the public’s right to pass and repass may only be 
exercised if and when any of the following conditions are occurring, and only for the duration of 
time that any of the following conditions are occurring:  
 

1) Less than ten feet of dry sandy beach exists seaward of the seaward toe of the 
revetment at any point along the revetment; or 

2) any circumstance occurs (for example but not limited to an oil spill) which prohibits 
the public’s use, access, and enjoyment of the area subject to the deed restriction 
described in Special Condition 13. 

 
The recorded easement document(s) shall include a formal legal description of the entire 
property; and a metes and bounds legal description and graphic depiction, prepared by a 
licensed surveyor, of the portion of the lateral access easement area on the properties held by the 
applicant/property owners, as generally shown on Exhibit 8,. The recorded document shall 
reflect that no development shall occur within the public access easement area except for 
signage, symbolic fencing, and minor improvements to the public access pathway.  The grant of 
easement(s) shall be recorded free of prior liens and encumbrances  which the Executive 
Director determines may affect the interest being conveyed, and shall run with the land in favor 
of the grantee on behalf of the people of the State of California, binding all successors and 
assigns. 

 
15. Public Access Management Program  
Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for the review 
and approval of the Executive Director, a Public Access Management Program that provides for 
the following: 
 
A. Public Access Provisions During Construction Activities 

1. The Public Access Management Program shall include a plan for ensuring safe public 
access to or around construction areas, beach deposition sites, and/or staging areas 
shall be maintained during all project operations.  The plan shall include a description 
of the methods (including signs, fencing, posting of security guards, etc.) by which 
safe public access to or around construction areas, beach deposition sites, and/or 
staging areas shall be maintained during all project operations.  In the event that Broad 
Beach must be closed to pedestrian use during active beach 
nourishment/renourishment operations only, then signage shall be installed indicating 
alternative beach access points along Broad Beach available for public access.  The 
applicant shall maintain public access pursuant to the approved version of the report.  
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 required. 

2. The program shall include all necessary temporary access provisions, including any 
necessary traffic control and crosswalk improvements, to maintain public pedestrian 
access between Zuma County Beach and the Trancas Market Property along the 
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shoulder of Pacific Coast Highway immediately landward of the project site and 
staging area.   Any temporary pedestrian access improvements within the highway 
right-of-way must be reviewed and approved by the California Department of 
Transportation (Cal Trans). 

3. Where public parking areas are used for staging or storage of equipment and materials, 
unless there is no feasible alternative, 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 shall be used.  At each site, the number of public 
parking spaces utilized shall be the minimum necessary to implement the project.  

4. The applicant shall post each construction site with a notice indicating the expected 
dates of construction and/or beach closures. 

 
B. Symbolic Public Access Fencing and Signage Plan 

1. The Public Access Management Program shall include a Symbolic Public Access 
Fencing and Signage Plan that provides for the installation of symbolic post and cable 
fencing along the landward limit of the ten foot wide public access path located 
immediately landward of the approved rock revetment.  The post and cable fencing 
shall be no more than 42 inches in height and designed to be removable in the event of 
wave uprush.  The symbolic post and cable fencing shall be installed by the applicant 
in a manner consistent with the approved plan within 30 days of the identified criteria 
requiring opening of the path to the public pursuant to the provisions of Special 
Condition 14, and in no event later than within 30 days from the date of notification if 
notified in writing by either the Executive Director of the California Coastal 
Commission or the easement holder that the identified criteria requiring opening of the 
path to the public pursuant to the provisions of Special Condition 14 have been met.  
The Executive Director may grant additional time for good cause. 

2. The Plan shall include the provision for the installation of signage to be incorporated  
into the design of the symbolic post and cable fencing adequate to inform the public of 
their right to utilize all public access areas on site (including the recorded lateral public 
access path immediately landward of the revetment, the portion of the sandy beach 
between the mean high tide line and the toe of the revetment, and the public access 
stairways required pursuant to Special Conditions 1 and 4).  At a minimum, the 
Program shall provide for the installation of signs to be installed within 300 ft. 
intervals along the 10 ft. wide path and at both the western (upcoast) end and eastern 
(downcoast) end of the 10 ft. wide public path and adjacent to each of the two Los 
Angeles County public vertical accessways on site. 

3. The plan shall show the location, size, design, and content of all signs.  The applicant 
acknowledges and agrees that no signs shall be posted on the sandy beach, the rock 
revetment, or along the identified public access areas unless specifically authorized by 
the approved signage plan, a separate coastal development permit, or an amendment to 
this coastal permit.  The signs may indicate that the areas of the site located landward 
of the public access areas are sensitive dune habitat and/or private property.  No signs 
that restrict public access to State tidelands, public vertical or lateral access easement 
areas, or which purport to identify the boundary between State tidelands and private 
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property shall be permitted. The applicant shall be responsible for removal of any such 
sign that comes to be installed that is inconsistent with these sign restrictions.  
Approved signage shall be installed concurrent with the installation of the symbolic 
public access fencing required pursuant to Part B.1 of this condition. 

4. The permittee shall install all symbolic fencing signs in accordance with the approved 
plans.  The permittee, or its successor in interest, shall maintain the approved fencing 
and signs in good condition for the life of the project and replace when necessary. 

C. Maintenance of Existing Public Vertical Access Improvements: 

The applicant shall be responsible for the cost, construction, and maintenance of any new 
improvements (including but not limited to repairs or modifications of the two existing 
public access stairways that have been previously constructed over the as-built rock 
revetment) within the two existing vertical public access rights-of-way necessary to 
maintain safe public pedestrian access from Broad Beach Road to the sandy beach as 
required by the Executive Director and Los Angeles County Department of Beaches 
substantially similar to the public access that exists on site at the time of Commission 
action on this permit.  If any such improvements, or changes over time, are necessary to 
maintain safe and adequate public pedestrian access, then the applicant shall submit a 
detailed construction plan for the review and approval of both the Executive Director and 
Los Angeles County Department of Beaches and Harbors and comply with any 
requirements imposed by those entities. 

 
16. Feasibility Study for the Removal of Existing Residential On-site Waste Water    

Treatment Systems.  
 
Prior to the end of the ten (10) year term of this Coastal Development Permit, and as part of the 
coastal development permit for re-authorization of the project, the applicant shall submit to the 
Executive Director, a detailed study, prepared by a licensed civil/sanitary engineer or other 
qualified professional, analyzing the feasibility of removing the existing on-site waste water 
treatment systems currently serving the residences within the Geologic Hazard Abatement 
District boundaries and connection of those residences to a new package sewage treatment 
facility or to an upgraded existing package sewage treatment facility. The feasibility study shall 
include an analysis and technical engineering details and requirements for the removal of the 
existing on-site waste water treatment systems within the District boundaries and conceptual 
design plans for either a new package sewage treatment plant or the upgrade of an existing 
treatment plant, such as the Trancas Canyon Package Sewage Treatment Plant.  The feasibility 
study shall also include an analysis of permitting and regulatory requirements, potential 
environmental impacts, necessary infrastructure upgrades; alternative locations and technologies 
for a package sewage treatment plant; preliminary budget, including any land acquisition costs 
and a preliminary construction schedule/time line.   
 
The feasibility study shall be prepared in consultation with the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, the City of Malibu and the County of Los Angeles if applicable.  Five years from the 
issuance of the coastal development permit the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director a 
progress report on the status of the feasibility study.   
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17. Required Approvals 
Prior to the issuance of this permit, the applicant shall provide evidence, for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director, that they have obtained all other necessary State and local 
government permits that may be necessary for all aspects of the proposed project including, but 
not limited to, permits, leases, or approvals from the California State Lands Commission, 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, State Water Resources Control Board, Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, South Coast Air Quality Management District, California 
Department of Transportation, and authorization for all staging and stockpile areas within Zuma 
Beach County Park from Los Angeles County Department of Beaches and Harbors, unless 
evidence is submitted that such approval(s) are not required.  In addition, by acceptance of this 
permit, the applicant agrees to obtain all necessary Federal permits, consultations, or approvals 
that may be necessary for all aspects of the proposed project (including, but not limited to, the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and National Marine Fishery Service). 
 
18. Assumption of Risk, Waiver of Liability and Indemnity 
By acceptance of this permit, the applicant acknowledges and agrees (i) that the site may be subject 
to hazards from erosion, liquefaction, waves, flooding, and sea level rise; (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. 
 
Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit a written 
agreement, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, incorporating all of the above 
terms of this condition. 
 
19. Indemnification by Applicant 
Liability for Costs and Attorney’s Fees: By acceptance of this permit, the Applicant/Permittee agrees 
to reimburse the Coastal Commission in full for all Coastal Commission costs and attorney’s fees -- 
including (1) those charged by the Office of the Attorney General, and (2) any court costs and 
attorney’s fees that the Coastal Commission may be required by a court to pay -- that the Coastal 
Commission incurs in connection with the defense of any action brought by a party other than the 
Applicant/Permittee against the Coastal Commission, its officers, employees, agents, successors and 
assigns challenging the approval or issuance of this permit. The Coastal Commission retains 
complete authority to conduct and direct the defense of any such action against the Coastal 
Commission. 
 
20. Condition Compliance 
Within 18 months of Commission action on this coastal development permit application, or within 
such additional time as the Executive Director may grant for good cause, the applicant shall satisfy 
all requirements specified in the conditions hereto that the applicant is required to satisfy prior to 
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issuance of this permit.  Failure to comply with this requirement may result in the institution of 
enforcement action under the provisions Chapter 9 of the Coastal Act. 
 

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 
 
The Commission hereby finds and declares: 
 
A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 

1. Project Description and Location 

The applicant is requesting authorization of an approximately 4,150 ft. long, 12-15 ft. high, 22-
38 ft. wide , as-built, rock revetment consisting of approximately 36,000 tons of rock which was 
previously constructed in 2010 pursuant to two emergency coastal development permits.  In 
addition, the project includes implementation of a beach nourishment program for a period of 20 
years involving deposition of 600,000 cu. yds. of sand on the beach from inland sand quarries 
during the first year and approximately 450,000 cu. yds. of sand during the tenth year of the 
program; periodic sand back-passing operations to occur no more than once per year, and dune 
habitat restoration. 
 
The project site is located along an approximately 1.16 mile long reach of Broad Beach between 
Pacific Coast Highway, Broad Beach Road, and the ocean in western Malibu (Exhibit 1).  The 
subject area is characterized as a built-out portion of Malibu consisting of beachfront residential 
development.  Zuma Beach County Park, which is heavily used by beachgoers, is located 
approximately 150 ft. to the east of the subject site.  Broad Beach is also subject to significant 
use by beachgoers who access the beach from Zuma Beach County Park or from the two Los 
Angeles County-owned public vertical accessways along Broad Beach within the project reach.   
 
Broad Beach was historically a wide beach which supported an active dune system, identified as 
an environmentally sensitive habitat area in both the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use 
Plan, certified by the Commission in 1986, as well as the City of Malibu’s certified Local 
Coastal Program (LCP) which was adopted by the Commission in 2002.  However, in recent 
years, Broad Beach has been subject to periodic erosional events which appear to have increased 
in both frequency and duration and have endangered existing residential development located 
along portions of the beach that were historically considered safe.  Although the dune system on 
the subject site has been highly disturbed from past residential development, unpermitted 
landscaping, backyard improvements, and wave erosion, the Commission has consistently found 
that coastal dunes such as those at Broad Beach are rare and meet the definition of ESHA. Broad 
Beach is unique in that it is the only area along the Malibu coastline where a system of vegetated 
sand dunes is found.  Native sand dune species found on the dune system which are 
characteristic of dune habitat include: Silver Beach Bur, Pink sand verbena, beach salt bush, and 
beach evening primrose.  The Commission further notes that the Broad Beach dunes have been 
classified as “Southern Foredune” in the Holland community classification system by the 
California Department of Fish and Game and that such communities are listed as “very 
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threatened” by the State of California.  In addition, the subject area contains a broad array of 
other sensitive habitats and species, including, but not limited to rocky reefs and tide pools, kelp 
forests, pismo clam and sand dollar beds, coastal foredune habitat, and the Trancas Creek 
estuary. 
 
The off shore marine area and beach area below the mean high tide line at Broad Beach lies 
within a Marine Protected Area (MPA) known as the Point Dume State Marine Life Protection 
Area (SMCA).  This area is also adjacent to the Point Dume State Marine Reserve (SMR), which 
begins at Westward Beach and continues around Point Dume to the west end of Paradise Cove.  
The purpose of these MPAs was to ensure the long-term ecological viability and biological 
productivity of marine and estuarine ecosystems and preserve cultural resources for future 
generations. These adjoining MPAs became effective on January 1, 2012. Within the Point  
Dume SMCA fishing activities are restricted to recreation fishing very limited commercial 
fishing.  In the Point Dume SMR taking of fish is prohibited all together.  
 
The Broad Beach area is also located in an area designated as an Area of Special Biological 
Significance (ASBS).  In the 1970’s, California designated 34 regions along the coast as ASBs in 
an effort to preserve biologically unique and sensitive marine ecosystems for future generations. 
ASBS are designated by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to protect 
species or biological communities from undesirable alterations in natural water quality 
(McArdle  1997).  This  designation  recognizes  that  certain  biological  communities, 
because of their fragility or value, deserve special protection. Under the California 
Ocean Plan (COP), the discharge of wastes to ocean waters in these areas is generally 
prohibited. The COP states: “Waste shall be discharged a sufficient distance from areas 
designated as being of special biological significance to assure maintenance of natural 
water quality conditions in these areas” (State Water Board 1972). 
 

The width of the shoreline within the project area has varied over the past century and half, with 
wave action occurring at the base of the coastal sea bluff located landward of Broad Beach Road 
as recently as the 19th century.  The western (upcoast) segment of the project reach (that portion 
located immediately downcoast of Lechuza Point) has historically maintained a narrower 
shoreline profile than other segments of Broad Beach. A review of historical records and aerial 
photographs shows that the beach on site was at its widest point over the last century in 1970 
with  a yearly average of 60 feet landward of the mean high tide line.  However, this widened 
condition in the 1970’s constitutes a relatively brief anomalous period given that beach widths on 
site were substantially narrower prior to the 1970’s.  Beginning in approximately1974, the Broad 
Beach shoreline began to recede, and developed what is described as a negative sand budget.  
The sand budget turned negative in 1974, accelerating to approximately 35,000 cu. yds. per year 
from 2004 to 2009 and to 45,000 cubic yards 45,000 cy. yds. per year from 2009 to 2012.   From 
1974- 2007, the applicant’s engineering consultants have estimated that the beach has lost 
approximately 600,000 cu. yds. of sand.  In addition, the 1997 – 1998 El Nino storm season 
resulted in significant erosion of the beach and homes on the western end of the beach were 
damaged.    
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In response to shoreline erosion, in 2008, and again in 2009, the homeowners began constructing 
large sand bag walls to protect their properties.   Although some homeowners obtained 
emergency coastal development permits from the City of Malibu the majority of the homeowners 
constructed these sand bag seawalls without benefit of either an emergency coastal development 
permit or a regular coastal development permit from either the City of Malibu or the Coastal 
Commission.  In January 2010, the Trancas Property Owners Association obtained emergency 
permits from both the California Coastal Commission (CDPs 4-10-003-G and 4-10-029-G) and 
the City of Malibu for the temporary authorization of the 4,150 linear ft. long rock revetment on 
79 of the properties within the Project  Reach, extending from 31346 – 30760 Broad Beach Road. 
 
The  majority of the residences were constructed prior to the Coastal Act on conventional at 
grade concrete foundations and rely on  septic systems and leach fields located on the  sandy 
beach and dune areas  seaward of homes.  Thus, protection of these residences on at grade 
foundations with septic systems and leach fields located a significant distances seaward of the 
residences was a principle factor driving the location of the sand bags, which were installed in 
approximately the same location as the current footprint of the revetment seaward of more than 
70 homes. 
 
As proposed, the applicant is requesting permanent authorization of the as-built emergency rock 
revetment that was permitted on a temporary basis in the Commission’s 2010 emergency permit 
action.  In addition, due to emergency conditions that existed at the time of construction, the 
temporary sand bag walls were never removed and the rock revetment was constructed 
immediately seaward of the sand bags.  Thus, the proposed project also includes the request for 
permanent authorization of the approximately 4,100 linear ft. sand bag wall on site which has 
been incorporated into the design of the rock revetment.   
 
The proposed project also consists of the importation of 600,000 cu. yds. of sand material from 
sand quarries located approximately 40-45 miles inland of the project site.  Trucking operations 
to import sand material would require approximately 43,000 truck trips.  Approximately  
500,000 cu. yds. of sand would be used to create a widened beach on site and approximately 
100,000 cu. yds. of sand would be used to construct/restore the dune system on site.  Heavy 
equipment consisting of scrapers, large 40 ton-capacity trucks, and bulldozers would be used to 
distribute the imported sand along the beach within the project reach.  As proposed, the 
reconstructed/post-nourishment combined beach and dune system would extend approximately 
250 ft. (at its widest point) seaward from the top of the as-built revetment to the surf zone with 
approximately 65-110 ft. of beach area located seaward of the constructed toe of the dunes. 
 
The project also includes back-passing operations (transporting sand from wider downcoast areas 
of the beach to upcoast areas of the beach) on an annual basis for a period of 20 years, if needed 
for the purpose of maintaining adequate beach width for a prolonged period of time.  As 
proposed, the applicant would conduct a single renourishment of the beach 10 years after the 
initial nourishment had been completed.  As designed, the proposed rock revetment would be 
buried beneath at least 4-8 ft. of imported sand material and the reconstructed dunes on site 
would be revegetated with native dune plant species. 
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Finally, there are a number of private beach access stairways that have been built on top of and 
over the as-built emergency permit without the benefit of a coastal development permit.  The 
applicant is proposing to remove all unpermitted stairways from the emergency revetment as part 
of the project proposal.   
 
2. Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement District 

As proposed, the project area includes 121 separate private properties (the rock revetment would 
be located on 79 properties and beach nourishment would occur on all 121 properties). The 
applicant for this project is a Geologic Hazard Abatement District (GHAD), formed as a 
‘subdivision of the state’ (and not a special district) under Sections 26500 et seq. of the 
California Public Resources Code.  GHADs can be formed and legally authorized to undertake 
those improvements which would be deemed specific actions necessary to prevent or mitigate an 
emergency.1 Under GHAD law ‘improvements’ are defined as: “any activity that is necessary or 
incidental to the prevention, mitigation, abatement, or control of a geologic hazard, including, 
but not limited to, all of the following:  

(a) Acquisition of property or any interest therein 

(b) Construction 

(c) Maintenance 

(d) Preparation of geologic reports required pursuant to Section 2623 for multiple 
projects within an earthquake fault zone or zones 

(e) Issuance and servicing of bonds, notes, or debentures issued to finance the costs of 
the improvements specified in subdivisions (a), (b), (c), and (d) (Section 26505). 
 

In this case, the Broad Beach GHAD was formed to abate or mitigate the following main 
geologic hazards that the specific project area is subject to: (1) beach/dune erosion and (2) 
damage to residential properties from flooding due to wave action. 
 
Section 26580 of the Public Resources Code gives the GHAD the power to “acquire, construct, 
operate, manage, or maintain improvements on public or private lands.  Such improvements shall 
be with the consent of the owner, unless effected by the exercise of eminent domain pursuant to 
Section 26576.” Hence, a GHAD has the authority to exercise the power of eminent domain, 
with an option not to exercise such power.  There are no provisions of GHAD law suggesting a 
decision on eminent domain power, once included in the GHAD’s governing document (the 
“Plan of Control” required by Public Resources Code Section 26509), cannot be changed by later 
amending the Plan of Control., In this case, the Broad Beach GHAD Plan of Control waives the 
                                                 
 
 
 
1 “Emergency” under GHAD law is defined with respect to the definition of “emergency” in the California 
Environmental Quality Act.  (CEQA, See Pub. Res. Code §26559, referencing Pub. Res. Code §21080(b)(4)..)  
Thus, at least certain aspects of projects proposed by a GHAD (such as formation of a district and annexation of 
territory) are exempt from CEQA. (Pub. Res. Code §26559) 
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power of eminent domain.  Several special conditions give the GHAD the option of either 
exercising eminent domain to acquire certain interests in real property necessary to effectuate the 
project, or to continue in the current form, which would require acquisition of such interests 
through negotiations with each  individual property owner in the district. Additionally, Section 
26580.1 states that, “the district may make improvements to existing public or private structures 
where the board of directors determines that it is in the public interest to do so.” 
 
The intent of a GHAD is to authorize a group of owners of private properties and/or larger 
expanses of land to organize and gain some governmental powers to  abate, mitigate, and 
manage the hazards to which the area is subject.  The legal structure of a GHAD seeks to allow 
for more expedient and wholesale action than singular private property owners could effectuate 
on an individual basis.  Additionally, given the unexpected and evolving nature of hazards in 
general, GHAD law also allows for flexibility in each GHAD structure and management to allow 
the entity to best address the unique hazards it faces.  To allow for this, GHAD law authorizes 
the GHAD Board of Directors to pass resolutions which modify or restrict the powers of the 
GHAD itself, most importantly with respect to eminent domain powers.  However, once passed, 
these resolutions can always be reversed by another majority action of the board. 
 
A GHAD may consist of two or more properties. While the properties within a GHAD are 
typically comprised of contiguous properties, they are not required to be contiguous under law 
and can also include scattered properties within a general area that are subject to the same 
hazard(s).  (Pub. Res. Code §26530.) The area, landscape and properties within a GHAD may 
face varying levels or types of hazards that require different kinds or degrees of improvements to 
address.  As such, GHAD law does not require each legal property within a GHAD to receive an 
equal benefit from the improvements proposed.  Instead, Public Resources Code Section 26534 
states that: “All lands within a district shall be specially benefitted by construction proposed in a 
plan of control approved by the legislative body”. (Emphasis added.) 
 
A GHAD has the authority to construct, maintain, and manage any improvements on public or 
private land that will abate or mitigate the hazards it faces. (Pub. Resources Code §26525.) 
Additionally, such improvements may be tailored to the needs of different properties and areas 
within the district to best address the varying levels and types of hazards posed to different 
segments of the shoreline. (Pub. Res. Code §26534)  A GHAD can also modify its legal 
boundaries through the removal or addition of properties over time and may choose to seek 
dissolution from the Legislative Body that authorized it. (Pub. Res. Code Section 
26567.1(a)(2).). A GHAD may not, however, allow a GHAD boundary that would bisect a 
parcel.  (Pub. Res. Code. §26533.)  Thus, in this case, the Broad Beach GHAD has the legal 
ability to implement the special conditions recommended in this staff report as an individual 
applicant for the term of the permit.   
 
3. Past Commission Action 
Broad Beach has been subject to several previous permit and enforcement actions by the 
Commission.  During the 1997/1998 El Nino winter storm season, wave-caused erosion was 
endangering several homes along the upcoast portion of Broad Beach.  A previous rock 
revetment was constructed on approximately a dozen lots at that time, although some of the 
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property owners obtained emergency coastal permits for the work granting temporary 
authorization at the time, others did not, and none of the property owners obtained a regular 
coastal development permit for permanent authorization, as required by the emergency permits. 
 
For several years, the Trancas Property Owners Association (TPOA) installed numerous 
unpermitted private beach signs along the public portions of the approximately 1-mile stretch of 
Broad Beach. Additionally, the TPOA hired private guards to patrol the beach on All Terrain 
Vehicles (ATVs) and confront public beachgoers, restricting public access. In August , 2005, the 
Commission approved Cease and Desist Order No. CCC-05-CD-09, which required the TPOA to 
remove unpermitted development, cease and desist from placing, maintaining or conducting any 
unpermitted development on Broad Beach on either private and/or public property, and refrain 
from undertaking any activity that discourages or prevents use of public tidelands, public lateral 
access easements, or areas deed restricted for public access on Broad Beach, including the use of 
private security guards. In response to the Commission’s order, the TPOA agreed to remove the 
unpermitted signs and stop using private ATV guard patrols. 
 
In 2005, the Trancas Property Owners Association (TPOA) constructed an unpermitted berm, 
using sand excavated from the state tidelands, along the length of the beach and along the toe of 
the dunes.  The TPOA indicated that the berm was constructed in response to continued shoreline 
erosion.  The berm was partially placed in various lateral access easements and below the 
MHTL. In response, the Executive Director issued Executive Director Cease and Desist Order 
No. ED-05-CD-04,requiring removal of the berm and restoration of the beach. 
 
In addition, in 2004 and 2005, the Commission took enforcement action to remove numerous 
unpermitted private beach signs which had been installed along the public portions of the 
approximately 1-mile stretch of Broad Beach by the Property Owners Association and the use of 
private guards, employed by the HOA, who were using All Terrain Vehicles to patrol the beach 
and who were confronting public beachgoers and restricting public access.  In response to the 
Commission’s enforcement Division’s actions, the unpermitted signs were removed, ATV use 
was stopped, and the conflicts between private guards and members of the public was halted. 
 
In February and March of 2006, eight months after the Executive Director issued Executive 
Director Cease and Desist Order (EDCDO) No. ED-05-CD-04 to the TPOA requiring the 
removal of the above described sand berm, several property owners placed rocks and sandbags 
along the beach in a similar location to that of the 2005 sand berm and, again, within lateral 
public access easements. A few of the property owners responded to Commission enforcement 
action by removing the revetments at that time, others did not. 
 
Subsequently, in response to continued shoreline erosion, in 2008, and again in 2009, the 
Trancas Property Owners Association obtained emergency coastal permits from the City of 
Malibu for the installation of sand bag walls.  Prior to the installation of the sand bags, 
Commission staff informed the TPOA that the development appeared to be located within the 
Commission’s retained coastal development permit jurisdiction and; therefore, a CDP from the 
Commission would be required.  However, the TPOA failed to apply for or obtain the required 
emergency permit for the sand bags from the Coastal Commission.  The emergency permits 
issued by the City were valid for no more than a 90-day period of time.  Although the 
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authorization period for these sand bag walls has expired, the sand bags were never removed by 
the TPOA.   
 
In January 2010, the TPOA applied for and obtained Emergency Coastal Development Permits 
4-10-003 and 4-10-029  for the construction of the 4,150 linear ft. long rock revetment.  Due to 
the need for immediate action to prevent damage to the adjacent residences from wave-caused 
erosion, the applicants indicated that it was infeasible to remove the temporary sand bag walls 
that had been constructed on site.  Thus, the rock revetment was constructed immediately 
seaward of the sand bag wall on site.  The applicant is now requesting after-the-fact authorization 
of the sand bag walls as part of the permanent authorization of the rock revetment on site.  
 
Further, the unpermitted rock revetment that was constructed during the 1997/1998 El Nino 
storm season (as described above) was removed and the rock material was re-utilized, in part,  to 
construct the new 4,100 linear ft. rock revetment. Since the current rock revetment was installed 
in 2010, additional unpermitted development has occurred along the length of Broad Beach, 
including: 1) construction of private beach stairways across the revetment, composed of one or 
more of the following materials: sandbags, jute netting, rocks, cement, matting, metal, wood, and 
rope; 2) placement of sand, sandbags, dirt, and landscaping on and adjacent to the rock 
revetment, used to build up the yards of private residences; 3) construction of patios, sitting 
areas, and decks on and adjacent to the revetment; 4) placement of “private property” and “no 
trespassing” signs; and 5) removal of native dune vegetation and construction of walkways and 
patios in the dunes. 
 
4. Standard of Review 
The proposed project includes components that are located within the City of Malibu’s Local 
Coastal Program (LCP) jurisdiction as well as components within the retained coastal 
development permit issuance jurisdiction of the Coastal Commission. The City of Malibu would 
typically review the coastal development permit application for the upland portions of the project 
within the City’s LCP jurisdiction. However, Section 30601.3 of the Coastal Act authorizes the 
Commission to process a consolidated coastal development permit application, when its criteria 
are satisfied, for all aspects of a proposed project that would otherwise require a coastal 
development permit from both a local government with a certified local coastal program and the 
Commission.  
 
The proposed development consists of the construction of a rock revetment, beach nourishment, 
and dune habitat reconstruction/re-establishment.  Although portions of the project (primarily 
portions of the proposed revetment and the proposed beach/dune nourishment activities located 
seaward of the existing ‘as-built’ rock revetment) are located within the Commission’s retained 
coastal development permit jurisdiction, the construction and replacement of the upland 
components of the project would be located in the City of Malibu’s CDP jurisdiction. Typically, 
development located within a certified area requires a coastal development permit from the 
certified local government.  However, in this case, the portions of the proposed project located 
within the Commission’s retained permit jurisdiction is physically integrated with the 
development that would occur outside the area of retained permit jurisdiction (i.e. in the City’s 
LCP jurisdiction).   
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Pursuant to Section 30601.3(a) (2), the applicant, appropriate local government, and the 
Commission may agree to consolidate a permit action for a project that spans local and state 
jurisdictions.  In this case, the City of Malibu, in a letter to Commission staff dated January 27, 
2012, requested that the Commission assume jurisdiction over all activities associated with the 
proposed project. The applicant both consented to, and facilitated this consolidated jurisdictional 
process. Further, public participation is not substantially impaired by the consolidated review in 
this case because portions of the project were reviewed by the City of Malibu in a public hearing 
process and an Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project in 
May 2012. Finally, the subject application will be noticed and heard consistent with the Coastal 
Commission’s public hearing process, which facilitates both written and oral comment. 
The standard of review for a consolidated coastal development permit application submitted 
pursuant to Section 30601.3(a) is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act (commencing with 
Section 30200) with the City of Malibu’s certified Local Coastal Program used as guidance. 
 
 
B. HAZARDS AND SHORELINE PROCESSES 

In regards to the new construction of shoreline protective devices that may alter natural shoreline 
processes, Section 30235 of the Coastal Act, which is incorporated as part of the City of Malibu 
LCP, states: 
 

Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other such 
construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall be permitted when required to serve 
coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger from 
erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand 
supply.  Existing marine structures causing water stagnation contributing to pollution problems 
and fish kills should be phased out or upgraded where feasible. 

 
In addition, Section 30253 of the Coastal Act, which is incorporated as part of the City of Malibu 
LCP, states, in part, that new development shall: 

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. 
 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to 
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require 
the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs 
and cliffs. 

 
Among other things, Coastal Act Section 30233(a), which is incorporated as part of the City of 
Malibu LCP, lists the type of development that is allowed to fill open coastal waters (as is 
proposed here). Section 30233(a) states:  

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:  
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(1) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities, including 

commercial fishing facilities.  
(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing navigational 

channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and boat launching ramps.  
(3) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, estuaries, and lakes, new 

or expanded boating facilities and the placement of structural pilings for public 
recreational piers that provide public access and recreational opportunities.  

(4) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying cables and pipes 
or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines.  

(5) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in environmentally 
sensitive areas.  

(6) Restoration purposes.  
(7) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities.  

 

In addition, the City of Malibu LCP includes the following provisions:  

Applicable City of Malibu Land Use Plan Policies 
LUP Policy 4.22: 

Siting and design of new shoreline development and shoreline protective devices shall take 
into account anticipated future changes in sea level. In particular, an acceleration of the 
historic rate of sea level rise shall be considered. Development shall be set back a sufficient 
distance landward and elevated to a sufficient foundation height to eliminate or minimize to 
the maximum extent feasible hazards associated with anticipated sea level rise over the 
expected 100 year economic life of the structure. 

LUP Policy 4.23  

New development on a beach or oceanfront bluff shall be sited outside areas subject to 
hazards (beach or bluff erosion, inundation, wave uprush) at any time during the full 
projected 100-year economic life of the development. If complete  avoidance of hazard 
areas is not feasible, all new beach or oceanfront bluff development shall be elevated above 
the base Flood Elevation (as defined by FEMA) and setback as far landward as possible. All 
development shall be setback a minimum of 10 feet landward of the most landward surveyed 
mean high tide line. Whichever setback method is most restrictive shall apply. Development 
plans shall consider hazards currently affecting the property as well as hazards that can be 
anticipated over the life of the structure. 

LUP Policy 4.33: 

All new beachfront and blufftop development shall be sized, sited and designed to minimize 
risk from wave run-up, flooding and beach and bluff erosion hazards without requiring a 
shoreline protection structure at any time during the life of the development. 

LUP Policy 4.35: 
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All new beachfront development shall be required to utilize a foundation system adequate to 
protect the structure from wave and erosion hazard without necessitating the construction of 
a shoreline protection structure. 

LUP Policy 4.36: 

New development on or along the shoreline or a coastal bluff shall include, at a minimum, 
the use of secondary treatment waste disposal systems and shall site these new systems as 
far landward as possible in order to avoid the need for protective devices to the maximum 
extent feasible. 

Applicable City of Malibu Implementation Plan Provisions 
LIP Section 10.4.A: 

Siting and design of new shoreline development and shoreline protective devices shall take 
into account anticipated future changes in sea level. In particular, an acceleration of the 
historic rate of sea level rise shall be considered and its potential impact on beach erosion, 
shoreline retreat, and bluff erosion rates shall be evaluated. Development shall be set back 
a sufficient distance landward and elevated to a sufficient finished floor height to eliminate 
or minimize to the maximum extent feasible hazards associated with anticipated sea level 
rise over the expected 100 year economic life of the structure. 

LIP Section 10.4.B: 

New development on a beach or oceanfront bluff shall be sited outside areas subject to 
hazards (beach or bluff erosion, inundation, wave run-up) at any time during the full 
projected 100 year economic life of the development. If complete avoidance of hazard areas 
is not feasible, all new beach or oceanfront bluff development shall be elevated above the 
base Flood Elevation (as defined by FEMA) and sited as far landward as possible to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

All development shall be setback a minimum of 10 feet landward of the most landward 
surveyed mean high tide line. Whichever setback method is most restrictive shall apply. 
Development plans shall consider hazards currently affecting the property as well as 
hazards that can be anticipated over the life of the structure. 

LIP Section 10.4.H: 

All new beachfront and bluff-top development shall be sized, sited and designed to minimize 
risk from wave run-up, flooding and beach and bluff erosion hazards without requiring a 
shoreline protection structure at any time during the life of the development. 

LIP Section 10.4.I: 

All new beachfront development shall be required to utilize a foundation system adequate to 
protect the structure from wave and erosion hazard without necessitating the construction of 
a shoreline protection structure. 

LIP Section 10.4.J: 
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New development shall include, at a minimum, the use of secondary treatment waste 
disposal systems and shall site these new systems as far landward as possible in order to 
avoid the need for protective devices to the maximum extent feasible. 

LIP Section 10.4.K: 

Shoreline and bluff protection structures shall not be permitted to protect new development, 
except when necessary to protect a new septic system and there is no feasible alternative 
that would allow residential development on the parcel. Septic systems shall be located as 
far landward as feasible. Shoreline and bluff protection structures may be permitted to 
protect existing structures that were legally constructed prior to the effective date of the 
Coastal Act, or that were permitted prior to certification of the Malibu LCP only when it 
can be demonstrated that existing structures are at risk from identified hazards, that the 
proposed protective device is the least environmentally damaging alternative and is 
designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts to local shoreline sand supply and public 
access. Alternatives analysis shall include the relocation of existing development landward 
as well as the removal of portions of existing development. "Existing structures" for 
purposes of this policy shall consist only of enclosed buildings used for living space or 
required parking, e.g. residential dwelling, guesthouse, or garage, and shall not include 
accessory or ancillary structures such as decks, patios, pools, tennis courts, cabanas, stairs, 
landscaping etc. 

LIP Section 10.4.L: 

No shoreline protection structure shall be permitted for the sole purpose of protecting an 
ancillary or accessory structure. Such accessory structures shall be removed if it is 
determined that the structure is in danger from erosion, flooding or wave run-up. Such 
structures shall be considered threatened if the bluff edge encroaches to within 10 feet of the 
structure as a result of erosion, landslide or other form of bluff collapse. Accessory 
structures, including but not limited to, patios, stairs, recreational facilities, landscaping 
features, and similar design elements shall be constructed and designed to be removed or 
relocated in the event of threat from erosion, bluff failure or wave hazards. 

LIP Section 10.6.C: 

As a condition of approval of new development on a vacant beachfront or bluff-top lot, or 
where demolition and rebuilding is proposed, where geologic or engineering evaluations 
conclude that the development can be sited and designed so as to not require a shoreline 
protection structure as part of the proposed development or at any time during the life of the 
development, the property owner shall be required to record a deed restriction against the 
property that ensures that no shoreline protection structure shall be proposed or 
constructed to protect the development approved and which expressly waives any future 
right to construct such devices that may exist pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
30235. 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act, as incorporated in the City’s LCP, mandates that new 
development minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic and flood hazard.  In 
addition, Coastal Act Section 30235, as incorporated in the City’s LCP, specifically provides that 



4-12-043 (Broad Beach GHAD) 
 
 

48 
 
 

shoreline protective devices must be permitted only when both of the following two criteria are 
met: (1) the device is required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or 
public beaches provided that these areas/structures are in danger from erosion and (2) the device 
is designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply.  In addition 
to the construction of a rock revetment, the proposed project also includes the placement of sand 
for the purpose of beach nourishment in open coastal waters.  Section 30233 of the Coastal Act 
identifies seven allowable uses for the dredging, diking, and filling of coastal waters.  In regards 
to the beach nourishment activities, restoring beaches is one of the permitted uses in open coastal 
waters pursuant to Section 30233(a)(5); provided that the project is the least environmentally 
damaging alternative and any impacts have been mitigated.   
 
The proposed project, including the construction of a 4,150 linear ft. rock revetment designed to 
be overlain by reconstructed dunes and the implementation of beach nourishment to substantially 
widen the beach with an annual backpassing program should be considered an experimental pilot 
project.  The proposed beach nourishment component of the project, involving the proposed 
placement of 600,000 cu. yds. of sand, would provide a beach approximately 250 ft. in width (as 
measured from the top of the rock revetment to the water) and which would extend for the entire 
approximately 1.16 mile project reach from the mouth of Trancas Creek (at the downcoast end) 
to Lechuza Point (at the upcoast end).  Sand for the beach widening would come from inland 
sand quarries located approximately 40-45 miles inland which would be trucked to the site. 
 
Based on the information submitted by the applicant’s geologic and engineering consultants, it is 
clear that at different periods of time, Broad Beach (also known as Trancas Beach) has been both 
much wider and more narrow than its current 2014 condition.  Specifically, from the late 1960’s 
to the late 1970’s the beach extended seaward from its current shoreline position by more than 
100 to 200 feet in some locations.  Coincidentally, this period of 10 years or so, when the beach 
was at its widest point in at least the last 100 years or more, The beach reached a peak width in 
1970 with a yearly average of 60 feet landward of the existing MHTL, although the beach has 
been receding since this time.  
 
Between 1974 and 2009, approximately 600,000 cy of sand has been lost at Broad Beach, a 
majority of which moved east to nourish Zuma Beach and other locations down coast. The 
shoreline moved landward an average of 65 feet during that time period. The area of greatest 
beach erosion has occurred at the upcoast end of the project reach at Lechuza Point and tapered 
off at the downcoast end of the project reach at the mouth of Trancas Creek.  Since the sand 
budget became negative in approximately 1974, the sand loss rate for Broad Beach has 
accelerated to approximately 35,000 cu. yds. of sand per year between 2004 and 2009 2 and has 
further accelerated to approximately 45,000 cu. yds. per year between 2009 and 20123.  

                                                 
 
 
 
2 (Everts Coastal 2009) 
 
3  (Everts Coastal 2014) 
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Therefore, while it is has at times been characterized as a wide beach, from the historical 
evidence and underlying geomorphological characteristics of the shoreline, it can be concluded 
that the 1960’s-1970’s period of maximum beach width was an anomalous condition, and not 
indicative of the average beach width over the past 100 years or so.  Regardless, it is also clear 
that Broad Beach is currently subject to significant shoreline erosion that is expected to continue 
for the foreseeable future. 
 
1. Sea Level Rise 
 
Sea level has been rising slightly for many years.  As an example, in the Santa Monica Bay area, 
the historic rate of sea level rise, based on tide gauge records, has been 1.8 mm/yr. or about 7 
inches per century4. Recent satellite measurements have detected global sea level rise from 1993 
to present of 3 mm/yr. or a significant increase above the historic trend observed from tide 
gauges.  Recent observations of sea level along parts of the California coast have shown some 
anomalous trends, however; there is a growing body of evidence that there has been a slight 
increase in global temperature and that an accelerated rate of sea level rise can be expected to 
accompany this increase in temperature.   Sea level rise is expected to increase significantly 
throughout the 21st century and some coastal experts have indicated that sea level rise of 3 to 5 
feet or more could occur by the year 2100.5.  Mean water level affects shoreline erosion in 
several ways and an increase in the average sea level will exacerbate all these conditions. 
 
On the California coast the effect of a rise in sea level will be the landward migration of the 
intersection of the ocean with the shore.  On a relatively flat beach, with a slope of 40:1, a simple 
geometric model of the coast indicated that every centimeter of sea level rise will result in a 40-
centimeter landward movement of the ocean/beach interface.  For fixed structures on the 
shoreline, such as a single family residence, pilings, or seawalls, an increase in sea level will 
increase the inundation of the structure.  More of the structure will be inundated or underwater 
than are inundated now and the portions of the structure that are now underwater part of the time 
will be underwater more frequently. 
 
Accompanying this rise in sea level will be increased wave heights and wave energy.  Along 
much of the California coast, the bottom depth controls the nearshore wave heights, with bigger 
waves occurring in deeper water.  Since wave energy increases with the square of the wave 
height, a small increase in wave height can cause a significant increase in wave energy and wave 
damage. Combined with the physical increase in water elevation, a small rise in sea level can 
expose previously protected back shore development to both inundation and wave attack, and 
                                                 
 
 
 
4 Lyles, S.D., L.E. Hickman and H.A. Debaugh (1988) Sea Level Variations for the United States 1855 – 1986. 
Rockville, MD: National Ocean Service. 
5 Cayan, D.R., M. Tyree, M. Dettinger, H. Hidalgo, T. Das, E. Maurer, P. Bromirski, N. Graham, and R.E. Flick, 2009. 
Climate Change Scenarios and Sea Level Estimates for the California 2008 Climate Change Scenarios Assessment, 
Draft Paper, CEC-500-2009-014-D, 62 pp, http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-500-2009-014/CEC-500-
2009-014-D.pdf. 
 

http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-500-2009-014/CEC-500-2009-014-D.pdf
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-500-2009-014/CEC-500-2009-014-D.pdf
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those areas that are already exposed to wave attack will be exposed to more frequent wave attack 
with higher wave forces.  Structures that are adequate for current storm conditions may not 
provide as much protection in the future. 
 
 
2. Shoreline Armoring Impacts 
 
Coastal Act Section 30235 acknowledges that shoreline armoring, including seawalls, 
revetments, cliff retaining walls, groins and other such structural or “hard” methods designed to 
forestall erosion also alter natural landforms and natural shoreline processes.  Accordingly, 
Section 30235 limits the construction of shoreline protective works to those required to serve 
coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger from erosion.  
The Coastal Act provides these limitations because shoreline structures can have a variety of 
adverse impacts on coastal resources, including adverse effects on sand supply, public access, 
coastal views, natural landforms, and overall shoreline beach dynamics on and off site, 
ultimately resulting in the loss of beach.  
 
Shoreline armoring or protection devices also directly interfere with public access to tidelands by 
impeding the ambulatory nature of the mean high tide line (the boundary between public and 
private lands) during high tide and severe storm events, and potentially throughout the entire 
winter season. The impact of a shoreline protective device on public access is most evident on a 
beach where wave run-up and the mean high tide line are frequently observed in an extreme 
landward position during storm events and the winter season. As the shoreline retreats landward 
due to the natural process of erosion, the boundary between public and private land also retreats 
landward.  Construction of rock revetments and seawalls to protect private property fixes a 
boundary on the beach and prevents any current or future migration of the shoreline and mean 
high tide line landward, thus eliminating the distance between the high water mark and low water 
mark.  As the distance between the high water mark and low water mark becomes obsolete the 
seawall effectively eliminates lateral access opportunities along the beach as the entire area 
below the fixed high tideline is inundated.  The ultimate result of a fixed tideline boundary 
(which would otherwise normally migrate and retreat landward, while maintaining a passable 
distance between the high water mark and low water mark overtime) is a reduction or 
elimination of the area of sandy beach available for public access and recreation. 
 
Interference by shoreline protective devices can result in a number of adverse effects on the 
dynamic shoreline system and the public's beach ownership interests. First, changes in the 
shoreline profile, particularly changes in the slope of the profile which results from a reduced 
beach berm width, alter the usable area under public ownership.  A beach that rests either 
temporarily or permanently at a steeper angle than under natural conditions will have less 
horizontal distance between the mean low water and mean high water lines.  This reduces the 
actual area in which the public can pass on their own property.  The second effect on access is 
through a progressive loss of sand as shore material is not available to nourish the nearshore sand 
bar.  The lack of an effective bar can allow such high wave energy on the shoreline that materials 
may be lost far offshore where it is no longer available to nourish the beach.  This affects public 
access again through a loss of area between the mean high water line and the actual water.  
Third, shoreline protective devices such as revetments and bulkheads cumulatively affect 
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shoreline sand supply and public access by causing accelerated and increased erosion on adjacent 
public beaches.  This effect may not become clear until such devices are constructed individually 
along a shoreline and they reach a public beach.  In addition, if a seasonal eroded beach 
condition occurs with greater frequency due to the placement of a shoreline protective device on 
the subject site, then the subject beach would also accrete at a slower rate.  Fourth, if not sited 
landward in a location that ensures that the seawall is only acted upon during severe storm 
events, beach scour during the winter season will be accelerated because there is less beach area 
to dissipate the wave’s energy.   
 
Shoreline protective devices such as seawalls, revetments, gunnite facings, groins et cetera are all 
physical structures that occupy space.  When a shoreline protective device is placed on a beach 
area, the underlying beach area cannot be used as beach.  This generally results in a loss of 
public access as well as a loss of sand-generating area.  The area where the structure is placed 
will be altered from the time the protective device is constructed, and the extent or area occupied 
by the device will remain the same over time, until the structure is removed or moved from its 
initial location, or in the case of a revetment, as it spreads seaward over time.  The beach area 
located beneath a shoreline protective device, referred to as the encroachment area, is the area of 
the structure’s footprint.   
 
Further, when a shoreline or beach segment is developed with a shoreline protective device, the 
natural exchange of material between the back beach, dune systems, foreshore and intertidal 
region can all be interrupted.  The natural shoreline processes affecting the formation and 
retention of sandy beaches can be significantly altered by the construction of shoreline armoring 
structures depending on where these devices are located on the beach and the site specific 
geomorphological characteristics of the shoreline.  There are effects that a shoreline protective 
structure has on a shoreline which can be quantified, including, (1) the loss of beach area on 
which the structure is located, (2) the long-term loss of beach which will result when the back 
beach location is fixed on an eroding shoreline (also known as passive erosion); and (3) the 
amount of material which would have been supplied to the beach if the back beach were allowed 
to erode naturally.  As follows, the location and alignment of a shoreline protective device on a 
beach dictates the amount of material that would otherwise have been supplied to the beach 
seaward of the device.  Thus, generally the Commission has found in past approvals of shoreline 
protective devices that the furthest landward location of a device is preferable to maximize the 
amount of sandy beach available for public access seaward of the device and to reduce impacts 
to the natural environments and natural sand exchange systems existing along a beach. While the 
location of the existing development along broad beach in between the sea cliff and the rest of 
the beach has already modified the normal sand interaction and movements along this shoreline, 
construction of a shoreline protective device in the proposed location would function to further 
divide portions of the existing beach and would ‘fix’ the back beach in a much further seaward 
location that that which currently exists without a shoreline protective device along the subject 
shoreline.   
 
In this case, the applicant has submitted a Coastal Engineering Report by Moffatt & Nichol dated 
October 2013, which indicates that although the rate of erosion of the beach on site is increasing, 
the historical rate of erosion on Broad Beach since the 1970’s has been approximately 2 ft. per 
year.  Thus, in addition to the loss of public sandy beach area from the direct occupation of the 
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revetment itself (approximately 3.2 acres in area) since the back of the beach has been effectively 
“fixed” by the revetment, the revetment will also result in the loss of area of beach area for 
public use landward of the revetment that would have become available for public use as the 
shoreline continued to erode and the mean high tide line would have continued to move 
landward.  Thus, given the historical average rate of 2 ft. of shoreline erosion per year over the 
life of the rock revetment, typically 20-50 years or more, the proposed revetment would result in 
the expected loss of another 40-100 ft. of beach area that would otherwise be available for public 
use.  
 
Experts generally agree that where the shoreline is eroding and armoring is installed, as would be 
the case here, the armoring will eventually define the boundary between the sea and the upland.  
On an eroding shoreline fronted by a beach, the beach will be present as long as some sand is 
supplied to the shoreline and the beach is not submerged by sea level rise.  As erosion proceeds, 
the beach also retreats. This process stops, however, when the retreating shoreline comes to a 
revetment or a seawall.  While the shoreline on either side of the armor continues to retreat, 
shoreline retreat in front of the armor stops 
 
In this case, the proposed revetment would occupy 3.02 acres of beach.  Although the proposed 
revetment would be situated on a mix of public trust land, private property and public easements, 
it would effectively limit the amount of sand available to the public beach area as a whole and 
the overall shoreline width and shape.  Moreover, Dr. Lesley Ewing, Commission’s Staff 
Engineer, has determined that, in this case, the as-built rock revetment has fixed the location of 
the back of the beach which has resulted in the narrowing of the beach seaward of the revetment 
particularly during medium/high tide and high wave events since its construction in 2010.  To 
illustrate this point, a photograph from a site visit by Commission staff to the project site after 
the construction of the revetment/sand bag wall on site is included as Exhibit 10 which clearly 
demonstrates this process at work.  In addition, an aerial photograph of the entire project reach 
provided by the applicant’s coastal engineer and included as Exhibit 3, also clearly demonstrates 
this same process as evidenced by the lack of dry beach area seaward of the as-built revetment 
on site during medium and higher tide conditions.  Eventually, the shoreline fronting the armor 
protrudes into the water, with the mean high tide line fixed at the base of the structure.  In the 
case of an eroding shoreline, this represents the loss of a beach as a direct result of the armor.  
 
Thus, for the above cited reasons, the Commission finds that the existing as-built rock revetment 
has resulted in the narrowing of the beach on site which has adversely impacted shoreline sand 
supply and public access/recreation due to the loss of sandy beach area seaward of the revetment. 
 
3. Proposed Shoreline Protection Device 
 
The proposed project includes permanent retention of the emergency rock revetment, which was 
authorized on a temporary basis by the Commission in 2010.  The emergency revetment is 4,100 
ft. long, rises approximately 12-15 ft. above the low tide beach with an average crest elevation of 
13 ft. above mean lower low water, and is 22 to 38 ft. wide at its base.  The emergency revetment 
was constructed in April of 2010  with boulders with a size range of .5 to 2 tons to facilitate fast 
construction, and a shallow toe elevation to reduce the need for digging.  Approximately 36,000 
tons of rock were placed along 4,150 ft. of the shoreline, seaward of the stretch from 30760 
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Broad beach road to 31346 broad beach road with the exception that the property owner at 30822 
Broad Beach road opted not to participate in the emergency revetment and, as such, maintains an 
approximately 100 ft. wide gap in front of the property, which would be retained as part of the 
applicants proposed project.  Prior to construction of the emergency revetment much of the 
stretch of shoreline from 30760 Broad Beach road to 31346 broad beach road had already been 
armored with geotextile sand bag revetment walls which had been constructed pursuant to 
emergency coastal development permits issued by the City of Malibu (Exhibit 6).   
 
However, the City’s emergency permits authorized the sand bag walls on a temporary basis only 
for a period of only 90 days.  During the emergency construction of the revetment in 2010, the 
applicant’s coastal engineering consultants asserted that it was infeasible to remove these sand 
bag walls during construction of the new revetment due to timing constraints and the need for 
urgent action to protect existing development on the beach. As a result, these sand bag walls 
were left in place with the revetment constructed on top of or immediately seaward of them.  The 
proposed project would permanently retain all of these sand bag walls in place underneath and 
landward of the emergency rock revetment.   
 
The alignment of the existing rock revetment/sand bag wall occupies approximately 3.02 acre of 
beach and is situated closer to the stringline of development on the west (upcoast) end of the 
beach and much further seaward of the developed areas of the individual properties along the 
middle and east (downcoast) segments of the beach, where the beach widens significantly.  
Specifically, on the west (upcoast) end the distance between the homes and the revetment 
generally ranges from 80 ft. to 120 ft. and approximately 40 ft. along the more narrow eastern 
(upcoast) end.  No shoreline protection was proposed west or upcoast of the property at 31346 
Broad Beach Road because the residences at the furthest upcoast end of the beach are already 
protected by a mix of permitted and unpermitted seawalls, revetments, and bulkheads.  The 
upcoast terminus of the as-built revetment extends partially onto the property at 31350 Broad 
Beach, where it abuts the existing vertical seawall on that property..  Thus, no additional 
shoreline protection is required for any properties on Broad Beach located upcoast of the as-built 
emergency revetment. 
 
4. Need for Shoreline Protection at Broad Beach and Alternatives Analysis 

Coastal Act Section 30235 acknowledges that seawalls, revetments, cliff retaining walls, groins 
and other such structural or “hard” methods designed to forestall erosion also alter natural 
landforms and natural shoreline processes.  Accordingly, Section 30235 limits the construction 
of shoreline protective works to those required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect 
existing structures or public beaches in danger from erosion.  The Coastal Act provides these 
limitations because shoreline structures can have a variety of negative impacts on coastal 
resources including adverse effects on sand supply, public access, coastal views, natural 
landforms, and overall shoreline beach dynamics on and off site, ultimately resulting in the loss 
of beach. 

Specifically, Coastal Act Section 30235 provides that shoreline protection devices shall be 
permitted only when all of the following four criteria are met: (1) there is an existing structure, 
public beach area, or coastal dependent use; (2) the existing structure, public beach area, or 
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coastal dependent use is in danger from erosion; (3) shoreline-altering construction is required to 
protect the existing threatened structure or public beach area, or to serve the coastal dependent 
use; and (4) the required protection is designed to eliminate or mitigate its adverse impacts on 
shoreline sand supply.  The first three questions relate to whether the proposed shoreline 
protection device is necessary, while the fourth question applies to avoiding or mitigating any 
unavoidable impacts from it.  In addition, even where all four criteria are satisfied, and thus, 
shoreline protection devices must be permitted, the other policies in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act 
do not become irrelevant, so the devices must be located, designed, and maintained in a manner 
that is consistent with those other policies to the extent possible. 
 

a.  Existing Development to be Protected: 
In regards to the first question, the approximately 4,150 linear ft. rock revetment was constructed 
on the sandy beach seaward of 78 existing beachfront residences between 31350 Broad Beach 
Road and 30760 Broad Beach Road pursuant to Emergency Coastal Development Permit 4-10-
003-G.  Many of these properties were developed with leach fields and/or septic systems (or in a 
few cases, seepage pits) that were predominantly located seaward of the homes.  As some of the 
historically developed properties have been redeveloped since the effective date of the Coastal 
Act, January 1, 1977, many of these permittee have been required to remove or relocate these 
systems landward of their residences and/or upgrade the septic system and leach fields that serve 
the new primary residences.  As such, there is a mix of septic systems and leach fields built 
landward and seaward of the primary residences, in a patchwork along the subject shoreline. 
 
For the purpose of authorizing new shoreline protective structures, such as the proposed rock 
revetment, the Coastal Act requires new development to be sited and constructed in a manner 
that minimizes risks to life and property in high geologic, flood, and fire hazard areas; that does 
not contribute significantly to erosion or destruction of the site or surrounding area; and that does 
not in any way require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter 
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.  (Pub. Resources Code Section 30253(a)-(b).)  In its 
approval of a coastal development permit for new shoreline development, the Commission is 
required to find that the approved version of the project will not result in adverse impacts to 
public beach access, offshore recreational access, sand supply, visual resources, or natural 
landforms beyond what the Coastal Act allows.  In other words, new development within the 
Coastal Zone that has been approved and constructed after the effective date of the Coastal Act 
should not require shoreline protection in order to “assure stability and structural integrity” (Id.) 
because it was constructed with adequate setbacks and/or other measures in order to negate the 
need or future armoring. 
 
Coastal Act Section 30235 allows for the use of shoreline protection in certain circumstances (if 
warranted and otherwise consistent with Coastal Act policies) for “existing” structures.  Coastal 
Act Section 30235 allows for the use of shoreline protection for “existing” structures when it is 
designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse effects on local shoreline sand supply.  The 
Commission may also impose conditions to require compliance with other Coastal Act 
requirements.  (Ocean Harbor House Homeowners Association v. Cal. Coastal Comm. (2008) 
163 Cal.App.4th 215, 242; Pub. Resources Code Section 30607.)  Here, 46 of the 78 residences 
that existed on properties located landward of the rock revetment were constructed prior to the 
Coastal Act.  Twenty-five of these residences were authorized under the Coastal Act without a 
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waiver of rights to shoreline protection and 7 houses were permitted subject to a condition 
requiring waiver of rights to shoreline protection.  As explained below, the 46 pre-Coastal Act 
houses are located in a patchwork manner along the entire length of Broad Beach.  Only a 
revetment that runs the entire length of Broach Beach can provide effective protection for those 
houses.   
 
As proposed, the rock revetment would be a continuous 4,150 linear ft. structure.  The above 
referenced properties containing residences constructed pursuant to CDPs approved after the 
effective date of the Coastal Act and/or the properties where owners have waived any rights to a 
future shoreline protective device are located in a patchwork manner throughout the project 
reach. Thus, the as-built rock revetment may not be modified to remove shoreline protection on 
these properties without breaking up the continuous revetment into several smaller segments 
resulting in significant “edge effects” (which include increased scour and erosion where the 
revetment ends) wherever a gap in the revetment would occur.  Thus, the Commission finds that 
in this unique case, in order to allow for a single, unbroken revetment that minimizes edge 
effects, it would be necessary to allow for the construction of the rock revetment on both those 
properties where waivers are in effect and those properties developed with residential structures 
after the effective date of the Coastal Act.   
 
The Commission’s approval of a continuous revetment does not in any way invalidate or 
override any previous permit conditions regarding the waiver of rights to shoreline protection. 
And finally, in a limited number of cases, the Commission and local governments with certified 
LCPs, have required applicants for immediate shoreline development (like blufftop or beachfront 
houses) to waive any right to a shoreline protective device, pursuant to Section 30235 of the 
Coastal Act, through recordation of a deed restriction on the subject property(ies).  In other 
words, applicants are required to stipulate that the structures being permitted will not be 
considered existing structures, relative to their interpretation pursuant to Section 30235 of the 
Coastal Act, in the future because they have been sited and designed to not need shoreline 
armoring in the future. 
 

Moreover, there is also a mix of accessory development on many of the properties within the 
subject area including patios, decks, “teahouses”, gazebos, yard areas, and landscaped areas.   
Pursuant to Section 10.4.L of the City of Malibu’s certified IP, accessory development, such as 
the patios, decks, “teahouses”, gazebos, yard areas, and landscaped areas constitute development 
which is specifically not entitled to be protected pursuant to any form of shoreline protection, 
such as the proposed rock revetment.  Section 10.4.L of the City’s adopted IP states: 

 
No shoreline protection structure shall be permitted for the sole purpose of protecting 
an ancillary or accessory structure. Such accessory structures shall be removed if it is 
determined that the structure is in danger from erosion, flooding or wave run-up. Such 
structures shall be considered threatened if the bluff edge encroaches to within 10 feet of 
the structure as a result of erosion, landslide or other form of bluff collapse. Accessory 
structures, including but not limited to, patios, stairs, recreational facilities, landscaping 
features, and similar design elements shall be constructed and designed to be removed 
or relocated in the event of threat from erosion, bluff failure or wave hazards. 
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Thus, pursuant to the provisions of the City’s adopted LCP, the patios, decks, yard 
areas/landscaped areas, “teahouses”, gazebos, and other forms of accessory development on each 
site do not constitute development which is specifically not entitled to be protected pursuant to 
any form of shoreline protection.  Regardless, for the above reasons, the Commission finds that 
the existing single family residences and septic systems within the project area, that were 
constructed prior to the effective date of the Coastal Act, clearly constitute development that may 
be protected by a shoreline protective as referenced by Section 30235. 
 

b.  Erosion Danger: 
In regards to the second question, the applicant has also established that the existing 
development on site (including the single family residences and those septic systems located 
seaward of residences that were constructed prior to the effective date of the Coastal Act) are in 
danger of serious damage or destruction due to further wave attack and associated beach erosion.  
In this case, the problem of ongoing erosion at this beach has been previously acknowledged by 
the Commission in its approval of Emergency Coastal Development Permits 4-10-003-G and 4-
10-029-G in 2010 which authorized the construction of the 4,150 linear ft. as-built rock 
revetment on site in response to previous wave caused erosive events. 
 
Moreover, with global warming and sea level rise, increased relative wave heights and wave 
energy are expected.  Along much of the California coast, the bottom depth controls the 
nearshore wave heights, with bigger waves occurring in deeper water.  Since wave energy 
increases with the square of the wave height, a small increase in water depth and wave height can 
cause a significant increase in wave energy and wave damage.  Thus, combined with the physical 
increase in water elevation, a small rise in sea level can expose previously safe backshore 
development to both inundation and wave attack, and those areas that are already exposed to 
wave attack will be exposed to more frequent wave attack with higher wave forces.  Therefore, 
given the effects of expected sea level rise at the subject site, the upland areas of Broad Beach 
are expected to be subjected to greater wave action more frequently in the future.   
 
The width of Broad Beach, has varied greatly in recent history and has been subject to 
fluctuation over time, with the widest recorded point occurring in the late 1960’s- mid 1970’s.  
The western (upcoast) segment of the project reach (that portion located immediately downcoast 
of Lechuza Point) has historically maintained a narrower shoreline profile than other segments of 
Broad Beach.  A review of historical records and aerial photographs shows that the beach on site 
was at its widest point over the last century or so in the 1970’s and reached its peak width in 
1971.  However, starting in 1974 the shoreline began to experience significant rates of erosion, 
and developed what is described as a negative sand budget.  From 1974- 2007, the applicant’s 
engineering consultants have estimated that the beach lost approximately 600,000 cu. yds. of 
sand material.  Additionally, El Niño events in the 1980’s, 1990’s and 2000’s subjected the 
shoreline to dramatic erosive episodes, exacerbating the naturally occurring ‘negative sand 
budget’.  A report submitted by the applicant (Gary Griggs, 2011) states that: 
 

“The initial development of Broad Beach involved construction of homes and other 
improvements that encroached 200 to 250 feet onto the original beach and dunes, 
leaving only a narrow fronting beach with little seasonal buffer. With sea level rise and 
the associated process of shoreline retreat, we are seeing passive erosion of the active 
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beach, which is caught between high tides and wave run-up and the shoreline protection 
structures. The beach and dunes can no longer retreat towards the old seacliff and have 
continued to narrow.” 

 
It is evident that the width of the subject shoreline has fluctuated back and forth over time and 
that the existing development along the shoreline has interfered with the natural flux of sand 
accumulation and loss.  While there is a small possibility that at some point in the future the 
beach could naturally begin to widen again, it is not a likely possibility given expected sea level 
rise in this area and other extenuating factors.   The applicant’s coastal engineering consultants 
have indicated that the historic erosion rates on the subject shoreline range from 20,000 to 
40,000 cy. yearly toward the east and included the loss of approximately 2 ft. of beach width per 
year; however, the calibrated future rate of erosion provided by the applicant’s engineering 
consultants is between 50,000 to 100,000 cy. yearly toward the east.    
 
Many of these properties were developed with leach fields and/or septic systems (or in a few 
cases, seepage pits) that were predominantly located seaward of the homes.   As some of the 
historically developed properties have been redeveloped over time, they have been required to 
remove, relocate and/or upgrade the septic system and leach fields that serve the new primary 
residences.  Most of the CDPs that were issued for such redevelopment projects required the new 
onsite wastewater treatment systems to be located landward of the proposed residences.  
Additionally, most homes that were built after the effective date of the Coastal Act on previously 
undeveloped lots within the project boundary were also required to locate their septic and leach 
fields landward of the proposed residence, consistent with 30253.  As such there is a mix of 
septic systems and leach fields built landward and seaward of the primary residences, in a 
patchwork along the subject shoreline.   
 
In addition, the project site has been subject to wave-caused erosional events in the past.  During 
the 1997/1998 El Nino winter storm season, wave-caused erosion was endangering several 
homes along the upcoast portion of Broad Beach.  An unpermitted rock revetment was 
constructed on approximately a dozen lots at that time, although some of the property owners 
obtained emergency coastal permits for the work granting temporary authorization at the time, 
others did not.  The unpermitted rock revetment was removed by the applicant during the 
construction of the 4,150 linear ft. long rock revetment that is the subject of this application. 
 
Subsequently, in response to continued shoreline erosion, in 2008, and again in 2009, the TPOA 
obtained emergency coastal permits from the City of Malibu for the installation of sand bag 
walls on many of the same properties where the as-built rock revetment is now located.  In 
January 2010, the TPOA applied for and obtained Emergency Coastal Development Permits 4-
10-003 and 4-10-029  for the construction of the 4,150 linear ft. long rock revetment.  The 
TPOA’s engineering consultants asserted at the time that the existing emergency sandbag wall 
protective works were in danger of failure and that a rock revetment was necessary to provide 
temporary emergency protection. 
 
Thus, the Commission finds that there is adequate evidence to demonstrate that existing single 
family residences and septic systems within the project area, that were constructed prior to the 
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effective date of the Coastal Act within the project reach have been subject to potential damage 
from wave caused erosion. 
 

c.  Alternatives to Use of a Shoreline Protection Device: 
The third criterion, pursuant to Section 30235, that must be met before approval of a shoreline 
protective device can be considered necessary is that the proposed device  or shoreline-altering 
construction is required to protect the existing threatened structure or public beach area, or to 
serve the coastal dependent use.  In other words, a shoreline protection device must be permitted 
if approval of such a device is the only feasible

 
means of protecting the endangered existing 

development or costal dependent use.  Further, a particular device may be approved only if it is 
found to be the only feasible means of providing protection or if there are multiple possible 
means, if it is the best alternative.  Thus, when read in tandem with other applicable Coastal Act 
policies protecting coastal resources as cited in these findings, this evaluation relative to Section 
30235 of the Coastal Act, is often conceptualized as a search for the least environmentally 
damaging feasible alternative that can serve to achieve the stated project goal of protecting the 
threatened structure, coastal-dependent use, or public beach.  Other alternatives typically 
considered include: the “no project” alternative; abandonment of threatened structures or use 
areas; relocation of the threatened structures or use areas; sand replenishment programs; and 
combinations of each.   
 
The applicant’s Coastal Engineering Consultant, Moffatt & Nichol, has prepared an alternatives 
analysis identifying potential alternatives to the use of the rock revetment to protect the existing 
structures on site.  In addition, a Revised Analysis of Impacts to Public Trust Resources and 
Values (APTR) has also been prepared by AMEC consultants for the California State Lands 
Commission dated July 2014, which considers a range of alternatives to the proposed project. 
 
In regards to the “No Project” alternative, the applicant’s coastal engineering consultants 
determined this alternative is infeasible as it would not meet the stated goals of the project to 
protect the existing residential development on site.  Similarly, the applicant did not include an 
analysis of the abandonment of threatened structures for the same reason that the “No Project” 
alternative was not found to be feasible.  The applicant included a brief analysis of a “Managed 
Retreat” alternative involving the landward relocation of existing residences and septic systems 
on each site and found that although this alternative would reduce or delay exposure of these 
structures to coastal erosion it would not meet the primary objective of providing long-term 
shoreline protection of the existing residences on site, particularly given the relatively limited 
area for retreat to occur given the location of the subject properties between the beach and Broad 
Beach Road. 
 
In regards to the use of beach nourishment as an alternative to the use of the rock revetment, the 
proposed project already includes of the importation of 600,000 cu. yds. of sand material from 
sand quarries located approximately 40-45 miles inland of the project site.  As proposed, the 
reconstructed/post-nourishment combined beach and dune system would extend approximately 
250 ft. (at its widest point) seaward from the top of the as-built revetment to the surf zone with 
approximately 65-110 ft. of beach area located seaward of the constructed toe of the dunes. 
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The project also includes backpassing operations (transporting sand from wider downcoast areas 
of the beach to upcoast areas of the beach) on an annual basis for a period of 20 years, if needed 
for the purpose of maintaining adequate beach width for a prolonged period of time.  As 
proposed, the applicant would conduct a single renourishment of the beach 10 years after the 
initial nourishment had been completed.  As designed, the proposed rock revetment would be 
buried beneath at least 4-8 ft. of imported sand material and the reconstructed dunes on site 
would be revegetated with native dune plant species. 
 
However, although the project, as proposed, includes the provision for substantial widening of 
the beach from nourishment activities, the applicant’s coastal engineering consultants have also 
indicated that the beach is expected to be subject to continuing erosion and that the created or 
widened beach area seaward of the revetment could be entirely or substantially eroded within 3 - 
8 years, and possibly even less time in the event of a significant storm or wave-caused erosion 
event.  Thus, the applicant’s coastal engineering consultants have concluded that the revetment is 
necessary to provide “backstop” protection in the event that the proposed beach 
nourishment/widened beach fails. 
 
Given the dynamic ever changing nature of the beach morphology and coastal process acting on 
this beach it is very difficult to model or predict how the beach nourishment program will 
perform over time as well as predict if unanticipated changes could result in adverse impacts to 
marine resources and habitats.  The Commission finds that the proposed project is, in part, an 
experimental effort or pilot project to create a widened sandy beach within the project reach to 
reduce the potential for periodic wave-caused erosion to upland areas of the site and enhance 
public access and recreational opportunities.  Thus, in this case, the Commission finds that given 
the experimental nature of the proposed nourishment project and the dynamic variability of 
conditions in coastal areas, it is not possible to ensure that the proposed beach nourishment 
efforts will be adequate to establish and maintain the necessary beach width to protect the 
existing residential development on each site without the use of the proposed rock revetment to 
serve as “backstop” protection.  
 

d.  Alternatives to Avoid or Minimize Adverse Impacts From Rock Revetment 
The fourth, and final, test of Section 30235 of the Coastal Act that must be met in order to 
require Commission approval is that a shoreline protective structure must be designed to 
eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts to local shoreline sand supply, coastal process, and public 
access/recreation.  Specifically, in the event that it is determined that there is no alternative to the 
use of a shoreline protection device, then alternatives to the design and location of the device 
must be analyzed to ensure that adverse impacts to shoreline processes, sand supply, public 
access and recreation are minimized to the maximum extent feasible.  In past Commission 
actions, the Commission has generally found that siting and designing the shoreline protection 
device to be located as far landward as feasible so that the device occupies less sandy beach and 
is acted upon by wave action less frequently is the preferred alternative to minimize adverse 
impacts to shoreline processes, sand supply, public access and recreation. 
 
As discussed in more detail in the section above titled IV.B.1 of this report titled “Shoreline 
Armoring and Impacts”, the existing as-built rock revetment on site has resulted in, and is 
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continuing to cause, adverse impacts to shoreline sand supply, coastal processes, and public 
access/recreation.  In order to mitigate potential impacts to the sand supply, coastal processes, 
and public access and recreation associated with the proposed project there are two main factors 
to consider: (1) providing for beach nourishment to mitigate the impacts of the proposed 
revetment device and (2) siting the revetment in the landward most location feasible. 
 
In regards to the first factor, in past permit actions involving the construction of a shoreline 
protection device, the Commission has typically required either beach nourishment or the 
provision of an in-lieu fee for the purpose of providing beach nourishment to offset adverse 
impacts to shoreline sand supply and coastal resources.  In this particular case the applicant is 
already proposing to import 600,000 cu. yds. of sand for beach nourishment activities for the 
express purpose of creating a wider beach on site and enhance the effectiveness and longevity of 
the proposed rock revetment.  As proposed, project would specifically include deposition of 
600,000 cu. yds. of sand on the beach from inland sand quarries during the first year and 
approximately 450,000 cu. yds. of sand during the tenth year of the program.  The applicant also 
proposed to conduct periodic sand back-passing operations to occur no more than once per year 
for a period of 20 years.  Thus, as proposed, the project would include some mitigation for the 
adverse impacts to shoreline sand supply and coastal processes resulting from the rock 
revetment. 
 
However, it is important to note that, while the applicant has submitted estimations, the 
anticipated longevity of the sand nourishment is uncertain.  The applicant has submitted an 
analysis by their engineering consultants that anticipate that the nourished beach will be lost due 
to erosion within 3 to 8 years from completion of the project. The Engineering Analysis by 
Moffatt & Nichol dated October 2013 states: 

 
The Genesis model predictions for a 600,000 cy [cu. yds.] beach nourishment assume 
the existing revetment is maintained in its current location…The rate of beach loss is 
greatest at the west end of Broad Beach and indicates the nourished beach may only last 
3 to 5 years near Point Lechuza.  In contrast, the model results suggest beach 
nourishment may last up to 7 or 8 years at the east end of Broad Beach. 
 

Thus, while the proposed sand nourishment will offset or partially offset the adverse effects to 
shoreline sand supply from the proposed rock revetment for the period of time that the 
nourishment material remains on the beach, it is expected that the nourishment sand will be lost 
over time and the revetment exposed both during and after the 20 year period that such 
nourishment activities are proposed. Further, although the applicant is requesting permanent 
authorization of the rock revetment pursuant to this application, the applicant is not committing 
to any future beach nourishment activities after 20 years.  Thus, as proposed, although the 
benefits to shoreline sand supply from the proposed nourishment would be temporary for a 
period of 20 years, the adverse impacts resulting from the proposed authorization of the rock 
revetment would be permanent. 
 
In regards to the second factor, the construction of the 4,150 linear ft. rock revetment was 
authorized through two emergency permits (CDPs 4-10-003-G and 4-10-029-G) in 2010, during 
a period of rapid and advancing erosion along the Broad Beach shoreline.  Given the need for 
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immediate action in light of the emergency that was occurring at the time, it was not possible for 
the Commission to fully evaluate proposed configuration and location of the rock revetment.  
Thus, these emergency coastal development permits specifically authorized the emergency work 
on a temporary basis only in order to allow the applicant to prepare further studies of the 
shoreline processes at the subject site and evaluate long-term solutions, including solutions other 
than retention of the rock revetment and the relocation of the revetment to a further landward 
location which would be fully evaluated by the Commission in its review of the required follow-
up regular coastal development permit application.  This subject application for the permanent 
authorization of the rock revetment constitutes that required follow-up application for those 
emergency coastal development permits.  
 
The alignment of the as-built 4,150 linear ft. rock revetment occupies approximately 3.02 acre of 
beach and is situated substantially closer to the stringline of existing residential development on 
the west (upcoast) end of the beach than the approximately 2,000 linear ft. portion of the 
revetment at the eastern (downcoast) end of the beach, where the beach widens significantly.  In 
fact, the seaward toe of the rock revetment along the downcoast portion of the site is located 
between 160 – 200 ft. of many of the residences at the downcoast of the end of the beach. 
Although many of the residences utilize septic systems with leach fields located on the sandy 
beach seaward of the residence, the seaward toe of the rock revetment would still be generally 
located between 80 – 160 ft. seaward of these leach fields.  Thus, given the large area of sandy 
beach located between the as-built rock revetment on the downcoast end of the site and the line 
of residential development (including the existing septic systems), it is clear that there is a 
feasible alternative to substantially relocate the approximately 2,000 linear ft. portion of the 
revetment at the eastern (downcoast) end of the beach further landward. 
 
Thus, in its review of this pending application, Commission staff requested the applicant provide 
analysis of relocating the rock revetment as far landward as feasible to protect the residential 
development on site (single family residences and their associated septic systems) and reduction 
of quantity and footprint of fill material,  and elimination of the placement of sand fill material at 
the western end of the beach (upcoast of the western terminus of the rock revetment) in order to 
avoid the filling of sensitive rocky intertidal habitat areas.  As part of the coastal development 
permit application, the applicant’s coastal engineering consultants, Moffatt & Nichol, submitted 
several project alternatives which examined different beach nourishment scenarios as well as 
several alternatives related to a more landward location for the rock revetment.  In addition, the 
Revised Draft Analysis of Public Trust Resources (APTR) prepared by AMEC for the California 
State Lands Commission dated July 2014 also examined the applicant’s identified alternatives.  
The alternatives identified by the applicant and APTR include: 
 

1. Minor relocation of a more robust revetment landward of the mean high tide line with 
beach nourishment and dune restoration; 

2. Relocation of a more robust revetment landward of existing lateral access easements with 
beach nourishment and dune restoration; 

3. Replacement of revetment with further landward-located vertical seawall with beach 
nourishment and dune restoration; 

4. Reduce beach nourishment volume with revetment in current location and dune 
restoration; 
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5. Beach nourishment and dune restoration with full removal of revetment; and 
6. Landward relocation of more robust revetment along eastern portion of the project with 

beach nourishment and dune restoration. 
7. Removal of emergency revetment on eastern (downcoast) end of beach with beach 

nourishment/dune restoration and both with and without replacement and relocation of 
existing leach fields further landward. 

8. No beach nourishment at western end of beach (upcoast of revetment) 
9. Reduced beach nourishment at western end of beach (upcoast of revetment). 

 
The majority of the above referenced alternatives did not adequately address the above stated 
goals identified by Commission staff, including relocating the revetment as far landward as 
feasible, reduction of quantity and footprint of fill material, and eliminating fill of rock intertidal 
habitat at the western end of the beach, upcoast from the western terminus of the revetment in 
order to minimized impacts to coastal resources.  For instance, the identified Alternative 1 for 
the minor relocation of revetment immediately landward of the mean high tide line would only 
have relocated the majority of the revetment approximately 3–5 ft. further landward, although a 
small portion on the eastern (downcoast) end of the revetment would be located 15-20 ft. 
landward.  Due to the relatively minor distance the revetment would be relocated under this 
alternative, this alternative would result in a very limited reduction to adverse impacts to 
shoreline process, sand supply, and public access/recreation while resulting in new impacts to the 
remaining sensitive dune habitat on site. 
 
In addition, Alternatives 2, 6, and 7 also similarly addressed the potential landward relocation of 
the revetment; however, each of these alternatives analyzed a location for the relocated 
revetment that would be further seaward than necessary.  In contrast, Alternative 3 showed the 
replacement of the revetment with a new vertical seawall in a much further landward location 
only approximately 6 ft. seaward of the existing ; however, it also incorrectly included protection 
for “Future” leach fields on site that do not currently exist.  In the case of Alternative 3, the use 
of a vertical seawall in this location was found to be less conducive to the success of the 
proposed dune habitat restoration program than the proposed rock revetment, which is designed 
to be covered by sand.   
 
The applicant’s engineering consultants found that Alternative 5, involving removal of the 
revetment and use of nourishment only, would not provide the necessary protection for existing 
residential development on the beach in the event that the proposed nourishment failed to 
maintain an adequate beach width.  In regards to changes to beach nourish amounts and 
footprints, Alternatives 4, 8, and 9 failed to analyze reductions in the quantity and footprint of 
the proposed beach nourishment fill adequate to avoid adverse impacts to the identified sensitive 
rocky intertidal areas located at the western (upcoast) end of the project reach. 
 
In respect to the alternative of relocating some or all portions of the as-built rock revetment 
further landward, the Commission notes that the presence of the septic systems with leach fields 
located on the sandy beach seaward of many of the residences is the principle factor in the 
determination of how far landward the revetment may be resited.  In this case, 46 of the 
properties where the as-built revetment is located have septic system leach fields located on the 
sandy beach seaward of the existing residential structures.  The majority of these septic system 
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leach fields generally extend approximately 40 - 70 ft. seaward of the residential structures.  
Coastal Commission have coordinated closely with City of Malibu Planning and Engineering 
staff regarding the required setbacks for septic systems from shoreline protection devices and 
City staff have indicated that the appropriate setback is no less than 5 ft. between any form long-
term shoreline protective device and a septic system pursuant to the City’s Environmental Health 
Division’s Policies.  In addition to meeting this provision of the City’s Code, any new 
development must also be consistent with all provisions of the City’s adopted LCP, which 
specifically provides that new shoreline protective devices shall be located as landward as 
feasible.  Thus, pursuant to the City’s typical requirements for septic systems, the rock revetment 
may be relocated as close as 5 ft. from the seaward of the septic system leach fields on each site.  
In this case, although the approximately 2,190 linear ft. upcoast end of the as-built rock 
revetment is located very close to the existing residential development on each site, the landward 
edge of the as-built revetment is located only approximately 5 – 20 ft. seaward of the leach fields 
on each property.  Thus, it is not possible to relocate the revetment further landward on the 
western (upcoast) portion of the site given that this portion of the revetment is already located as 
landward as feasible. 
 
However, the approximately 1,960 linear ft. portion of the revetment at the eastern (downcoast) 
end of the project reach is located in an area where the beach widens significantly.  In fact, the 
seaward toe of the rock revetment along the downcoast portion of the site is located between 160 
– 200 ft. of many of the residences at the downcoast of the end of the beach.  Moreover, the 
landward edge of the as-built rock revetment is located approximately 80 – 100 ft. seaward of the 
majority of the septic system leach fields within this area.  Thus, a feasible alternative would be 
to relocate the rock revetment landward to the line of the existing septic systems with the 
provision setback minimal 15 ft. setback or separation between the seaward limit of the leach 
fields and the landward edge of the rock revetment as generally shown on Exhibit 8.  Although 
an even smaller 5 ft. setback between the revetment and leach fields would also be feasible and 
would serve to comply with the City of Malibu Environmental Health Review requirements, 
Commission staff is recommending the provision of a 15 ft. wide setback to allow for both the 
provision of the 10 ft. wide public access path on the landward side of the rock revetment 
pursuant to Special Conditions 1 and 14, as well as to provide for an adequate setback for 
geotechnical purposes.  
 
Commission staff provided the above direction to the applicant regarding relocation of the as-
built revetment further landward to the seaward extent of the existing septic systems with no 
more than a 15 ft. setback between the revetment and septic systems.  In response, the applicant 
recently submitted a new revised alternative (Alternative 6A) which would make provide for the 
relocation of approximately 1,280 linear ft. of the downcoast end of the revetment approximately 
40 – 60 ft. further landward as shown on Exhibit 8.  The applicants representatives have stated 
that although they are not proposing Alternative 6A, the applicant would tentatively be in 
agreement with relocating a portion of the revetment consistent with this alternative if the 
Commission were to require it as a condition of approval of this permit.  However, the 
applicant’s Alternative 6A would neither relocate the revetment as far landward as the location 
identified by staff on Exhibit 8 nor would it relocate as long of a segment of the revetment.  
Under this new alternative by the applicant only approximately 1,280 linear ft. of the rock 
revetment (commencing at 30848 Broad Beach Road) would be resited to a location that would 
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still be approximately 40 -60 ft. seaward of the existing septic systems of the beach, and thus, 
approximately 25 – 45 ft. further seaward of the revetment location identified by staff in Exhibit 
8.  The applicant’s engineering consultants have asserted that this relatively large distance of 40-
60 ft. distance between the existing septic systems and the revetment is necessary to provide an 
adequate setback from potential wave uprush in the event that the proposed beach nourishment 
program fails to maintain an adequately wide beach and to provide protection for potential 
“future” leach fields that do not currently exist but which the applicant asserts might be 
constructed on the beach at some point in the future. 
 
Specifically, one concern raised by the applicant regarding the size of the setback between the 
septic systems and leach fields  and the revetment, is that these systems could be at-risk from 
extreme events and overtopping of the revetment by wave action.  The proposed revetment and 
beach nourishment effort will greatly improve the protection of these existing systems above the 
unprotected condition.  Nevertheless, some risks to the systems remain, including scour of the 
septic system or leach field by overtopping waves, or damage to the system if it is flooded by 
saltwater.  Such overtopping is not expected unless the proposed nourishment project fails to 
maintain an adequately wide beach seaward of the relocated rock revetment. 
 
As noted in the City of Malibu’s Environmental Health Division’s policies for properties with a 
long-term shore protection device:  
 

The minimum horizontal distance between any portion of the onsite wastewater 
treatment system and the shoreline protection device, including returns shall not be less 
than five (5) feet measured horizontally. 

 
The required 5 ft. setback has been developed specifically to protect the onsite wastewater 
treatment system from possible scour inland of the shore protection.  Although the Health 
Division’s policies are not part of the adopted LCP, these policies are directly applicable to new 
onsite wastewater treatment systems on Broad Beach and provide guidance for the appropriate 
protection of the existing systems at Broad Beach.  As such, the 15 ft. setback identified by 
Commission staff as appropriate between the onsite wastewater treatment system dispersal area 
and the shore protection device (the revetment) would exceeds the 5 ft. minimum setback 
required by the City and provides for more than adequate separation. 
 

In addition, the City of Malibu’s Environmental Health Division also has policies for the location 
of onsite treatment systems for properties without shoreline protection devices or with only 
temporary protection requiring the provision of a 15 ft. setback for new septic systems and leach 
fields from the maximum wave uprush scour line.  In this case, although Special Condition Two 
(2) would limit the term of authorization for this coastal development permit, the proposed rock 
revetment is intended to function as a long-term shoreline protection solution, thus, the 15 ft. 
setback from the wave uprush limit for septic systems (as opposed to from the revetment itself) 
would not be applicable in this case). Regardless, the applicant’s engineering consultants have 
noted that since the revetment is designed with a relatively low elevation to allow for dune 
construction, they believe the revetment is likely to be overtopped during certain storm events in 
the event that the proposed beach nourishment project fails to maintain an adequately wide beach 
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and that; therefore, the 15 ft. setback from the inland extent of the maximum run-up (which the 
applicant has delineated as being landward of the revetment) would be more protective and 
should be used. The applicant has provided site plans as part of their analysis of Alternative 6a 
that depict a possible inland relocation of the revetment that would provide for a 15 ft. setback 
from the maximum wave uprush limit effectively resulting in a configuration of the revetment 
that would, in most sections of the relocated segment, be approximately 40 to 60 ft. seaward of 
the septic system leach fields on site as shown on Exhibit 8.   
 
Dr. Lesley Ewing has reviewed the applicant’s alternative and noted that these plans show the 
inland extent of run-up and not of actual scour which would be farther seaward than the run-up 
extent.  Moreover, based on her review of the project plans for this alternative, Dr. Ewing has 
concluded that since these properties will have shoreline protection (in the combined form of the 
rock revetment and beach nourishment project) the provision of a15 setback from the inland 
scour line is not appropriate in this case.  The use of 15 ft. setback from the maximum wave 
uprush limit between onsite wastewater treatment system and the maximum run-up inland of the 
shore protection provides duplicative protection and there are other options to supplement the 
protection of the onsite wastewater treatment system that do not require a more seaward 
revetment location.   
 
Thus, Dr. Ewing believes a 15 ft. setback between the rock revetment and the existing septic 
system leach fields on each site is appropriate in this case and this setback would be adequate to 
ensure protection of the existing leach fields, although some minor additional erosion control 
improvements may be necessary on certain sites such as the installation of a gravel or cobble 
blanket where leach fields are located.  Specifically, Dr. Ewing finds that although some 
potential risk remains that some of the onsite wastewater treatment systems may subject to 
overtopping or salt water flooding with a setback of 15 ft. of separation between the rock 
revetment and the seaward extent of the leach fields, a feasible solution to provide protection, if 
necessary, would be to provide additional erosion control measures such as a gravel overlayer to 
the leach field to reduce scour, or install subsurface drainage improvements to reduce salt water 
flooding. Such site-specific options might be considered on a case-by-case basis for individual 
properties if such problems occur in the future.  Based on her review of the project, Dr. Ewing 
determined that the more landward relocation of the revetment, as required pursuant to Special 
Condition One (1) will not interfere with the use of these potential site-specific erosion control 
measures.  Dr. Ewing further concludes that given all of the project alternatives, a 15 ft. setback 
between the landward edge of the rock revetment and any leach fields (which will provided for a 
greater setback than the 10 ft. setback required pursuant to City of Malibu’s Environmental 
Health Division’s policies) would result in the least impact to coastal resources and be the most 
consistent with applicable Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and the City of Malibu’s LCP.   
 
In addition, in their analysis of their revised alternative (Alternative 6A) the applicant failed to 
distinguish between existing septic leach fields and “future” leach fields which do not exist but 
are shown on the applicants plans as potential future expansion/replacement areas for septic 
systems.  The applicant has asserted that property owners within the project reach have a right to 
develop these “future” leach fields.  As discussed in detail in the above section titled Existing 
Development to be Protected (Section IV.B.3.a) although the existing septic systems constitute 
“existing” development which may be protected pursuant to Section 30235 of the Coastal Act, 
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the future construction of a new expansion or replacement leach field on these properties does 
not constitute existing development and; therefore, does not constitute development which is 
specifically entitled to be protected pursuant to any form of shoreline protection.  Moreover, 
construction of a new or “future” leach field would require the issuance of a discretionary coastal 
development permit in which all feasible alternatives must be considered, including relocation of 
all septic system improvements to a further landward area of the site and/or rehabilitation and re-
use of the existing leach field on site in order to avoid any further seaward encroachment by 
development on site. 
 
Moreover, in past permit actions involving the redevelopment of existing residential properties, 
both the City of Malibu and the Coastal Commission have required that new septic systems 
(including leach fields be located as landward as feasible to minimize their encroachment onto 
the beach.  In addition, the adopted LCP requires the use of alternative onsite wastewater 
treatment system (AOWTS) for new development on beachfront properties, such as the 
properties on Broad Beach, which typically occupies a smaller area of beach than traditional 
systems and provides a substantially higher level of effluent treatment.  Moreover, neither the 
City nor the Commission has typically authorized “future” locations for leach fields, if such 
fields would result in additional encroachment onto a sandy beach, since these leach fields may 
be rehabilitated in place.  Specifically, in the event that a leach field reaches filtration capacity it 
is feasible to excavate the leach field area and replace the footprint with a new volume of sand 
materials eliminating the need for the identification of a “future” field in a different location on 
the site.  For instance, in 2010 and 2011, the City of Malibu approved CDPs 10-063 and  
11-050 for the demolition of existing residences and construction of new residences oat 31260 
and 31302 Broad Beach Road, within the area of Broad Beach that is subject to this application.  
In both of the coastal development permit actions, the City specifically required the applicants to 
submit project plans showing only a single Onsite Alternative Wasterwater Treatment System 
leach field in the most landward location feasible, with no provision for any “future” field on 
site. 
 
Thus, in this case, the Commission finds that the revetment configuration identified by the 
applicant as Alternative 6A (Partial Revetment Pullback) would relocate the revetment as far 
landward as feasible.  Under this alternative by the applicant only approximately 1,280 linear ft. 
of the rock revetment (commencing at 30848 Broad Beach Road) would be relocated to a 
location that would still be approximately 40 -60 ft. seaward of the existing septic systems of the 
beach (Exhibit 8).  As shown on Exhibit 8, an additional approximately 680 linear ft. section of 
the revetment could also be relocated landward for a total pullback of approximately 1,960 linear 
ft. of revetment.  Moreover, the revetment could be feasibly relocated approximately 25 – 45 ft. 
further seaward of the revetment location under Alternative 6A also as shown on Exhibit 8.   
 
The Commission has in past permit actions required that shoreline protective structures be 
located as far landward as feasible in order minimize adverse impacts on the beach profile and 
public access.  In addition, the City of Malibu LCP, which is used as guidance in this permit 
action, requires that new shoreline protective structures be located as far landward as feasible to 
protect existing development.  In this case it is feasible to relocate a larger segment of the 
revetment further landward which will serve to minimize the potential adverse impacts of the 
revetment on shoreline sand supply, coastal processes, and public access recreation, as required 
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by Section 30235 of the Coastal Act. Therefore, Special Condition 1 requires the landward re-
location and re-construction of the approximately 2,000 linear ft. downcoast end of the rock 
revetment (including all portions of the proposed rock revetment between 31350 Broad Beach 
Road and 30760 Broad Beach Road) so that the landward edge of the revetment is setback 
approximately fifteen (15) ft. from existing, legally-established septic systems/leach fields 
(excluding any designated “future” leach fields that had not yet been built at the time this 
application was submitted to the Commission) as generally depicted in Exhibit 8.  The relocated 
revetment shall be configured in a manner that maintains a relatively straight or gently curving 
line as generally depicted in Exhibit 8.  Short segments of the revetment may be located more 
than 15 ft. seaward from the existing leach fields if necessary to avoid creating sharp angles in 
the configuration of the revetment.  All portions of the relocated revetment shall be configured as 
a single contiguous structure without any gaps or breaks (including the property at 30822 Broad 
Beach Road) and shall generally utilize the same design, size, and dimensions as the existing, as-
built revetment.  No portion of the revetment shall extend further upcoast than 31350 Broad 
Beach Road, nor further downcoast than 30760 Broad Beach Road. Further, to ensure that the 
project is implemented in a manner consistent with the revised plans required pursuant to Special 
Condition One (1), Special Condition Three (3) requires that the applicant shall implement and 
complete the landward re-location and re-construction of the approximately 2,000 linear ft. 
downcoast end of the rock revetment (including all portions of the proposed rock revetment 
between 31350 Broad Beach Road and 30760 Broad Beach Road) consistent with the 
requirements of Special Condition 1.A.1. within 1 year of the issuance of this permit.  The 
Executive Director may grant additional time for good cause. 
 
Moreover, failure to maintain the approved revetment in good condition may result in adverse 
impacts to the marine/beach environment and public access/recreation if errant rocks migrated 
unintentionally onto the sandy beach or surf zone.  In order to the approved revetment is 
adequately maintained, Special Condition Eleven (11) requires that such maintenance or repair 
occur in a timely manner incorporating all Best Management practices.  This condition provides 
that it is the property owner’s responsibility to maintain the revetment in a structurally sound 
manner.  Removing or re-depositing any debris, rock or material that becomes shall occur on an 
as-needed basis after such displacement occurs. 
 
In addition, the Commission finds that given the experimental nature of the proposed rock 
revetment/beach and dune nourishment plan and given the dynamic variability of conditions in 
coastal areas, it is not possible to ensure that the proposed beach nourishment efforts will be 
adequate to establish and maintain the desired beach width seaward of the proposed revetment or 
to prevent the revetment from becoming exposed. Therefore, Special Condition Two (2) limits 
the duration of the period of time that development an approved development on a temporary 
basis only for a period of ten (10) years from the date of Commission action. After such time, the 
authorization for continuation and/or retention of any development approved as part of this 
permit (including, but not limited to, the rock revetment and beach re-nourishment/backpassing 
activities) shall cease.  Special Condition Two (2) further requires that prior to the date that 
authorization for the development expires (10 years from the date of Commission action), the 
applicant or successor in interest shall submit a complete coastal development permit application 
for the re-authorization of the beach nourishment program and to retain the rock revetment for an 
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additional ten (10) year term, if necessary, to protect existing development at risk from wave 
hazards and tidal action.  

Further, Special Condition Twelve provides that any future redevelopment of any property 
located landward of the revetment alignment as stipulated in Special Condition One (1) (i.e. 
31350 Broad Beach Road to 30708 Broad Beach Rd.) shall not rely on the permitted revetment 
to establish geologic stability or protection from hazards. Redevelopment on all properties within 
the area that is subject to this coastal development permit shall be sited and designed to ensure 
geologic and engineering stability without reliance on shoreline or bluff protective devices 
consistent with development standards and policies of the City of Malibu LCP. As used in this 
condition, “redevelopment” is defined to include: (1) additions, or; (2) expansions, or; (3) 
demolition, renovation or replacement that would result in alteration to 50 percent or more of an 
existing structure.  Moreover, to ensure that this critical information regarding potential impacts 
to marine resources is recorded and reported to the Executive Director for consideration of future 
project approvals, Special Conditions Four (4) and Six (6) requires that extensive monitoring 
of the effects of the project on shoreline processes be implemented to assess the effects of the 
permeable pier sand retention system and beach nourishment program for the term of this permit.  
Further, to ensure that the project complies with all other regulatory requirements, Special 
Condition Seventeen (17) requires the applicant submit evidence to the Executive Director that 
all local, State and Federal permits necessary for the proposed project have been obtained. 
 

In addition, Coastal Act section 30620(c)(1) authorizes the Commission to require applicants to 
reimburse the Commission for expenses incurred in processing CDP applications.  See also 14 
C.C.R. § 13055(e).  Thus, the Commission is authorized to require reimbursement for expenses 
incurred in defending its action on the pending CDP application.  Therefore, consistent with 
Section 30620(c), the Commission imposes Special Condition Nineteen (19), requiring 
reimbursement of any costs and attorney’s fees the Commission incurs “in connection with the 
defense of any action brought by a party other than the Applicant/Permittee challenging the 
approval or issuance of this permit.” 

 
In conclusion, the Commission finds that the proposed project, only as conditioned, will be 
consistent with provisions of Section 20235 of the California Coastal Act. 
 
5. Beach Nourishment Program: 
 
The project also includes the importation of 600,000 cu. yds. of material to provide donor material for 
beach nourishment on site.  Beach nourishment to establish a wider sandy beach at the subject site 
will serve to enhance public recreational and access opportunities and provide greater protection of 
public property and infrastructure at risk from shoreline erosion.  Section 30233 of the Coastal Act 
allows filling of coastal waters (or wetlands) only where feasible mitigation measures have been 
provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, and for only the following seven uses listed in 
Section 30233(a) of the Coastal Act: 
 
 (1) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities, including commercial 

fishing facilities. 
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 (2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing navigational channels, 
turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and boat launching ramps. 

  (3)  In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, estuaries, and lakes, new or 
expanded boating facilities and the placement of structural pilings for public recreational piers that 
provide public access and recreational opportunities. 

 (4)  Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying cables and pipes or 
inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines. 

 (5) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in environmentally sensitive 
areas. 

 (6)  Restoration purposes. 
 (7)  Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities. 
 
In this case, the proposed fill would restore former public beach areas where erosion has 
narrowed the width of the beach.  Sand deposition for beach restoration is an allowable use of fill 
pursuant to Section 30233(a)(5) of the Coastal Act.  Coastal Act Sections 30230 and 32031 also 
require that the proposed development be carried out in a manner that protects water quality, 
biological productivity and marine resources. 
 
At erosional shorelines, such as the current condition at Broad Beach, the active dune (foredune) 
forms shift inland as the beach retreats.  If there is no space for the dune to shift inland as the 
shoreline erodes, the dunes will not persist.  Since 2005, wave-caused erosion, the construction 
of sandbag walls and the emergency rock revetment in 2010 resulted in the loss of a substantial 
area of beach and dune habitat along broad beach  
 
In regards to the use of beach nourishment as an alternative to the use of the rock revetment, the 
proposed project already includes of the importation of 600,000 cu. yds. of sand material from 
sand quarries located approximately 40-45 miles inland of the project site.  As proposed, the 
reconstructed/post-nourishment combined beach and dune system would extend approximately 
250 ft. (at its widest point) seaward from the top of the as-built revetment to the surf zone with 
approximately 65-110 ft. of beach area located seaward of the constructed toe of the dunes. 
 
The project also includes backpassing operations (transporting sand from wider downcoast areas 
of the beach to upcoast areas of the beach) on an annual basis for a period of 20 years, if needed 
for the purpose of maintaining adequate beach width for a prolonged period of time.  As 
proposed, the applicant would conduct a single renourishment of the beach 10 years after the 
initial nourishment had been completed.  As designed, the proposed rock revetment would be 
buried beneath at least 4-8 ft. of imported sand material and the reconstructed dunes on site 
would be revegetated with native dune plant species. 
 
The applicant has submitted a coastal engineering analysis for the proposed project by Moffatt 
and Nichol analyzing how the proposed beach nourishment project is expected to function.  In 
order to analyze the potential effects of the proposed permeable pier sand retention system, the 
applicant utilized GENESIS (Generalized Model for Simulating Shoreline Change) which was 
developed by the United States Army Corps or Engineers (USACE) Coastal Engineering 
Research Center.  GENESIS is a computer program that predicts the shift in the position of the 
shoreline at mean sea level from a designated starting point, existing conditions in this case, in 
response to a proposed action.  It utilizes data of existing shoreline conditions, wave conditions, 
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and proposed Project changes (beach fills and/or structures) to calculate sediment transport, 
consequent erosion and deposition, and resulting changes in shoreline position.  Model 
predictions should be considered as trends (i.e., erosion, accretion, no change) to be evaluated at 
the first order for planning, rather than absolute, accurate shoreline positions for any sort of 
precise engineering design. 
 
The modeling predictions for the proposed nourishment project determined that the nourished 
beach would be expected to be lost due to erosion within 3 to 8 years from completion of the 
project. The Engineering Analysis by Moffatt & Nichol dated October 2013 states: 

 
The Genesis model predictions for a 600,000 cy [cu. yds.] beach nourishment assume 
the existing revetment is maintained in its current location…The rate of beach loss is 
greatest at the west end of Broad Beach and indicates the nourished beach may only last 
3 to 5 years near Point Lechuza.  In contrast, the model results suggest beach 
nourishment may last up to 7 or 8 years at the east end of Broad Beach. 
 

Thus, while the proposed sand nourishment will offset or partially offset the adverse effects to 
shoreline sand supply from the proposed rock revetment for the period of time that the 
nourishment material remains on the beach, it is expected that the nourishment sand will be lost 
over time and the revetment exposed both during and after the 20 year period that such 
nourishment activities are proposed. Further, although the applicant is requesting permanent 
authorization of the rock revetment pursuant to this application, the applicant is not committing 
to any future beach nourishment activities after 20 years.  Thus, as proposed, although the 
benefits to shoreline sand supply from the proposed nourishment would be temporary for a 
period of 20 years, the adverse impacts resulting from the proposed authorization of the rock 
revetment would be permanent. 
 
Moreover, Commission Staff Coastal Engineer, Dr. Lesley Ewing, has reviewed the results of 
the applicant’s GENESIS modeling and concluded that the GENESIS modeling performed by 
the applicant’s engineering consultants is generally adequate from an engineering perspective 
although it must also be acknowledged that all predictive models include some inherent 
possibility for error and cannot guarantee certainty in regards to predicting the effects of any 
project for specific year-to-year changes.  Further,  given the dynamic ever changing nature of 
the beach morphology and coastal process acting on this beach it is very difficult to model or 
predict how the beach nourishment program will perform over time as well as predict if 
unanticipated changes could result in adverse impacts to marine resources and habitats.   
 
As proposed, the project would only provide for an initial nourishment of 600,000 cu. yds. of 
sand on the beach during the first year and a second approximately 450,000 cu. yds. of sand 
during the tenth year of the program.  No additional nourishment activities are proposed although 
the applicant would conduct periodic sand back-passing operations to occur no more than once 
per year.  However, as stated above, the applicant’s engineering consultant has determined that 
the proposed initial nourishment may only be adequate to maintain an a widened beach area 
seaward of the revetment for 3-8 years within the project reach.  Although not included as part of 
the proposed project, the applicant’s representatives have indicated that the applicant would be 
tentatively in agreement with a revised nourishment schedule that would allow for a smaller 
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amount of nourishment (300,000 cu. yds.) to occur every 5 years for the 20 year term of the 
permit (consistent with Alternative 4b submitted by the applicant and described in detail in 
Section IV.B of this report).  As discussed in detail in Section IV.B. (Marine Resources and 
Water Quality) of this report, in order to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to marine resources 
while still allowing for nourishment to occur, Special Condition One (1) requires a reduction in 
the amount of initial sand placement to no more than 300,000 cu. yds. of material. 

 

However, given the experimental nature of this project and due to the fact that it is not possible 
to predict with certainty whether the proposed beach/dune nourishment program will serve to 
maintain a widened beach condition on site adequate to prevent erosion of all dry sandy beach 
areas seaward of the revetment and/or to prevent the revetment from becoming exposed.  
Therefore, in order to ensure that a an adequately wide beach area is maintained on site seaward 
of the revetment to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to coastal resources and scenic coastal 
views, Special Condition Four (4) requires the applicant the applicant submit, for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director, a Final Adaptive Management and Monitoring Plan that 
would require that renourishment on an as-needed basis (rather than once every ten years) if 
certain triggers are reached, including if the beach narrows to a specific identified threshold 
width.  Specifically, Special Condition Four (4) requires that a small-scale Interim 
Renourishment would be required if the dry beach width at Profile 410 (as shown on Exhibit 12) 
is narrower than 30 feet for 6 consecutive months, and is recorded by two (2) consecutive full 
beach profiles, and, there is insufficient sand at the backpass source location for backpassing to 
occur.  In addition, a Major Renourishment would be required if the dry beach width at Profile 
410 is narrower than 30 feet for 12 consecutive months, and is recorded by three (3) consecutive 
full beach profiles, and, there is insufficient sand at the backpass source location for backpassing 
to occur.  Further, Special Condition Four (4) provides for small-scale interim renourishment and 
major renourishment to occur on an as-needed basis to ensure that the protective beach and dune 
system that will be maintained at an adequate width, to the extent feasible.   

 

Moreover, to ensure that this critical information regarding potential impacts to marine resources 
is recorded and reported to the Executive Director for consideration of future project approvals, 
Special Condition Four (4) requires that an extensive monitoring program be established to 
investigate shoreline conditions, report any changes and respond promptly and pro-actively to 
these changes.  Special Condition Four (4) requires that the monitoring provisions of the Final 
Adaptive Management Plan be revised to require that all monitoring shall conducted for the life 
of the project.  The applicant shall also be required to submit, on an annual basis, all survey data 
and a written report prepared by a qualified coastal engineer indicating the results of the 
shoreline profile and beach width monitoring program.  The annual monitoring report shall 
include conclusions regarding the level of success of the project, a detailed analysis of any 
increase or decrease in beach widths and shoreline erosion rates, changes in the frequency and/or 
duration of all Trancas Creek lagoon mouth opening/closure events, details on any nourishment 
and/or backpassing efforts undertaken during the year with the volume and placement location 
specified. 
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Furthermore, to ensure that potential adverse effects to coastal resources areas are minimized, 
Special Condition Two (2) also requires that five (5) years from the date of issuance for this 
coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit a report to the Executive Director, 
documenting the status of the project and the Beach Nourishment and Management Program. 
The report shall summarize the results and findings of the annual physical and biological 
monitoring reports and the status of alternative sewage treatment feasibility study as required 
pursuant to Special Conditions  4, 5, 6, 7 & 16.    Should the monitoring reports reveal any 
significant adverse resource/ habitat impacts, and/or the Beach Nourishment and Management 
Program is not performing as anticipated, the Executive Director may require the submittal of a 
permit amendment,  to address and evaluate mitigation measures to compensate for  any adverse 
resource/habitat impacts and/or require any mid-course corrections or adjustments to the Beach 
Nourishment and Management Program.   
 

However, the Commission also finds that the marine and beach environment within the project 
site area are dynamic systems that are subject to potential changes over time as new species 
migrate into the area or as potential unidentified impacts from the proposed dredging operation 
may be discovered over time. Moreover, given the experimental nature of this project, it is not 
possible to ensure that the proposed beach nourishment efforts will be adequate to establish and 
maintain the desired beach width seaward of the proposed revetment or to prevent the revetment 
from becoming exposed.  Therefore, Special Condition Two (2) also limits the duration of the 
period of time that development an approved development on a temporary basis only for a period 
of ten (10) years from the date of Commission action. After such time, the authorization for 
continuation and/or retention of any development approved as part of this permit (including, but 
not limited to, the rock revetment and beach re-nourishment/backpassing activities) shall cease.  
Special Condition Two (2) further requires that prior to the date that authorization for the 
development expires (10 years from the date of Commission action), the applicant or successor 
in interest shall submit a complete coastal development permit application for the re-
authorization of the beach nourishment program and to retain the rock revetment for an 
additional ten(10) year term, if necessary, to protect existing development at risk from wave 
hazards and tidal action.   

 
In addition, after consulting with Commission staff and various State and Federal resource 
agencies regarding the potential significant adverse habitat impacts associated with the 
placement of such a large amount of sand in the initial beach nourishment that would cover 
significant areas of rocky inter- and sub-tidal habitats particularly on the western end of the 
beach the applicant recently submitted a new alternative known as Alternative 4B which 
significantly reduces the amount of the initial sand fill for beach nourishment from 600,00 cu. 
yds. of sand to 300,000 cu. yds.  However, for the reasons discussed in detail in Section IV.C 
(Marine Resources) of this report, even with the reduction in beach fill amounts identified by 
Alternative 4B, in order to avoid the impact of direct burial of marine resources, including 
sensitive rocky intertidal habitat, it is necessary to further reduce footprint of nourishment 
activities at the western (upcoast) end of the revetment pursuant to Special Condition One (1).  
Special Condition One (1) limits the both the amount of sediment/beach replenishment material 
and the footprint of deposition on Broad Beach to no more than 300,000 cu. yds. of material for 
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the initial nourishment event with no placement of sand upcoast of the property at 31380 Broad 
Beach Road. 
 
The applicant’s engineering consultants have asserted that the reduction in the western extent of 
sand placement pursuant to Special Condition One (1) would potentially undermine the success 
of the proposed nourishment project.  this proposed project, as is true of many large scale 
projects, is multi-purpose and has multiple metrics for success.  The proposed relocation of the 
westernmost limit for sand nourishment has been included to protect the ecological resources 
that are locations near to and west of the proposed nourishment limit. Such a project 
modification also necessitated a slight modification in other project goals and criteria for success.  
Moreover, Dr. Lesley Ewing, the Commission’s Staff Engineer, has determined that although the 
change in sand placement location pursuant to Special Condition One (1) will reduce the volume 
of sand that will be placed or stored upcoast of 31380 Broad Beach Road, as noted by the 
modeling of sand transport, it is likely that natural wave action will move some sand to the beach 
and nearshore area west of 31380 Broad Beach Road, thus still providing for a small amount of 
sand to serve as feeder sand for times of eastern transport. In addition, the 300,000 cubic yards of 
sand will be available for transport within the rest of Broad Beach project area.  This volume of 
sand can provide for a wider recreational beach at the central and eastern sections of the 
nourishment area, focusing the bulk of the recreational use away from the ecologically sensitive 
western shoreline area.  The modifications to the sand placement will likely mean that it may not 
be possible to maintain sand cover over all the shore protection in the westernmost area, or that 
the shore protection in this area will be uncovered more quickly than in other locations.   
 
Dr. Ewing also believes that a nourishment project of 300,000 cubic yards of nourishment sand 
focused on the west-central, central and eastern segments of the coast, with backpassing, small-
scale interim sand additions and a shorter interval between renourishment events will still 
provide significant shore protection and recreational beach area.  At Broad Beach the dominant 
downcoast transport direction is from west to east; however, as noted in the coastal engineering 
report, sand moved both up and down coast in the area and some of the nourishment sand will 
move westward and be stored for future eastward transport.  Thus, Dr. Ewing has further 
determined that the western section of beach located upcoast of the property at 31380 Broad 
Beach Road where nourishment would not occur pursuant to Special Condition One (1) would be 
still be expected to widen slightly as a result of the downcoast beach nourishment operations; 
however, the beach will not be as wide as the nourished beach areas located downcoast and will 
not provide much additional protection to the development beyond the main defense for this area 
provided by the revetment and existing seawalls.  
 
The westernmost section of the beach has been narrow for many years and the shoreline position 
had far less variability and sand loss that beach sections farther to the east.  It is the beach areas 
to the east of this area that has experienced significant recent beach erosion and for which a 
wider beach will return the shoreline to the condition viewed as being the pre-erosion condition.  
While greater beach width at the westernmost section of beach might provide protection, 
Lechuza Point shelters this area from some storm events and the westernmost beach area has not 
relied upon a wide sand beach for protection. 
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Dr. Ewing concludes that the resulting section of the beach where nourishment will occur will 
still be approximately 1 mile in length and this is expected to be an adequate beach segment for 
undertaking beach nourishment as well as a backpassing program.  The success of those efforts 
will not be put into jeopardy.  As initially proposed, the beach areas would go through large 10-
year cycles of widening and narrowing.  The smaller sand volume, the back passing, the small-
scale interim additions of sand and the more frequent renourishment intervals will provide for a 
more consistent inter-annual beach condition within the proposed project area.   
 
In addition, the applicant has proposed use of much coarser sand (ranging in median grain size 
from 0.47 mm – 1.0 mm in diameter) for beach nourishment than the native sand currently found 
on Broad Beach (with a median grain size of 0.25 mm – 0.32 mm in diameter).  The applicant’s 
engineering consultants have stated that the use of the larger grain size is desirable from an 
engineering perspective in that sand nourishment is more likely to remain on the beach for a 
longer period of time.  However, the coarser sand may affect which organisms will colonize the 
beach after the nourishment event.  Further, the use of larger grain sizes will establish a slightly 
steeper shore face than the native sand.  Thus, for the reasons discussed in detail in Section IV.C 
(Marine Resources) of this report, Special Condition Eight (8) has been required in order to 
minimize potential impacts to marine and coastal resources.  This special  condition would limit 
the allowed nourishment material to a median diameter (d50) between 0.24 mm and 0.6 mm.  
The 0.24 mm limit is the median diameter of the sand that is now present on Broad Beach and 
the 0.60 limit is the upper value of the sand material available from Grimes Rock where donor 
sand may feasibly be obtained.   
 
The applicant’s engineering consultants have indicated that any restriction in the allowable 
median grain size will adversely impact the ability of the nourishment project to maintain a 
widened beach condition for a longer duration of time.  However,  Dr. Ewing notes that the 
applicants have not performed any specific analysis of the beach changes that would result using 
nourishment material with a median grain size between 0.60 mm and 1.00 mm.  Thus, based on 
the analysis submitted by the applicants engineering consultants it is not clear that the change in 
allowable grain size would significantly impact the expected duration of time that fill material 
would remain on the beach.  However, given that the coarser than native examples provided by 
the applicant’s engineering consultants had a “coarser” limit of about 0.60 mm or less, and given 
that the coarser sand present on the subject beach is only 0.24 mm in diameter, the grain size 
limit of 0.24 mm to 0.60 mm for the nourishment is already in excess of the sand coarseness 
identified on the subject site, and is at the upper limit of the difference between native and coarse 
nourishment sand used in recent nourishment efforts.  Thus, the provisions required by Special 
Condition 8 to limit the median grain size to more closely match the native sand on Broad 
Beach will still provide for a somewhat greater longevity of the nourishment sand over the native 
sand, without pushing the limits for an exceedingly coarser sand beyond what exists locally or 
have been used in other southern California nourishment projects. 
 
Further, although the Applicant has previously tested the sediment in the areas proposed for sand 
acquisition and determined the material to be adequate for use for beach nourishment at the 
subject site, sediment conditions may be altered by a number of episodic factors, including heavy 
rainfall events or spills.  Thus, the Commission finds that is not possible to ensure that chemical 
and contaminant levels of sediment will not change over time as the result of a single chemical 
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spill or contamination event.  Therefore, to ensure that all future dredged material is physically 
and chemically compatible with the proposed deposition site and suitable for beach nourishment, 
the Commission finds it necessary to require Special Condition Eight (8) which requires the 
applicant to test the physical and chemical characteristics of representative samples of the 
dredging areas consistent with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Army Corps), Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), and State Water Resources Control Board and California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) criteria for beach replenishment and dredging and 
disposal in intertidal areas prior to the commencement of dredging activities each year.  In 
addition, Special Condition Eight (8) also ensures that dredged material meets minimum 
standards for particle sizes and distribution typically allowable for beach nourishment purposes. 
 
In addition, the Commission notes, based on the information submitted by the applicant, that the 
proposed development is located in an area of the Coastal Zone which has been identified as 
subject to waves and surges, high surf conditions, erosion, and flooding.  As such, the 
Commission notes that evidence exists that the project site is subject to potential risk.  Although 
the proposed development is intended to reduce the potential for damage to park facilities on site 
from wave caused erosion, there remains some inherent risk to coastal development and the 
construction of any type of shoreline protective device.  The Coastal Act recognizes that certain 
types of development, such as the proposed project, may involve the taking of some risk.  
Coastal Act policies require the Commission to establish the appropriate degree of risk 
acceptable for the proposed development and to determine who should assume the risk.  When 
development in areas of identified hazards is proposed, the Commission considers the hazard 
associated with the project site and the potential cost to the public, as well as the individual's 
right to use his property.  As such, the Commission finds that due to the unforeseen possibility of 
erosion, liquefaction, waves, flooding, and effects from sea level rise, the applicant shall assume 
these risks as a condition of approval.  Therefore, Special Condition Eighteen (18) requires the 
applicant to waive any claim of liability against the Commission for damage to life or property 
which may occur as a result of the permitted development. 
 
Therefore, for reasons discussed in the preceding section, the Commission finds that the 
proposed project, only as conditioned, is consistent with Coastal Act Sections 30233, 30235, and 
30253. 
 
 
C. MARINE RESOURCES AND WATER QUALITY 

Section 30230 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

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 30231 of the Coastal Act states that: 
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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, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and 
substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, 
maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and 
minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

 
Section 30233 of the Coastal Act states that: 
 

 (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: 
 
 (l)  New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities, 
including commercial fishing facilities. 
 
 (2)  Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing 
navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and boat 
launching ramps. 
 
 (3)  In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded boating 
facilities; and in a degraded wetland, identified by the Department of Fish and Game 
pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 30411, for boating facilities if, in conjunction with 
such boating facilities, a substantial portion of the degraded wetland is restored and 
maintained as a biologically productive wetland.  The size of the wetland area used for 
boating facilities, including berthing space, turning basins, necessary navigation 
channels, and any necessary support service facilities, shall not exceed 25 percent of the 
degraded wetland. 
 
 (4)  In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, estuaries, and 
lakes, new or expanded boating facilities and the placement of structural pilings for 
public recreational piers that provide public access and recreational opportunities. 
 
 (5)  Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying 
cables and pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall 
lines. 
 
 (6)  Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in 
environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
 (7)  Restoration purposes. 
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 (8)  Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities. 
 
 (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 longshore current systems.  
 
 (c)  In addition to the other provisions of this section, diking, filling, or dredging 
in existing estuaries and wetlands shall maintain or enhance the functional capacity of 
the wetland or estuary.  Any alteration of coastal wetlands identified by the Department 
of Fish and Game, including, but not limited to, the l9 coastal wetlands identified in its 
report entitled, "Acquisition Priorities for the Coastal Wetlands of California", shall be 
limited to very minor incidental public facilities, restorative measures, nature study, 
commercial fishing facilities in Bodega Bay, and development in already developed parts 
of south San Diego Bay, if otherwise in accordance with this division. 
 
 For the purposes of this section, "commercial fishing facilities in Bodega Bay" 
means that not less than 80 percent of all boating facilities proposed to be developed or 
improved, where such improvement would create additional berths in Bodega Bay, shall 
be designed and used for commercial fishing activities.   
 
 (d)  Erosion control and flood control facilities constructed on water courses can 
impede the movement of sediment and nutrients which would otherwise be carried by 
storm runoff into coastal waters.  To facilitate the continued delivery of these sediments 
to the littoral zone, whenever feasible, the material removed from these facilities may be 
placed at appropriate points on the shoreline in accordance with other applicable 
provisions of this division, where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to 
minimize adverse environmental effects.  Aspects that shall be considered before issuing 
a coastal development permit for such purposes are the method of placement, time of 
year of placement, and sensitivity of the placement area. 

 
Additionally, the certified City of Malibu Land Use Plan contains the following policies that 
serve as guidance: 
 

3.1 As set forth in Policy 3.4, any marine area that meets the ESHA criteria, including 
Areas of Special Biological Significance and Marine Protected Areas (as designated 
by the California Department of Fish and Game) is ESHA, and shall be accorded all 
of the protections provided for ESHA in the LCP. 

3.2 Marine ESHAs shall be protected against significant disruption of habitat values, 
and only uses dependent on such resources shall be allowed within such areas. 
Residential, commercial, or institutional uses shall not be considered resource 
dependent uses.  

3.3 Permitted land uses or developments shall have no significant adverse impacts on 
marine and beach ESHA. 
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3.4 Development on beach or ocean bluff areas adjacent to marine and beach habitats 
shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts that could significantly degrade the 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitats Areas.  All uses shall be compatible with the 
maintenance of the biological productivity of such areas. 

3.5 New development shall prevent or reduce non-point source pollution in the near 
shore environment through implementation of the non-point source pollution and 
private sewage disposal system policies. 

3.6 Grading and landform alteration shall be limited to minimize impacts from erosion 
and sedimentation on marine resources. 

3.7 Marine mammal habitats, including haul-out areas shall not be altered or disturbed 
by development of recreational facilities or any other new land uses. 

3.8 Efforts by the California Department of Fish and Game and Regional Water 
Quality Control Board to increase monitoring to assess the conditions of near shore 
species, water quality and kelp beds, and to rehabilitate or enhance areas that have 
been degraded by human activities shall be encouraged and allowed. 

3.9 Near shore shallow fish habitats and shore fishing areas shall be preserved, and 
where appropriate and feasible, enhanced. 

 
The Coastal Act and City of Malibu Local Coastal Program (LCP) policies identified above 
require the protection of marine resources, particularly in areas of special biological significance. 
Marine resources must be maintained, enhanced or restored, as required by Section 30230 of the 
Coastal Act. Section 30230 further requires that special protection be given to areas and species 
of special biological or economic significance. Uses of the marine environment must be carried 
out in a manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters. The biological 
productivity and the quality of coastal waters appropriate to maintain optimum populations of 
marine organisms and for the protection of human health must be maintained. Development in 
areas adjacent to sensitive marine habitat areas, marine parks, sensitive habitats protected by 
federal or state laws, MPAs, and recreation areas, must be sited and designed to prevent impacts 
which would significantly degrade those areas. Certain types of development are allowed in open 
coastal waters where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where 
feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects. The 
Coastal Act allows mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches in coastal waters, 
except in environmentally sensitive areas. Additionally, the material removed from erosion and 
flood control facilities on streams may be placed at appropriate points on the shoreline. While the 
Coastal Act does not specifically provide for the placement of sand from other sources, the 
Commission has consistently interpreted the restoration of beaches to be a permitted use in open 
coastal waters. In such projects, the Commission has addressed the impacts on marine resources 
by considering the timing of deposition of the material on the beach, the composition of the 
material, the location of the receiver beach, and the presence of environmentally sensitive 
resources. 
 
Marine Resources at Broad Beach 
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The marine habitats in and immediately adjacent to the proposed project footprint include upper 
sandy beach, intertidal sandy beach, rocky intertidal (bedrock, boulders, cobble at Lechuza 
Point), intertidal boulder field, soft bottom subtidal that supports eelgrass beds and soft bottom 
epi- and infaunal invertebrates (e.g. sand dollar beds), hard bottom subtidal (bedrock and cobble 
rocky reef) that supports kelp beds and understory algae and invertebrates, as well as several 
special status species. While these habitats are treated separately here, they comprise a vital 
transition zone interconnected by complex physical and biological interactions that occur across 
variable spatial and temporal scales and that inexorably link terrestrial and marine ecosystems. 
 
Significance of Resources 
The Coastal Act requires that special protection be given to marine areas and species of special 
biological or economic significance.  The significance of the marine resources in the Broad 
Beach and surrounding areas has long been recognized by State and Federal resource agencies, 
and local government.  
 
Areas of Special Biological Significance 
The California State Water Quality Control Board (Resolution No 74-28), designated certain 
Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS).  The ASBS (most recently referred to as State 
Water Quality Protection Areas – Areas of Special Biological Significance) are intended to 
afford special protection to marine life through prohibition of waste discharged to ocean waters. 
The concept of “special biological significance” recognizes that certain biological communities, 
because of their value or fragility, deserve very special protection that consists of preservation 
and maintenance of natural water quality conditions. 
 
Broad Beach is located within the Mugu Lagoon to Latigo Point ASBS (#24), which contains 
five major habitat types: a barrier beach, open coast kelp beds, open coast sandy beaches, semi 
protected kelp beds and submarine canyons, the combination of which is unique to all of 
southern California.  The reconnaissance survey report prepared through an interagency effort 
between California Department of Fish and Game and the SWRCB for ASBS #24 (in March of 
1979) states that the Trancas/Zuma beach is representative of these special open coast sandy 
beach habitats and possesses the most extensive untouched subtidal sand communities in the 
region.  The survey report states that “the community structure of Trancas and Zuma is 
dominated by sand dollars, sea pansies, and pismo clams and the margins of the beach contain 
peculiar community interfaces between areas of rock and sand.” The ASBS baseline report 
points out that the surfgrass (Phyllospadix torreyi), which commonly occupies these nearshore 
rock/sand interfaces and rocky intertidal zones is a very important member of the subtidal ASBS 
community and that its presence near the high energy surf zone tends to reduce wave energy, 
thus decreasing wave caused erosion.  The report goes on to say that, “this true grass has roots 
which attach to the rocks; soil, which is rich in decaying organic material, accumulates around 
the roots.  These soil areas contain a number of obligate understory species, including certain 
annelid worms (lumbrinereids) which clearly could not exist in these surf swept locations 
without the protection afforded by the surf grass roots.  Other organisms have obligate 
relationships with the blades of this plant.   [..] An important relationship has been demonstrated 
between surfgrass and the lobster, Panulirus interruptus.” Phyllospadix surfgrass, acts as a 
nursery for juvenile lobster and is apparently very long lived, up to 50 years, and recruits slowly.  
The ASBS baseline report concludes that, “This species [phyllospadix surfgrass] therefore 
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warrants special protection from both physical removal and potential pollutants as it has a 
particularly important ecological role and is not easily replaced.” Additionally, the report also 
identifies that there are extensive offshore rocky reefs at Lechuza point that support eel grass 
beds.  Specifically it states that, “The bed at Lechuza Point has remained there for several years 
and is fairly large (2-5 meters wide x 40 meters long).”  
 
Other sensitive and special resources identified in the Trancas Beach and Lechuza Point region 
include extensive sand dollar and pismo clam beds, tube worms, kelp forests, nearshore sand 
habitats, and sandy bottom habitats (offshore sands).  The intent of the ASBS designation was to 
protect, maintain, and enhance these special marine resources and the overall water quality of the 
area.  As such, this baseline report also included potential threats to the ASBS objectives.  Of 
these, seepage from septic tank leaching along this stretch of the coast was identified as a 
primary threat to water quality and marine habitats.  Additionally, the report also includes 
‘dredging and/or spoil disposal’ as a potential point source pollution threat to the resources of the 
ASBS.  The intent of the ASBS and the Ocean Plan is to maintain habitat integrity of these 
special marine resource areas even in those sections of the coast experiencing ongoing and 
intensifying coastal developments.  This report was compiled and adopted long before the 
establishment of the Marine Protected Areas up and down California’s coast, however, it 
includes the following statement, “Maintenance of habitat within the ASBS available for 
recolonization [of sensitive and valuable marine species] in the future is essential to assure 
continued recruitment and potential recovery of these species to their previous levels.  In 
addition, this area can act as a reservoir for recruitment into nearby areas in which populations 
have been depleted by fishing pressure, adjacent land development and/or deteriorating water 
quality.”   
 
The protection of these ASBSs is regulated through the California Ocean Plan, which, exempts 
dredged material from the definition of ‘waste’.  However, because the sand materials proposed 
for deposition by the applicant is from an inland source, and not an offshore source, the 
deposition is subject to the specific requirements and restrictions of the Ocean Plan.  As such, the 
sand deposition portion of the proposed project may require an exception to the Ocean Plan in 
order to proceed with the proposed deposition of “waste” within the ASBS area. 
 
Marine Protected Areas 
The Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA) of 1999 required the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife to redesign its system of marine protected areas (MPAs) to increase the protection of the 
state’s marine life, habitats, and ecosystems. For the purposes of MPA planning, a public-private 
partnership (MLPA Initiative) was established, and the state was split into five distinct regions 
(four coastal and the San Francisco Bay) each with its own MPA planning process. There are 
different classifications used in California’s MPA network. This includes three MPA 
designations (State Marine Reserve, State Marine Conservation Area, State Marine Park), a 
marine recreational management area (State Marine Recreational Management Area), and 
special closures.  Access into marine protected areas or marine managed areas for non-
consumptive uses including but not limited to swimming, surfing, diving, boating, hiking, and 
walking is allowed unless otherwise specified in individual MPA regulations. Unless authorized 
by the Fish and Wildlife Commission or as a result of authorized fishing activities, the release of 
any fish or wildlife species, including domestic or domesticated species, or the introduction of 
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any plant species, is prohibited. The department may reintroduce endemic species to marine 
protected areas or marine managed areas for management purposes. 
 
Broad Beach is located within the Point Dume State Marine Conservation Area. Each MPA has 
specific objectives designed to help achieve the goals of the MLPA. The Point Dume SMCA was 
established to protect “some of the most diverse habitats in Los Angeles County”, including 
unique rocky reef structures, extensive kelp and surfgrass, diverse understory algal habitat, and 
the biological diversity associated with those habitats. Additionally, this SMCA was located 
within the ASBS to take advantage of the water quality protections provided through the Ocean 
Plan. Further, the Point Dume SMCA is part of a system of MPAs that function together to 
protect marine resources. According to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife: 
 

Point Dume SMCA/Point Dume SMR are an important cluster of MPAs that provide moderate or 
greater levels of key hard bottom habitats, including rocky shores, nearshore reefs (0-
30meters(m)), 30m and deeper reefs, as well as biogenic habitats that are supported by nearshore 
reef habitats, including kelp and surfgrass. Moreover, the kelp and shallow 0-30m hard substrate 
habitats within these two MPAs facilitate dispersal and connectivity along the mainland between 
the Campus Point SMR and the cluster of MPAs off Palos Verdes (Point Vicente No Take SMCA 
and Abalone Cove SMCA).6 

 
The specific protection provisions of the Point Dume SMCA state that the take of all living 
marine resources is prohibited except: 

 
1. The recreational take by spearfishing of white sea bass and pelagic finfish is allowed. 
2. The commercial take of swordfish by harpoon and coastal pelagic species by round 

haul net, brail gear, and light boat is allowed. Not more than five percent by weight of 
any commercial coastal pelagic species catch landed or possessed shall be other 
incidentally taken species.  

3. Take pursuant to beach nourishment and other sediment management activities is 
allowed inside the conservation area pursuant to any required federal, state, and local 
permits, or as otherwise authorized by the department. 

 
While the Point Dume SMCA regulations allow certain sand nourishment and other sediment 
management activities, significant burial of marine habitat is inconsistent with the intent of this 
provision. According to California Department of Fish and Wildlife staff: “The regulations that 
were established for the Point Dume SMCA do not have provisions to allow for significant or 
adverse impacts that would require compensatory mitigation within this area”.7 
 
                                                 
 
 
 
6 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Revised Analysis of Impacts to Public Trust Resources for the Broad 
Beach Restoration Project Letter, August 8, 2014 
 
7 Revised Analysis of Impacts to Public Trust Resources for the Broad Beach Restoration Project, letter to 
California State Lands Commission, dated August 11, 2014. 
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Essential Fish Habitat and Special Aquatic Sites 
 
The areas offshore Broad Beach also include Essential Fish Habitat, as provided in the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. Essential fish habitat (EFH) is 
that habitat necessary for managed fish to complete their life cycle. It is defined as those waters 
and substrate necessary for fish spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity. Whenever 
federal agencies authorize, fund, or carry out actions that may adversely impact EFH, they must 
consult with the National Marine Fisheries Service. 
 
Additionally, two of the of the six Special Aquatic Site types (sanctuaries/refuges and vegetated 
shallows), that are given special recognition under Clean Water Act regulations, occur at Broad 
Beach. 8  Special Aquatic Sites are defined as: “Geographic areas, large or small, possessing 
special ecological characteristics of productivity, habitat wildlife protection, or other important 
and easily disrupted ecological values. These areas are generally recognized as significantly 
influencing or positively contributing to the general overall environmental health or vitality of 
the entire ecosystem of a region”. The Sanctuaries/Refuges designation applies to areas 
designated as such under state and federal laws or local ordinances. Vegetated Shallows are: 
“permanently inundated areas that under normal circumstances support communities of rooted 
aquatic vegetation, such as turtle grass and eelgrass in estuarine or marine systems…” 
 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area 
In recognition of the rarity and sensitivity of marine habitats, the City of Malibu Land Use Plan 
(Policy 3.74) states that: “All Areas of Special Biological Significance and Marine Protected 
Areas shall be considered ESHA and shall be accorded all protection provided for ESHA in the 
LCP.” The LUP requires that marine ESHAs are protected against significant disruption of 
habitat values, and only uses dependent on such resources shall be allowed within such areas. 
Further, the LUP requires that near shore shallow fish habitats and shore fishing areas must be 
preserved, and where appropriate and feasible, enhanced. 
 
Proposed Project 
The applicant proposes to retain the revetment in the existing location and place 600,000 cu. yds. 
of sand in a beach fill and to construct dunes over the top of the revetment. The proposed project 
would include the placement of sand fill in the upcoast areas of Broad Beach, all the way to 
Lechuza Point. At the westernmost end of the cove, the sand fill is proposed to extend 
approximately 162 feet seaward, including 107 feet of beach and a 56 foot wide dune form. 
Further downcoast, the width of the sand fill transitions to a width of approximately 263 feet, 
including 215 feet of beach and a 48 feet wide dune form. From the upcoast end of the revetment 
along the remainder of the project site, the proposed sand fill would be approximately 300 feet 

                                                 
 
 
 
8 40 CFR Part 230 –Section 404(b)(1) EPA and ACOE Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredge or 
Fill Material (EPA and ACOE) Subpart B – Compliance With the Guidelines, Subpart D-Potential Impacts on 
Biological Characteristics of the Aquatic Ecosystem, Subpart E. Potential Impacts on Special Aquatic Sites, Subpart 
H-Actions to Minimize Adverse Effects, Subpart J-Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources. 
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wide, with dune creation/restoration approximately 50 feet wide and located on and landward of 
the revetment.   
 
The project also includes backpassing operations (transporting sand from wider downcoast areas 
of the beach to upcoast areas of the beach) on an annual basis for a period of 20 years, if needed 
for the purpose of maintaining adequate beach width for a prolonged period of time.  As 
proposed, the applicant would conduct a single renourishment of the beach 10 years after the 
initial nourishment had been completed.  As designed, the proposed rock revetment would be 
buried beneath at least 4-8 ft. of imported sand material and the reconstructed dunes on site 
would be revegetated with native dune plant species. 
 
One of the biological resource concerns raised by the project is the potential for direct or indirect 
burial of organisms on the beach and in the nearshore environment by the placement of sand. 
Burial of habitats will result in mortality of species that cannot tolerate the amount of sand and/or 
are not sufficiently mobile to flee to other areas. These impacts could potentially shift population 
dynamics of the beach and nearshore ecosystems as well as affect available prey sources for 
nearshore fish and avian populations. If persistent over a long temporal scale or if impacts occur 
repeatedly, certain habitats will be lost within and adjacent to the impact area and converted to 
other habitat types. Additionally, significant shifts in grain size conditions could also alter the 
physical beach environment and result in diversity and abundance changes in the beach system 
species assemblage.  
 
Based on detailed surveys of existing marine resources in the project area, the applicant’s 
consultants have quantified the areas within various habitat categories that would be directly 
impacted by the sand fill aspect of the proposed project. The direct impacts are those resulting 
from sand burial within the proposed footprint of the beach nourishment. The applicant’s 
consultants considered the direct fill of sand on both intertidal and subtidal sandy bottom to be a 
temporary impact, regardless of the depth of coverage. They argue that these habitats are adapted 
to periodic burial. Although the initial placement of many feet of fill in sandy habitats would 
result in substantial mortality of species, the applicant’s consultants conclude that organisms 
would re-colonize these areas quickly.  
 
The applicant’s consultants also estimated potential indirect burial impacts by modelling the 
areas outside the sand placement footprint where sand is expected to migrate over time. Again, 
the applicant’s consultants considered indirect impacts to sandy bottom habitats (both intertidal 
and subtidal) to be temporary for the reason described above. With regard to other habitat types, 
the applicant’s agents have stated that the appropriate threshold for determining indirect 
permanent impacts to marine resources resulting from burial by sand is one foot of sand that 
buries rocky habitats for more than one year (1 foot/ 1 year). In other words, the applicant has 
asserted that rocky areas where sand burial resulting from the proposed beach fill would be less 
than 1 foot deep as measured 1 year after the placement of sand on the beach should not be 
considered a permanent impact. 
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Following are the applicant’s consultants’ estimates of the areas (in acres), by habitat type, that 
would potentially be impact directly or indirectly by the proposed project9: 
 
 Direct Burial (acres) Indirect Burial (acres) 
Habitat Type Permanent Temporary* Permanent Temporary* 
Surfgrass 0.96 0 0.96 0.96 
Kelp 0 0 1.70 3.50 
Kelp attached to bedrock 0 0 0.88 2.30 
Rocky Outcrop 0.02 0 0.02 0 
Bedrock Intertidal 0.03 0 1.91 0 
Bedrock Subtidal 0 0 0.08 0.16 
Cobble/Rubble Intertidal 1.20 0 1.37 0 
Cobble/Rubble Subtidal 0.06 0 2.60 2.80 
Boulder Field 0.71 0 0 0.71 
Sandy Bottom Intertidal 2.25 20.5 2.25 22.8 
Sandy Bottom Subtidal 0 13.5 0 51.8 
Total 5.23 34 11.77 85.03 
 
* Temporary impact is defined by the applicant as habitat area buried by sand that is less than 1 foot deep at one 
year after the sand placement. 
 
Exhibit 13 shows the applicant’s estimate of areas of direct impact (proposed beach nourishment 
footprint), permanent indirect impacts, and temporary indirect impacts. The Commission’s 
ecologist, Dr. Jonna Engel has prepared an analysis of the project: “Potential Impacts of the 
Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement District Proposed Project on Terrestrial and Marine 
Resources In and Adjacent to Project Footprint, Broad Beach, Malibu, California” dated 
November 25, 2014. The Commission incorporates the findings of that analysis here as if set 
forth in full.  The proposed project will have significant permanent impacts (loss of 
habitat/habitat conversion) to surfgrass, kelp forest, intertidal and subtidal hard and soft bottom 
habitats. While it is important to characterize the separate types of marine habitat that are 
present, it is also critical to note that these habitats are interconnected. When taken together, the 
permanent direct and indirect impact areas would result in the complete loss of a substantial 
portion of the sensitive habitats at the western end of Broad Beach, near Lechuza Point.  
 
In addition, there would be indirect impacts that the applicant has estimated to be temporary, 
based on the threshold of 1 ft. of sand burial after 1 year. In order to model the potential indirect 
impacts of the beach fill, it was necessary to choose a threshold whereby an impact would be 
identified. However, as discussed in greater detail below, the Commission’s ecologists Dr. Jonna 
Engel and Dr. John Dixon have determined that this threshold would underestimate potential 
                                                 
 
 
 
9 The values in this chart were compiled from tables of Estimated Predicted Temporary Impact of Direct Fill and 
Indirect Fill to Vicinity, prepared by Moffat & Nichol, June 26, 2014 
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indirect impacts because many of the marine resources onsite are acclimated to much narrower 
tolerances of sand burial. Furthermore, it is impossible to come up with a single threshold for 
temporary vs permanent impacts because the individual algal and invertebrate species inhabiting 
nearshore marine habitats are adapted to sand inundation to greater or lesser degrees and all 
respond differently. As such, using this threshold underestimates the areas that would be subject 
to permanent impact.   
 
The proposed project will result in significant adverse impacts to marine resources. As proposed, 
marine resources on the project site would be diminished, not maintained, enhanced or restored, 
inconsistent with Section 30230 of the Coastal Act. Section 30230 also requires that special 
protection be given to areas and species of special biological or economic significance. State and 
Federal resource agencies have long recognized the special biological significance of the marine 
resources that exist on the project site, in particular the western area of the site. The project, as 
proposed, would not give special protection to this area or the marine species found there.  The 
use of the marine environment on the project site for beach nourishment and the protection of 
residential development, as proposed, would not be carried out in a manner that would sustain 
the biological productivity of coastal waters or that would maintain healthy populations of all 
species of marine organisms adequate for long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and 
educational purposes. The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, appropriate 
to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms would not be maintained or restored by 
the proposed project, inconsistent with the requirements of Section 30231 of the Coastal Act. 
Further, the proposed project would not be consistent with the marine resource policies of the 
certified Malibu LCP that provide guidance. Specifically, the proposed project would not 
conform to Malibu LUP Policy 3.75 because the significant adverse impacts to marine habitat 
would not protect Marine ESHA (as designated by the LCP) against significant disruption of 
habitat values. Finally, the sand burial impacts would not preserve or enhance near shore shallow 
fish habitats which is inconsistent with Malibu LUP Policy 3.82. 
 
Project Alternatives 
As previously described, the applicant considered several project alternatives that include 
different siting, design, and sizing of the proposed revetment and beach fill. Additionally, at 
Commission staff’s request, the applicant also considered additional alternatives that could 
reduce or minimize environmental impacts, involving the relocation or pull-back of the 
revetment further landward, the relocation and/or redesign of existing septic facilities, and the 
resizing of the proposed beach fill. Further, Commission staff has had numerous discussions with 
the applicant’s representatives about minimizing the environmental impacts of the project to 
ensure consistency with the policies of the Coastal Act and the LCP. The applicant’s agent has 
indicated that the applicant is agreeable to some changes, but will not accept other project 
modifications. Nonetheless, the applicant has not proposed to modify its project proposal.  
The following alternatives include modifications to the design of the proposed beach fill to 
address impacts to marine resources: 
 
Alternative 4 considered a reduced beach nourishment volume project with dune restoration and 
retention of the revetment at the current location. With this alternative project, the total amount 
of sand fill placed at any one time would be reduced with the lineal extent remaining the same. 
The beach width would be reduced along the entire length. Sand fill would be placed in more 
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frequent events. The total volume of nourishment and dune restoration would be reduced to 
approximately 400,000 cu. yds. for the initial nourishment with the addition of a maximum of 
150,000 cu. yds. 3-5 years later. At the westernmost end of the cove, the sand fill is proposed to 
extend approximately 130 feet seaward, including 74 feet of beach and a 56 foot wide dune form. 
In this alternative, the width of the beach fill increases gradually downcoast from the cove to the 
upcoast end of the revetment, without the large transition included in the proposed project 
design. From the upcoast end of the revetment along the remainder of the project site, the 
proposed sand fill would be approximately 246 feet wide, including the dune creation/restoration 
areas proposed to be approximately 48 feet wide and located on and landward of the revetment   
 
Alternative 8 considered a project with no beach nourishment at West Broad Beach and retention 
of the revetment at the current location. With this alternative project, no beach nourishment or 
dune restoration would occur west of 31346 Broad Beach Road (west end of temporary 
revetment). In this alternative, the beach fill design does not transition or taper from a narrow 
width to the full width. Rather, the beach fill would begin exactly at the end of the existing 
revetment and extend to its full width. East of this location, the revetment, beach nourishment 
and dune restoration are the same as that for the proposed project. The total volume of 
nourishment and dune restoration would be reduced to about 460,000 cu. yd. 
 
Alternative 9 considered a project with reduced beach nourishment at the western end of Broad 
Beach with retention of the revetment at the current location. With this alternative project, the 
beach nourishment west of 31346 Broad Beach Road (west end of temporary revetment) would 
be limited to about 60,000 cu. yds., or approximately 50 percent of the sand volume that would 
be placed in this area as part of the proposed project. At the westernmost end of the cove, the 
sand fill is proposed to extend approximately 80 feet seaward, including 60 feet of beach and a 
80 foot wide dune form.  This width of sand fill would extend downcoast to the property at 
31346 Broad Beach Road. At this point, the sand fill would transition to the same width as the 
proposed project. East of this location the revetment, beach nourishment and dune restoration are 
the same as proposed for the project. The total volume of nourishment and dune restoration 
would be reduced to about 520,000 cu. yd. 
 
Alternative 4B considers a project with a portion of the revetment located further landward (the 
revetment design is discussed in detail in Section B above), dune restoration and a phased beach 
nourishment component. With this alternative project, no beach nourishment or dune restoration 
would occur west of 31502 Victoria Point Road. The width of the sand fill on the far western 
portion of the beach transitions from about 100 feet of sand fill to no fill terminating about 450  
feet east of Point Lechuza.  This fill includes a sand dune/ berm feature located on the back of 
beach which is intended to act as a sand reservoir to feed the down coast areas with sand. The 
applicant’s consultants have modelled the potential area of impact to marine resources, including 
direct burial resulting from the initial placement of the sand and indirect impacts resulting from 
burial by sand transported to marine habitat areas after the initial placement. Exhibit 14 shows 
the applicant’s estimate of areas of direct impact (proposed beach nourishment footprint), 
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permanent indirect impacts, and temporary indirect impacts associated with Alternative 4B. 
Following are the marine habitat types and acreage of impacts that the applicant has estimated 
resulting from the Alternative 4B sand fill design:10 
 
 Direct Burial (acres) Indirect Burial (acres) 
Habitat Type Permanent Temporary* Permanent Temporary* 
Surfgrass   <0.01 0.75 
Kelp    0.01 
Cobble/Rubble Intertidal 0.12  0.62 0.59 
Cobble/Rubble Subtidal   0.08 1.21 
Boulder Field  0.5 0.07 0.14 
Sandy Bottom Intertidal  17.28  6.7 
Sandy Bottom Subtidal    29 
Total 0.12 17.78 0.78 38.4 
 
* Temporary impact is defined by the applicant as habitat area buried by sand that is less than 1 foot deep at one 
year after the sand placement. 
 
It should be noted that the applicant’s consultants consider the sand on sand placement for sandy 
bottom, both intertidal and subtidal to be a temporary impact, regardless of the depth of 
coverage.  
 
Direct Burial Impacts 
Each of these four alternatives would reduce impacts to marine resources when compared to the 
applicant’s proposed project. However, none of the alternatives would minimize the significant 
adverse impacts of beach nourishment on the marine resources present at Broad Beach to the 
maximum extent feasible. The Commission finds that it is particularly critical to employ siting 
and design alternatives to avoid impacts and minimize unavoidable impacts to sensitive 
resources in the marine environment. It is very difficult, costly, and time consuming to provide 
compensatory mitigation for such impacts through the creation or enhancement of in-kind 
habitat, and some types of habitat creation/enhancement may not be feasible.  
 
In order to avoid the impact of direct burial of marine resources, the Commission finds it is 
necessary to require the applicant to revise the beach nourishment aspect of the project, as 
proposed, to eliminate any placement of sand upcoast of the property at 31380 Broad Beach 
Road (Exhibit 9). This location for the terminus of the sand fill was chosen because it will 
minimize impacts to marine resources and allow sand to be placed both over the existing 
revetment and for a distance of approximately 300 feet upcoast of the end of the revetment. To 
place sand fill any further upcoast than 31380 Broad Beach Road, even in an amount, depth, or 
width that is less than the proposed project, would result in direct burial of marine resources, in 
particular the boulder field habitat identified just seaward of the property at 31412 Broad Beach 
                                                 
 
 
 
10 Broad Beach—Outline of Alternative 4B Impacts, Moffat & Nichol, November 18, 2014. 
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Road. Special Condition No 1 requires the applicant to revise the project plans to reflect that no 
beach nourishment shall occur upcoast of the property at 31380 Broad Beach Road. 
 
The applicant’s consultants have asserted that the proposed project would restore the beach to a 
historic width and morphology that existed before the area was subject to beach erosion and 
negative sand budgets. They further assert that the marine resources in the western area of the 
project site are acclimated to shifting beach widths and sand amounts. However, as described 
above, the western (upcoast) segment of the project site (that portion located immediately 
downcoast of Lechuza Point) has historically maintained a narrower shoreline profile than other 
segments of Broad Beach. A review of historical records and aerial photographs shows that the 
beach on site was at its widest point over the last century or so in the early 1970’s.  However, 
this widened condition constitutes a relatively brief anomalous period given that beach widths on 
site were substantially narrower prior to the 1970’s.  Moreover, beginning in approximately 
1974, the shoreline on site began to experience significant rates of erosion. 
 
The applicant’s agents have also stated that it is important to the success of the project that the 
proposed sand fill be anchored by Lechuza Point. They have stated that eliminating the upcoast 
portion of the sand nourishment will reduce the longevity of the beach. In addition to the fact that 
the volume of sand will be reduced, the applicant’s consultants have asserted that the longevity 
would also be reduced because fill material is concentrated closer to the downcoast end of the 
beach. Finally, they state that a larger percentage of fill material would be lost to downcoast 
beaches, reducing the effectiveness of sand backpassing.   
 
A nourishment project of 300,000 cubic yards of nourishment sand focused on the west-central, 
central and eastern segments of the coast (profiles 411 through 408), with backpassing, small-
scale interim sand additions and a shorter interval between renourishment events will provide 
some shore protection and recreational beach area. At Broad Beach the dominant sand transport 
direction is downcoast from west to east; however, as noted in the coastal engineering report, 
sand moved both up and down coast in the area and some of the nourishment sand will move 
westward and be stored for future eastward transport. The western section of beach may widen 
slightly as an indirect result of the beach nourishment; however, the beach will not be as wide as 
the directly nourished beach areas and will not provide much additional protection to the 
development beyond the main defense for this area provided by the revetment and existing 
seawalls.  
 
The westernmost section of the beach has been narrow for many years and the shoreline position 
has had far less variability and sand loss than beach sections farther to the east. It is the beach 
areas to the east of this area that have experienced significant recent beach erosion and for which 
a wider beach will return the shoreline to the condition viewed as being the pre-erosion 
condition.  While greater beach width at the westernmost section of beach might provide 
protection, Lechuza Point shelters this area from some storm events and the westernmost beach 
area has not relied upon a wide sand beach for protection. 
 
It has been asserted that the proposed reduction in the western extent of sand placement will 
undermine the success of the proposed project.  However, this proposed project, as is true of 
many large scale projects, is multi-purpose and has multiple metrics for success.  The proposed 
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relocation of the westernmost limit for sand nourishment has been included to protect the 
ecological resources that are located near to and west of the proposed nourishment limit. Such a 
project modification also necessitated a slight modification in other project goals and criteria for 
success.  The change in sand placement location will reduce the volume of sand that will be 
placed or stored upcoast of 31380 Broad Beach Road.  As noted by the modeling of sand 
transport, it is likely that natural wave action will move some sand to the beach and nearshore 
area west of 31380 Broad Beach Road, thus providing for a small amount of sand to serve as 
feeder sand for times of eastern transport. Yet, the 300,000 cubic yards of sand proposed for 
nourishment will be available for transport within the rest of Broad Beach project area.  This 
reduced volume of sand will provide for a wider recreational beach at the central and eastern 
sections of the nourishment area, focusing the bulk of the recreational use away from the 
ecologically sensitive western shoreline area.  The modifications to the sand placement will 
likely mean that it may not be possible to maintain sand cover over all the shore protection in the 
westernmost area, or that the shore protection in this area will be uncovered more quickly than in 
other locations.   
 
The resulting nourishment section will be almost a mile long and this is an adequate beach 
segment for undertaking beach nourishment as well as a backpassing program.  The success of 
those efforts will not be put into jeopardy.  As initially proposed, the beach areas would go 
through large 10-year cycles of widening and narrowing.  The smaller sand volume, the 
backpassing, the small-scale interim additions of sand and the more frequent renourishment 
intervals will provide for a more consistent inter-annual beach condition within the proposed 
project area.   
 
Indirect Burial Impacts 
Even though the direct burial of marine resources can be avoided by the revised beach fill 
required by Special Condition No. 1, indirect marine resource impacts cannot be completely 
avoided while still providing beach nourishment at the proposed project site. The potential 
impacts can be minimized through a reduction in the amount of sand placed on the beach. In 
order to minimize the indirect sand burial impacts on marine resources, the Commission finds it 
necessary to require the applicant to revise the proposed beach nourishment aspect of the project 
to include no more than 300,000 cu. yds. of sand (including beach nourishment and dune 
creation) at the initial nourishment and no more than 300,000 cu. yds. of additional sand 
nourishment, as outlined in the Adaptive Beach Management and Monitoring Plan, required 
pursuant to Special Condition 4 of this permit. Special Condition No. 1 requires that the total 
amount of beach/dune nourishment material for the initial nourishment event, and each separate 
renourishment event shall not exceed 300,000 cu. yds. of sand for each event.  Additionally, the 
footprint for beach nourishment/beach width must be reduced accordingly and as generally 
shown on Exhibit 9. This reduction in the sand fill placement to no more than 300,000 cu. yds. 
will reduce the footprint/beach width to the same footprint/beach width that is considered in the 
applicant’s Alternative 4B.  
 
The required reduction in the volume of sand placed and the concomitant reduction in beach 
width will serve to reduce the amount of sand that will migrate upcoast to the west and bury 
marine resources. As described above, the applicant’s modelling of potential marine resource 
impacts for an alternative project that includes a reduction of sand volume to 300,000 cu. yds. 
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indicates that the alternative would significantly reduce the potential indirect burial of marine 
resources in the westernmost area of the project site. Nonetheless, given the proximity of the 
proposed beach nourishment to these areas, it is highly likely that significant adverse impacts 
will occur from indirect burial of marine habitats.  
 
The applicant’s agents have stated that the appropriate threshold for determining permanent 
impacts to marine resources resulting from burial by sand is one foot of sand that buries rocky 
habitats for more than one year (1 foot/ 1 year). In other words, the applicant has asserted that 
rocky areas where sand burial resulting from the proposed beach fill is less than 1 foot deep as 
measured 1 year after the placement of sand on the beach should not be considered a permanent 
impact. The applicant’s consultants have stated with regard to the 1 foot at 1 year permanent 
impact threshold that: “This depth of coverage is based on model predictions and is identical to 
other large scale beach nourishment projects RBSP I and II, and USACE Feasibility Studies” and 
“It is noteworthy that similar assumptions were employed for RBSP I and were found to 
overestimate potential impacts”.11 However, the Commission did not make specific findings in 
these particular cases that it was appropriate to determine whether impacts to marine resources 
were temporary or permanent based on a 1 foot after 1 year threshold. Additionally, the site 
locations for beach nourishment in those cases did not contain the same types of sensitive 
resources present at Broad Beach and were significant distances from sensitive resources, so this 
is not a fair comparison. Rather, the Commission found that: “Sand is the predominant existing 
habitat at the proposed receiver sites, although most have bands of cobblestones”12 and “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”13.  
 
In order to model the potential indirect impacts of the beach fill, it was necessary to choose a 
threshold whereby an impact would be identified. However, the Commission’s ecologists Dr. 
Jonna Engel and Dr. John Dixon have determined that this threshold would underestimate 
potential indirect impacts because many of the marine resources onsite are acclimated to much 
narrower tolerances of sand burial. Furthermore, it is impossible to come up with a single 
threshold for temporary vs permanent impacts because the individual algal and invertebrate 
species inhabiting nearshore marine habitats are adapted to sand inundation survival to greater or 
lesser degrees and all respond differently. Dr. Jonna Engel has indicated 14that very few peer-
reviewed studies have been conducted on nearshore algal and invertebrate species’ tolerance to 

                                                 
 
 
 
11 Broad Beach Restoration Program Approach to Determination of Temporary and Permanent Impact Areas, Moffat 
& Nichol, July 3, 2014. 
12 Coastal Commission Staff Report Coastal Development Permit 6-00-038 (San Diego Association of 
Governments), November 2, 2000.  
13 Coastal Commission Staff Report Coastal Development Permit 6-11-018 (San Diego Association of 
Governments), June 2, 2011. 
14 Potential Impacts of the Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement District Proposed Project on Terrestrial and 
Marine Resources In and Adjacent to Project Footprint, Broad Beach, Malibu, California, Jonna Engel, Ph.D., 
November 25, 2014  
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sand burial.  The few that have been published suggest that for many species mortality occurs 
well before the applicant’s threshold. For instance, research on the effect of short term (12 days) 
sediment burial on eelgrass (Zostera marina) showed that mortality was increased and 
productivity substantially reduced when only 25 percent of the plant height was buried. Further, 
when plants were buried to 75 percent of their height, all the plants died. The study results 
indicate that eelgrass can only tolerate short term burial that covers much less than the height of 
the plant. Similarly, research on the effect of sediment burial on surfgrass (Phyllospadix torreyi 
showed that short term burial (15 days) burial results in shoot mortality and reduced growth. A 
species that is often found in areas characterized by seasonal sand inundation is the aggregating 
anemone, Anthopleura elegantissima.  It has been observed to resist shallow sand burial by 
extending its columns so that the oral disc and tentacles reach the surface15.  However, Sebens 
suggested that survival of aggregating anemones buried deeper for 3 months or greater was due 
to body tissue metabolism16.  The sand burial depth and length of time that would result in 
mortality is not known but is likely less than 1 foot for 1 year.  Thus, permanent impacts to some 
organisms and habitat are likely to occur with sand burial well below the applicant’s proposed 
threshold.  
 
Impacts to Sandy Bottom Habitats 
The applicant’s consultants have argued that impacts to sandy bottom habitats, both intertidal 
and subtidal, resulting from sand burial are only temporary impacts, regardless of the depth of 
coverage. The applicant’s consultants indicate that these habitat areas are acclimated to sand 
burial and disturbance. While it is acknowledged that organisms without sufficient mobility to 
avoid burial are likely to die, the applicant asserts that the created beach areas are likely to be 
recolonized in a fairly short period of time and that long term significant adverse impacts are 
unlikely to occur. 
 
The Commission has typically found that placement of sand nourishment on sandy beach areas 
are unlikely to result in permanent to impacts to sandy habitats, so long as the project is designed 
to time the deposition of the material on the beach to protect sensitive resources and to match the 
composition of the material as close as feasible to the existing sand at the beach.  In this case, the 
sand grain size proposed would be significantly coarser than that normally found at Broad Beach 
or at Zuma Beach (just downcoast). The applicant’s proposed use of much coarser sand is by 
design so that sand nourishment is more likely to remain on the beach for a longer period of 
time. However, the coarser sand may affect which organisms will colonize the beach after the 
nourishment event. The Commission’s ecologist, Dr. Jonna Engel has indicated that coarser sand 
and the resultant change in the steepness of the beach, as compared to the typical beach profile at 
Broad Beach (before erosion and the fixing of the back beach by the emergency revetment) may 
adversely affect the sandy bottom habitats. Specifically, she states the following17: 
                                                 
 
 
 
15 O’Brian and Littler.  1977. 
16 Sebens.  1980 
17 Potential Impacts of the Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement District Proposed Project on Terrestrial and 
Marine Resources In and Adjacent to Project Footprint, Broad Beach, Malibu, California, Jonna Engel, Ph.D., 
November 25, 2014  
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Surf regime and sand grain characteristics allow beaches to be described in terms of 
dissipative and reflective beaches.  Beach slope, sand grain size, and the wave-breaking 
and nearshore circulation patterns differ between dissipative and reflective beaches.  
Dissipative beaches have wide, high energy surf zones that dissipate large amounts of 
incoming wave energy before it reaches the intertidal swash zone. These wide flat 
beaches typically have very fine sand and laminar, long period swash climates18.  
Reflective beaches have very narrow surf zones where waves break near or directly on 
the shore and some wave energy is reflected seaward. Reflective beaches generally have 
coarse sediments, steep slopes, and short period, turbulent swash climates.  The majority 
of beaches in California and across the globe are intermediate beaches that lie within the 
broad spectrum between dissipative and reflective types and represent a wide range of 
sizes and shapes as well as sand grain sizes.  Sandy beaches may have seasonal shifts 
from reflective to dissipative in response to storm and swell conditions. However, a 
beach of coarse sediments may remain reflective and a fine-sand beach may remain 
dissipative regardless of wave conditions19. 
 
The structure of intertidal macroinvertebrate communities of open coast sandy beaches is 
thought to be largely controlled by physical processes such as sand grain size and 
dynamics and wave regime20.  Many studies have demonstrated that along with other 
physical drivers such as tidal range, wave energy, and beach slope, sand grain size plays a 
major role in determining the community composition of sandy beach 
macroinvertebrates21,22,23,24.  A number of studies of intertidal macroinvertebrate 
communities have found that abundance and biomass decrease exponentially and species 
richness decreases linearly across a continuum from dissipative to reflective beaches25   

 
As a result of a steepened beach slope angle to a more reflective beach type, the species 
composition in sandy bottom intertidal and subtidal habitats may be less diverse. Additionally, 
the abundance of individual macroinvertebrate species may be greatly reduced, limiting the prey 
available to bird and fish. In this way, the burial impacts to sandy bottom habitat that the 
applicant predicts to be temporary become permanent because certain species cannot recolonize 
after beach conditions change. In order to ensure that impacts to sandy bottom habitats are 
minimized to the maximum extent feasible, the sand grain size used for beach renourishment 
should match the existing beach condition closely. 
 

                                                 
 
 
 
18 McArdle and McLachlan 1992 
19 Bryant 1982 
20 McLachlan, 1990 
21 Peterson et al. 2014 
22 Mclachlan and Dorvlo 2005 
23Defeo and Mclachlan 2005 
24 Rodil and Lastra 2004 
25 Dugan et al. 2000 
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As previously described, the applicant has identified three inland sources of sand that could be 
used for beach nourishment.  The potential quarry sources are CEMEX, Grimes Rock and the 
Gillibrand.  According to the applicant’s October 2013 Revised Sampling and Analysis Plan and 
Test Results Report (SAP), “Grimes Rock and CEMEX possess the capacity to provide the 
quantity of sand required for the project (600,000 cy of material).”  Gillibrand does not have the 
capacity to provide the total quality of sand, even at the smaller project size of 300,000 cubic 
yards; however, it could provide a portion of the needed beach sand or could provide the quantity 
of sand needed for a small-scale interim nourishment event. The characteristics of the various 
sand material and general quarry information, as excerpted from the SAP (October 2013) are 
summarized in the table below.  Information from Broad Beach and Zuma are also provided for 
information on the current site conditions. 
 
 CEMEX Grimes 

Rock 
Gillibrand(1) Broad Beach Zuma 

Grain size d50 0.95mm 
(5/2013) 
0.85 mm 
(10/2013) 

0.60 mm 
(5/2013) 
0.47 mm 
(10/2013) 

1.00 mm 0.25 (dry 
beach) 
0.32 (dunes) 

0.4 mm 

Stockpile Area 1.2 acres 0.22 acres 2.6 acres NA NA 
Coarse Sand (2) 21% 10% 1% ND ND 
Medium Sand (2) 59% 71% 99% ND ND 
Fine Sand (2) 12% 12% 0% ND ND 
Silts & Clays (2) 8% 7% 0% ND ND 
(1) Table 2 of the SAP (October 2013) states that only 66% of the sand from Gillibrand is 
in the medium sand size; however, Figure 14, the Composite Grain Size Envelope for 
Broad Beach vs. P.B. Gillibrand shows that 99% of the sand is medium, with 80% of the 
sampled sand having a diameter greater than a 0.7 mm. 
 
(2) The sand classifications are based upon the Unified Soil Classification, as follows26:  
 Coarse Sand – 2.0 mm – 4.76 mm 
 Medium Sand – 0.42 mm – 2.0 mm 
 Fine sand – 0.074 mm – 0.42 mm 
 Silts and clays – less than 0.074 mm 
 
This table provides two separate d50 values for the sand from both CEMEX and Grimes Rock.  
Subsequent to taking samples from all three quarries in May 2013, the applicant’s consultant 
learned that both CEMEX and Grimes Rock had both relocated the cut locations in their quarry 

                                                 
 
 
 
26 While engineers tend to base sand classification on the Unified Soil Classification, biologists use the Wentworth 
sand classification scale where very fine and fine sand is 0.0625 to 0.25 mm in diameter, medium sand is 0.25 to 
0.50 mm in diameter, and coarse and very coarse sand is 0.50 to 2.0 mm in diameter.  The top size range for fine, 
medium, and coarse sand is much larger under the Unified Soil Classification system compared to the Wentworth 
Scale.  
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sites and that each quarry intended to work these new locations for well into the future.  
Additional sediment samples were obtained for the new cut locations and in both cases, the 
median grain size for the October 2013 samples dropped by approximately 0.1 mm in size, 
bringing both sites closer to the median grain size of the sand currently found on Broad Beach. 
The lack of fine sand, silts and clays in the Gillibrand was not explained, but, based on visual 
observations of the sand by the Commission’s coastal engineer, Dr. Lesley Ewing, it is her 
opinion that the lack of fine material is likely due to a washing process that occurred prior to 
placing the sand into the stockpile from which the sample was obtained.  
 
In order to minimize potential impacts to marine resources, the Commission finds it necessary to 
require Special Condition 8, which would limit the proposed nourishment material to have a 
d50 between 0.24 mm and 0.6 mm.  The 0.24 mm limit is the median diameter of the sand that is 
now present on Broad Beach and the 0.60 limit is the upper value of the sand material available 
from Grimes Rock.  As demonstrated by the provided sediment grain size analysis, sand between 
0.24 mm and 0.60 mm can be provided through the identified quarry options and it can be 
available to the site for the proposed nourishment effort.  Also, there would not be the need for 
special and potentially costly sieving or sand washing to meet this size constraint.   
 
The options for use of a larger or coarser sand material than native will modify the existing 
beach characteristics slightly.  The larger grain size will establish a slightly steeper shore face 
and should allow the nourished sand to remain on the beach area for a longer time period than 
the native sand. Also, the difference in grain size is not so large that distinct zones of coarser and 
finer material would develop on the beach face, such as can be observed on mixed sand and 
cobble beaches.  
 
The applicant has proposed to use sand with a median grain size of up to 0.85mm, since sand of 
such coarseness would allow greater flexibility in sand acquisitions, allowing sand from Grimes 
alone, CEMEX alone, Grimes and CEMEX mixed, Grimes and Gillibrand mixed, or, Grimes, 
CEMEX and Gillibrand mixed.  Sand with a median grain size of up to 0.85 mm would also 
remain on the beach longer than the native sand and presumable longer than sand with a median 
grain size of 0.6 mm.  The idea that coarser sand will remain in a beach longer than finer sand is 
not a new concept.  The sand composition and beach profile reflect the sand available in the 
littoral cell and the wave conditions that work and transport sand within the littoral cell.  
Eventually, the grain sizes may become so large than the material is no longer considered sand 
and it will move only during extreme wave and storm conditions.  Such a change in the beach 
character would not result either from the introduction of coarser sand with either a maximum 
median grain size of either 0.60 mm or 0.85 mm.  
 
The applicant has provided analysis of the coarser sand performance.  This analysis examines the 
change in diffusion for the more coarse sand with a d50 of 0.85 mm and shown that its longevity 
performance will be better than sand with a d50 of 0.24 mm and there will be less need for 
maintenance.  It also examines the underfoot feel and impacts to surfing, notes that the sand just 
downcoast at Zuma has coarser sand (with a d50 of 0.4 mm) and also provides details about 
already approved nourishment of other beaches in southern California that have used coarser 
than native sand.  Those examples cover beaches with a native grain size similar to that at Broad 
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Beach and with coarser nourishment sand that has a d50 less than or up to 0.60 mm.  Some of the 
same sites noted in the Moffatt-Nichol report on Coarser than Native Grain Size are:  
 

• 75,000 cubic yards (cy) at Seal Beach in 2009 (native beach sand = 0.35 mm; 
beach fill = 0.42 mm); 
• 2 million cy at Surfside Colony/Sunset Beach in 2009/2010 (native sand = 0.25 
mm; beach fill = 0.42 mm); 
• 2.1 million cy by SANDAG in 2001 (native beaches = 0.25 mm; beach fill at 6 of 
12 sites was 0.62 mm); and 
• 1.5 million cy by SANDAG in 2012 (native beaches = 0.25 mm; beach fill was up 
to 0.61 mm). 

 
Based on the evidence supplied by the Applicant, the use of 0.85 mm median diameter sand is 
not within the routine “coarser than native” nourishment efforts. 
 
The sand used for beach nourishment would also be used for dune nourishment or might be 
carried onto the dune by wave and wind transport.  The dune configuration has not been 
analyzed for various sand diameters and there has been no analysis of the beach changes that 
would result between nourishment of 0.60 mm and 0.85 mm.  Given that the coarser than native 
examples provided by the applicant have had a “coarser” limit of about 0.60 mm or less, and 
given that the coarser sand present at Zuma is only 0.40 mm, the grain size limit of 0.24 mm to 
0.60 mm for the nourishment is already in excess of the sand coarseness identified at Zuma 
Beach, and is at the upper limit of the difference between native and coarse nourishment sand 
used in recent nourishment efforts.  Special Condition 8 will allow for the use of quarry sand in 
the nourishment effort, without requiring additional treatment, and will provide for a somewhat 
greater longevity of the nourishment sand over the native sand, without pushing the limits for an 
exceedingly coarser sand beyond what exists locally or have been used in other southern 
California nourishment projects.   
 
Backpassing 
The project also includes backpassing operations (transporting sand from wider downcoast areas 
of the beach to upcoast areas of the beach) on an annual basis for the life of the project, if needed 
for the purpose of maintaining adequate beach width for a prolonged period of time.  The annual 
direct disturbance of beach and sandy bottom habitat may prevent re-establishment by many of 
the macroinvertebrate species that utilize this habitat. Sand crabs and other crustaceans, various 
polychaete worm species, amphipod species, Pismo clam and other clam species may be 
adversely impacted by the backpassing activity. Additionally, indirect sand burial impacts to 
marine resources may be prolonged by yearly burial or turbidity impacts from backpassing 
operations, although backpassing would involve much smaller amounts of sand movement. 
In order to minimize potential impacts to marine resources resulting from backpassing 
operations, the Commission finds it necessary to require limitations on the frequency of such 
backpassing and parameters for implementation. Special Condition 4 limits backpassing to no 
more than one time per year, if certain criteria regarding loss of sand fill and beach width are 
met. Source areas for removing sand are limited to the western areas of Broad Beach. No 
backpassing may extend upcoast of 31380 Broad Beach Road, as limited by Special Condition 
1.  
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Marine Resource Impact Monitoring and Mitigation 
As conditioned, to revise the beach nourishment aspect of the proposed project, to 1) reduce the 
sand fill amount; 2) to place sand no further upcoast than 31380 Broad Beach Road; 3) to limit 
the proposed sand nourishment material to have a D 50 between 0.24 mm and 0.60 mm; and 4) 
to limit backpassing operations, significant adverse impacts to marine resources will be greatly 
reduced. However, there is still potential for impacts to occur. In some ways, the proposed 
project is a pilot project to study and learn how beach nourishment can function as a shoreline 
protection strategy while simultaneously imposing less than significant adverse ecological 
impacts. In order to allow for the beach nourishment aspect of the project to be carried out while 
ensuring that adverse impacts to marine resources are avoided where feasible and minimized, the 
Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to carry out extensive marine habitat 
monitoring as part of the project to identify actual impacts. This is necessary both to provide 
evidence to inform the implementation of project modifications for future beach renourishment 
or other construction at Broad Beach and to ensure that mitigation of any impacts is provided by 
the applicant. Special Condition No. 6 requires the applicant to finance a Scientific Advisory 
Panel (SAP) comprised of marine scientists who will consult in the preparation and review of 
monitoring protocols and reporting, as well as the design and implementation of habitat creation 
or enhancement projects designed to mitigate marine resource impacts identified through the 
monitoring. The mitigation program, if necessary, would be processed as an amendment to this 
permit.  
 
Special Condition No. 6 includes the general monitoring requirements that must be included in 
the marine resource monitoring program. The specific monitoring requirements and methods will 
be determined by the applicant in close consultation with the SAP and presented in a Final 
Marine Habitat Monitoring and Mitigation Plan for review and approval of the Executive 
Director prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit for the project.  Special Condition 
6 requires the applicant to monitor the project site and two reference sites with similar 
characteristics and containing similar habitats. The reference sites should be as close as possible 
to the potential impact area within an area outside the project’s influence. The purpose of 
subtidal and intertidal field monitoring is to characterize the various habitats in the Broad Beach 
study area and to assess whether documented changes through time can be attributed to the 
project or are the result of more regional wide patterns.  To accomplish this, the marine habitats 
in the study area that are at risk from the project and those on a minimum of two marine habitat 
reference sites must be monitored.   
 
The use of multi-spectral aerial photography and sidescan sonar may be employed to identify 
changes in areal extent of habitat and depth of sand burial. Multi-spectral aerial surveys (as 
employed by the applicant’s consultants in July 2014) may be conducted in the Broad Beach 
study area from an airplane fitted with specialized camera equipment designed to capture 
imagery within a specific array of spectral bands optimized to discern coastal marine habitats 
including kelp forest, understory canopy algae, eelgrass, and surfgrass.  This technique is useful 
for surveying large study areas such as the Broad Beach nearshore area.  The flights should be 
planned to occur, to the degree possible, during high visibility (clear water), calm ocean 
conditions, and clear air conditions. Multi-beam and sidescan sonar surveys (similar to the one 
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conducted by the applicant’s consultants in May 2014) may be conducted in the Broad Beach 
study area to distinguish surficial features and to map nearshore marine benthic habitat types.   
 
Employing both multi-spectral aerial and side scan sonar surveys would ensure that the most 
accurate representation of existing marine habitat conditions is captured because the two 
methods are complimentary. While multi-spectral aerial imagery is best at capturing surface and 
shallow water habitat imagery, it and is limited in its ability to penetrate the water column. 
Sidescan sonar is best at capturing benthic habitat imagery, but is limited in its ability to sample 
shallow water habitats. When using these remote sensing techniques, diver surveys are required 
to ground truth the results of this data.  
 
Intensive intertidal sandy beach monitoring is required to assess the macroinvertebrate 
assemblage that colonizes Broad Beach following sand replenishment. The beach ecosystem at 
Broad Beach has been impacted over the years from both permitted and unpermitted 
development, including the 2010 emergency revetment, and therefore the current upper and 
intertidal beach communities are not what one would expect in absence of disturbance.  In fact 
currently most of the beach system is gone.  Therefore a minimum of two beaches most proximal 
to Broad Beach with similar sand envelopes (well sorted, D50 =0.25), exposure, wave regime, 
and beach morphology (intermediate dissipative beaches) must be identified and monitored 
through time for comparison to the macroinfaunal sand assemblage that establishes at Broad 
Beach following replenishment with the quarry sand.   The beach system monitoring must also 
include monitoring the beaches just west of the project footprint and Zuma Beach, just east of the 
project footprint to study the indirect impacts of the project. The beach monitoring methods 
identified in the monitoring plan must be capable of determining; 1) whether the portion of 
Broad Beach covered by quarry sand develops a sandy beach macroinvertebrate fauna similar to 
the reference beaches, and, 2) whether the project adversely impacts the beach ecosystem west 
and east of the project. 
 
The marine resource monitoring may be carried out bi-annually, with a spring survey and a fall 
survey conducted every year. Spring and fall represent the two most extreme seasons in terms of 
sand conditions.  Winter storms typically result in sand being moved from onshore to offshore, 
so springtime is when the least amount of sand is expected to be on the beach.  During the 
summer, the waves are smaller and have less energy and the general pattern is for sand to be 
built up onshore so fall is when the maximum amount of sand is expected to be on the beach. An 
annual report must be prepared by the applicant and submitted to Commission staff by the end of 
each year. Each year’s monitoring reports will be reviewed by the Commission’s ecologists in 
conjunction with the SAP to determine if mid-course corrections to back-passing or nourishment 
activities are necessary. A five year monitoring report is required to be prepared, compiling five 
years of monitoring data, which will be used to determine the areal extent, type, and significance 
of impacts to marine habitats. As discussed above, the applicant’s agents have used a threshold 
for determining an impact to be that a marine habitat is buried by sand at a depth of 1 foot or 
more, for a period of 1 year or longer. The Commission does not agree that this is the appropriate 
standard to use to determine if a significant adverse impact has occurred. While it is true that 
marine habitats, by their very location in the marine environment are acclimated to varying 
amounts of seasonal sand movement and burial, most marine organisms in rocky intertidal and 
subtidal habitats would not survive sand burial depth that is far less than 1 ft. or duration that is 
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far less than 1 year. The Commission’s ecologists Dr. Jonna Engel and Dr. John Dixon have 
stated that any reduction in the areal extent of any of the marine habitats on site is considered a 
permanent impact for which mitigation must be required. This standard is especially important 
given the project site’s location in a marine protected area. 
 
Special Condition 6 requires that all impacts to marine habitats identified through the 
monitoring must be mitigated by the applicant through the creation or enhancement of marine 
habitat that is the same type of habitat, where such in-kind mitigation is feasible for the type of 
habitat in question. Where in-kind habitat cannot be created, other types of habitat creation may 
be proposed by the applicant for the review of the SAP and the Executive Director. Any impact 
identified to marine habitats is required to be mitigated at no less than a ratio of 4:1, in other 
words 4 acres (or other measure) of habitat must be created to mitigate for every 1 acre of habitat 
that is impacted by the project. This ratio is required in recognition of the difficulty involved in 
creating/enhancing marine habitat and the uncertainty that such habitat creation/enhancement 
will be successful. Adverse impacts upon eelgrass shall be mitigated according to the California 
Eelgrass Mitigation Policy.  
 
Upon detection of adverse impacts upon one or more habitats, the applicant, in consultation with 
the SAP, is required to develop a habitat specific mitigation plan for each impacted habitat that 
will provide the overall framework to guide the mitigation work, for review and approval of the 
Executive Director.  The revised mitigation and monitoring program must be reviewed by the 
Commission as an amendment to the coastal development permit. 
 
Turbidity 
In addition to direct impacts from immediate sand burial, and indirect impacts from burial over 
time, there is also the potential of indirect impacts resulting from increased turbidity during 
construction of the sand fill. Temporary increases in turbidity and suspended solids decrease 
light penetration, causing a decline in primary productivity due to decreased photosynthesis by 
phytoplankton, inhibition of kelp and algae growth, and adverse impacts to marine organisms.  
Any appreciable turbidity increase may also cause clogging of gills and feeding apparatuses of 
fish and filter feeders.  Turbidity impacts are anticipated to have the maximum concentrations 
generally restricted to the lower water column, and decreasing rapidly with distance due to 
settling and dilution.  However, the impacts of beach fill placement activities (i.e., increased 
turbidity, sedimentation, dissolved oxygen reduction, burial of organisms) are expected to be 
relatively localized in nature and mobile organisms would likely relocate to an undisturbed area.  
Following deposition activities, organisms are expected to recolonize previously disturbed areas.   
 
The composition (i.e., grain size) of the deposition material can affect the extent of the turbidity 
plume in the marine environment. For instance, material with higher fine-grained material 
content will contribute to higher rates of turbidity.  In general, the higher the amount of coarse 
grained sand, the lower the turbidity and its associated impacts.  As a result, the grain-size of the 
material is an important design characteristic of the project. In this case, turbidity plumes are 
expected to be minimized, as the proposed source material is sandy sediment which is coarser 
than the existing beach grain size with a low percentage of fines. Additionally, the sand will be 
trucked in and placed as dry material, further reducing the potential for the release of fines 
during construction. Special Condition 8 requires that any source material used for beach 
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nourishment purposes can only contain no more than 10% fine material that is 0.074mm in size 
or smaller.  
 
Additionally, in order to further ensure that potential impacts to marine habitats resulting from 
turbidity during construction are minimized, Special Condition 7 requires a qualified biologist 
or resource specialist to monitor turbidity during all project construction activities. The qualified 
biologist or environmental resource specialist is required to visually monitor and document the 
turbidity of coastal waters during all sand nourishment or back-passing activities. The extent and 
duration of turbidity plumes shall be recorded and mapped by the monitor during each day of 
sand nourishment or back-passing activities. If the turbidity plume is observed to reach kelp beds 
or eelgrass beds, disposal shall be terminated until the turbidity plume has dissipated.  If 
significant levels of turbidity above ambient levels lasts more than three (3) consecutive days, 
then the rate of disposal is required to be reduced so that large, long lasting turbidity plumes are 
no longer created. After all beach fill operations have ceased, the applicant is required to monitor 
and document the extent and duration of any lasting turbidity plume.  
 
Other Sensitive Species 
While it is unlikely that grunion are utilizing the existing beach because of the lack of sandy 
beach berm areas (resulting from beach erosion and presence of the revetment), there is a 
potential for grunion runs during the course of the project construction. Beach nourishment 
activities are not proposed to occur within the seasonally predicted run period and egg incubation 
period of the California grunion.  However, the Commission notes that any potential placement 
of sand on the beach may result in adverse effects to grunion due to direct disturbance by 
construction activity and use of heavy equipment on the sandy beach as well as indirect impacts 
from smothering of eggs previously deposited on the sandy beach.  Therefore, in order to ensure 
that any potential adverse effects to grunion are avoided, Special Condition 9 prohibits any 
beach nourishment activities from occurring on any part of the beach and shorefront in the 
project area when California grunion (including eggs) are present during any run periods and 
corresponding egg incubation periods.  
 
In addition, the western snowy plover, a bird species listed as federally threatened and as a state 
species of special concern, is known to occur in the project area. Critical habitat for the western 
snowy plover is designated at Zuma Beach and extends onto the downcoast area of Broad Beach. 
Zuma Beach supports the largest population of wintering snowy plovers in Los Angeles County. 
During construction of the emergency revetment in 2010, biological monitors observed snowy 
plovers on the sandbar at the mouth of Trancas Lagoon.27  All construction operations, including 
operation of equipment, material placement, placement or removal of equipment or facilities, and 
backpassing/beach renourishment or other activities are prohibited pursuant to Special 
Condition 9 on any part of the beach and shorefront in the project area when western snowy 

                                                 
 
 
 
27 Revised Analysis of Impacts to Public Trust Resources and Values (APTR) for the Broad Beach Restoration 
Project, AMEC Environment and Infrastructure, July 2014 
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plover are present, as identified by the surveys conducted pursuant to Special Condition 7, to 
avoid adverse effects to western snowy plovers. 

 
Further, in order to ensure that adverse impacts to the above referenced sensitive species are 
avoided, Special Condition 7 also requires a qualified biological monitor to be present during all 
project activities.  The monitor shall have the authority to cease operations should any breach in 
permit compliance occur or if any unforeseen sensitive habitat issues arise.  If significant impacts 
or damage occur to sensitive wildlife species, the applicant shall be required to submit a revised, 
or supplemental program to adequately mitigate such impacts.  The revised, or supplemental, 
program shall be processed as an amendment to this coastal development permit. 
 
Water Quality and Construction Impacts 
In addition to potential impacts to water quality resulting from increased turbidity, the proposed 
project could also result in impacts resulting from contamination of the sand used for beach 
nourishment. The source material is proposed to be from a quarry and the applicant’s testing has 
indicated that no toxic materials or debris were present in the sand mining areas or stockpiles at 
any of the proposed sources. Nonetheless, debris such as trash, wood, or vegetation could be 
introduced at some point in the processing or transportation of the material. Special Condition 
No. 8 requires that source material is sampled and tested to ensure that the delivered material is 
within the acceptable size ranges for nourishment material.  If the material is not sand, not within 
the acceptable size range, or is contaminated, that material cannot be used for beach 
nourishment. If the source material contains debris, the debris must be removed or the material 
cannot be deposited at the site. 
 
The marine environment would also be subject to potential adverse impacts as a result of project 
activities if sediment, debris, fuel, oil, or chemicals with hazardous properties are unintentionally 
released during construction or sand nourishment activities.  Therefore, to ensure that 
construction material, debris, or other waste associated with project activities does not enter the 
water, the Commission finds Special Condition 10 is necessary to define the applicant’s 
responsibility to ensure proper disposal of solid debris and material unsuitable for placement into 
the marine environment.  It is the applicant’s responsibility to ensure that no construction 
materials, debris or other waste is placed or stored where it could be subject to wave erosion and 
dispersion.  the applicant that any and all construction debris, sediment, or trash shall be properly 
contained and removed from construction areas within 24 hours.  Further, construction 
equipment shall not be cleaned on the beach or in areas that drain to streams, wetlands, ocean, or 
sensitive habitat areas. 
 
Feasibility Study for Alternative Waste Water Treatment 
The existing residences along Broad Beach Road rely upon individual on-site waste water 
treatment systems (OWTSs) for the treatment and disposal of sewage effluent generated by these 
homes. The majority of these residences are on conventional OWTSs featuring septic tanks and 
leach fields that are located in most cases on the sandy beach or dune area seaward of the 
residences (Exhibit 8). The majority of the OWTSs were constructed many years ago when 
Broad Beach was a wide sandy beach and the systems were protected by a large dune field.  The 
use of OWTSs on beaches in Malibu in such close proximity to the ocean has raised concerns 



4-12-043 (Broad Beach GHAD) 
 
 

101 
 
 

regarding potential adverse marine water quality impacts from the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB), the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) 
and NGO organizations such as Heal the Bay and the Surfrider Foundation. Such concerns have 
spurred the SWRCB & LARWQCB to begin the phase out septic systems in some areas of 
Malibu.   
 
The Broad Beach area is located in an area designated as an Area of Special Biological 
Significance (ASBS).  In the 1970’s, California designated 34 regions along the coast as ASBSs 
in an effort to preserve biologically unique and sensitive marine ecosystems for future 
generations. ASBS were designated by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to 
protect species or biological communities from undesirable alterations in natural water quality.  
This designation recognizes that certain biological communities, because of their fragility or 
value, deserve special protection. Under the California Ocean Plan (COP), the discharge of 
wastes to ocean waters in these areas is generally prohibited. The COP states: “Waste shall be 
discharged a sufficient distance from areas designated as being of special biological significance 
to assure maintenance of natural water quality conditions in these areas” (State Water Board 
1972).   
 
A number of leach fields for individual OWTSs on Broad Beach extend a considerable distance 
out onto the sandy beach and dune area, particularly on the wider eastern portion of the beach.  
Some of the existing leach fields extend as far as 80 feet seaward of the residences onto the 
beach/dune area. The location of  these leach fields in such close proximity to the ocean and 
sensitive marine resources raises concerns regarding the discharge of effluent resulting from 
wave damage; malfunctions of the OWTSs; lack of adequate maintenance; and/or simply the loss 
of the effectiveness of the leach field system to adequately treat or filter  the septic effluent over 
time.  In addition, given the leach fields are located so far out on to the beach the proposed 
revetment must be located even further seaward in order to protect the existing leach fields from 
wave uprush. If not for these existing leach fields the proposed revetment could be located in a 
much further landward location fronting the residences.  As previously mentioned above, a 
project alternative was explored that involved the removal of the existing OWTSs including the 
leach fields and replacing those systems with new modern tertiary OWTSs that would be located 
in a more landward location and utilize much smaller leach fields.  Under this alternative the 
rock revetment could have been moved to a more landward location on the eastern portion of the 
beach.  However, this alternative would have been difficult to achieve as part of this coastal 
development permit given the significant costs associated with the comprehensive removal and 
relocation of all of the existing OWTSs and simply the difficulties coordinating such an effort 
with such a large number of homeowners.  More importantly such an alternative in most cases 
would have resulted in the new OWTSs and leach fields still located on the sandy beach fronting 
the residences which again raises the same marine water quality concerns as the existing systems 
and places these systems in a location that could be subject to future hazards from wave uprush 
exacerbated by rising sea levels and a rising ground water table within the 100 year life of the 
residences. 
   
This project presents a unique opportunity to not only address the immediate beach erosion and 
public access issues at Broad Beach but also provides an opportunity to plan and adapt to 
shoreline erosion and hazards resulting from sea level rise in the longer term.  One component of 
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this longer term planning approach is to explore the feasibility of removing the individual 
OWTSs from the beach and connecting the residences to a new state of the art package sewage 
treatment facility located in a more inland location which would significantly reduce or eliminate 
the potential for the discharge of septic effluent to reach ocean waters and thereby adversely 
impact sensitive marine resources.  Removing this existing development from the beach and 
dune area would provide an opportunity for future planned retreat of the revetment on the wider 
eastern portion of Broad Beach.  In addition, the older residences on Broad Beach constructed on 
at grade concrete slab foundation on this formerly wide beach are now being demolished and 
replaced with residences that are constructed on an elevated caisson grade beam foundation that 
eliminates the need for a shoreline protective device to protect the residence.  The Malibu LCP 
specifically requires that new in-fill development on the beach must be supported on a caisson 
grade beam foundation that takes into account sea level rise over the next 100 years to ensure the 
residence would not need a shoreline protective structure.  Therefore, at some point in the future 
all of the residences on Broad Beach will be supported on a caisson and grade beam foundation.  
If the residences were also connected to a package sewage treatment plant located off the beach 
then there would likely not be a need for a shoreline protective structure at least on the wider 
eastern portion of the beach.  
 
The effluent from residences along Broad Beach Road west of Lechuza Point is currently 
collected through a public sewer line beneath Board Beach Road and treated at the Los Angeles 
County operated Trancas Waster Water Pollution Control Plant located across PCH, 
approximately 0.5 mile north of Broad Beach.  The effluent is transported via a pipe in Broad 
Beach Road to the Los Angeles County Trancas Treatment Plant (Exhibit 15).   Unfortunately 
when this sewer system was established in the 1960’s, property owners along the majority of 
Broad Beach, opted out of receiving public waste water disposal services offered by the County.  
In order to connect to this system and receive public wastewater services today, property owners 
would need authorization, including accordance from the 177 homeowners within the Malibu 
West subdivision; approval by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors and the Local 
Agency Formation Commission; and LARWQCB review and approval.  In addition, there is 
limited wastewater treatment capacity at the Trancas Treatment Plant, which is currently 
operating at about 75 percent of capacity.  Given this high level of complexity, connecting to this 
sewer system may be difficult option to achieve. 
 
However, the construction of a new state of the art package sewage treatment plant plan is also a 
possibility on vacant land located just inland of Pacific Coast Highway a short distance from 
Broad Beach.  Consistent with Coastal Act and City of Malibu LCP policies related to the 
protection coastal water quality and marine resources (Sections 30231 & 30230 ), public access 
(Sections 30211 & 30212), and marine and terrestrial habitat protection (30240 & 30230)  the 
removal of the individual OWTSs from the beach and connection to a package waste water 
treatment facility and the potential removal of at least a portion of the rock revetment would 
result in improved marine water quality and conditions for healthy subtidal and intertidal rocky 
habitats; enhanced public access on the beach by removing the shoreline protective structure; and 
would improve the beach and dune ecology by removing development that directly impacts these 
habitats.     
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Therefore, Special Condition 16 requires the applicant to prepare a feasibility study, prior to the 
end of the ten year term of this coastal development permit, and as part of any future CDP 
application for reauthorization of this project, to determine if connection to a new or an existing 
package sewage treatment plant is a feasible alternative to individual OWTS currently serving 
the residences on Broad Beach.  The feasibility study is required to include an analysis and 
technical engineering details and requirements for the removal of the existing on-site waste water 
treatment systems within the GHAD boundaries and conceptual design plans for either a new 
package sewage treatment plant or the upgrade of an existing treatment plant, such as the 
Trancas Canyon Treatment Plant.  The feasibility study shall also include an analysis of 
permitting and regulatory requirements, potential environmental impacts, necessary 
infrastructure upgrades; alternative locations and technologies for a package sewage treatment 
plant; preliminary budget, including any land acquisition costs and a preliminary construction 
schedule/time line.  Furthermore, the study shall be prepared in consultation with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, the City of Malibu and the County of Los Angeles if applicable.  
Finally, five years from the issuance of the coastal development permit the applicant shall submit 
to the Executive Director a progress report on the status of the feasibility study.  The information 
in the study will be used to inform a future Commission on possible project alternatives or 
modifications through a new coastal development permit for reauthorization of the project at the 
end of the ten year term for this permit.  Those alternatives shall include exploring the option of 
removing the individual OSWT from the beach and connection to a package sewage treatment 
plant and removal of portions or the entire rock revetment.    
 
Other Approvals 
In addition, the proposed project, as required to be modified, will involve work within the marine 
environment, areas within the Mugu Lagoon-Pt. Latigo ASBS, the Point Dume SMCA, Essential 
Fish Habitat, and Special Aquatic Areas. As such, the project will require a permit, lease, 
consultation, or approval from other state or federal agencies including, but not limited to, the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers, National Marine Fishery Service, California State Lands 
Commission, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, State Water Resources Control Board 
and the Regional Water Quality Control Board.  Therefore, Special Condition 17 requires that 
the applicant obtain all other State or Federal approvals that may be necessary for all aspects of 
the proposed project, or provide evidence that such approvals are not required. 
 
Conclusion 
As discussed in detail, the beach nourishment aspect of the project, as proposed to place 600,000 
cu. yds. of sand fill in one nourishment event, including sand placement in the upcoast cove 
adjacent to Point Lechuza, would have significant adverse impacts to marine resources that 
would not be consistent with Sections 30230 or 30231 of the Coastal Act. As proposed, marine 
resources on the project site would be diminished, not maintained, enhanced or restored, as 
required by Section 30230 of the Coastal Act. Further, the impacts associated with the proposed 
project would not give special protection be given to areas and species of special biological or 
economic significance.  The use of the marine environment on the project site for beach 
nourishment and the protection of residential development, as proposed, would not be carried out 
in a manner that would sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters or that would 
maintain healthy populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long-term 
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commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes, as required by Section 30231 of 
the Coastal Act.  
 
In order to avoid, reduce, and minimize impacts to marine resources, the Commission requires 
conditions of approval to revise the beach nourishment aspect of the proposed project to 1) 
reduce the sand fill amount to no more than 300,000 cu. yds. in each nourishment event; 2) to 
place sand no further upcoast than 31380 Broad Beach Road, 3) to limit the proposed sand 
nourishment material to have a d50 between 0.24 mm and 0.6 mm; 4) to employ monitoring and 
best management practices during construction; 5) to carry out extensive marine habitat 
monitoring to identify actual impacts, according to a monitoring plan prepared in consultation 
with a Scientific Advisory Panel; 6) to modify the project through a CDP amendment to avoid 
and/or minimize impacts that are identified through monitoring; 7) to provide mitigation for any 
identified impacts at a ratio of 4 to 1; 8) to ensure turbidity is minimized and sensitive species are 
protected during construction; and 9) to study the feasibility of removing individual onsite 
wastewater treatment systems and removing the revetment. The Commission finds that only as 
so conditioned will the proposed project maintain marine resources and ensure that this use of 
marine environment will be carried out in a manner that will sustain the biological productivity 
of coastal waters or that would maintain healthy populations of all species of marine organisms. 
The Commission further finds that only as conditioned, will the project ensure that the biological 
productivity and the quality of coastal waters appropriate to maintain optimum populations of 
marine organisms and for the protection of human health will be maintained and, where feasible, 
restored. Finally, the Commission finds that, only as so conditioned, will the proposed project be 
consistent with the marine resource policies of the certified Malibu LCP that provide guidance. 
Specifically, as conditioned, the proposed project conforms to Malibu LUP Policy 3.75 that 
requires that Marine ESHA (as designated by the LCP) be protected against significant 
disruption of habitat values. Finally, as conditioned, the proposed project will preserve near 
shore shallow fish habitats, as required by Malibu LUP Policy 3.82. 
 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, is consistent with 
Sections 30230, 30231, and 30233 of the Coastal Act, as well as the guidance policies of the 
certified City of Malibu Local Coastal Program. 

 
 

D. ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE DUNE HABITAT AREAS 

Applicable Coastal Act Policies 
 
Section 30240 of the Coastal Act (incorporated into the City of Malibu’s LCP) protects 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) by restricting development in and adjacent to 
ESHA. Section 30240 states: 
 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant 
disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such resources shall be allowed 
within such 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 
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significantly degrade such areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of such 
habitat areas. 

 
Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act, defines an environmentally sensitive area as: 
 

"Environmentally sensitive area" means any area in which plant or animal life or their 
habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in 
an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and 
developments. 

 
Applicable City of Malibu Land Use Plan Policies 
 

3.1  Areas in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially 
valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be 
easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments are 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) and are generally shown on the 
LUP ESHA Map. The ESHAs in the City of Malibu are riparian areas, streams, native 
woodlands, native grasslands/savannas, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, dunes, bluffs, 
and wetlands, unless there is site-specific evidence that establishes that a habitat area 
is not especially valuable because of its special nature or role in the ecosystem. 
Regardless of whether streams and wetlands are designated as ESHA, the policies and 
standards in the LCP applicable to streams and wetlands shall apply. Existing, legally 
established agricultural uses, confined animal facilities, and fuel modification areas 
required by the Los Angeles County Fire Department for existing, legal structures do 
not meet the definition of ESHA. 

 
3.4 Any area not designated on the LUP ESHA Map that meets the ESHA criteria is ESHA 

and shall be accorded all the protection provided for ESHA in the LCP. The following 
areas shall be considered ESHA, unless there is compelling site-specific evidence to 
the contrary: 
a.  Any habitat area that is rare or especially valuable from a local, regional, or 
statewide basis. 
b.  Areas that contribute to the viability of plant or animal species designated as 
rare, threatened, or endangered under State or Federal law. 
c.  Areas that contribute to the viability of species designated as Fully Protected or 
Species of Special Concern under State law or regulations. 
d.  Areas that contribute to the viability of plant species for which there is compelling 
evidence of rarity, for example, those designated 1b (Rare or endangered in California 
and elsewhere) or 2 (rare, threatened or endangered in California but more common 
elsewhere) by the California Native Plant Society. 

 
3.14  New development shall be sited and designed to avoid impacts to ESHA.  If there is no 

feasible alternative that can eliminate all impacts, then the alternative that would 
result in the fewest or least significant impacts shall be selected.  Impacts to ESHA 
that cannot be avoided through the implementation of siting and design alternatives 
shall be fully mitigated, with priority given to on-site mitigation.  Off-site mitigation 
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measures shall only be approved when it is not feasible to fully mitigate impacts on-
site or where off-site mitigation is more protective in the context of a Natural 
Community Conservation Plan that is certified by the Commission as an amendment to 
the LCP.  Mitigation shall not substitute for implementation of the project alternative 
that would avoid impacts to ESHA. 

 
3.16  Dune ESHA shall be protected and, where feasible, enhanced. Vehicle traffic through 

dunes shall be prohibited. Where pedestrian access through dunes is permitted, well-
defined footpaths or other means of directing use and minimizing adverse impacts 
shall be used. Nesting and roosting areas for sensitive birds such as Western snowy 
plovers and Least terns shall be protected by means, which may include, but are not 
limited to, fencing, signing, or seasonal access restrictions. 

 
3.23  Development adjacent to ESHAs shall minimize impacts to habitat values or sensitive 

species to the maximum extent feasible. Native vegetation buffer areas shall be 
provided around ESHAs to serve as transitional habitat and provide distance and 
physical barriers to human intrusion. Buffers shall be of a sufficient size to ensure the 
biological integrity and preservation of the ESHA they are designed to protect. All 
buffers shall be a minimum of 100 feet in width, except for the case addressed in 
Policy 3.27. 

 
3.31  Permitted development located within or adjacent to ESHA and/or parklands that 

adversely impact those areas may include open space or conservation restrictions or 
easements over ESHA, ESHA buffer, or parkland buffer in order to protect resources. 

 
3.51  Disturbed areas ESHAs shall not be further degraded, and if feasible, restored. If new 

development removes or adversely impacts native vegetation, measures to restore any 
disturbed or degraded habitat on the property shall be included as mitigation. 

 
Discussion 
 
The project area is located along an approximately 1.16 mile long reach of Broad Beach between 
Pacific Coast Highway, Broad Beach Road, and the ocean in western Malibu.  The subject area 
is characterized as a built-out portion of Malibu consisting of beachfront residential 
development.  Point Lechuza is located at the northern end of the project area, and Trancas 
Creek/Lagoon and Zuma Beach is located at the southern end of the project area.  
 
Broad Beach is unique in that it is the only area along the Malibu coastline where a system of 
vegetated sand dunes is found.  Native sand dune plant species found on the dune system which 
are characteristic of dune habitat include: silver beach bur, pink sand verbena, beach salt bush, 
and beach evening primrose.  Several sensitive wildlife species have been documented at Broad 
Beach including the western snowy plover (federally threatened and CDFW species of special 
concern), California brown pelican (CDFW fully protected species), California least tern (a 
federal and state endangered species), globose dune beetle (California Special Animal), Allen’s 
hummingbird (USFWS Bird of Conservation Concern), silvery legless lizard (CDFW species of 
special concern), and sandy beach tiger beetle (California Special Animal).  
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Broad Beach was historically a wide beach which supported an active dune system, identified as 
an ESHA in both the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan, certified by the 
Commission in 1986, as well as the City of Malibu’s certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
which was adopted by the Commission in 2002.  However, in recent years, Broad Beach has 
been subject to periodic erosional events which appear to have increased in both frequency and 
duration and have endangered existing residential development located along portions of the 
beach that were historically considered safe.  Although the dune system in the project area has 
been highly disturbed from past residential development, unpermitted landscaping, yard 
improvements, and wave erosion, the Commission has consistently found that coastal dunes such 
as those at Broad Beach are rare and meet the definition of environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas (ESHA). In addition, Policy 3.1 of the City of Malibu LCP identifies dunes as a habitat 
type that is considered ESHA.  
 
The Commission further notes that the Broad Beach dunes have been classified as “Southern 
Foredunes” in the Holland community classification system by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, and that such communities are listed as “very threatened” by the State of 
California. Southern foredunes also represent a habitat type identified as rare by the California 
Natural Diversity Data Base (CNNDB) and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS), and 
considered environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) in the City of Malibu LCP.  These 
dunes are a remnant of a more widespread system that historically occurred along parts of the 
Malibu coastline and elsewhere in Southern California. California dune ecosystems have 
suffered a disproportionately high amount of human impact because the coast is a highly 
desirable area for residential settlements, industry, tourism, and recreation.  As such, undisturbed 
coastal dunes are becoming rarer and rarer in California.  Statewide, coastal dunes have been 
reduced to less than 25% of the area they originally occupied.  The dunes that remain tend to 
reflect development impacts including non-native species invasion, erosion due to off-road 
vehicles and trampling, pollution, and loss of natural morphology due to destruction of 
vegetation.  In spite of these impacts, many remaining dune communities continue to support an 
array of native plants and animals uniquely adapted to this transition zone between land and sea.  
In addition to their habitat and aesthetic values, dune ecosystems are recognized for providing 
important protection during storm events.  Dunes provide a physical barrier against storm waves, 
reducing the risk of flooding for the natural and anthropogenic features behind them.  Dunes are 
a dynamic buffer; eroding or growing as they are shaped by the seasonal dynamics of storms, 
wind, and wave action. 
 

Revetment Related Impacts 
In order to analyze impacts to foredune habitat in the project area that resulted from the 
placement of the as-built shoreline protective device (sand bag and rock revetment) that is 
proposed to be retained permanently as part of the project, the applicant’s consultants prepared a 
foredune habitat impact analysis based on aerial surveys.  The consultant’s chose a baseline year 
of 2005 for the analysis since most pre-2010 shoreline stabilization materials were installed after 
2005. The extent of foredune habitat present at Broad Beach in 2005 was estimated from false 
infrared aerial imagery of the site taken in 2005 as well as oblique aerial photographs. Based on 
this analysis, the consultant’s estimated that 12.23 acres of foredune habitat occurred at Broad 
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Beach in 2005 within the project area. It was estimated that approximately 2.05 acres of that 
foredune habitat area was impacted by the installation of the sand bag revetments. However, 
some of this habitat may have been lost to shoreline erosion prior to sand bag revetment 
installation. And it was estimated that the proposed as-built rock revetment that was placed in 
2010 impacted approximately 1.57 acres of additional foredune habitat. As such, placement of 
the sand bag and rock revetments is estimated to have resulted in the direct removal of 
approximately 3.62 acres of foredune habitat. However, additional temporary impacts to 
foredune habitat likely occurred as a result of installation and construction staging activities 
associated with placement of the revetments. 
 
Further, revetment installation is also adversely affecting the functional value of the coastal dune 
system by disrupting coastal processes, such as the natural interchange of sand between the 
sandy beach and dunes and dune mobility by fixing this system’s seaward edge. This major 
alteration of existing natural coastal processes in the area interferes with the ability of the dune 
system to contract or expand in response to long-term natural climatic cycles, such as changes in 
storms and wave activity, consequently altering the natural functioning of this system over the 
long-term. As such, the project has resulted and will continue to result in adverse impacts to the 
entire existing remnant dune habitat community landward of the as-built revetment that is 
proposed to be retained.  
 
In this case, as discussed in detail in Section IV.B (Hazards and Shoreline Processes) of this 
report, a revetment is considered necessary to protect the existing residences and the associated 
existing septic systems between the properties at 31350 and 30760 Broad Beach Road. However, 
the proposed as-built rock revetment would effectively limit the amount of sand available to the 
public beach area as a whole and the overall shoreline width and shape.  In order to mitigate 
potential impacts to the sand supply associated with the proposed project there are two main 
factors to consider: (1) siting the revetment in the landward most location feasible to free up as 
much sand as possible within the existing beach sand exchange system, and (2) a requirement for 
beach nourishment to mitigate the impacts of the proposed revetment device. First, the location 
and alignment of the revetment on the shoreline directly affects how much sand is available to 
naturally nourish and maintain the shoreline and beach.  In this particular case it is also important 
to consider the sand exchange existing between the foreshore, sandy beach, and dune systems 
along Broad Beach.  Coastal dunes exist in conjunction with the beach and are part of the sand 
sharing system that actively exchanges sand between the dune, beach, and the offshore bars.  At 
erosional shorelines, such as the current condition at Broad Beach, the active dune (foredune) 
forms shift inland as the beach retreats.  If there is no space for the dune to shift inland as the 
shoreline erodes, the dunes will not persist.  Therefore, Special Condition One (1) is required, 
which would relocate approximately 2,000 linear ft. of the downcoast end of the rock revetment 
up to approximately 80 - 110 ft. further landward than the proposed location of the revetment so 
that the landward edge of the revetment extends no further seaward than approximately fifteen 
(15) ft. from existing, legally-established septic systems/leach fields (excluding any designated 
“future” leach fields that had not yet been built at the time this application was submitted to the 
Commission).  This recommended alignment would make approximately 195,000 cubic yards 
more beach sand available within the beach sand exchange system than the proposed as-built 
revetment alignment.  The recommended alignment would provide greater opportunity for 
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restoration of the dune system, even in the event that significant erosion of the nourished beach 
occurs. 
 
Proposed Beach Nourishment and Dune Restoration 
The applicant proposes to implement a beach nourishment program for a period of 20 years 
involving deposition of 600,000 cu. yds. of sand on the beach from inland sand quarries during 
the first year and approximately 450,000 cu. yds. of sand during the tenth year of the program; 
periodic sand backpassing operations to occur no more than once per year, and dune habitat 
restoration.  
 
As proposed, the reconstructed/post-nourishment combined beach and dune system would 
extend approximately 250 ft. (at its widest point) seaward from the top of the as-built revetment 
to the surf zone with approximately 65-110 ft. of beach area located seaward of the constructed 
toe of the dunes. The applicant has prepared a “Conceptual Foredune Creation and Enhancement 
Plan,” prepared by WRA, Inc., dated October 15, 2013. The dune system is proposed to be 
primarily constructed over and behind the existing emergency rock revetment. At the east end 
where no revetment is present, the dunes would be constructed on private land and existing 
public access easements landward of the MHTL. At the west end where there is no revetment 
and no dry sand beach remains, the dunes would be located primarily on public trust lands. The 
proposed dune system is proposed to be roughly 50 to 60 feet wide along most of the nourished 
beach and cover an approximately 10 acre area (Exhibit 7). The dunes would be constructed by 
creating a sand berm that runs along the length of the beach, with a minimum of 2 feet of sand 
over the rock revetment. The berm would extend approximately 30 to 50 feet inland and 0 to 10 
feet seaward of the revetment, depending on location. The dune system would be constructed on 
top of this berm. The dunes are proposed to slope downward on the landward side of the 
revetment and tie into the existing grade where the dunes integrate with the backyards of the 
residences. In areas where a constructed dune abuts lower lying non-dune private properties, the 
dune would slope landward for 10 to 20 feet in a 3:1 slope. The sand dune system would 
typically include two rows of dunes that would range from 2 to 3 feet in height above the 
underlying sand berm, rising from 4 to 5 feet over the revetment. Individual dunes would range 
from 15 to 30 feet in width and have side slopes between 10 and 30 percent. Native habitat 
restoration would include planting species such as beach verbena, dune primrose and other 
characteristic species found in this community. Removal of non-native invasive species such as 
iceplant, pampas grass, myoporum and European dune grass from areas within and adjacent to 
the restored dunes is also proposed. The applicant has agreed to assume responsibility for the 
construction, planting, and maintenance of the restored dune system (BBGHAD Resolution No. 
2012/06).  
 
Although implementation of the applicant’s proposed beach nourishment and dune restoration 
proposal will serve to substantially reduce adverse impacts to the functional value of the dune 
system, impacts to dune ESHA cannot be fully avoided. There has been significant temporal loss 
and diminishment of dune ESHA in this case as a result of the as-built revetment.  Further, there 
will be significant construction related impacts to the dune system from beach nourishment and 
periodic backpassing and nourishment activities for the duration of the project. In addition, there 
is uncertainty regarding the success of the beach nourishment component of the project. As such, 



4-12-043 (Broad Beach GHAD) 
 
 

110 
 
 

the Commission finds that adequate mitigation shall be provided. Where there are unavoidable 
adverse impacts to ESHA, in past permit actions the Commission has required habitat mitigation 
at a ratio of 3:1. In this case, at a minimum, the direct removal of approximately 3.62 acres of 
foredune habitat from the placement of the sand bag and rock revetments shall be mitigated at a 
ratio of 3:1. This mitigation shall be provided on-site through the proposed beach nourishment 
and dune restoration and enhancement. However, modifications are required to the proposed 
beach nourishment and dune restoration components of the project in order to ensure that an 
adequate and appropriate area is restored/enhanced and that it is designed to mimic a natural 
dune system in habitat function and value. Therefore, Special Condition Five (5) requires that 
the applicant submit a final revised dune habitat restoration and enhancement program that 
would provide for the restoration and enhancement of coastal strand and southern foredune 
habitat on-site, at a minimum ratio of 3:1 or greater, as mitigation for impacts to existing dune 
habitat that resulted from the installation of the as-built sandbag and rock revetments on-site 
(3.62 acres). The approved dune habitat restoration/enhancement plan shall be implemented 
within 90 days of the completion of initial beach nourishment activities, however, the Executive 
Director may grant additional time for good cause. Special Condition 5 requires that the Program 
be in substantial conformance with the proposed “Conceptual Foredune Creation and 
Enhancement Plan,” by WRA Environmental Consultants, dated October 15, 2013, but shall be 
revised to provide for the components discussed below. 
 
The dune habitat restoration/enhancement area footprint shall extend from the property at 31350 
Broad Beach Road to the property at 30708 Broad Beach Road, and that begins as far landward 
as feasible (at a stringline of approved development across the subject properties as generally 
depicted in Exhibit 9) and extends seaward to the expected maximum wave uprush limit. The 
stringline of approved development that is to be the landward limit of the dune 
restoration/enhancement area shall be generally located at the seaward edge of any legally 
existing residential structures, patios/decks.  Sandy beach areas where existing septic leach fields 
are located seaward of the stringline shall be revegetated with native dune plant species and 
mounding techniques using minor amounts of sand fill material without the use of heavy 
equipment.  Restoration/enhancement of the landwardmost areas within the above described 
dune habitat restoration/enhancement area shall be prioritized. The restoration area footprint 
requirement specified in Special Condition 5 includes all approved revetment and beach 
nourishment properties, with the exception of about a dozen properties at the upcoast end of the 
approved nourishment footprint where the highest degree of erosion is expected and where the 
area available for restoration is too narrow for a sustaining dune system. Also, the applicant has 
proposed to eliminate the approximately 100 foot wide Malibu West Beach Club property at the 
east end of Broad Beach (30756 Broad Beach Road) from the proposed dune restoration area to 
allow for recreational uses on their nourished sandy beach. However, the proposed 100 foot wide 
gap in the dune restoration area would significantly interrupt the natural dune building processes 
and habitat function at the east end of the project area.  Therefore, Special Condition 5 requires 
that the restoration area footprint shall include the Malibu West Beach Club at 30756 Broad 
Beach Road, with the exception of a 10 foot wide access path as discussed below, in order to 
provide for a relatively continuous dune restoration area while accommodating a wider access 
path for the Club’s recreational uses that receive more use than a typical single family residence.  
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In addition, Special Condition 5 specifies that the restoration area footprint shall begin as far 
landward as feasible, and prioritize the landwardmost areas, in order to minimize the area of 
restored dune system that may be lost due to erosion and/or approved backpassing activities. 
Further, enhancing the remnant dune areas landward of the approved revetment and nourishment 
areas by removing non-native/invasive plant species and revegetating with native plant species 
will also serve to minimize non-native/invasive plant species migration and colonization of the 
restored dune habitat and thereby maximize the success of the dune restoration. 

 
As required by Special Condition 5, the dune habitat restoration/enhancement area shall be 
designed and contoured based on natural dune morphology (using historical records of the area 
and the most proximal reference site(s)).  The footprint and the number of dune ridges shall 
increase from west (upcoast) to east (downcoast) across the restoration area.  For instance, there 
shall be one dune ridge at the west (upcoast) end of the restoration area, transitioning to two and, 
if adequate area is available, three ridges, at the east (downcoast) end. The restored dunes shall 
be oriented parallel to the shore with dune faces that have a slope no steeper than 3:1. 
Discontinuous sand fencing that is placed perpendicular to the prevailing wind direction shall be 
temporarily employed to facilitate establishment of dune hummocks.  In addition to sand 
fencing, the design shall include strategic placement of native dune vegetation for dune 
hummock establishment. Temporary sand fencing and strategic planting, rather than motorized 
equipment, shall be employed to establish a natural pattern of dune hummocks. Drainage/runoff 
control measures and creation of dune swales (low areas between dune ridges) shall also be used 
to function as natural drainage devices within the dune system. The dune habitat 
restoration/enhancement plan shall include a planting plan using native coastal strand and 
southern foredune plant species (plant palette) including the number of container plants and 
amount (lbs.) of seeds, source of plant material, provision for collection, storage, propagation 
and use of existing native plants, and plant installation methods. The plant palette shall be made 
up exclusively of native plants appropriate to the habitats and region, grown from seeds or 
vegetative materials obtained from the site or from an appropriate nearby beach location to 
maintain the genetic integrity of the area. The abundance, distribution, and percent cover of 
native coastal strand and southern foredune plant species shall be based on historical records, the 
literature, and/or the most proximal reference site(s).  
 
In order to restore natural biological conditions and diversity and mimic natural sand conditions 
at Broad Beach to the maximum extent feasible, it is important that sand source and composition 
within the dune habitat restoration/enhancement area shall be consistent with the specifications 
of Special Condition Eight (8) (Sediment Analysis and Monitoring).  Further, as detailed in 
Special Condition 5, existing native beach sand in the project area that is excavated for relocation 
of any portion of the as-built emergency rock revetment (pursuant to Special Condition 1) shall 
be temporarily stockpiled during beach nourishment and construction activities and then applied 
as a top layer on the restored dunes to facilitate successful reestablishment of dune vegetation on 
site. Prior to application of the native sand on the restored dunes, non-native and invasive plant 
species shall be removed to the maximum extent feasible.  
 
In order to provide for private beach access between the existing residences and the shore while 
minimizing encroachments into the dune habitat restoration area, Special Condition 5 specifies 
that the dune habitat restoration/enhancement plan shall incorporate a maximum of one shared 
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private beach access path through the restored dune system (sand surface only and not to exceed 
3 feet in width) for every two residences adjacent to the restoration area. However, the Malibu 
West Beach Club located at 30756 Broad Beach Road may maintain its own separate 10 ft. wide 
beach access path since the Beach Club receives more visitor use for beach recreation than a 
typical single family residence.  Further, as discussed in Section IV.E of this report (Public 
Access and Recreation), the dune habitat restoration/enhancement plan shall also incorporate a 
10 foot wide public pedestrian path located immediately landward of the entire length of the 
approved rock revetment (sand surface only).  
 
Since the project will include restoration of a sensitive dune habitat area that is located at the 
interface of public and private accessways along the shore, Special Condition 5 is required to 
allow installation of limited signage along the approved accessways to notify the public and 
residents that the area is a sensitive habitat restoration area and to keep out of the dune 
restoration areas. The signs shall indicate “Habitat Restoration In Progress: Please Keep Out of 
Dune Restoration Area”, or alternative language that is substantially similar. The signs will serve 
to minimize unauthorized encroachments into the restored dune system.   
 
Special Condition 5 also requires the applicant to submit and implement a monitoring program to 
provide data that will guide the dune habitat and enhancement plan and direct any adaptive 
management actions that will increase the likelihood that the enhancement and restoration will 
be successful.  The monitoring program shall include annual monitoring for the term of the 
permit and the submission of written reports.  If the annual monitoring indicates that the 
restoration project has in part, or in whole, been unsuccessful, based on the approved 
performance standards, the applicant shall be required to submit a revised or supplemental 
program to compensate for those portions of the original program which were not successful.  
The revised, or supplemental dune restoration program shall be processed as an amendment to 
this Coastal Development Permit. 
 
Further, in order to ensure that adverse effects to the dune habitat are minimized, Special 
Condition 5 also requires that the applicant submit a written agreement, in a form and content 
acceptable to the Executive Director, stating that no development shall occur within the final 
approved Dune Habitat Restoration and Enhancement Plan Area (Open Space Area) with the 
exception of dune restoration, maintenance of existing drainage improvements, and 
construction/maintenance of the approved revetment, beach nourishment/re-nourishment, 
drainage control, and approved public access improvements. It is recognized that the seaward 
limit of the dune system and dune vegetation within the approved restoration area is ambulatory 
in nature and that, therefore, the seaward extent of the area subject to this open space restriction 
is also ambulatory in nature. 
 
The proposed beach nourishment component of the project includes an Adaptive Management 
Plan for long-term monitoring of beach width and profile and required actions to transport sand 
back up coast as needed through backpassing. Backpassing of sand to maintain beach widths and 
prolong the longevity of the nourishment would involve the use of heavy equipment (e.g., 
scrapers and bulldozers) to excavate sand from the downdrift, eastern segment of Broad Beach 
for transport updrift to the eroding segment on the west end of Broad Beach. It is anticipated that 
backpassing will occur on an annual basis for the duration of the project. Backpassing will result 
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in direct short-term impacts to the sandy beach and dune habitats by disturbance to infaunal 
species, beach wrack, and potentially the seaward portion of the restored dunes. However, over 
the longer-term, backpassing activities will serve to conserve a larger area of the newly created 
beach and dune habitats and slow their erosion. In order to minimize impacts to terrestrial 
habitats from backpassing, it is important to limit the location, timing, and duration of such 
activities. Therefore, Special Condition Four (4) limits backpassing to no more than once per 
year within the limits of the nourishment area and Special Condition Nine (9) limits 
backpassing activities to the fall/winter season, which will serve to avoid the beach’s most 
biologically productive period as well as the peak season for public recreational use. Further, the 
haul route for the backpassing would occur at the seaward edge of the beach in order to minimize 
disturbance to the restored dunes. 
 
While it is unlikely that grunion are utilizing the existing beach because of the lack of sandy 
beach berm areas (resulting from beach erosion and presence of the revetment), there is a 
potential for grunion runs during the course of the project construction. Beach nourishment 
activities are not proposed to occur within the seasonally predicted run period and egg incubation 
period of the California grunion.  However, the Commission notes that any potential placement 
of sand on the beach may result in adverse effects to grunion due to direct disturbance by 
construction activity and use of heavy equipment on the sandy beach as well as indirect impacts 
from smothering of eggs previously deposited on the sandy beach.  Therefore, in order to ensure 
that any potential adverse effects to grunion are avoided, Special Condition Nine (9) prohibits 
any beach nourishment activities from occurring on any part of the beach and shorefront in the 
project area when California grunion (including eggs) are present during any run periods and 
corresponding egg incubation periods.  
 
In addition, the western snowy plover, a bird species listed as federally threatened and as a state 
species of special concern, is known to occur in the project area. Critical habitat for the western 
snowy plover is designated at Zuma Beach and extends onto the downcoast area of Broad Beach. 
Zuma Beach supports the largest population of wintering snowy plovers in Los Angeles County. 
During construction of the emergency revetment in 2010, biological monitors observed snowy 
plovers on the sandbar at the mouth of Trancas Lagoon.   All construction operations, including 
operation of equipment, material placement, placement or removal of equipment or facilities, and 
backpassing/beach renourishment or other activities are prohibited pursuant to Special 
Condition Nine (9) on any part of the beach and shorefront in the project area when western 
snowy plover are present, as identified by pre-construction surveys required by Special 
Condition 7, to avoid adverse effects to western snowy plovers. 
 
Trancas Creek/Lagoon is located at the eastern end of the project reach and is situated between 
the proposed nourishment site and the construction staging area for the nourishment site. Trancas 
Creek/Lagoon is identified as an ESHA under the Malibu LCP. Trancas Creek is defined as a 
seasonal creek, running only after heavy rains; in drier years, it does not run at all. Trancas 
Lagoon itself measures approximately 10 acres in area and supports a mix of southern coastal 
salt marsh and brackish and freshwater marsh habitats, with approximately 0.50 acre located 
seaward of Pacific Coast Highway. The lagoon is created by a sand berm, which limits tidal 
exchanges and causes the creek to pond during high seasonal flows or during times of tidal 
inundation or wave run-up. A jurisdictional wetland delineation was completed for the Trancas 
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Lagoon in 2002 and identified 0.92 acre and 450 linear feet of federal jurisdictional wetlands and 
waters of the U.S. The lagoon supports native species, such as California bulrush, pickleweed 
and alkali heath; non-native species, such as brass buttons and tamarisk; and substantial areas of 
open water. Wildlife species known to use the lagoon and the sandy beach in the immediate 
vicinity include common waterfowl, such as mallard, as well as a number of shorebirds, such as 
double-crested cormorant and gulls. Additionally, western snowy plover, a federally threatened 
species and a CDFW species of special concern, has federally designated critical overwintering 
and foraging habitat in the immediate vicinity of the lagoon and construction staging area. The 
southwestern pond turtle, a CDFW species of special concern, has not been observed at Broad 
Beach; however, this species has historically been documented in Trancas Canyon, upstream of 
the lagoon. This species would be highly unlikely in the lagoon seaward of the PCH bridge, but 
they can occur in brackish water and could occur just upstream of the bridge. The lagoon is not 
known to currently support any federally or State-listed fish, such as the tidewater goby or 
southern steelhead, both federally endangered species. No records for steelhead trout are found 
in Trancas since the 1980’s. However, the National Park Service and the Resource Conservation 
District of the Santa Monica Mountains are currently working on a habitat restoration feasibility 
study for the lagoon with the hope of enhancing species diversity and restoring conditions 
favorable to listed species that were historically present. 
 
The proposed beach nourishment footprint will taper off at the east end of Broad Beach and will 
not extend all the way to Trancas Creek or Trancas Lagoon; thus, it will not fill it. Therefore, it is 
anticipated that the proposed project will not interfere with the natural functioning of the creek. 
Beach nourishment will eventually result in a variable widening of the beach in front of the creek 
mouth but will not change the existing elevation of the barrier beach, so the existing condition of 
episodic breaching as part of lagoon processes will be maintained as a result of the project. 
Access between the proposed construction staging/storage area and Broad Beach would be along 
a defined travel route beginning at the southern edge of Zuma Beach Parking Lot 12 and sand 
storage areas and continuing west along the intertidal beach. The access route will occur seaward 
of any inundated portion of Trancas Lagoon, thereby minimizing potential impacts to this 
sensitive habitat.  However, while heavy equipment could cross the sand bar fronting Trancas 
Lagoon throughout the majority of the construction period, during winter, high flows in Trancas 
Creek and/or large winter waves may cause this sandbar to breach. In order to safely cross and 
avoid impacts to Trancas Lagoon when the sand bar is breached, construction would be halted 
during periods when Trancas Creek is flowing to the ocean. Further, although special status fish 
species (e.g., southern steelhead) are not known to currently spawn in Trancas Lagoon, this halt 
in construction activities during periods of breaching would avoid adverse impacts to fish 
passage. 
 
In order to ensure that adverse impacts to sensitive species are avoided, Special Condition 
Seven (7) requires a qualified biological monitor to be present during all project activities and 
that pre-construction surveys of sensitive species be conducted.  In the event that the monitor 
finds that any sensitive wildlife species (including but not limited to western snowy plover or 
California grunion) exhibit reproductive or nesting behavior, the applicant shall cease work and 
immediately notify the Executive Director and local resource agencies.  Project activities shall 
resume only upon written approval of the Executive Director. The monitor shall have the 
authority to cease operations should any breach in permit compliance occur or if any unforeseen 
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sensitive habitat issues arise.  If significant impacts or damage occur to sensitive wildlife species, 
the applicant shall be required to submit a revised, or supplemental program to adequately 
mitigate such impacts.  The revised, or supplemental, program shall be processed as an 
amendment to this coastal development permit. 
 
Therefore, for the reasons discussed above, the Commission finds that the proposed amendment, 
as conditioned, is consistent with Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. 
 
 
E. PUBLIC COASTAL ACCESS AND RECREATION 

Applicable Coastal Act Policies 
Coastal Act 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. 

 
Coastal Act 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. 

 
Coastal Act 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: 
 

(1)  it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the 
protection of fragile coastal resources, 
 

(2)  adequate access exists nearby, or,  
 

(3)  agriculture would be adversely affected.  Dedicated accessway shall 
not be required to be opened to public use until a public agency or private 
association agrees to accept responsibility for maintenance and liability of the 
accessway. 
 
(b)  For purposes of this section, "new development" does not include: 
 

(1)  Replacement of any structure pursuant to the provisions of subdivision 
(g) of Section 30610. 



4-12-043 (Broad Beach GHAD) 
 
 

116 
 
 

 
(2)  The demolition and reconstruction of a single-family residence; 

provided, that the reconstructed residence shall not exceed either the floor area, 
height or bulk of the former structure by more than 10 percent, and that the 
reconstructed residence shall be sited in the same location on the affected 
property as the former structure. 
 

(3)  Improvements to any structure which do not change the intensity of its 
use, which do not increase either the floor area, height, or bulk of the structure by 
more than l0 percent, which do not block or impede public access, and which do 
not result in a seaward encroachment by the structure. 
 

(4)  The reconstruction or repair of any seawall; provided, however, that 
the reconstructed or repaired seawall is not a seaward of the location of the 
former structure. 
 

(5)  Any repair or maintenance activity for which the commission has 
determined, pursuant to Section 30610, that a coastal development permit will be 
required unless the commission determines that the activity will have an adverse 
impact on lateral public access along the beach. 
 

As used in this subdivision "bulk" means total interior cubic volume as 
measured from the exterior surface of the structure. 
 
(c)  Nothing in this division shall restrict public access nor shall it excuse the 
performance of duties and responsibilities of public agencies which are required 
by Sections 66478.1 to 66478.14, inclusive, of the Government Code and by 
Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution. 

 
Coastal Act Section 30213  
 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, provided.  Developments providing public recreational 
opportunities are preferred. 

 
Applicable City of Malibu Land Use Plan Policies 

2.1 The shoreline, parklands, beaches and trails located within the City 
provide a wide range of recreational opportunities in natural settings which 
include hiking, equestrian activities, bicycling, camping, educational study, 
picnicking, and coastal access.  These recreational opportunities shall be 
protected, and where feasible, expanded or enhanced as a resource of regional, 
state and national importance.   
 
2.2 New development shall minimize impacts to public access to and along the 
shoreline and inland trails. The City shall assure that the recreational needs 
resulting from proposed development will not overload nearby coastal recreation 
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areas by correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition 
and/or development plans with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to 
serve new development. 
 
2.5 New development shall be sited and designed to minimize impacts to 
public access and recreation along the shoreline and trails. If there is no feasible 
alternative that can eliminate or avoid all access impacts, then the alternative 
that would result in the least significant adverse impact shall be required.  
Impacts may be mitigated through the dedication of an access or trail easement 
where the project site encompasses an LCP mapped access or trail alignment, 
where the City, County, State, or other public agency has identified a trail used by 
the public, or where there is substantial evidence that prescriptive rights exist. 
Mitigation measures required for impacts to public access and recreational 
opportunities shall be implemented prior to or concurrent with construction of the 
approved development.  
 
2.6 Mitigation shall not substitute for implementation of a feasible project 
alternative that would avoid impacts to public access. 
 
2.63  Consistent with the policies below, maximum public access from the 
nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the shoreline shall be provided 
in new development. Exceptions may occur only where (1) it is inconsistent with 
public safety, military security needs, or the protection of fragile coastal 
resources; (2) adequate access exists nearby, or; (3) agriculture would be 
adversely affected. Such access can be lateral and/or vertical. Lateral access is 
defined as an accessway that provides for public access and use along the 
shoreline. Vertical access is defined as an accessway which extends to the 
shoreline, or perpendicular to the shoreline in order to provide access from the 
first public road to the shoreline. 
 
2.64  An Offer to Dedicate (OTD) an easement for lateral public access shall be 
required for all new oceanfronting development causing or contributing to 
adverse public access impacts. Such easement shall extend from the mean high 
tide line landward to a point fixed at the most seaward extent of development i.e. 
intersection of sand with toe of revetment, vertical face of seawall, drip line of 
deck, or toe of bluff. 
 
4.22 Siting and design of new shoreline development and shoreline protective 
devices shall take into account anticipated future changes in sea level. In 
particular, an acceleration of the historic rate of sea level rise shall be 
considered. Development shall be set back a sufficient distance landward and 
elevated to a sufficient foundation height to eliminate or minimize to the maximum 
extent feasible hazards associated with anticipated sea level rise over the 
expected 100 year economic life of the structure. 

 
Applicable City of Malibu Implementation Plan Provisions 
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Section 12.4. - Access Required 
 

As a condition of approval and prior to issuance of a permit or other 
authorization for any new development identified in A through D of this section, 
except as provided in Section 12.5 of the Malibu LIP, an offer to dedicate an 
easement or a grant of easement (or other legal mechanism pursuant to Section 
12.7.1 (b) of the Malibu LIP) for one or more of the types of access identified in 
Section 12.2 (a-e) of the Malibu LIP shall be required and shall be supported by 
findings required by Sections 12.7.3-12.9 of the Malibu LIP; provided that no 
such condition of approval shall be imposed if the analysis required by Sections 
12.7.3 (a) through (d) of the Malibu LIP establishes that the development will not 
adversely affect, either individually or cumulatively, the ability of the public to 
reach and use public tidelands and coastal resources or that the access 
dedication requirement will not alleviate the access burdens identified. 
 
A. New development on any parcel or location specifically identified in the Land 
Use Plan or in the LCP zoning districts as appropriate for or containing an 
historically used or suitable public access trail or pathway. 
 
B. New development between the nearest public roadway and the sea. 
 
C. New development on any site where there is substantial evidence of a public 
right of access to or along the sea or public tidelands, a blufftop trail or an inland 
trail acquired through use or a public right of access through legislative 
authorization. 
 
D. New development on any site where a trail, bluff top access or other 
recreational access is necessary to mitigate impacts of the development on public 
access where there is no feasible, less environmentally damaging, project 
alternative that would avoid impacts to public access. 

 
Section 12.5. - Exceptions 

 
Section 12.4 of the Malibu LIP shall apply except in the following instances: 
 
A. Projects excepted from the definition of "new development" at Section 2.1 of 
the Malibu LIP. 
 
B. Where findings required by Sections 12.7.3 and 12.8.1 of the Malibu LIP 
establish any of the following: 
 

1. Public access is inconsistent with the public safety, military security 
needs, or protection of fragile coastal resources. 
 
2. Adequate access exists nearby. 
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C. Exceptions identified in (b) shall be supported by written findings required by 
Section 12.9 of the Malibu LIP.  

 
Section 12.6.1 Lateral Public Access 
 

The public access required pursuant to Section 12.4 of the Malibu LIP shall 
conform to the standards and requirements set forth in Sections 12.6 through 
12.7.2 of the Malibu LIP. 
 
A. Minimum requirements. [Also to be used for blufftop access or trail access, as 
applicable.] A condition to require an offer to dedicate an easement or a grant of 
easement for lateral access as a condition of approval of a coastal development 
permit (or other authorization to proceed with development) pursuant to Section 
12.4 of the Malibu LIP shall provide the public with the permanent right of lateral 
public access and passive recreational use along the shoreline (or public 
recreational area, bikeway, or blufftop area, as applicable); provided that in 
some cases controls on the time, place and manner of uses, such as limiting 
access to pass and repass or restricting .hours of use, may be justified by site 
characteristics including sensitive habitat values or fragile topographic features 
or by the need to protect the privacy of residential development. 
… 

 
Section 12.6.7 Legal description of an accessway: recordation 
 

A. An access dedication (offer to dedicate or grant of easement) required pursuant to 
Section 12.4 of the Malibu LIP shall be described, in the condition of approval of the 
permit or other authorization for development in a manner that provides the public, the 
property owner, and the accepting agency with the maximum amount of certainty as to 
the location of the accessway. As part of the condition of approval, easements shall be 
described as follows: (I) for lateral access: along the entire width of the property from 
the mean high tide line landward to a point fixed at the most seaward extent of 
development (as applicable): the toe of the bluff, the intersection of sand with toe of 
revetment, the vertical face of seawall, or other appropriate boundary such as dripline of 
deck. On beachfront property containing dune ESHA the required easement for lateral 
public access shall be located along the entire width of the property from the mean high 
tide line landward to the ambulatory seawardmost limit of dune vegetation; (2) for 
blufftop access or trail access: extending inland from the bluff edge or along the 
alignment of a recreational trail; (3) for vertical access: extending from the road to the 
mean high tide line (or bluff edge). 
… 

 
Broad Beach is located in a region that is a highly desirable landscape for public recreational 
opportunities, for residents and visitors alike, due to its climate and the natural beauty of the 
ocean, beaches, and mountains. Broad Beach is located just upcoast from Zuma Beach County 
Park, which is the most heavily used public beach in the Malibu area.  There are currently two 
Los Angeles County-owned public vertical accessways along Broad Beach within the project 
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reach. Many beachgoers who access the beach from Zuma Beach County Park, or the existing 
public vertical accessways along Broad Beach, often walk along the shoreline between Lechuza 
Point (upcoast of Broad Beach) and Point Dume (downcoast of Broad Beach). Recreational use 
of Broad Beach consists primarily of passive recreational uses such as walking, jogging, 
picnicking, sun bathing, dog walking, swimming, surfing, paddleboarding, bird watching, and 
tide pooling. Surfing along Broad Beach primarily occurs at shore breaks at the eastern portion 
of the beach, or at a point break near Lechuza Point that can occur during certain winter swells. 
However, Broad Beach generally contains less favorable conditions for surfing than other areas 
in Malibu, so lower numbers of surfers have been observed in this area. Free on-street parking is 
available along the northern side of Broad Beach Road, along Pacific Coast Highway by Zuma 
Beach and along the bluffs overlooking Broad Beach.  
 
With limited exceptions not relevant here, the State owns all tidelands within the State, which are 
those lands located seaward of the mean high tide line as it exists from time to time.  By virtue of 
its admission into the Union, California became the owner of all tidelands and all lands lying 
beneath inland navigable waters.  These lands are held in the State’s sovereign capacity and are 
subject to the common law public trust.  The public trust doctrine restricts uses of sovereign 
lands to public trust purposes, such as navigation, fisheries, commerce, public access, water 
oriented recreation, open space, and environmental protection.  The public trust doctrine also 
severely limits the ability of the State to alienate these sovereign lands into private ownership 
and use free of the public trust.  Consequently, the Commission must avoid decisions that 
improperly compromise public ownership and use of sovereign tidelands. 
 
Where development is proposed that may impair public use and ownership of tidelands, the 
development’s proposed location in relation to tidelands must be considered.  The legal boundary 
between public tidelands and private uplands is related to the ordinary high water mark 
(OHWM).   In parts of California where the shoreline has not been affected by fill or artificial 
accretion, the ordinary high water mark of tidelands is determined by locating the existing “mean 
high tide line.”  The mean high tide line is the intersection of the elevation of mean high tide 
with the shore profile.  Where the shore is composed of sandy beach whose profile changes as a 
result of wave action, the location at which the elevation of mean high tide line intersects the 
shore is subject to change.  The result is that the mean high tide line (and therefore the boundary) 
is an “ambulatory” or moving line that moves seaward through the process known as accretion 
and landward through the process known as erosion.  
 
Consequently, the position of the mean high tide line is ambulatory and fluctuates seasonally as 
high wave energy (usually but not necessarily) in the winter months causes the mean high tide 
line to move landward through erosion, and as milder wave conditions (generally associated with 
the summer) cause the mean high tide line to move seaward through accretion.  In addition to 
ordinary seasonal changes, the location of the mean high tide line is affected by long term 
changes such as sea level rise and diminution of sand supply. On the open coast, including Broad 
Beach, the ambulatory nature of the MHTL, resulting from natural coastal processes such as 
coastal erosion and accretion, sea level fluctuations, and the physical configuration of the beach, 
creates a shifting public-private boundary.  
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To protect public tidelands when beachfront development is proposed, the Commission must 
consider (1) whether the development or some portion of it will encroach on public tidelands 
(i.e., will the development be located below the mean high tide line as it may exist at some point 
throughout the year) and (2) if not located on tidelands, whether the development will indirectly 
affect tidelands by causing physical impacts to tidelands.   
 
As proposed, the applicant is requesting permanent authorization of the as-built 4,150 linear ft. 
emergency rock revetment constructed on 78 beachfront lots and public tidelands and that was 
permitted on a temporary basis in the Commission’s 2010 emergency permit action.  The 
applicant is also requesting permanent authorization of an as-built sand bag wall that was 
incorporated into the design of the rock revetment and the implementation of a beach 
nourishment program involving the placement of 600,000 cu. yds. of sand for approximately 
6,000 linear ft. of beach on 121 beachfront lots and public tidelands. The project also includes an 
additional sand nourishment 10 years from the date of the initial beach nourishment involving 
450,000 cu. yds. of sand. The State Lands Commission conducted a mean high tide line (MHTL) 
survey at Broad Beach in January 2010. Broad Beach currently supports approximately 27 acres 
of intertidal public trust land (as measured between the mean lower low water (MLLW) and the 
January 2010 MHTL) that is generally available for public use and enjoyment at lower tides, 
with the majority of these lands located seaward of the existing revetment. Based on the 2010 
MHTL survey, approximately 0.86 acre of public land currently lies beneath the existing 
revetment28. As such, the as-built rock revetment currently encroaches on public tidelands and 
displaces lateral public access.  
 
In addition, the Commission must also consider whether a project affects any public right to use 
shorelands that exist independently of the public’s ownership of tidelands. In this case, the public 
has acquired numerous lateral public access easements and deed restrictions on adjoining private 
property as a result of permit conditions included in Coastal Development Permits issued by the 
Commission and the City of Malibu for new development on Broad Beach. Of the 121 private 
Broad Beach parcels within the project area, approximately 51 of those parcels have recorded 
easements, deed restrictions, or other legal documents providing the public with the right of 
lateral public access across the seaward edge of the private properties (as shown on Exhibit 16). 
The terms of these public access easements/restrictions vary, but they mainly consist of the area 
of sandy beach extending 25 feet inland from the MHTL or extending from the seaward extent of 
approved residential development and the MHTL. In total, 32 of the 51 recorded lateral 
accessways along Broad Beach lie beneath or landward of the proposed as-built revetment.  The 
revetment, therefore, directly impacts an additional approximately 1 acre area of sandy beach 
designated for public access29. The State Lands Commission is the easement holder for all 20 of 
the 32 lateral accessways that were required as easements and which are impacted by the 
proposed as-built revetment (the remaining 12 lateral accessways within this area were 

                                                 
 
 
 
28 California State Lands Commission (CSLC) Revised Analysis of Impacts to Public Trust Resources and Values 
for the Broad Beach Restoration Project (APTR) dated July 2014. 
29 Ibid. 
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implemented pursuant to deed restrictions and/or the terms of special conditions of previous 
coastal development permits).  
 
As such, the majority of the proposed as-built revetment (2 acres of the approximately 3 acre 
revetment footprint) directly impacts public access and recreational use of public trust lands and 
existing lateral public access easement/restriction areas, and is expected to continue impacting 
public access over time.  In addition to direct encroachment on lands to which the public has a 
right of access, a shoreline protective device has a number of other adverse effects on the 
dynamic shoreline system causing adverse impacts to public tidelands.  First, changes in the 
shoreline profile, particularly changes in the slope of the profile, which results from reduced 
beach width, alter the usable area under public ownership.  A beach that rests either temporarily 
or permanently at a steeper angle than under natural conditions will have less horizontal distance 
between the mean low water and mean high water lines. This reduces the actual area of public 
property available for public use.   The second effect on access is through a progressive loss of 
sand as shore material is not available to nourish the bar.  The lack of an effective bar can allow 
such high wave energy on the shoreline that materials may be lost far offshore where it is no 
longer available to nourish the beach.  The effect of this on the public is again a loss of area 
between the mean high water line and the actual water.  Third, shoreline protective devices such 
as revetments and bulkheads cumulatively affect public access by causing accelerated and 
increased erosion on adjacent public beaches.  This effect may not become clear until such 
devices are constructed individually along a shoreline and they eventually affect the profile of a 
public beach.  Fourth, if not sited landward in a location that insures that the revetment is only 
acted upon during severe storm events, beach scour during the winter season will be accelerated 
because there is less beach area to dissipate the wave energy.  Finally, as mentioned, revetments 
and bulkheads interfere directly with public access by their occupation of beach area that will not 
only be unavailable during high tide and severe storm events but also potentially throughout the 
winter season. 
 
In this case, as discussed in detail in Section IV.B (Hazards and Shoreline Processes) of this 
report, a revetment is considered necessary to protect the existing residences and the associated 
existing septic systems between the properties at 31350 and 30760 Broad Beach Road. However, 
the as-built rock revetment has resulted in the narrowing of the beach particularly during high 
tide and high wave events since its construction in 2010 and therefore has significantly reduced 
the amount of sand available to the public beach area as a whole and the overall shoreline width 
and shape (Exhibit 3).   
 
In order to mitigate potential impacts to the sand supply associated with the proposed project 
there are two main factors to consider: (1) siting the revetment in the landward most location 
feasible to free up as much sand as possible within the existing beach sand exchange system, and 
(2) a requirement for beach nourishment to mitigate the impacts of the proposed revetment 
device. First, the location and alignment of the revetment on the shoreline directly affects how 
much sand is available to naturally nourish and maintain the shoreline and public beach area.  In 
this particular case it is also important to consider the sand exchange existing between the 
foreshore, sandy beach, and dune systems along Broad Beach.  Coastal dunes exist in 
conjunction with the beach and are part of the sand sharing system that actively exchanges sand 
between the dune, beach, and the offshore bars.  At erosional shorelines, such as the current 
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condition at Broad Beach, the active dune (foredune) forms shift inland as the beach retreats.  If 
there is no space for the dune to shift inland as the shoreline erodes, the dunes will not persist.  
The proposed as-built revetment is located at the seaward toe of the baseline pre-project dune 
habitat footprint (2005).  Since 2005, the construction of sandbag revetment walls and the 
emergency rock revetment in 2010 removed the majority of the existing foredune habitat along 
Broad Beach. Additionally, a variety of unpermitted landscaping and accessory improvements by 
private homeowners has removed portions of remaining dune vegetation landward of the 
revetment as discussed in more detail in Section IV.G. of this report (Unpermitted 
Development).  
 
The applicant proposes to implement a beach nourishment program for a period of 20 years 
involving deposition of 600,000 cu. yds. of sand on the beach from inland sand quarries during 
the first year and approximately 450,000 cu. yds. of sand during the tenth year of the program; 
periodic sand backpassing operations to occur no more than once per year, and dune habitat 
restoration. As proposed, the reconstructed/post-nourishment combined beach and dune system 
would extend approximately 250 ft. (at its widest point) seaward from the top of the as-built 
revetment to the surf zone with approximately 65-110 ft. of beach area located seaward of the 
constructed toe of the dunes. The proposed dune habitat restoration area is proposed to cover an 
approximately 10 acre area.  However, as proposed, the dune system would be built on top of 
and extend both seaward and landward of the as-built rock revetment.  In that alignment the 
revetment would interfere with the natural sand exchange between the new dune system and the 
beach and would limit the dunes’ ability to shift seaward or landward with the changing 
shoreline width.   
 
In addition, as all shoreline protective devices effectively ‘set’ the back beach and the mean high 
tide line, ultimately narrowing and restricting lateral beach access and sandy beach area available 
for public recreation, when approving such devices the Commission typically requires the 
provision of new public access amenities at or near the project site and/or payment of an in-lieu 
fee for beach nourishment to offset or mitigate these impacts.   
 
In this particular case, the applicant is proposing significant beach nourishment in order to 
extend the sandy beach area seaward of the revetment and enhance the effectiveness and 
longevity of the shoreline protective device.  This proposed nourishment component will 
introduce an equivalent amount of sandy material back into a system to mitigate the loss of sand 
that would be caused by a protective device.  Depending on the rate of coastal erosion, the 
proposed sand nourishment would substantially expand the amount of time that Broad Beach 
could be accessed by the public and would increase the types of recreational activities that could 
be accommodated to include those that typically occur on dry sand beaches. The sand 
nourishment will also help buffer the erosive scour of wave action that would otherwise occur 
directly at the base of a shoreline protective device.   
 
However, while the potential impacts to public shoreline sand supply and public 
access/recreation from the proposed rock revetment would be permanent, the public access 
benefits of nourishment, although substantial, will likely be transitory. The sand deposition will 
undergo immediate reworking by waves and tides that distribute the sand both offshore and 
alongshore until the beach profile reaches an equilibration shape (i.e. equilibrium erosion). 



4-12-043 (Broad Beach GHAD) 
 
 

124 
 
 

According to the applicant’s modeling, this equilibrium erosion is anticipated to reduce the total 
beach and dune area by approximately 25-30 percent after the first year.  It is anticipated that 
erosion of the beach area would continue despite backpassing and the applicant’s modeling 
projects a worst-case scenario potential for a return to near-existing conditions within 5 years of 
the initial nourishment, particularly at the beach’s west (upcoast) end, which is naturally more 
narrow than the other areas of beach within the project reach. This could result in coastal erosion 
eliminating the entire dry sandy beach and substantial loss of new sand dunes with potential for 
exposure of the revetment and the associated adverse effects of blocking public access to public 
trust lands. Yet it is important to note that while the applicant has submitted estimations, the 
anticipated longevity of the sand nourishment is uncertain over the limited term of the project. 
Further, given the limited term of the sand nourishment project, the long-term and persistent 
impacts of the shoreline protective device to sand supply and public access and recreation is not 
adequately addressed through the proposed re-nourishment program.  
 
When impacts cannot be avoided and have been reduced to the maximum extent feasible, 
mitigation for any remaining adverse impacts of the revetment on public access and recreation 
must be required in order for the development to be consistent with the public access policies of 
the Coastal Act and the Malibu LCP. In past permit actions, the Commission has found that 
adverse impacts to shoreline processes from shoreline protective devices are greater the more 
frequently that they are subject to wave action. As such, the Malibu LCP requires (and the 
Commission has required in past permit actions) that all new development on a beach, including 
shoreline protection devices, be located as far landward as possible in order to reduce adverse 
impacts to the sand supply and public access/recreation resulting from the development.  In this 
case, the proposed as-built revetment has not been sited as far landward as feasible in order to 
protect existing development.  
 
Project alternatives submitted by the applicant address relocating the existing revetment to a 
further landward location than currently proposed as discussed in more detail in Section IV.B. 
(Hazards and Shoreline Processes) of this staff report. However, Commission staff is 
recommending that the eastern half of the revetment be located further landward than any of the 
applicant’s project alternatives. Specifically, the alternative alignment recommended in Special 
Condition One (1) would relocate approximately 2,000 linear ft. of the downcoast end of the 
rock revetment up to approximately 20 - 110 ft. further landward than the proposed location of 
the revetment so that the landward edge of the revetment extends no further seaward than 
approximately fifteen (15) ft. from existing, legally-established septic systems/leach fields 
(excluding any designated “future” leach fields that had not yet been built at the time this 
application was submitted to the Commission) as generally depicted in Exhibit 8.  This 
recommended alignment would make approximately 195,000 cubic yards more beach sand 
available within the beach sand exchange system than the proposed as-built revetment alignment.  
The recommended alignment would also significantly reduce impacts to sand supply and public 
access in the event that significant erosion of the nourished beach occurs. In addition, the Malibu 
LCP which serves as guidance  includes provisions (Land Use Plan Policy 4.39 and 
Implementation Plan Section 10.4.M) that specifically require shoreline protective structures be 
sited as far landward as feasible to protect existing development.  Thus, in this case, the 
Commission finds that further landward relocation of the as-built revetment would significantly 
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reduce impacts to shoreline processes or sand supply and would serve to minimize adverse 
impacts to public access and recreation. 
 
As discussed in detail above, the construction of a shoreline protective device, such as the 
proposed rock revetment, even if relocated further landward pursuant to the provisions of Special 
Condition 1 would still result in some unavoidable potential adverse effects to coastal processes, 
shoreline sand supply, and public access/recreation.  In addition, the public will lose access to 
Broad Beach during construction and subsequent nourishment and backpassing activities. The 
initial beach nourishment event is estimated to take approximately 8 months of active work and 
the subsequent re-nourishment after initial project implementation is estimated to at least several 
months of work. Backpassing operations would occur no more than once per year and would 
take up to several weeks to complete. Although work would be conducted in the fall/winter 
months to avoid the summer peak beach visitation period, public access would be restricted at 
Broad Beach during the construction and backpassing periods. Construction equipment and 
materials is proposed to be staged at Zuma Beach Parking Lot 12, located at the northernmost 
end of Zuma Beach (a Los Angeles County Beach Park) and immediately downcoast of the 
project area (Exhibit 17). Sand would be stockpiled and construction equipment would circulate 
along approximately 1,000 feet of Zuma Beach occupying an estimated 5 acres of dry sand beach 
berm. Lot 12 and the proposed Zuma Beach sand stockpile area will be periodically closed to the 
general public. As such, there will be significant temporary impacts to public access associated 
with the proposed project. 
 
In past permit actions in Malibu, in order to address these impacts to public access and 
recreation, the Commission has required lateral public access easements along the shoreline 
between the ambulatory MHTL and the seawardmost extent of approved development, such as 
the face or toe of a shoreline protective device, or the dripline of the structure or deck, or the 
seaward extent of dune vegetation where there is dune habitat present.  In fact, as listed and 
shown on the Public Access Map in the adopted City of Malibu LCP, the Commission and the 
City of Malibu have previously required more than 529 public lateral access easements or 
deed/condition restricted areas along the shoreline of beachfront lots to mitigate potential adverse 
impacts to shoreline processes and supply and public access/recreation.  In addition, just within 
the project area itself, the Commission and the City of Malibu have previously required 
approximately 51 public lateral access easements or deed restricted areas along the shoreline of 
beachfront lots, many of which were required to mitigate potential adverse impacts to shoreline 
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processes and supply and public access/recreation30. In addition, Sections 12.6.1 and 12.6.7 of 
the Malibu LCP (which serves as guidance in this case) specifically require that an offer-to-
dedicate a lateral public access easement be required under certain circumstances as a condition 
of approval for new development on the beach, and that such lateral easement extend along the 
entire width of the property from the ambulatory mean high tide line landward to a point fixed at 
the most seaward extent of development (as applicable): the toe of the bluff, the intersection of 
sand with toe of revetment, the vertical face of seawall, or other appropriate boundary such as 
dripline of deck.  
 
Therefore, for all of the reasons discussed above, the Commission finds it necessary to require 
Special Condition Thirteen (13), which requires the applicant to execute and record a deed 
restriction, in form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, that irrevocably grants the 
public the right of lateral public access and passive recreational use along the shoreline, except 
for the area of the dune protection buffer area described below, during the period that the 
revetment authorized by this CDP or any part thereof remains in existence.  The deed restriction 
shall be recorded against the properties that extend from 31350 to 30760 Broad Beach Road, 
inclusive, and it shall be recorded against all parcels identified on the APN map attached as 
Exhibit 18a-e.  The dune protection buffer area shall extend from the seaward toe of the 
approved revetment to the ambulatory seaward most limit of dune vegetation.  The deed 
restriction shall memorialize a public right of lateral public access and passive recreational use 
over the entirety of the area running parallel to the shore from the ambulatory mean high tide line 
to a line running 25 feet landward of the ambulatory high tide line.  Public access is not allowed 
within a dune protection buffer extending from the seaward toe of the of the approved rock 
revetment to the ambulatory seaward most line of dune vegetation.  If the beach area seaward of 
the first line of dune vegetation is impassible due to high tides, formation of a steep scarp or 
some other reason the public shall be able to pass and repass along the apex (top) of the seaward 
most dune formation.  Public access and recreation shall not be allowed within the dune 
protection buffer area except to the extent as indicated above, or if that area becomes overlain by 
the public access and passive recreational use area due to an advancing mean high tide line. The 
dune protection buffer is important to protect sensitive coastal dune habitat that is restored and 
enhanced on-site, which constitutes an environmentally sensitive habitat (ESHA) as explained in 
Section IV.D of this report. It is recognized that both the mean high tide line and the seaward 
limit of the dune vegetation are ambulatory in nature and that, therefore, the area of beach that is 
available for lateral public access will also be ambulatory in nature. Should the created dune 
                                                 
 
 
 
30 CCC CDP Nos. P-73-1446 (Webb); P-74-2534 (Miser); P-75-4573 (Froehlich); P-75-4653 (Gardner); P-75-4957 (Wallis); P-76-9478 
(Marks); A-77-226 (Smith); A-77-1760 (Shepard); P-77-2527 (Finegood); P-77-9738 (Gocke); A-79-5085 (Egg); SF-80-7373 (Irwin); A-80-
7553 (Gage); 5-81-431 (Eglit); 5-83-210 (Tarlow); 5-83-372 (Mark); 5-83-783 (Borman); 5-83-796 (Koenig); 5-83-816 (Manings); 5-83-899 
(Broad Beach Partners Ltd); 5-84-849 (Cramer); 5-85-015 (Green); 5-85-044 (Berkowitz); 5-85-272 (Feldman); 5-85-516 (Lemmon); 5-85-635 
(Broad Beach Assoc.); 5-86-273 (Bromiley); 5-87-093 (Leff); 5-87-593 (Wells); 5-90-487 (Wax & Associates); 4-93-086 (Binder); 4-98-028 
(Jacobs); 4-98-298 (McClellan); 4-98-302 (Powell); 4-99-086 (Greene); 4-99-129 (Schwab); 4-99-153 (Ioki); 4-99-154 (Montanaro); 4-99-155 
(Ioki); 4-99-216 (Cohen); 4-00-275 (Spears Family Trust); 4-01-148 (Nathanson); 4-02-027 (Frank);  City of Malibu CDP No. 06-060 (North 
Enterprises); City of Malibu CDP Amendment No. 11-008 (Marine); City of Malibu CDP Amendment No. 13-005 (Kaplan) 
 



4-12-043 (Broad Beach GHAD) 
 
 

127 
 
 

system seaward of the revetment be lost to erosion, then the “dune protection buffer” shall be 
eliminated in its entirety and the public would have the right to access beach areas seaward of the 
toe of the approved revetment.  
 
This condition has a direct nexus to the impacts caused and is roughly proportional. Prior to the 
actions of the homeowners along Broad Beach to create revetments both with and without 
emergency permits, the beach provided public recreation area. Subsequent to those actions the 
public recreation area has been destroyed. Further, both the existing and proposed revetment will 
continue to block public access in places, and will hasten the erosion of public recreation areas in 
the amounts and areas described above. The easement as proposed will be tied to the existence of 
the revetment proposed. If and when the revetment is removed, the easement will follow. In 
addition, the easement only allows access above the 2010 mean high tide line when sand 
nourishment mitigation during the life of the revetment has eroded away sufficiently such that 
the public has less than 25 feet upon which to pass, repass and recreate. At that time, the 
easement begins to move inland but only does so at the rate of seaward erosion. If the mean high 
tide line stabilizes so that it always remains 25 feet seaward of the 2010 surveyed mean high tide 
line, then public access remains only on public tidelands seaward of that line. Thus, the easement 
in Special Condition 13 allows for meaningful public access while maintaining a significant 
area of private property, including the large dune buffer area; and the easement is designed to 
retreat inland, and will only encroach onto private property because of erosion due in part to the 
revetment itself. 
 
The applicant would like to maximize the area of nourished beach that is available for the 
exclusive use of the adjacent private property owners and is restricted from public use by 
proposing a unique lateral public access arrangement as part of the proposed project. For the 
duration of the project, the applicant proposes that an October 2009 MHTL serve as the 
public/private seaward boundary for public access purposes. The CSLC’s MHTL survey at 
Broad Beach was conducted on January 19 to 20, 2010, just prior to installation of the 
emergency revetment. The results of the CSLC survey confirmed that the MHTL is actually 
further landward than the MHTL survey that had been previously conducted in 2009 by the 
applicant, although an approximately 100-foot portion of both surveyed lines overlap at the 
western end, and are within approximately 10 feet or less of each other over a significant portion 
of the surveyed area. The applicant’s proposal to formally utilize the 2009 MHTL survey as the 
public/private boundary for public access purposes would serve to relocate the area of the beach 
where public trust lands exist to a more seaward location than the CSLC 2010 MHTL. This 
proposal would have the effect of minimizing the area accessible to the public, and would 
exclude the public from many areas where the public already has rights of access. 
 
Further, as discussed previously, there remains a likely possibility that, over time, the beach 
nourishment component of the approved project will fail to maintain a widened beach condition 
on site adequate to ensure that the revetment does not become exposed, despite the 
renourishment/backpassing measures proposed by the applicant.  As proposed, the applicant 
would only conduct a single renourishment of the site 10 years after the initial nourishment is 
completed.  Thus, in order to ensure that renourishment occurs, Special Condition Four (4) 
requires the applicant to submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a Final 
Adaptive Management and Monitoring Plan. However, even with the requirement that the 
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applicant conduct additional renourishment and backpassing activities on an as-needed basis for 
the life of the project, it must be recognized that the proposed project should be considered an 
experimental pilot project and that it is not possible to guarantee that the beach nourishment 
component of the approved project will be adequate maintain a widened beach condition on site 
adequate to ensure that the revetment does not become exposed, despite the renourishment and 
backpassing measures proposed by the applicant.  In the event that it is not possible to maintain 
an adequate beach width and the revetment becomes exposed and is acted upon by wave action, 
then the revetment would function in a manner similar to other shoreline protective devices.   
 
As discussed in more detail in Section IV.B (Hazards and Shoreline Processes) the impact of a 
shoreline protective device, such as the proposed rock revetment, on public access is most 
evident on a beach where wave run-up and the mean high tide line are frequently observed in an 
extreme landward position during storm events and the winter season. As the shoreline retreats 
landward due to the natural process of erosion, the boundary between public and private land 
also retreats landward.  Construction of rock revetments and seawalls to protect private property 
fixes a boundary on the beach and prevents any current or future migration of the shoreline and 
mean high tide line landward, thus eliminating the distance between the high water mark and low 
water mark.  As the distance between the high water mark and low water mark becomes obsolete 
the seawall effectively eliminates lateral access opportunities along the beach as the entire area 
below the fixed high tideline is inundated.  The ultimate result of a fixed tideline boundary 
(which would otherwise normally migrate and retreat landward, while maintaining a passable 
distance between the high water mark and low water mark overtime) is a reduction or 
elimination of the area of sandy beach available for public access and recreation.  The reduction 
of the available sandy public beach area described above is what has occurred on Broad Beach 
since the emergency revetment was installed in 2010.  The revetment has fixed the back of the 
beach and has significantly reduced the beach area available for public access particularly during 
high tides and high wave events.  During these events the beach area fronting the revetment is 
often impassible. 
 
Thus, in this case, if the proposed experimental beach nourishment component of this project 
fails to maintain adequate dry sandy beach area seaward of all sections of the 4,150 linear ft. 
rock revetment on site, then the beach seaward of the revetment would be subject to frequent 
inundation by wave action and would be frequently unusable for pedestrian access. Therefore, in 
order to ensure that public lateral access is maintained along shoreline areas of the project site, 
Special Condition Fourteen (14) requires the applicant to execute and record a document, in a 
form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, granting an easement to the Mountains 
Recreation and Conservation Authority (a joint powers authority), allowing the public the 
permanent right to pass and repass along a 10 ft. wide public access path immediately landward 
of the approved revetment.  The easement shall extend for the entire length of the approved 
revetment between 31340 to 30760 Broad Beach Road and shall encompass the entire area 
between the seaward toe of the revetment and a line parallel and ten feet inland from the 
landward toe of the revetment, as generally illustrated on Exhibit 8. The easement pursuant to 
Special Condition 14 shall provide that the public’s right to pass and repass may only be 
exercised if and when any of the following conditions are occurring, and only for the duration of 
time that any of the following conditions are occurring: (1) less than 10 feet dry sandy beach 
exists seaward of the seaward toe of the revetment at any point along the revetment; or (2) an 
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unforeseen circumstance occurs (for example but not limited to an oil spill) which prohibits the 
public’s use, access, and enjoyment of the area subject to the deed restriction described above 
(Special Condition 13). The Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA) is a 
public agency that represents a partnership between the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, 
the Conejo Recreation and Park District, and the Rancho Simi Recreation and Park District. The 
MRCA is dedicated to the preservation and management of open space, parkland, and trails. The 
MRCA manages and provides ranger services for almost 50,000 acres of public lands and parks 
that it owns or that are owned by the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy. In the course of its 
normal duties, the MRCA park rangers and other staff are better able to monitor open space and 
trail areas to ensure that the restrictions are followed than Commission staff. Further, an 
easement will be recorded against the title to the property and thus provide notice to future 
owners of the limitations that apply to the open space conservation area, reducing the risk of a 
future irreparable violation of the restriction.  
 
Further, Special Conditions 13 and 14 described above would only apply to the project properties 
where the approved revetment is located, and would not apply to project properties where beach 
nourishment only is approved (no revetment). As explained previously, there are 51 private 
Broad Beach parcels in the project area that have existing recorded easements, deed restrictions, 
or other legal documents providing the public with the right of lateral public access across the 
seaward edge of the private properties. The terms of these public access easements/restrictions 
vary, but they mainly consist of the area of sandy beach extending 25 feet inland from the MHTL 
or extending from the seaward extent of approved residential development and the MHTL. The 
applicant has proposed “suspension” of the existing lateral public access rights that have been 
previously recorded or required on properties within the project reach for the duration of the 
project.  The Commission does not have authority to “suspend” such rights because the State 
Lands Commission (as well as several other entities) is the easement holder or holder of the 
relevant property interest, not the Commission. The rights to access granted by Special 
Conditions 13 and 14 relate specifically to the impacts of the revetment, and are independent of 
any pre-existing rights granted by other instruments. The earlier recorded easements would 
technically have priority over the easements required in Special Conditions 13 and 14.  However, 
in areas where the pre-existing easements and the new easements overlap, the net effect is simply 
duplicative in ensuring public access, and no conflict is created by two separate instruments 
granting access. 
 
The applicant in this case is the BBGHAD and not the individual property owners of the parcels 
that recommended Special Conditions 13 and 14 would apply to. The BBGHAD has asserted 
that it does not have the authority to convey the easement interest required by these conditions on 
behalf of the individual property owners. However, it is feasible for the BBGHAD to comply 
with these conditions either by demonstrating that the BBGHAD has acquired the requisite 
property interests by exercising its eminent domain authority pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 26576, or by demonstrating that each affected landowner has executed the required 
access documents. As such, Special Conditions 13 and 14 specify that the applicant shall 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Executive Director that it has acquired the necessary 
property interests by either of the two methods described or a combination thereof. While the 
BBGHAD’s Plan of Control currently waives its power of eminent domain, the Plan of Control 
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can be amended, if BBGHAD chooses to comply with Special Conditions 13 and 14 by exercise 
of its eminent domain authority. 
 
In addition, in order to ensure the requirements of Special Condition Fourteen 14 are adequately 
implemented and that the approved project plans are revised accordingly, Special Condition 
One (1) requires the submittal of revised project plans designating a 10 ft. wide public pedestrian 
path located immediately landward of the entire length of the rock revetment, including the 
portion of the revetment to be relocated/reconfigured pursuant to Part A.1 of Special Condition 
1, as generally depicted in Exhibit 8.  The pathway shall utilize a sand surface only.  The plans 
shall depict this path as a ‘public accessway’ available for public use when there are insufficient 
areas of dry beach seaward of the revetment available for pass and repass.  In addition, access 
stairways (for the provision of both public and private access) shall be shown extending from the 
10 ft. wide public pedestrian path to the toe of the rock revetment below.  The number and 
location of the access stairways shall generally align with the shared private beach access paths 
allowed on site consistent with Special Condition 5, Part 5.  All such access stairways shall be 
designed and constructed by reconfiguring existing stones within the revetment to form steps.  
No handrails shall be installed.  Further, in order to ensure that the project is constructed 
consistent with the final approved plans, Special Condition Three (3) requires the applicant 
construct the access stairways (for the provision of both public and private access) consistent 
with the requirements of Special Condition 1 concurrent with the re-location and re-construction 
of the approximately 2,000 linear ft. downcoast end of the rock revetment. 
 
In response to discussions with staff, the applicant has proposed the removal of the 
approximately 40 unpermitted private stairways that have been constructed on the rock 
revetment by individual homeowners without the required coastal development permit.  In 
addition to impacts to public views along the coastline, the proliferation of private stairways on a 
rock revetment also results in a privatizing effect for beachgoers in the event that the revetment 
becomes exposed.  Further, the private stairways on site would also result in potential conflicts 
with the public ability to access the 10 ft. wide public path along the landward side of the 
revetment in the event the threshold condition requiring this access way is triggered. Therefore, 
in order to ensure that the applicant’s proposal to remove the approximately 40 unpermitted 
private stairways on the rock revetment is adequately implemented, Special Condition Three 
(3) requires that the applicant to remove all unpermitted private stairways on the approved rock 
revetment concurrent with the re-location and re-construction of the approximately 2,000 linear 
ft. downcoast end of the rock revetment required pursuant to Part A of that condition, unless 
additional time is granted by the Executive Director for good cause. 
 
Regarding potential impacts to surfing as a result of the project, the proposed beach nourishment 
will likely improve surfing conditions at Broad Beach and Zuma Beach because the addition of 
sand will increase the size of the sand bars at both beaches. In addition, surf breaks at or west of 
Lechuza Point will not be affected since the predominant longshore transport is to the east. The 
dynamics of sandbars, which include increased sand volumes of similar grain size, more steeply 
sloped beaches, and wider beach widths, contribute to a more tidally dependent surf zone. This 
creates multiple variations in the nearshore bathymetry and improves the sandbars and wave 
shape quality for surfers.  
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As discussed previously, the project includes implementation of a beach nourishment program 
with periodic sand backpassing and re-nourishment operations that will temporarily restrict 
public access at Broad Beach and at the construction staging area at Zuma Beach. In addition, 
hauling of inland quarry material to the Zuma Beach stockpile site is expected to take 
approximately 6 months and approximately 43,000 truck trips on southbound Pacific Coast 
Highway (PCH). Construction vehicles and equipment would access the site via PCH into the 
Zuma Beach Parking Lot 12. Currently, vehicular access to Parking Lot 12 is provided by the 
main Zuma Beach internal circulation roadway. However, during construction, it is proposed that 
this circulation road to Lot 12 be closed to general public access. To facilitate project 
construction, vehicular access to the staging area will be provided via two temporary driveways 
on PCH. The inbound PCH driveway at the staging area would be located on the south side of 
PCH, at the east end of Lot 12 directly across from Guernsey Avenue. This temporary driveway 
would serve as an inbound-only driveway for project vehicles and haul trucks and would 
accommodate limited vehicular ingress access (i.e., right turn only ingress turning movements). 
No outbound turning movements would be permitted from this temporary driveway. The 
outbound PCH driveway at the staging area would be located on the south side of PCH, at the 
west end of Lot 12. This driveway would serve as an outbound-only driveway for project 
vehicles and haul trucks and would accommodate full vehicular egress access (i.e., both left-turn 
and right-turn egress turning movements). No inbound turning movements would be permitted at 
this driveway (Exhibit 17).  
 
To facilitate traffic operations into and out of the site, a temporary eastbound right-
turn/deceleration paved lane will be installed at the existing Guernsey Avenue/PCH intersection 
to ensure that Project truck traffic will safely and efficiently slow to turn right into Lot 12 and 
not impede eastbound PCH through traffic. In addition, at the project’s outbound PCH driveway, 
a temporary traffic signal is proposed to be installed to facilitate the safe and efficient movement 
of outbound haul trucks onto westbound PCH. The circulation and temporary traffic 
improvements at the staging area are illustrated in Exhibit 17. Parking along the south shoulder 
of PCH would be prohibited during the construction to accommodate the recommended right-
turn lane and minimize pedestrian traffic at both staging area driveways. The proposed parking 
prohibition on the south shoulder of PCH generally adjacent to Parking Lot 12 would be 
implemented in two segments: (1) the segment between the proposed inbound driveway opposite 
Guernsey Avenue and the proposed outbound driveway (a distance of approximately 660 feet); 
and (2) the segment west of the proposed inbound driveway to a point approximately 180 feet 
west thereof (to join the existing restricted shoulder parking area on the PCH bridge over 
Trancas Creek).  
 
In addition, Zuma Beach Lot 12 and the proposed Zuma Beach sand stockpile area will be 
periodically closed to the general public during sand delivery hours of 7 a.m. to 9 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. On weekends and holidays the beach will remain open for public access. All 
work will be conducted during the fall/winter months in order to avoid the peak summer visitor 
season. The applicant proposes to maintain public access during nourishment and dune 
restoration activities to the maximum extent possible. At least two weeks prior to commencing 
nourishment operations, signs notifying the public of the dates of nourishment operations would 
be posted at the public access points and at other highly visible locations along the beach. Public 
lateral access to Broad Beach will be restricted during working hours (Monday-Friday, 7 a.m. - 6 
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p.m.) due to the equipment traffic associated with the beach nourishment activities. As work 
progresses, public access to portions of the beach would be allowed during nourishment 
operations to the extent possible with implementation of a construction vehicle traffic 
management plan. For example, as beach placement is completed at the western end of the 
project, this area would become available for public use. The areas of active work (e.g., access 
routes and areas where earthmoving equipment is being used, etc.) would be clearly delineated 
with access controlled by the contractor. 
 
Given the scale of the proposed project, even if modified to reduce the footprint of beach 
nourishment and quantity of sand used to minimize impacts to coastal resources (pursuant to 
Special Condition 1 of the staff recommendation), the construction operations will still result in 
temporary unavoidable adverse impacts to the public’s ability to access the coast in the vicinity 
of Broad Beach. In order to ensure that construction-related impacts to public access and 
recreation are minimized to the maximum extent feasible as required by Coastal Act Section 
30210 and Malibu LCP Policies 2.2 and 2.5, Special Condition Twelve (12) prohibits 
construction operations from the Friday prior to Memorial Day in May through Labor Day in 
September to avoid impacts on public recreational use of the beach and other public amenities in 
the project vicinity, unless, due to extenuating circumstances, the Executive director authorizes 
such work. Special Condition 12 also prohibits construction operations on weekends and 
holidays in order to avoid impacts to public recreational use on those higher demand public use 
periods.  
 
Further, Special Condition Fifteen (15) is necessary, which requires that the applicant submit a 
Public Access Management Program for the review and approval of the Executive Director and 
that details provisions for public access during construction and post-construction, including 
signage and fencing. The Public Access Management Program shall include a plan for ensuring 
safe public access to or around construction areas, beach deposition sites, and/or staging areas 
shall be maintained during all project operations.  The plan shall include a description of the 
methods (including signs, fencing, posting of security guards, etc.) by which safe public access 
to or around construction areas, beach deposition sites, and/or staging areas shall be maintained 
during all project operations.  In the event that Broad Beach must be closed to pedestrian use 
during active beach nourishment/renourishment operations only, then signage shall be installed 
indicating alternative beach access points along Broad Beach available for public access.  The 
applicant shall be required to maintain public access pursuant to the approved version of the 
report.   
 
Since construction operations will temporarily eliminate public parking along PCH and Zuma 
Beach Lot 12, the Public Access Management Program pursuant by Special Condition 15 is 
required to include all necessary temporary access provisions, including any necessary traffic 
control and crosswalk improvements, to maintain public pedestrian access between Zuma 
County Beach and the Trancas Market commercial property along the shoulder of Pacific Coast 
Highway immediately landward of the project site and staging area. Further, where public 
parking areas are used for staging or storage of equipment and materials, unless there is no 
feasible alternative, 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 
shall be used.  At each site, the number of public parking spaces utilized shall be the minimum 
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necessary to implement the project. The applicant is also required to post each construction site 
with a notice indicating the expected dates of construction and/or beach closures.  
 
In order to provide the public with clarity regarding areas that may be available for public access, 
the Public Access Management Program required by Special Condition 15 shall include a 
Symbolic Public Access Fencing and Signage Plan that provides for the installation of symbolic 
post and cable fencing along the landward limit of the ten foot wide public access path located 
immediately landward of the approved rock revetment.  The post and cable fencing shall be no 
more than 42 inches in height and designed to be removable in the event of wave uprush.  The 
Symbolic Public Access Fencing and Signage Plan shall also include the provision for the 
installation of signage to be incorporated  into the design of the symbolic post and cable fencing 
adequate to inform the public of their right to utilize all public access areas on site (including the 
recorded lateral public access path immediately landward of the revetment, the portion of the 
sandy beach between the mean high tide line and the toe of the revetment, and the public access 
stairways required pursuant to Special Conditions 1 and 4).  At a minimum, the Program shall 
provide for the installation of signs to be installed within 300 ft. intervals along the 10 ft. wide 
path and at both the western (upcoast) end and eastern (downcoast) end of the 10 ft. wide public 
path and adjacent to each of the two Los Angeles County public vertical accessways on site. The 
plan shall show the location, size, design, and content of all signs.  The signs may indicate that 
the areas of the site located landward of the public access areas are sensitive dune habitat and/or 
private property.  No signs that restrict public access to State tidelands, public vertical or lateral 
access easement areas, or which purport to identify the boundary between State tidelands and 
private property shall be permitted.  Special Condition 15 also specifies that the applicant shall 
be responsible for the cost, construction, and maintenance of any new improvements (including 
but not limited to repairs or modifications of the two existing public access stairways that have 
been previously constructed over the as-built rock revetment) within the two existing vertical 
public access rights-of-way necessary to maintain safe public pedestrian access from Broad 
Beach Road to the sandy beach as required by the Executive Director and Los Angeles County 
Department of Beaches substantially similar to the public access that exists on site at the time of 
Commission action on this permit.  If any such improvements, or changes over time, are 
necessary to maintain safe and adequate public pedestrian access, then the applicant shall submit 
a detailed construction plan for the review and approval of both the Executive Director and Los 
Angeles County Department of Beaches and Harbors and comply with any requirements 
imposed by those entities. 
 
In conclusion, with Special Conditions addressing adverse impacts to public access and 
recreation, impacts to the public will be minimized to the greatest extent feasible. Thus, as 
conditioned, the Commission finds the project consistent with the public access and recreation 
policies of the Coastal Act and the Malibu LCP. 
 
 
F. VISUAL RESOURCES 

The Malibu LCP provides for the protection of scenic and visual resources, including views of 
the beach and ocean, views of mountains and canyons, and views of natural habitat areas. The 
LCP identifies Scenic Roads, which are those roads within the City that traverse or provide 
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views of areas with outstanding scenic quality, or that contain striking views of natural 
vegetation, geology, and other unique natural features, including the beach and ocean.  The LCP 
policies require that new development not be visible from scenic roads or public viewing areas. 
Where this is not feasible, new development must minimize impacts through siting and design 
measures. In addition, development is required to preserve bluewater ocean views by limiting the 
overall height and siting of structures where feasible to maintain ocean views over the structures. 
Where it is not feasible to maintain views over the structure through siting and design 
alternatives, view corridors must be provided in order to maintain an ocean view through the 
project site. 
 
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act requires that visual qualities of coastal areas shall be 
considered and protected, landform alteration shall be minimized, and where feasible, degraded 
areas shall be enhanced and restored.  Section 30251 of the Coastal Act, which is incorporated as 
part of the Malibu LCP, states that: 
 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance.  Permitted development shall be sited and designed to 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the 
alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually 
degraded areas.  New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in 
the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department 
of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinated to the character 
of its setting. 

 
In addition, the following LCP policies are applicable in this case: 

 
6.1 The Santa Monica Mountains, including the City, contain scenic areas of regional 

and national importance. The scenic and visual qualities of these areas shall be 
protected and, where feasible, enhanced. 

 
6.2 Places on and along public roads, trails, parklands, and beaches that offer scenic 

vistas are considered public viewing areas. Existing public roads where there are 
views of the ocean and other scenic areas are considered Scenic Roads.  Public 
parklands and riding and hiking trails which contain public viewing areas are shown 
on the LUP Park Map. The LUP Public Access Map shows public beach parks and 
other beach areas accessible to the public that serve as public viewing areas. 

 
6.3 Roadways traversing or providing views of areas of outstanding scenic quality, 

containing striking views of natural vegetation, geology, and other unique natural 
features, including the ocean shall be considered Scenic Roads. The following roads 
within the City are considered Scenic Roads: 

 
• Pacific Coast Highway 
• Decker Canyon Road 
• Encinal Canyon Road 
• Kanan Dume Road 
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• Latigo Canyon Road 
• Corral Canyon Road 
• Malibu Canyon Road 
• Tuna Canyon Road 

 
6.4 Places on, along, within, or visible from scenic roads, trails, beaches, parklands 

and state waters that offer scenic vistas of the beach and ocean, coastline, mountains, 
canyons and other unique natural features are considered Scenic Areas.  Scenic 
Areas do not include inland areas that are largely developed or built out such as 
residential subdivisions along the coastal terrace, residential development inland of 
Birdview Avenue and Cliffside Drive on Point Dume, or existing commercial 
development within the Civic Center and along Pacific Coast Highway east of 
Malibu Canyon Road.  

 
6.5 New development shall be sited and designed to minimize adverse impacts on 

scenic areas visible from scenic roads or public viewing areas to the maximum 
feasible extent. If there is no feasible building site location on the proposed project 
site where development would not be visible, then the development shall be sited and 
designed to minimize impacts on scenic areas visible from scenic highways or public 
viewing areas, through measures including, but not limited to, siting development in 
the least visible portion of the site, breaking up the mass of new structures, designing 
structures to blend into the natural hillside setting, restricting the building maximum 
size, reducing maximum height standards, clustering development, minimizing 
grading, incorporating landscape elements, and where appropriate, berming.  

 
6.6 Avoidance of impacts to visual resources through site selection and design 

alternatives is the preferred method over landscape screening. Landscape screening, 
as mitigation of visual impacts shall not substitute for project alternatives including 
resiting, or reducing the height or bulk of structures. 

 
 
6.15 Fences, walls, and landscaping shall not block views of scenic areas from scenic 

roads, parks, beaches, and other public viewing areas. 
 
6.23 Exterior lighting (except traffic lights, navigational lights, and other similar safety 

lighting) shall be minimized, restricted to low intensity fixtures, shielded, and 
concealed to the maximum feasible extent so that no light source is directly visible 
from public viewing areas. Night lighting for sports courts or other private 
recreational facilities in scenic areas designated for residential use shall be 
prohibited. 

 
In addition, the Malibu LIP contains several provisions regarding scenic and visual resources: 
 

6.5 (A) Development Siting   
 
1. New development shall be sited and designed to minimize adverse impacts on scenic 

areas visible from scenic roads or public viewing areas to the maximum feasible extent. If 
there is no feasible building site location on the proposed project site where development 
would not be visible, then the development shall be sited and designed to minimize 
impacts on scenic areas visible from scenic highways or public viewing areas, through 
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measures including, but not limited to, siting development in the least visible portion of 
the site, breaking up the mass of new structures, designing structures to blend into the 
natural hillside setting, restricting the building maximum size, reducing maximum height 
standards, clustering development, minimizing grading, incorporating landscape 
elements, and where appropriate, berming.  

2. Where there is no feasible alternative that is not visible from scenic highways or public 
viewing areas, the development area shall be restricted to minimize adverse impacts on 
views from scenic highways or public viewing areas. 

3. Avoidance of impacts to visual resources through site selection and design alternatives is 
the preferred method over landscape screening. Landscape screening, as mitigation of 
visual impacts shall not substitute for project alternatives including resiting, or reducing 
the height or bulk of structures. 

4. New development, including a building pad, if provided, shall be sited on the flattest area 
of the project site, except where there is an alternative location that would be more 
protective of visual resources or ESHA. 

 
6.5 (E) Ocean Views 

 
New development on parcels located on the ocean side of public roads, including but not limited 
to, Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu Road, Broad Beach Road, Birdview Avenue, Cliffside Drive 
shall protect public ocean views.  

 
1. Where the topography of the project site descends from the roadway, new development shall 

be sited and designed to preserve bluewater ocean views over the approved structures by 
incorporating the following measures.  

 
a. Structures shall extend no higher than the road grade adjacent to the project site, 

where feasible.  

b. Structures shall not exceed one story in height, as necessary, to ensure bluewater 
views are maintained over the entire site.  

c. Fences shall be located away from the road edge and fences or walls shall be no 
higher than adjacent road grade, with the exception of fences that are composed of 
visually permeable design and materials. 

d. The project site shall be landscaped with native vegetation types that have a 
maximum growth height at maturity and are located such that landscaping will not 
extend above road grade. 

 
In past Commission actions, the Commission has limited the seaward encroachment of new 
development on sandy beaches in order to minimize adverse impacts to public views along the 
beach.  In this case, the existing as-built rock revetment, for which the applicant is requesting 
permanent authorization, has resulted in the significant encroachment of new development on the 
sandy beach and is highly visible from public viewing areas along the shoreline.  However, the 
proposed project also includes the provision for beach nourishment and dune 
creation/restoration.  Specifically, the beach/dune nourishment component of the proposed 
project includes provisions for covering the revetment with several feet of sand and constructing 
a new dune field over the area of the beach where the revetment is located.  Thus, although the 
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as-built revetment itself has resulted in, and continues to result in, significant adverse impacts to 
scenic public views along the shoreline, the proposed beach/dune nourishment component of the 
project would largely serve to mitigate these impacts, for the duration that the nourished 
beach/dune condition is able to be maintained. 
 
As discussed in detail in Section IV.B. (Hazards and Shoreline Processes) given the dynamic 
ever changing nature of the beach morphology and coastal process acting on this beach it is very 
difficult to model or predict how the beach nourishment program will perform over time as well 
as predict if unanticipated changes could result in adverse impacts to marine resources and 
habitats.  The applicant’s coastal engineering consultant has predicted that the nourished beach 
would be expected to be lost due to erosion within 3 to 8 years from completion of the project. 
The Engineering Analysis by Moffatt & Nichol dated October 2013 states: 

 
The Genesis model predictions for a 600,000 cy [cu. yds.] beach nourishment assume 
the existing revetment is maintained in its current location…The rate of beach loss is 
greatest at the west end of Broad Beach and indicates the nourished beach may only last 
3 to 5 years near Point Lechuza.  In contrast, the model results suggest beach 
nourishment may last up to 7 or 8 years at the east end of Broad Beach. 
 

Thus, while the proposed sand nourishment will offset or partially offset the adverse effects to 
shoreline sand supply from the proposed rock revetment for the period of time that the 
nourishment material remains on the beach, it is expected that the nourishment sand will be lost 
over time and the revetment exposed both during and after the 20 year period that such 
nourishment activities are proposed.  Further, although the applicant is requesting permanent 
authorization of the rock revetment pursuant to this application, the applicant is not committing 
to any future beach nourishment activities after 20 years.  Thus, as proposed, although the 
benefits to shoreline sand supply from the proposed nourishment would be temporary for a 
period of 20 years, the adverse impacts resulting from the proposed authorization of the rock 
revetment would be permanent.   
 
As a result, the Commission finds that given the experimental nature of the proposed 
nourishment project and the dynamic variability of conditions in coastal areas, it is not possible 
to ensure that the proposed beach nourishment efforts will be adequate to establish and maintain 
the desired beach width seaward of the proposed revetment or to prevent the revetment from 
becoming exposed.  In addition, as discussed in the previous sections of this report, in order to 
avoid or minimize adverse impacts to marine resources while still allowing for nourishment to 
occur, Special Condition One (1) requires a reduction in the amount of initial sand placement to 
no more than 300,000 cu. yds. of material.  However, the applicant has not provided modeling 
results for this revision to the nourishment program.   

 

Thus, it is not possible to predict with absolute certainty how either the proposed, or revised 
project, would function.  The Commission finds that the proposed project is, in part, an 
experimental effort to create a widened sandy beach within the project reach to reduce the 
potential for periodic wave-caused erosion to upland areas of the site and enhance public access 
and recreational opportunities.  Therefore, in acknowledgment of the experiment nature of this 
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project and to ensure that adverse impacts to coastal resources are avoided or minimized, Special 
Condition Two (2) limits the duration of the period of time that development of an approved 
development on a temporary basis only for a period of ten (10) years from the date of 
Commission action. After such time, the authorization for continuation and/or retention of any 
development approved as part of this permit (including, but not limited to, the rock revetment 
and beach re-nourishment/backpassing activities) shall cease.  Special Condition Two (2) 
further requires that prior to the date that authorization for the development expires (10 years 
from the date of Commission action), the applicant or successor in interest shall submit a 
complete coastal development permit application for the re-authorization of the beach 
nourishment program and to retain the rock revetment for an additional ten(10) year term, if 
necessary, to protect existing development at risk from wave hazards and tidal action.    

 

In addition, as proposed, the project would only provide for an initial nourishment of 600,000 cu. 
yds. of sand on the beach during the first year and a second approximately 450,000 cu. yds. of 
sand during the tenth year of the program.  No additional nourishment activities are proposed 
although the applicant would conduct periodic sand back-passing operations to occur no more 
than once per year.  However, as stated above, the applicant’s engineering consultant has 
determined that the proposed initial nourishment may only be adequate to maintain an a widened 
beach area seaward of the revetment for 3-8 years within the project reach.  Although not 
included as part of the proposed project, the applicant’s representatives have indicated that the 
applicant would be tentatively in agreement with a revised nourishment schedule that would 
allow for a smaller amount of nourishment (300,000 cu. yds.) to occur every 5 years for the 20 
year term of the permit (consistent with Alternative 4b submitted by the applicant and described 
in detail in Section IV.B of this report).  As discussed in detail in Section IV.B. (Marine 
Resources and Water Quality) of this report, in order to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to 
marine resources while still allowing for nourishment to occur, Special Condition One (1) 
requires a reduction in the amount of initial sand placement to no more than 300,000 cu. yds. of 
material. 

 

However, given the experimental nature of this project and due to the fact that it is not possible 
to predict with certainty whether the proposed beach/dune nourishment program will serve to 
maintain a widened beach condition on site adequate to prevent erosion of all dry sandy beach 
areas seaward of the revetment and/or to prevent the revetment from becoming exposed.  
Therefore, in order to ensure that a an adequately wide beach area is maintained on site seaward 
of the revetment to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to coastal resources and scenic coastal 
views, Special Condition Four (4) requires the applicant the applicant submit, for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director, a Final Adaptive Management and Monitoring Plan that 
would require that renourishment on an as-needed basis (rather than once every ten years) if the 
beach narrows to a specific identified threshold width.  Specifically, Special Condition Four (4) 
requires that a small-scale Interim Renourishment would be required if the dry beach width at 
Profile 410 (as shown on Exhibit 12) is narrower than 30 feet for 6 consecutive months, and is 
recorded by two (2) consecutive full beach profiles, and, there is insufficient sand at the backpass 
source location for backpassing to occur.  In addition, a Major Renourishment would be required 
if the dry beach width at Profile 410 is narrower than 30 feet for 12 consecutive months, and is 
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recorded by three (3) consecutive full beach profiles, and, there is insufficient sand at the 
backpass source location for backpassing to occur.  Further, Special Condition Four (4) provides 
for small-scale interim renourishment and major renourishment to occur on an as-needed basis to 
ensure that the protective beach and dune system that will be maintained at an adequate width, to 
the extent feasible.  Moreover, to ensure that this critical information regarding potential impacts 
to marine resources is recorded and reported to the Executive Director for consideration of future 
project approvals, Special Conditions Four (4) requires extensive monitoring of the effects of 
the project on shoreline processes be implemented to assess the effects of the permeable pier 
sand retention system and beach nourishment program for the term of this permit. 

 
In conclusion, with special conditions addressing adverse impacts to public views will be 
minimized to the greatest extent feasible. Thus, as conditioned, the Commission finds the project 
consistent with the visual resource protection policies of the Coastal Act and the Malibu LCP. 
 
 
G. GREEN HOUSE GASES/CLIMATE CHANGE 

The proposed project involves the transport of 600,000 cubic yards from a sand quarry located in 
Moorpark, California, which is about 45 miles from the project site.  The sand will be transported via haul 
trucks capable of carrying 14 cubic yards of sand per trip.   The project will require 840 truck trips per day 
(420 inbound and 420 out bound) for a period of about six months between October and March or 43,000 
total truck trips .  That translates into about 60 in- bound and out -bound trips per minute.   The trucks will 
come south bound on  Pacific Coast Highway from Ventura County and exit the highway via a temporary 
access lane into the western most portion of  Los Angeles County Zuma Beach parking lot.  The sand will 
be deposited in a staging area on the parking lot.  The sand will then be  transported from the Zuma Beach 
site to the deposition sites on Broad Beach by off road trucks and the sand will be worked into position by 
tractors.  The large number of truck trips necessary to transport the sand from the quarry site to the project 
site  raises concerns regarding the generation of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.    
 
The Commission has in past permit and LCP actions have addressed the generation GHG 
31emissions related to larger developments such as major water, energy, telecommunication, 
and transportation projects.  These types of projects can significantly increase GHG 
emissions and therefore global warming, which in turn can cause significant adverse impacts 
to coastal resources of California. The Coastal Act has a number of provisions that provide 
direct authority to the Commission to assess increased risks caused by climate change (i.e. 
                                                 
 
 
 
31 Greenhouse gases are any gas, both natural and anthropogenic, that absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere 
and includes water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O). These greenhouse gases 
lead to the trapping and buildup of heat in the atmosphere near the earth’s surface, commonly known as the 
“Greenhouse Effect.” Carbon dioxide is the major anthropogenic greenhouse gas. All greenhouse gases are 
quantified collectively by the carbon dioxide equivalent, or the amount of CO2 that would have the same global 
warming potential, when measured over a specific time period. 
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increased coastal flooding and potentially increased fire danger from climatic shifts causing 
drier weather patterns) when considering proposals for new development. The Coastal Act 
also provides a regulatory avenue to ensure that proposed development is compatible with 
non-emission’s related planning controls that can have the effect of reducing GHG emissions 
(where emission’s specific controls are governed solely by the federal Environmental 
Protection Agency and state air resources agencies), like reducing vehicle miles traveled and 
minimizing energy consumption (i.e. through public transit and pedestrian/bike travel 
options when evaluating proposed development or in the context of LCP proposals).  These 
include the Coastal Act’s public access and recreation policies (Sections 30220 and 30211), 
marine resource and water quality policies (Sections 30230 and 30231), the environmentally 
sensitive habitat area protection policy (Section 30240), and the coastal hazards policy 
(Section 30253(a) and (b)).  Further, Section 30253(c) and (d) require new development to 
be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or the California 
Air Resources Board (CARB) and to minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles 
traveled. 
 
The transport of the sand by a large number of heavy haul tricks over a six month period will 
generate about 4004 metric tons of GHG. The South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) use a significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons of GHGs per year for 
development projects.  Projects generating over 10,000 MT/ year must provide GHG offsets to 
mitigate the effects of GHGs generated by the project. Although the proposed project will result 
in a large number of truck trips given the short term nature of the project the total amount of 
GHGs generated by the project totals only 4,004 metric tons (MT).   This level of GHGs is well 
below the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10,000 MT/year and is considered to be a 
relatively insignificant amount of  GHGs.  In addition, the project, as conditioned, pursuant to 
Special Condition 1, limits the initial deposition of sand to 300,000 cubic yards of sand which 
will reduce the haul truck trips by half.  This will in turn reduce the amount of GHGs generated 
by the haul trucks by half to 2002 MT.   The reduction of truck trips will also serve to minimize 
the amount of energy and vehicle miles traveled, as required by Section 30253(d).  The applicant 
has also proposed a Transportation Management Plan to ensure the trucks are efficiently moved 
in and out of the project staging area which will minimize the potential for trucks backing up and 
idling for long periods of time on the shoulder of the highway.  To ensure the project is consistent 
with the air quality requirements of the SCAQMD as required by 30253(c) of the Coastal Act, 
Special Condition 17 requires, that prior to issuance of the coastal development applicant shall 
submit evidence they have secured any required permits or approvals from the SCAQMD. 
 
As described above,  the project as conditioned, will not result in the generation of a significant 
amount of GHGs which would contribute substantially to global climate change and result in 
potential significant impacts to coastal resource effects, and is therefore consistent with Coastal 
Act Sections 30211, 30220, 30230, 30231, 30240, and 30253. 
 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, is consistent with the 
applicable policies of Chapter 6 (Scenic and Visual Resources) of the Malibu LUP, including Section 
30251 of the Coastal Act, which is incorporated as part of the LUP, and applicable standards of Chapter 6 
(Scenic, Visual, and Hillside Resources) of the Malibu LIP. 
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H. UNPERMITTED DEVELOPMENT 

Unpermitted development has occurred within the project area prior to submission of this permit 
application. Unpermitted development includes, but may not be limited to: 1) construction of 
private stairways across the revetment (in non-compliance with the approved plans for 
Emergency Permit CDP 4-10-003-G), composed of one or more of the following materials: 
sandbags, jute netting, rocks, cement, matting, metal, wood, and rope; 2) placement of sand, 
sandbags, dirt, and landscaping on and adjacent to the rock revetment; 3) construction of patios, 
sitting areas, and decks on and adjacent to the revetment; 4) placement of “private property” and 
“no trespassing” signs; and 5) removal of native dune vegetation and construction of walkways 
and patios in the dunes.  As proposed, this project includes the complete removal of the 
unpermitted private stairways but does not clearly provide for the removal of additional 
unpermitted development (although much of this unpermitted development is located within the 
proposed beach nourishment footprint).  
 
Staff is recommending the Commission approve this application for the reasons discussed in full 
in the preceding sections of this report.  To ensure that the unpermitted development component 
of this application is resolved in a timely manner, Special Condition Twenty (20) requires that 
the applicant satisfy all conditions of this permit which are prerequisite to the issuance of this 
permit within 18 months of Commission action.  In addition, to ensure implementation of the 
applicant’s proposal and to prevent further adverse impacts to the beach and marine 
environment, Special Condition Three (3) requires the applicant to remove the unpermitted 
private stairways, sandbags, landscaping, patios, decks, and signs consistent with the final 
revised plans required pursuant to Special Condition One (1) and concurrent with, or prior to 
initial beach nourishment activities.  The Executive Director may grant additional time for good 
cause. Special Condition Five (5) requires the removal of unpermitted development in, and 
restoration of, native dune habitat, including within areas of the site where unpermitted 
development has occurred. Additionally, the proposed project includes a requirement for dune 
restoration. Thus, the proposed project, if approved per the staff recommendation, will resolve 
the above described violations located within the project area 
 
Approval of the application pursuant to the staff recommendation and completion of the 
approved project, as conditioned, will resolve the violation(s) described above, as explained in 
this staff report. However, unpermitted development on the west end of Broad Beach, upcoast of 
the rock revetment that starts at 31350 Broad Beach Road, including multiple unpermitted 
seawalls and revetments, will not be addressed through this project and will remain violations of 
the Coastal Act, to be addressed by the Commission’s enforcement staff as a separate matter. 
 
Although development has taken place prior to submission of this permit application, 
consideration of this application by the Commission has been based solely upon the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act.  Review of this permit does not constitute a waiver of any legal 
action with regard to the alleged violation nor does it constitute an admission as to the legality of 
any development undertaken on the subject site without a coastal permit. 
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I. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

Section 13096(a) of the Commission’s administrative regulations requires Commission approval 
of a Coastal Development Permit application to be supported by a finding showing the 
application, as conditioned by any conditions of approval, 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 that the activity may have on the environment.   
 
The Commission incorporates its findings on Coastal Act consistency at this point as if set forth 
in full. These findings address and respond to all public comments regarding potential significant 
adverse environmental effects of the project that were received prior to preparation of the staff 
report.  As discussed in detail above, the proposed project, as conditioned, is consistent with the 
policies of the Coastal Act.   
Feasible mitigation measures, which will minimize all adverse environmental effects, have been 
required as special conditions. The following special conditions are required to assure the 
project’s consistency with Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations: 
 

Special Conditions 1 through 19 
 
As conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available, 
beyond those required, which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact that the 
activity may have on the environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed 
project, as conditioned to mitigate the identified impacts, can be found to be consistent with the 
requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA. 
Section 13096(a) of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission approval 
of a Coastal Development Permit application to be supported by a finding showing the 
application, as conditioned by any conditions of approval, 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 that the activity may have on the environment. 
 
The Commission incorporates its findings on consistency with the County’s certified LCP at this 
point as if set forth in full. These findings address and respond to all public comments regarding 
potential significant adverse environmental effects of the project that were received prior to 
preparation of the staff report. As discussed above, the proposed development, as conditioned, is 
consistent with the policies of the certified LCP. Feasible mitigation measures, which will 
minimize all adverse environmental effects, have been required as special conditions. The 
following special conditions are required to assure the project’s consistency with Section 13096 
of the California Code of Regulations: 
 

Special Conditions 1 through 19 
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As conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available, 
beyond those required, which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact that the 
activity may have on the environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed 
project, as conditioned to mitigate the identified impacts, can be found to be consistent with the 
requirements of the certified LCP to conform to CEQA. 
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APPENDIX 1 

 
Substantive File Documents 
 
Revised Analysis of Impacts to Public Trust Resources and Values (APTR) for the Broad Beach 
Restoration Project, prepared for the State Lands Commission, by AMEC Environment and 
Infrastructure, Inc., July 2014. 
 
Draft Analysis of Public Trust Resources, Prepared for State Lands Commission by AMEC, 
2012/2014 
 
Reports, Analyses, and Memos prepared by Moffat & Nichol: 
 

Coastal Engineering Report,  Exhibit L to CDP Application 4-12-043, dated October 
2012 
Revised Coastal Engineering Report dated December 2012 
Broad Beach Restoration Project, Phase I Report, April 2010 
Broad Beach Restoration Project, Upland Sand Source, Coarser-than-native Grain Size 
Analysis, November 2013 
Addendum Number 1 to the Coastal Engineering Report, February 2014 
Broad Beach – Nourished Beach Profile Slope for all Transects, April 23, 2014 
Analysis of Extended Trucking Noise Level Impacts, 6/13/14 
 

Broad Beach Fall 2011 Beach Profile Survey, Coastal Frontiers, November 16, 2011. 
 
Engineers Report for the Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement District, Malibu, California, 
ENGEO, Inc., January 18, 2012. 
 
Estimates of Economic Benefits/Impacts from Revised Alternatives at Broad Beach, Phillip 
King, PhD., February 18, 2014. 
 
Marine Biology Analysis of Placement of Sand by Truck for the Broad Beach Proposed Project 
and of New Alternatives, Chambers Group, February 21, 2014. 
 
Estimates of Beach Fill Loss Rates and Thoughts on Optimizing Placement Timing and 
Locations: Broad Beach, Malibu, California, prepared by Everts Coastal, February 24, 2014. 
 
Air Quality and Climate Change Technical Report Revision 1, Environ International 
Corporation, June 2014. 
 
Analysis of Extended Trucking Traffic Impacts, LLG Engineers, June 9, 2014. 
 
Analysis of Extended Trucking Air Quality Impacts, Environ Report Revision 1, June 20, 2014. 
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Source:  Moffat & Nichol Engineering Report (October 2013) 
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Exhibit 6 – Broad Beach Sand Bag Walls 
4-12-043 (Broad Beach GHAD) 

Broad Beach Sand Bag Seawalls 
 



 

 

Exhibit 7a. – Proposed Project Footprint – 
Eastern Reach (600,000 cu. yds.) 
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Exhibit 7b. – Proposed Project Footprint – 
East Central Reach (600,000 c. yds.)  
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Exhibit 7c. - Proposed Project Footprint 
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Source: Moffet & Nickol Engineering 
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Exhibit 9 - Recommended Beach Fill 
Reduction & Expanded Dune Restoration 
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Effects of Seawall on the Width of Broad Beach 

(Fixing the Back of the Beach) 

Exhibit 10 - Fixing the Back of the 
Beach 4-12-043 (Broad Beach GHAD)  



 

 

 

Western Reach of Beach, 1972 
 

Western Reach of Beach, 2013 
    

Changes in Width of Western Reach of Broad 
Beach Since 1972 

Exhibit 11 – Changes in Beach Width 
1972 – 2013 
4-12-043 (Broad Beach GHAD)  



 

 

Exhibit 12 – Beach Profile Transects 
4-12-043 (Broad Beach GHAD) 
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Source: Esri, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, GeoEye, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, and the GIS User Community 
 

Legend  
 
Emergency Revetment Footprint 
 
Proposed Beach Nourishment Footprint (Direct Impact) 

Point Dume SMCA 

Permanent Impact Area (Indirect) 

Temporary Impact Area (Indirect) 

Boulder Field 

 
 
Habitat Groups - 2014 Survey 
 

Bedrock with Kelp, Marine: Subtidal: Rock Bottom 
 

Bedrock, Marine: Intertidal: Rock Bottom 

Bedrock, Marine: Subtidal: Rock Bottom 

Rubble/Cobble, Marine: Intertidal: Rock Bottom 

Rubble/Cobble, Marine: Subtidal: Rock Bottom 

 
 
Notes: 
1. Marine resource mapping was done in 

coordination with Chambers Group, Inc. 
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Exhibit 13 – Marine Resources – 
Proposed Project Impacts 
4–12-043 (Broad Beach GHAD)  
 



D
oc

um
en

t P
at

h:
 P

:\6
93

5 
B

ro
ad

 B
ea

ch
\7

 D
es

ig
n 

In
fo

rm
at

io
n\

G
IS

\M
ap

s\
A

lt4
B

_v
2_

M
ap

pe
d_

M
ar

in
e_

R
es

ou
rc

es
_D

ire
ct

_2
01

4.
m

xd
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

P A C I F I C 
 

O C E A N 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Legend 
 
 
 
Emergency Revetment Pull Back 

Emergency Revetment Footprint 

Survey Area 

Alt4B Project Footprint 

 
 
 
Habitat Groups - 2014 Survey 
 

Bedrock with Kelp, Marine: Subtidal: Rock Bottom 
 

Bedrock, Marine: Intertidal: Rock Bottom 
 

Bedrock, Marine: Subtidal: Rock Bottom 

 
 
 
 
 
Notes: 
1. Marine resource mapping was done in 

coordination with Chambers Group, Inc. 

Image Source:Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community 
 
 
 
 

Broad Beach 
Mapped Marine Resources 

 
Alt4B Permanent Footprint at 1 YR 

Alt4B Temporary Footprint at 1 YR 

Boulder Field 

&- Rocky OutCrops 

Rubble/Cobble, Marine: Intertidal: Rock Bottom 

Rubble/Cobble, Marine: Subtidal: Rock Bottom 

Sand, Marine: Intertidal: Unconsolidated  Bottom 

Sand, Marine: Subtidal: Unconsolidated  Bottom 

2. Marine habitat temporary impact is defined as area 
covered by less than 1 FT of material 
at one year post-construction. 

 
3. Marine habitat permanent impact is defined as area 

covered by 1 FT or more of material 

Alternative 4B Footprint Direct and Indirect Impact Area 

q XW Observed Surfgrass Points 

Observed Surfgrass 
 

Extrapolated Surfgrass 

Shell Hash, Marine: Subtidal: Unconsolidated  Bottom at one year post-construction. 
 
4. Contour elevations are in reference to MLLW 

datum. 
 

Contours_5ft Kelp 

Canopy Eelgrass 

(May 2014) Point 

Dume SMCA 

 
0 50 

 
100 200 300 400 
 

Feet 
1 " = 200 ' 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Date Prepared/Revised: November 18, 2014 

Exhibit 14 – Marine Resources – Reduced Sand Fill 
Alternative 4B.  
4-12-043 (Broad Beach GHAD 
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Exhibit 15 –Trancas Water 
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4-12-043 (Broad Beach GHAD) 
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Area 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA -- THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY  EDMUND G BROWN JR, Governor 

CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  COMMISSION 
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA 

89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST.,  SUITE 200 

VENTURA,  CA  93001   

(805)  585-1800 
 

   
M E M O R A N D U M 

 
 
FROM: Jonna D. Engel, Ph.D.  

Ecologist 
   
TO: Steve Hudson 
 South Central Coast District Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Potential Impacts of the Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement District 

Proposed Project on Terrestrial and Marine Resources In and Adjacent to 
the Project Footprint, Broad Beach, Malibu, California. 

 
DATE:  November 25, 2014 

Documents Reviewed: 
 
AMEC Environment and Infrastructure, Inc.  July 2014.  Revised Analysis of Impacts to 

Public Trust Resources and Values (APTR) for the Broad Beach Restoration 
Project.  Prepared for State Lands Commission.   

 
AMEC Environment and Infrastructure, Inc.  July 2014.  All Reports in Appendices B, C, 

D.  Revised Analysis of Impacts to Public Trust Resources and Values (APTR) 
for the Broad Beach Restoration Project.  Prepared for State Lands Commission.   

 
Merkel & Associates, Inc.  June 2014.  Supplemental Marine Habitat Survey and 

Mapping for the Broad Beach Restoration Project.  Prepared for Moffat and 
Nichol. 

 
Moffat and Nichol.  November 2013.  Upland Sand Source: Coarser-Than-Native Grain 

Size Impact Analysis.  Prepared for: Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement 
District. 

 
WRA, Inc.  October 2013.  Conceptual Foredune Creation and Enhancement Plan; 

Broad Beach Restoration Project, Malibu, Los Angeles County, California.  
Prepared for Moffatt & Nichol. 

 
URS.  August 2013.  Malibu Beach Sand Replenishment Sand Grain Angularity 

Analysis Malibu, California.  URS Project No. 03003261.  Letter Report to Chris 
Webb, Moffat and Nichol. 

 
Chambers Group, Inc. July 2013.  Broad Beach Intertidal Sampling for the Broad Beach 

Shore Protection Project, Los Angeles County, California.  Prepared for Moffat 
and Nichols. Exhibit 20 – Dr. Jonna Engel 

Memorandum dated November 25, 
2014.  4-12-043 (Broad Beach 
GHAD) 
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Chambers Group, Inc. July 2013.  Summer Mapping of Eelgrass off Broad Beach in 

Malibu for the Broad Beach Restoration Project.  Prepared for Russell Boudreau, 
Moffat and Nichols. 

 
Chambers Group, Inc. December 2012.  Broad Beach Intertidal Sampling for the Broad 

Beach Shore Protection Project, Los Angeles County, California.  Prepared for 
Moffat and Nichols. 

 
Chambers Group, Inc. June 2012.  Survey of Marine Biological Resources of Broad 

Beach Malibu, California.  Prepared for Moffat and Nichols. 
 
 
I have been asked to review and analyze the project proposed by the Broad Beach 
Geologic Hazard Abatement District (BBGHAD) regarding potential adverse impacts 
upon terrestrial and marine natural resources in and immediately adjacent to the project 
footprint.  To accomplish this I have reviewed the documents listed above and peer-
reviewed literature, visited the site numerous times, consulted with agency biologists 
and academic experts, and studied historic and current aerial photographs.                
The BBGHAD is seeking authorization of an approximately 4,150 ft. long, 12-15 ft. high, 
25-40 ft. wide, rock revetment constructed on Broad Beach pursuant to two emergency 
coastal development permits.  In addition, the project includes implementation of a 20 
year beach replenishment program at Broad Beach, involving deposition of 600,000 cu. 
yds. of sand on the beach from inland sand quarries during the first year and 
approximately 450,000 cu. yds. of sand during the tenth year of the program.  Periodic 
sand backpassing1 operations and dune habitat restoration on top of and adjacent to 
the rock revetment are also proposed.   
 
The proposed project raises numerous biological concerns including retention of, and 
concomitant dune restoration on, the emergency rock revetment, beach replenishment 
in and adjacent to an unusually rich and ecologically valuable marine ecosystem, use of 
source sand that does not match the existing beach sand, and ongoing maintenance 
activities including sand backpassing and future sand replenishment.    
 
Broad Beach and the associated nearshore marine habitats are located in Malibu, 
California, along the shoreline within the geographic region commonly known as the 
Southern California Bight (Figure 1).   Broad Beach falls within the Zuma Littoral Cell 
which extends alongshore for 30 km from Point Mugu to Point Dume (Figure 2). Broad 
Beach is also within the boundaries of the State Water Resources Control Board’s 
(SWRCB) Mugu-Latigo Area of Special Biological Significance (ASBS) established in 
the 1970s and the Point Dume State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) established in 
January 2012 by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) under the 
Marine Life Management and Marine Life Protection Acts (Figure 3).  In recognition of 
the rarity and sensitivity of marine habitats, the City of Malibu Land Use Plan (Policy 
                                                           
1 Sand backpassing is the transfer of sand that accumulates at the east end of Broad Beach back up to 
the west end using heavy equipment.  
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3.74) states that: “All Areas of Special Biological Significance and Marine Protected 
Areas shall be considered ESHA and shall be accorded all protection provided for 
ESHA in the LCP.” The LUP requires that marine ESHAs are protected against 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such resources 
shall be allowed within such areas. Further, the LUP requires that near shore shallow 
fish habitats and shore fishing areas must be preserved, and where appropriate and 
feasible, enhanced.   
 
The nearshore marine habitats off Broad Beach are also designated as Essential Fish 
Habitat (EFH) under section 305(b)(6)(A) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act and support two of the of the six Special Aquatic 
Site types (sanctuaries and refuges and vegetated shallows), that are given special 
recognition under Clean Water Act regulations2.  Essential fish habitat (EFH) is that 
habitat necessary for managed fish to complete their life cycle. It is defined as those 
waters and substrate necessary for fish spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to 
maturity. Whenever federal agencies authorize, fund, or carry out actions that may 
adversely impact EFH, they must consult with the National Marine Fisheries Service.  
Special Aquatic Sites are defined as: “Geographic areas, large or small, possessing 
special ecological characteristics of productivity, habitat wildlife protection, or other 
important and easily disrupted ecological values. These areas are generally recognized 
as significantly influencing or positively contributing to the general overall environmental 
health or vitality of the entire ecosystem of a region”. The Sanctuaries/Refuges 
designation applies to areas designated as such under state and federal laws or local 
ordinances. Vegetated Shallows are: “permanently inundated areas that under normal 
circumstances support communities of rooted aquatic vegetation, such as turtle grass 
and eelgrass in estuarine or marine systems…” 
 
The California State Water Resources Control Board designated 34 regions along the 
coast as Areas of Special Biological Significance in order to preserve biologically unique 
and sensitive marine ecosystems from undesirable alterations in natural water quality.   
The Mugu-Latigo ASBS was designated due to the diversity of distinct marine habitats 
that collectively created a unique assemblage.  The reconnaissance survey report 
prepared through an interagency effort between California Department of Fish and 
Game and the SWRCB for ASBS #24 (in March of 1979) states that the Trancas/Zuma 
beach is representative of these special open coast sandy beach habitats and 
possesses the most extensive untouched subtidal sand communities in the region.  The 
survey report states that “the community structure of Trancas and Zuma is dominated 
by sand dollars, sea pansies, and pismo clams and the margins of the beach contain 
peculiar community interfaces between areas of rock and sand.” The ASBS baseline 
report points out that the surfgrass (Phyllospadix torreyi), which commonly occupies 
these nearshore rock/sand interfaces and rocky intertidal zones is a very important 

                                                           
2 40 CFR Part 230 –Section 404(b)(1) EPA and ACOE Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for 
Dredged of Fill Material (EPA and ACOE) Subpart B – Compliance With the Guidelines, Subpart D-
Potential Impacts on Biological Characteristics of the Aquatic Ecosystem, Subpart E. Potential Impacts on 
Special Aquatic Sites, Subpart H-Actions to Minimize Adverse Effects, Subpart J-Compensatory 
Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources. 
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member of the subtidal ASBS community and that its presence near the high energy 
surf zone tends to reduce wave energy, thus decreasing wave caused erosion.  The 
report goes on to say that, “this true grass has roots which attach to the rocks; soil, 
which is rich in decaying organic material, accumulates around the roots.  These soil 
areas contain a number of obligate understory species, including certain annelid worms 
(lumbrinereids) which clearly could not exist in these surf swept locations without the 
protection afforded by the surf grass roots.  Other organisms have obligate relationships 
with the blades of this plant.  [..] An important relationship has been demonstrated 
between surfgrass and the lobster, Panulirus interruptus.” Phyllospadix, surfgrass, acts 
as a nursery for juvenile lobster and is apparently very long lived, up to 50 years, and 
recruits slowly.  The ASBS baseline report concludes that, “This species [phyllospadix 
surfgrass] therefore warrants special protection from both physical removal and 
potential pollutants as it has a particularly important ecological role and is not easily 
replaced.” Additionally, the report also identifies that there are extensive offshore rocky 
reefs at Lechuza point that support eel grass beds.  Specifically it states that, “The bed 
at Lechuza Point has remained there for several years and is fairly large (2-5 meters 
wide x 40 meters long).”  
 
Other sensitive and special resources identified in the Trancas Beach and Lechuza 
Point region include extensive sand dollar and pismo clam beds, tube worms, kelp 
forests, nearshore sand habitats, and sandy bottom habitats (offshore sands).  The 
intent of the ASBS designation was to protect, maintain, and enhance these special 
marine resources and the overall water quality of the area.  As such, this baseline report 
also included potential threats to the ASBS objectives.  Of these, seepage from septic 
tank leaching along this stretch of the coast was identified as a primary threat to water 
quality and marine habitats.  Additionally, the report also includes ‘dredging and/or spoil 
disposal’ as a potential point source pollution threat to the resources of the ASBS.  The 
intent of the ASBS and the Ocean Plan is to maintain habitat integrity of these special 
marine resource areas even in those sections of the coast experiencing ongoing and 
intensifying coastal developments.  This report was compiled and adopted long before 
the establishment of the Marine Protected Areas up and down California’s coast, 
however, it includes the following statement, “Maintenance of habitat within the ASBS 
available for recolonization [of sensitive and valuable marine species] in the future is 
essential to assure continued recruitment and potential recovery of these species to 
their previous levels.  In addition, this area can act as a reservoir for recruitment into 
nearby areas in which populations have been depleted by fishing pressure, adjacent 
land development and/or deteriorating water quality.”  According to the July 14, 2014 
Revised APTR prepared by AMEC: 
 

The Mugu-Latigo ASBS is the largest of the southern California mainland ASBS 
covering 24 miles of coastline and 18.5 sq. miles of ocean.  The Mugu-Latigo 
ASBS was set aside, “not because of any single unique component or habitat, 
but because of the multiplicity of distinct habitats and organisms in a relatively 
healthy state, which collectively make the area unique.”  Specific organisms 
which were considered especially unique components of the ASBS at the time of 
its incorporation include: giant kelp, surfgrass, sand dollars, Pismo clams, tube 
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worms, sea urchins, and California halibut.  These organisms were recognized 
for their ecological dominance within the community structure, and/or their 
contribution as recreational or commercially important species.   
 

The Broad Beach area and beyond has recently been further recognized for its 
ecological significance by inclusion in the southern California Marine Protected Area 
(MPA) network.  Great care, scrutiny, and effort went into establishing the boundaries of 
the MPAs within the network.  Capturing representative intertidal and subtidal hard 
bottom habitat, which is relatively uncommon along the southern California shoreline 
(encompassing less than 20% of the nearshore habitat in Los Angeles and Orange 
Counties), required by the MPA science guidelines, was a challenge in southern 
California.  This habitat type accounts for only 1% (39.3 acres) of the Point Dume 
SMCA3.  The CDFW states the following about the Point Dume SMCA and the 
importance of the area within the proposed project boundaries: 

 
The Point Dume SMCA/Point Dume SMR are an important cluster of MPAs that 
provide moderate or greater levels of key hard bottom habitats, including rocky 
shores, nearshore reefs (0-30 m), 30 m and deeper reefs, as well as biogenic 
habitats that are supported by nearshore reef habitats, including kelp and 
surfgrass.  Moreover, the kelp and shallow 0-30 m hard substrate habitats within 
these two MPAs facilitate dispersal and connectivity along the mainland between 
the Campus Point SMR and the cluster of MPAs off Palos Verdes (Point Vicente 
No Take SMCA and Abalone Cove SMCA).  These two habitats in particular 
exhibit patchy distribution along the mainland of the Santa Barbara Channel, and 
therefore are crucial to the fabric of the regional south coast MPA network habitat 
which was carefully crafted by a wide range of ocean users and informed by 
scientific input during the planning process for the south coast MPAs.  The 
primary distribution of these habitats in the Point Dume SMCA is the western 
portion of the MPA in between Lechuza Point and Trancas Creek, directly 
conflicting with the proposed Project.  In fact, the size of this MPA was created 
deliberately large enough to encompass this particular area containing these key 
habitats. Removal of any of this habitat may jeopardize the size and spacing 
requirements set forth by the MLPA South Coast Science Advisory Team, which 
in turn, may create a less effective South Coast network and may fail to meet the 
goals of the MLPA.4 

 
The specific protection provisions of the Point Dume SMCA state that the take of all 
living marine resources is prohibited except: 

 
1. The recreational take by spearfishing of white seabass and pelagic finfish is 

allowed. 

                                                           
3 See AMEC July 2014 APTR Table 3.3.4. 
4 Shuman, C. (CDFW Regional Manager, Marine Region).  August 11, 2014. Revised Analysis of Impacts 
to Public Trust Resources for the Broad Beach Restoration Project.  Comment Letter to Jason Ramos, 
California State Lands Commission. 
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2. The commercial take of swordfish by harpoon and coastal pelagic species by 
round haul net, brail gear, and light boat is allowed. Not more than five 
percent by weight of any commercial coastal pelagic species catch landed or 
possessed shall be other incidentally taken species.  

3. Take pursuant to beach nourishment and other sediment management 
activities is allowed inside the conservation area pursuant to any required 
federal, state, and local permits, or as otherwise authorized by the 
department. 

 
While the Point Dume SMCA regulations allow certain sand nourishment and other 
sediment management activities, significant burial of marine habitat is inconsistent with 
the intent of this provision.  According to California Department of Fish and Wildlife staff: 
“The regulations that were established for the Point Dume SMCA do not have 
provisions to allow for significant or adverse impacts that would require compensatory 
mitigation within this area”.5 
 
The terrestrial and marine habitats in and immediately adjacent to the BBGHAD 
proposed project footprint include dunes (southern foredunes and coastal strand), 
lagoon mouth (Trancas Lagoon), upper sandy beach, intertidal sandy beach, rocky 
intertidal (bedrock, boulders, cobble at Lechuza Point), intertidal boulder, soft bottom 
subtidal that supports eelgrass beds and soft bottom epi- and infaunal invertebrates 
(e.g. sand dollar beds), hard bottom subtidal (bedrock and cobble rocky reef) that 
supports kelp beds and understory algae and invertebrates, as well as several special 
status species. While these habitats are treated separately here, they comprise a vital 
transition zone interconnected by complex physical and biological interactions that 
occur across variable spatial and temporal scales and that inexorably link the terrestrial 
and marine ecosystems. 
 
Southern Foredunes and Coastal Strand 
Dunes are a component of beach ecosystems6.  The sandy beach lies between 
foredunes and the ocean and the amount of sand between the ocean and dunes varies 
and depends on several factors including sand supply, exposure and topography, wind 
and wave patterns, and presence of artificial features such as seawalls, rock 
revetments, and groins. Embryo dunes, also known as coastal strand habitat, are found 
at the seaward base of foredunes and are often initiated by kelp wrack which traps sand 
and seeds7. On open coasts, coastal strand vegetation is important in the formation of 
hummocks that can become foredunes.  This pioneering vegetation is often lost on 
armored beaches8.  

                                                           
5 Revised Analysis of Impacts to Public Trust Resources for the Broad Beach Restoration Project, letter to 
California State Lands Commission, dated August 11, 2014. 
6 Barbour, M.G. T.Keeler-Wolf and A.A. Schoenherr. 2007. Terrestrial Vegetation of California.  University 

of California Press, Berkeley, CA. 712 pp. 
7 Pickart, A.J., and J.O. Sawyer. 1998. Ecology and restoration of northern California coastal dunes. 

California Native Plant Society. Sacramento, CA.  
8 Dugan JE, Airoldi L, Chapman MG, Walker SJ, and Schlacher T (2011) Estuarine and Coastal 

Structures: Environmental Effects, A Focus on Shore and Nearshore Structures. In: Wolanski E 
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Dunes systems, one of the most dynamic habitat types on earth, are dependent upon, 
and highly influenced by, wind and wave action. These forces cause sand accretion or 
erosion, depending on their strength, which tends to follow seasonal patterns. Dunes 
form parallel to the prevailing winds and perpendicular to the coastline and support an 
array of native plants and animals uniquely adapted to this transition zone between land 
and sea. In addition to their habitat and aesthetic values, dune ecosystems are 
recognized for providing important protection to inland structures and lands from storm 
events. 
 
Prior to residential development at Broad Beach, the beach was backed by dunes that 
extended to the base of coastal bluffs.  The homes at Broad Beach are built in what 
once were dunes.  Over the years, permitted and unpermitted development, in the form 
of backyard landscaping, patios, seawalls, sand bags, and rock revetments have 
encroached into the foredunes and coastal strand habitat.  While dunes still exist at 
Broad Beach, they are a fragment of their former selves and the coastal strand has 
virtually been eliminated.  
 
California dune ecosystems have suffered a disproportionately high amount of human 
impact because the coast is a highly desirable area for industry, tourism, recreation, and 
residential settlements9.  As a result, dune ecosystems are listed as very rare by the 
CDFW Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB; southern foredunes, G2, S2.1; southern 
dune scrub, G1, S1.1)10.  Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act defines environmentally 
sensitive habitat (ESHA) as “any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are 
either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem 
and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and 
developments”.  The southern foredunes at Broad Beach rise to the level of ESHA 
because they are rare and are easily disturbed and degraded by human activities and 
development as shown by the significant loss of dune habitat and the high cover of non-
native and invasive species.  
 
The dunes at the east end of Broad Beach were identified as ESHA by the commission 
in 2009.  In addition to supporting dune morphology these dunes supported numerous 
native dune species including red sand verbena, Abronia maritime, a California Native 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
and McLusky DS (eds.) Treatise on Estuarine and Coastal Science, Vol 8, pp. 17–41. Waltham: 
Academic Press. 

9 Nordstrom, K.F. and N.P. Psuty, 1980. Dune District Management: A Framework for Shorefront 
Protection and Land Use Control. Coastal Zone Management Journal, V.7:1-23 

10 Global and State rankings represent a letter and number score that reflects a combination of rarity, 
threat, and trend factors, with weighting being heavier on rarity than the other two. G1 = Critically 
Imperiled-At very high risk of extinction due to extreme rarity (often 5 or fewer populations), very steep 
declines, or other factors. G2 = Imperiled-At high risk of extinction due to very restricted range, very few 
populations (often 20 or fewer), steep declines, or other factors. S1= Critically Imperiled-Critically 
imperiled in the state because of extreme rarity (often 5 or fewer populations) or because of factor(s) such 
as very steep declines making it especially vulnerable to extirpation from the state. S2= Imperiled-
Imperiled in the state because of rarity due tvery restricted range, very few populations (often 20 or 
fewer), steep declines, or other factors making it very vulnerable to extirpation from the state.  
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Plant society 4.2 listed dune plant and globose dune beetles, Coelus globosus, ranked 
G1G2 S1S2 by the CDFW Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). 
 
Sandy Beach 
Sandy Beaches are among the most threatened of all ecosystems under severe 
pressure from the combined impacts of global climate change and management actions 
to protect coastal properties, and loss of sand supply due to damming of rivers and 
armoring of coasts.  Beaches are unique and dynamic ecosystems that link marine and 
terrestrial environments and are found on all continents of the world.  Beach 
ecosystems consist of coastal dunes, upper beaches, and surf zones that form a single 
functional unit, exchanging organisms, sand, organic matter, and nutrients11.  Along with 
their unique biodiversity and productive food webs, beaches provide ecological 
functions and services not supplied by any other open coast ecosystem12,13.  These 
functions include filtering large volumes of seawater, accumulating and storing sand, 
wave dissipation and buffering, processing of organic matter, recycling of imported 
nutrients, supporting coastal fisheries and providing critical habitats (pupping, nesting 
and foraging sites) for wildlife species, such as marine mammals and birds14.  While 
beaches are highly valued recreational areas that attract thousands of visitors and 
contribute greatly to coastal economies, their unique biodiversity and the ecological 
functions and resources supported by beach ecosystems are often under-appreciated15.   
 
Southern California sandy beaches can support some of the most diverse invertebrate 
communities ever reported for this coastal habitat16.  The abundance invertebrates of 
beaches provide prey for a remarkably rich assemblage of shorebirds averaging > 100 
birds per kilometer year round for some southern California beaches17.  Shorebird use 
of beaches has been positively correlated with the availability of invertebrate prey and 
wrack as well as beach type, width and condition18.  A number of nearshore fish species 
feed on beach invertebrate providing a trophic link to subtidal food webs.  The 
threatened western snowy plover and California least tern nest and rear their chicks on 
open coast and sheltered beaches in the region. 
 
                                                           
11 Schlacher, T.A, and A.R. Jones, J.E. Dugan, M.A. Weston, L. Harris, D.S. Schoeman, D.M. Hubbard, 

F. Scapini, R. Nel, M. Lastra, A. Mclachlan, C.H. Peterson.  2014.  Open-Coast Sandy Beaches 
and Coastal Dunes In: Coastal Conservation, eds. B. Maslo and J.L. Lockwood.  Cambridge 
University Press.  Pgs. 37-98. 

12 Dugan, J. E. and D. M. Hubbard. Sandy Beach Ecosystems. in: Ecosystems of California – A source 
book. Mooney, H. and E. Zavaleta, eds. University of California Press. 

13 Schlacher, T.A., J. Dugan, D.S. Schoeman, M. Lastra. A. Jones, and F. Scapini.  2007.  Sandy 
Beaches at the Brink.  Diversity Distrib.  V. 13:556-60. 

14 Ibid 
15 Schlacher et al. 2007 ibid. 
16 Dugan, J.E., Hubbard, D.M., Engle, J.M., Martin, D.L., Richards, D.M., Davis, G.E., Lafferty, K.D., and 

R.F. Ambrose. 2000. Macrofauna communities of exposed sandy beaches on the Southern 
California mainland and Channel Islands.  Fifth California Islands Symposium, OCS Study, MMS 
99-0038: 339-346. 

17 Hubbard, D.M., and J.E. Dugan.  2003.  Shorebird use of an exposed sandy beach in southern 
California. Estuar. Coastl. Shelf Sci. 58S: 169-182.  

18 Dugan, J.E., D.M. Hubbard, D.L. Revell, and S. Schroeter.  2008.  Ecological effects of coastal 
armoring on Sandy Beaches.  Marine Ecology, v. 29: 160-170 
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In the early 1970’s Broad Beach reached an average width of approximately 70 feet.  It 
is thought that Broad Beach was particularly wide at this time due to sediment disposal 
from construction of Pacific Coast Highway.  From 1974 to 2009 Broad Beach lost 
approximately 600,000 cubic yards of sand, causing the shoreline to move inland 65 
feet or more (Moffat and Nichol 2012).  The narrowing of the beach appears to be the 
result of a combination of natural and anthropogenic factors; the natural ebb and flow of 
sand in the Malibu littoral cell, sea level rise, dams, and sand bags and other 
development 19.  It is important to note that even at it widest, the west end of Broad 
Beach supported significant cover of intertidal and subtidal hard bottom habitat.  Aerial 
photos spanning from the 1970’s to the present show that the west end has consistently 
supported hard bottom habitat with only a sliver of sandy beach 20 (Figure 4).   
 
The high intertidal zone of southern California beaches are home to a remarkable 
diversity of invertebrates, many of which are associated with stranded kelps and algae. 
These animals make up an average of 40% of the intertidal species of beaches in the 
region that are not subject to grooming or nourishment or other impacts21. As recently 
as August 2002, the eastern reach of Broad Beach supported a diverse assemblage of 
upper beach invertebrates (14 species) including talitrid amphipods, oniscoid isopods 
and flightless beetles, all of which have direct development with no larval stages and 
low dispersal rates as adults. To persist at a given beach, these types of animals rely 
largely on the reproduction of resident populations. When resident populations of these 
types of animals are impacted, recovery can be protracted and intervention may be 
required to reestablish populations.  For example, formerly widespread populations of 
upper beach isopods (Tylos, Alloniscus) have largely disappeared from many major 
littoral cells in southern California22.  
 
Trancas Lagoon 
Trancas Creek is a seasonal creek in the Santa Monica Mountains that empties into the 
ocean at the east end of Broad Beach where it forms a small lagoon.  Trancas Creek is 
typically dry in the summer (with isolated ponds along it course) with periodically flowing 
water in the winter.  In the summer the lagoon mouth is typically blocked from the ocean 
by a sand berm that is breached during high water flow in the winter.  Historically 
Trancas Creek supported the endangered southern steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus 
mykiss) but they have not been observed in the creek since the 1980’s.  The 
endangered southwestern pond turtle is currently present in the creek.  The Resource 
Conservation District of the Santa Monica Mountains is currently developing a publicly 
funded lagoon restoration plan that will increase lagoon habitat and opportunities for the 

                                                           
19 Patsch, K. & G. Griggs.  2006.  Littoral Cells, Sand Budgets, and Beaches: Understanding California’s 

Shoreline.  University of California, Santa Cruz.  Institute of Marine Sciences.  California 
Department of Boating and Waterways, California Coastal Sediment Management WorkGroup 
Brochure. 

20 Coastal Records Project, http://www.californiacoastline.org;  Google Earth Historical Images 
21 Dugan, J.E., Hubbard, D.M., McCrary, M., and  M. Pierson.  2003.  The response of macrofauna 

communities and shorebirds to macrophyte wrack subsidies on exposed sandy beaches of 
southern California. Estuar. Coastl. Shelf Sci. 58S: 133-148. 

22 Hubbard, D.M., J. E. Dugan, N.K. Schooler, S. Viola. Local extirpations and regional declines: the case 
of endemic upper beach fauna in southern California. Est. Coastl Shelf Sci. 150: 67-75 

http://www.californiacoastline.org/
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lagoon to breach and remain connected to the ocean for longer periods under regular 
storms events because tidal connectivity is critical to the health of lagoon ecosystems, 
and to the passage of in-migrating and smolting steelhead trout. 
 
Intertidal Hard Bottom (Lechuza Point and Boulder Field) 
The rocky intertidal zone is a compact and diverse area located in the transition zone 
between terrestrial and marine habitats.  This area, exposed for part of the day and 
covered for the rest, is characterized by marine organisms adapted to physical 
duturbance, severe temperature fluctuations, and predators from both terrestrial and 
marine environments.  In southern California over 1,000 species of algae and 
invertebrates inhabit this zone23.   
 
East of Lechuza Point is a boulder field that is subject to seasonal sand cover and is 
characterized by species especially adapted to sand inundation including green algae 
and barnacles in the high intertidal zone, fleshy red algae including Gracilaria 
andersonii, Ceramium sp. and Masaella leptorhynchos in the mid-intertidal, and feather 
boa kelp, Egregia menziesii and surfgrass, Phyllospadix sp. in the low-intertidal.  Ochre 
sea stars, Pisaster ochraceus, occur in significant numbers in the mid and low intertidal 
zones.  
 
Soft Bottom Subtidal Habitats 
Eelgrass beds (Zostera spp.) are considered to be one of the most productive habitat 
types found on soft-bottom substrate.  Eelgrass typically grows in sandy, sheltered 
areas, such as estuaries and protected coastlines, where there is adequate protection 
from waves and storms.  It is quite unusual to have such an extensive bed of eelgrass 
at Broad Beach given that it is relatively exposed to wave action – eelgrass is more 
typically found inside protected areas like harbors and bays.  It is found in protected 
areas around the Channel Islands and perhaps it is protected by its position tucked 
inside Lechuza Point.  
 
The soft bottom habitat of the region supports a diverse and abundant infauna (animals 
that live in the substrate), with as many as 1,200 infaunal species having been reported 
from Santa Monica Bay.  The abundance and distribution of infauna varies seasonally 
and inter-annually; however, infauna at Broad Beachare usually dominated, in both 
number of species and individuals, by polychaete worms. Other important infaunal 
groups in the region include crustaceans, mollusks, and echinoderms (Phylum 
Echinodermata). 
 
During a 2010 subtidal survey of Broad Beach (Chambers Group 2012c), sand dollar 
beds were observed at depths of between 10 and 14 ft along the eastern half of the site.  
Other characteristic organisms observed in this area were tube worms, Diopatra ornata; 
sea pens, Stylatula elongate; sea pansies, Renilla kollikeri; and several species of 
crabs; Cancer gracilis, Randallia ornata, and Heterocrypta occidentalis.  These species 

                                                           
23 CDFW.  2009.  Regional Profile of the MLPA South Coast Study Region (Point Conception  to the 

California-Mexico Border.  California Marine Life Protection Act Initiative. 
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were also observed during subtidal dive surveys conducted in June 2014 (Moffatt & 
Nichol 2014). 
 
Pismo clams have historically occurred in the shallow sand bottom habitats off the 
eastern end of Broad Beach and are most common at depths of 10 to 20 feet, while the 
little neck clam is found in coarse sand and gravel near rocky areas.  No live pismo 
clams have been observed but empty shells have been observed suggesting the 
species may still be present in the area. 
 
Hard Bottom Subtidal Habitats 
Kelp forests are underwater areas characterized by hard substrate that supports a high 
density of kelp. Along the coast of California the brown alga that makes up the forest is 
called giant kelp or Macrocystis pyrifera.  Kelp forests are recognized as one of the 
most productive and dynamic ecosystems on earth24. Kelp forests provide a unique 
three-dimensional habitat for a host of marine organisms including algae, invertebrates, 
fish as well as marine mammals and birds.  From the holdfasts to the surface mats of 
kelp fronds, the array of habitats on the kelp itself may support thousands of 
invertebrate individuals, including polychaetes, amphipods, decapods, and ophiuroids. 
 
Extensive reefs occur off Lechuza Point, with the reefs becoming increasingly scattered 
proceeding east from Lechuza Point.  Shallow subtidal surveys  conducted in the Broad 
Beach area identified surfgrass, eelgrass, giant kelp, feather boa kelp, southern palm 
kelp, Eisenia arborea, palm kelp, Pterygophora californica, and gorgonians, Muricea 
californica and M. fruticosa  (Chambers Group 2012(c)).  Similar species were identified 
during targeted dive surveys in June 2014 (Moffat and Nichol 2014).  The areal extent of  
the various subtidal habitats offshore Broad Beach were determined using dive transect 
surveys, multi-spectral aerial surveys, and sidescan sonar surveys occurring primarily in 
2012, 2013, and 2014.  
 
In recognition of the rarity and sensitivity of marine habitats, the City of Malibu Land Use 
Plan (Policy 3.74) states that: “All Areas of Special Biological Significance and Marine 
Protected Areas shall be considered ESHA and shall be accorded all protection 
provided for ESHA in the LCP.” The LUP requires that marine ESHAs are protected 
against significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such 
resources shall be allowed within such areas. Further, the LUP requires that near shore 
shallow fish habitats and shore fishing areas must be preserved, and where appropriate 
and feasible, enhanced.   
 
The City of Malibu is the only location along the coast of California that has taken the 
position that marine habitats identified as ASBS or MPA rise to the level of ESHA.  The 
Commission fully recognizes the value and sensitivity of marine habitats and typically 
reviews proposed uses within and adjacent to such habitats for compliance with 
sections 30230, 30231, and 30233 of the Coastal Act.  
 
                                                           
24 Foster, M.S. and D.R. Schiel.  1985.  The Ecology of Giant Kelp Forests in California: A Community 

Profile.  U.S Fish & Wildlife Service.  Biological Report 85 (7.2). 152pp. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kelp
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ecosystem
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Sensitive Species 
The California grunion (Leuresthes tenuis) is a sardine-sized fish endemic to the coast 
of California.  It is unusual because it comes ashore on sandy beaches to spawn. 
Although grunion are not listed as threatened or endangered, the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) requires that their eggs be protected from disturbance. In 
addition, grunion are protected under the Malibu General Plan, which recognizes their 
spawning grounds as a sensitive marine resource.  
 
Dr. Karen Martin, biology professor, Pepperdine University, studies grunion and said 
that grunion used to run at Broad Beach (pers. Comm. Nov. 2014).  Dr. Martin has 
observed significant runs at Broad Beach described in her deposition following a 2005 
encounter with bulldozers on Broad Beach.  In an email dated November 21, 2014, Dr 
Martin stated that “grunion ran on the entire length of Broad Beach both before and after 
the 2005 grading and its removal. Obviously, they do not run there now as there is a 
great wall in the intertidal zone”.   She also stated that “grunion run at Zuma and at 
Trancas. I think they also run at Lechuga (sic) sometimes, but again, hard to access at 
night. There is a long history of them running at Zuma”.  
 
According to a CCC violation letter25 documenting the 2005 bulldozing event at Broad 
Beach, 
 

Broad beach is also demonstrated grunion habitat.  Your employees who were 
operating the earthmovers indicated that the grading of the beach began on June 
1, 2005.  Unfortunately, this coincided with one of the first grunion runs of the 
season.  Most grunion eggs that were laid during this run (c. May 25-28) would 
have hatched by June 7.  These eggs were very likely destroyed by your activity.  
More significant is the fact that the habitat was altered in a way that will certainly 
reduce the breeding success of grunion that continue to spawn on this beach 
(current run is scheduled June 8-11 and the next is scheduled June 23-26).  The 
impacts are two-fold with respect to grunion spawning.  First, the intertidal area 
was effectively lowered and made more uniform.  Therefore, waves will reach the 
beach nearest the land more frequently than before and will tend to wash out 
eggs prematurely.  Second, the foot of the steep berm is still within the intertidal 
zone, so the berm acts as a seawall reflecting waves and further increasing the 
likelihood that grunion eggs will be washed out of the sand prematurely.  

 
Grunion runs were monitored at Broad Beach between March and August 2010. While 
no grunion were observed in the Broad Beach area due to the lack of a beach during 
spring tides, grunion were observed to spawn just east of Broad Beach on Zuma Beach 
near Trancas Creek. 
 
Western snowy plover, listed as federally threatened, have been observed historically 
and recently on Broad Beach and are known to roost in numbers along Zuma Beach. 

                                                           
25 Douglas, P. (CCC Executive Director).  June 8, 2005.  Notice Prior to Issuance of Executive Director 
Cease and Desist Order for Violation No. V-4-05-060 and Notice of Intent to Commence Cease and 
Desist and Restoration Order Proceedings.  To: Marshall Grossman and Winifred Lumsden. 
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They feed in the rocky intertidal zone near Lechuza Point and on the east end near 
Trancas. The Commission considers beach areas that support grunion runs to be 
sensitive habitat and has required special protection for them during grunion season.   
The Commission recognizes western snowy plovers and their nesting habitat as ESHA. 
 
Broad Beach clearly supports a unique occurrence of sensitive and diverse terrestrial 
and marine habitats in close proximity that are recognized as special and deserving 
protection.  Retention of the rock revetment, dune restoration over and around the 
revetment, and beach nourishment, in and immediately adjacent to this special 
arrangement of sensitive habitats that are vulnerable to disturbance, raises serious 
concerns including the potential for habitat loss due to burial and changes to community 
structure and function as described in detail below. 
 
Retention of Rock Revetment and Dune Restoration 
Prior to placement of the emergency rock revetment, Broad Beach was characterized 
by a mish mash of seawalls, concrete bags and blocks, rock revetments, and sand bags 
(filled with sand from Broad Beach) placed with and without permits by numerous 
individual home owners.  In addition, long sand berms parallel to the ocean have been 
built several times without permits using heavy equipment and sand from the lower 
beach.  All of these activities have contributed to the continued loss of sand at Broad 
Beach.  While the applicant purports that the loss of sand is due to a regional pattern of 
sand loss that has persisted since the beach was broadest in the 1970’s, Commission 
staff attribute the narrowing of Broad Beach to the above activities as well as natural 
patterns and dams, harbors, seawalls, groins and other development that blocks and 
impedes sediment. 
 
The effects of alongshore coastal armoring on the physical features of open-coast 
beaches are well described and documented26.  Any type of structure placed in a 
coastal setting will alter hydrodynamics and modify the flow of water, wave regime, 
sediment dynamics, grain size and deposition processes.  In soft-sediment habitats, the 
loss of original habitat that is covered by the footprint of man-made coastal structures is 
a primary impact, along with the altered coastal hydrodynamic processes in the 
remaining and adjacent habitats.  Beach widths are reduced seaward of shore-parallel 
structures, initially in response to placement loss, followed by the ongoing effects of 
passive27 and active erosion.  These physical changes may result in reduction or loss of 
key beach system exchanges and functions, including organic and inorganic material 
transfers (detritus, nutrients, prey, and sediments), water filtration, and nutrient uptake 

28.  They can also result in ecological changes to both intertidal and subtidal benthic 
communities such as complete loss of habitat components (e.g. upper beach), 

                                                           
26 Griggs, G.B., 2010, The effects of armoring shorelines—The California experience, in Shipman, H., 

Dethier, M.N., Gelfenbaum, G., Fresh, K.L., and Dinicola, R.S., eds., 2010, Puget Sound 
Shorelines and the Impacts of Armoring—Proceedings of a State of the Science Workshop, May 
2009: U.S. Geological Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2010-5254, p. 77-84..    

27 Whenever a hard structure is built along an eroding coastline, the shoreline eventually migrates 
landward on either side of it. 
28 Dugan et al.  2008.  Ibid. 
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community structure alterations (changes in organism abundance and species richness) 
and disruption of predator-prey interactions. 
 
Placement of the rock revetment at Broad Beach in 2010 resulted in direct permanent 
loss of a significant amount of southern foredune, sandy intertidal, and sandy subtidal  
habitat. The location of the revetment seaward of all previous coastal structures has 
caused increased erosion such that beach area is only exposed during the lowest tides.  
Today there are no longer any southern foredunes, coastal strand, or dry upper beach 
in front of the revetment and there has been a significant loss of sandy intertidal habitat.  
In addition, while connection between the beach and dunes was already hampered by 
previous coastal structures, the rock revetment has greatly exacerbated this loss of 
connectivity. 
 
The applicant now proposes to retain the rock revetment in the existing location and to 
use quarry sand to construct dunes over the top of the revetment.  Restoring a dune 
system on top of and beyond the rock revetment is without precedent and is not ideal 
for numerous reasons including: 

(1) The revetment is stationary and dune systems are not; dunes are dynamic, 
growing, shrinking and moving in response to seasonal patterns of wind and 
wave energy and storms29,  
(2) The planned depth of sand on top the revetment is 2 to 3 feet.  This shallow 
veneer of sand could be lost in a short amount of time exposing the revetment,  
(3) The sand proposed for dune restoration is poorly sorted and has a larger 
mean grain size than the existing dune sand which will make establishment of 
natural dune morphology and native dune plants more challenging if not 
impossible,  
(4) The sand moisture/nutrient content needed to establish and sustain native 
veg will likely be strongly affected by presence of the rock revetment- also 
impeding the establishment of vegetation.  Dune and coastal strand veg rely on 
very long root networks to anchor plants and reach water etc. The rock revetment 
may not allow this, and  
(5) Colonization by globose dune beetles and silvery legless lizards, Anniella 
pulchra pulchra, (a California Species of Special Concern) is unlikely because of 
the mismatched sand and the rock revetment barrier. 

 
Beach Replenishment 
The applicant proposes to use 600,000 cu. yds. of sand to restore dunes and replenish 
the beach.  The primary biological resource concern raised by this is the potential for 
direct or indirect burial of the beach and nearshore habitats. Burial of habitats will result 
in mortality of species that cannot tolerate the amount of sand and/or are not sufficiently 
mobile to flee to other areas. Based on detailed surveys (field surveys, multi-spectral 
aerial photography and sidescan sonar) of existing marine resources in the project area, 
the applicant quantified the areas within the various habitat categories and determined, 

                                                           
29 Southern foredunes at Broad Beach are already impeded landward by residential development but the 
rock revetment further impedes the natural function of the dunes. 
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based on the project footprint design, those areas that would be directly impacted by 
sand fill.  
 
While the applicant acknowledges that direct burial of intertidal and subtidal hard bottom 
and eelgrass habitat is a permanent impact, they consider direct sand placement on 
sandy bottom, both intertidal and subtidal, to be a temporary impact, regardless of the 
depth of coverage. They argue that these habitats are adapted to periodic burial and 
that although the initial placement of many feet of fill in sandy habitats would result in 
substantial mortality of species, they conclude that sandy bottom organisms would re-
colonize these areas quickly.  We do not agree for several reasons: 

(1) Direct burial results in mortality of most or all organisms covered.  
Recolonization/ recruitment/recovery will take time and requires local source 
populations of larva, or propagules from nearby healthy beaches which may or 
may not support the same community assemblage, 
(2) Recolonization is dependent on larval or other sources of propagules whose 
availability is influenced by daily, monthly, seasonal, yearly, and decadal patterns 
which are constantly changing30,   
(3) Loss of mature population size structure and long-lived taxa like pismo clam, 
(4) Temporal loss of ecosystem services and function that may last many years 
and possibly a decade or more, 
(5) Impacts from use of mismatched sand (larger mean grain size and poorly 
sorted) – expectation is that many species won’t recolonize/survive after beach 
conditions change, and 
(6) Continual disturbance from backpassing and anticipated need for future 
replenishment; the AMEC APTR July 2014 Executive Summary states that the 
beach could last for three years or less. 

 
The applicant estimated potential indirect burial impacts by modeling the areas outside 
the sand placement footprint where sand is expected to migrate over time. Again, the 
applicant considers indirect impacts to sandy bottom habitats (intertidal and subtidal) 
temporary for the reason described above. With regard to other habitat types, the 
applicant’s position is that the threshold for determining indirect permanent impacts to 
marine resources resulting from burial by sand is one foot of sand that buries rocky 
habitats for more than one year (1 foot/1 year). In other words, the applicant has 
asserted that rocky areas where sand burial resulting from the proposed beach fill would 
be less than 1 foot deep as measured 1 year after the placement of sand on the beach 
should not be considered a permanent impact. 
 
This threshold that has no scientific basis; t is impossible to come up with a single 
threshold for temporary vs permanent impacts because individual algal and invertebrate 
species inhabiting nearshore marine habitats are more or less adapted to sand 
inundation and all respond differently.  Regardless, Commission ecologists, as well 
several agency biologists (pers. comm. Bryant Chesney, NMFS; Becky Ota, CDFW; 

                                                           
30 Many species in intertidal/subtidal sand do not have planktonic or other types of larvae (e.g amphipods, 
isopods, insects) 
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William Paznokas, CDFW, Bonnie Rogers, Army Corp of Engineers, Jason Ramos, 
California State Lands Commission, and LB Nye, Environmental Protection Agency, 
October 28 & 29, 2014) agree that most nearshore marine organisms likely suffer 
mortality and/or are severely compromised under less than a foot of sand burial for less 
than a year.   
 
Very few peer-reviewed studies have been conducted on nearshore algal and 
invertebrate species’ tolerance to sand burial.  The few that have been published 
suggest that for many species mortality occurs well before the applicant’s threshold. For 
instance, research on the effect of short term (12 days) sediment burial on eelgrass 
(Zostera marina) mortality and productivity found that survival and productivity were 
substantially reduced when only 25% of the plant height was buried and that when 
plants were buried to 75% of their height all the plants died.  The study results indicate 
that eelgrass can only tolerate short term burial that covers less than half of the plants 
height31.  Similarly, research on the effect of sediment burial on surfgrass (Phyllospadix 
scouleri) showed that short term (15 days) burial results in shoot mortality, decreased 
shoot counts and reduced growth32.  A species that is often found in areas 
characterized by seasonal sand inundation is the aggregating anemone, Anthopleura 
elegantissima.  It has been observed to resist shallow sand burial by extending its 
columns so that the oral disc and tentacles reach the surface33.  However, Sebens 
suggested that survival of aggregating anemones buried deeper for 3 months or greater 
was due to body tissue metabolism34.  The sand burial depth and length of time that 
would result in mortality is not known but is likely less than 1 foot for 1 year.  Because of 
the questionable validity of the applicant’s threshold, intensive monitoring of the 
nearshore marine habitats, before project construction and after project construction for 
the life of the permit is necessary.  
 
Following are the applicant’s estimates of the areas (in acres), by habitat type, that 
would potentially be impacted directly or indirectly by the proposed project35: 
 
 
 

                                                           
31 Mills, K.E. & M.S. Fonesca.  2003.  Mortality and productivity of eelgrass Zostera marina under 

conditions of experimental burial with two sediment types.  Marine Ecology Progress Series.  Vol. 
255: 127-134. 

32 Craig, C., S.Wyllie-Echeverria, E. Carrington & D. Shafer.  2008.  Short-Term Sediment Burial Effecs 
on the Seagrass Phyllospadix scouleri.  EMRRP Technical Notes Collection (ERDC TN-EMRRP-
EI-03).  Vicksburg, MS: U.S. Army Engineer Research and Development Center. 

33 O’Brian, P.Y. and M.M. Littler.  1977.  Biological Features of Rocky Intertidal Communities at Coal Oil 
Point, Santa Barbara County, California.  In: Littler M.M. (ed.) Spatial and Temporal Variations in 
the Distribution and Abundance of Rocky Intertidal and Tidepool Biotas in the Southern California 
Bight.  Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C. pp.317-
405. 

34 Sebens, K.P.  1980.  The Regulation of Asexual Reproduction and Indeterminate Body Size in the Sea 
Anemone Anthopleura elegantissima (Brandt).  Biological Bulletin Marine Biological Lab, Woods 
Hole, V. 158:370-382. 

35 The values in this chart were compiled from tables of Estimated Predicted Temporary Impact of Direct 
Fill and Indirect Fill to Vicinity, prepared by Moffat & Nichol, June 26, 2014 
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 Direct Burial (acres) Indirect Burial (acres) 
Habitat Type Permanent Temporary* Permanent Temporary* 
Surfgrass 0.96 0 0.96 0.96 
Kelp 0 0 1.70 3.50 
Kelp attached to bedrock 0 0 0.88 2.30 
Rocky Outcrop 0.02 0 0.02 0 
Bedrock Intertidal 0.03 0 1.91 0 
Bedrock Subtidal 0 0 0.08 0.16 
Cobble/Rubble Intertidal 1.20 0 1.37 0 
Cobble/Rubble Subtidal 0.06 0 2.60 2.80 
Boulder Field 0.71 0 0 0.71 
Sandy Bottom Intertidal 2.25 20.5 2.25 22.8 
Sandy Bottom Subtidal 0 13.5 0 51.8 
Total 5.23 34 11.77 85.03 
 
Clearly, as shown by the chart above, the proposed beach replenishment will have 
significant permanent adverse impacts (loss of habitat/habitat conversion) eelgrass and 
intertidal and subtidal hard bottom habitats including surfgrass and  kelp forest that are 
inconsistent with sections 30230, 30231, and 30233 of the Coastal Act.  We also 
believe that the proposed beach replenishment will have significant permanent adverse 
impacts on intertidal and subtidal soft bottom habitats for the reasons just laid out above 
and those bellow. 
 
While beach replenishment is often considered the most environmentally sensitive 
method (“soft solution”) for maintaining eroding shorelines, the ecological consequences 
are poorly understood.  Beach replenishment has been conducted on a large regional 
scale for years in southern California with little scientific evaluation of the direct or 
cumulative ecological effects on beach ecosystems36. Despite a lack of information from 
California, the ecological impacts of beach replenishment on beach organisms are 
severe, often resulting in 100% mortality with lasting effects moving up the food web to 
shorebirds 37,38. The ecological impacts (alterations in diversity, abundance, and 
distribution) from beach replenishment projects can persist requiring years for recovery 
of important invertebrate species39,40. The use of source sediments that are finer or 
coarser than the native beach sand causes greater and longer lasting ecological 

                                                           
36 Orme, A.R., J.G. Zoulas, G.B. Griggs, C.C. Grandy, D.L. Revell, & H. Koo.  2011.  Beach Changes 

along the Southern California Coast during the 20th Century: A Comparison of Natural and 
Human Forcing Factors.  Shore & Beach, v. 79 (4): 38-50. 

37 Speybroeck, J., D. Bonte, & W. Courtens.  2006. Beach nourishment: An ecologically sound coastal 
defence alternative? A review. Aquatic Conservation Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems, V.16: 
419–435. 

38 Peterson, C.H., M.J. Bishop, G.A. Johnson, L.M. D’Anna & L.M. Manning.  2006.  Exploiting beach 
filling as an unaffordable experient: Benthic intertidal impacts propagation upwards to shorebirds.  
Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology, V. 338: 205-221. 

39 Peterson Op Cit. 
40 Peterson, C.H., M.J. Bishop, L.M. D’Anna, & G.A. Johnson.  2014.  Multi-year persistence of beach 

habitat degradation from nourishment using coarse shelly sediments.  Science of the Total 
Environment, V.487:481-492. 
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impacts to beach organisms41,42.  Ecological recovery following direct and indirect 
impacts of beach replenishment depends on successful recolonization and recruitment 
of the respective habitat organisms and reprieve from subsequent disturbance.   
 
The physical and biological characteristics of beaches are driven largely by physical 
attributes such as exposure, orientation, wave energy regime, currents and tides, and 
material type.  While beaches come in all shapes and sizes, a key feature that 
distinguishes beaches is the material they are made of, which is typically sand (some 
beaches are made of gravel, cobble, or boulders).  Sand is a granular material 
composed of rock or mineral particles. It is defined by size, being finer than gravel and 
coarser than silt.  According to the Wentworth scale very fine and fine sand is 0.0625 to 
0.25 mm in diameter, medium sand is 0.25 to 0.50 mm in diameter, and coarse and 
very coarse sand is 0.50 to 2.0 mm in diameter.  The composition of sand varies, but a 
common constituent of sand is the mineral quartz.  
 
In addition to grain size and material type, sand color, angularity, and level of sorting are 
also key factors impacting the physical and biological character of respective beaches.  
Color influences the temperature of the sand and often dictates organism adaptations 
such as camouflage and thermal adaptations.  Angularity (or roundness), a description 
of the degree of abrasion of particles, as shown by the sharpness of edges and corners 
of the grains, impacts the types of organisms that can survive in the sand (i.e. whether 
soft-bodied organisms can persist or only organisms with outer shells or carapaces for 
protection).  And level of sorting, or range of grain sizes, determines whether large voids 
exist between grains, or if voids between larger grains are filled with finer grains and 
tends to select for infaunal organisms that are generalists in terms of grain size vs 
specialists that are adapted to a specific range of sand grain size. 
 
The overall shape of a sandy beach is affected by the grain size and type of sand, the 
typical wave energy regime, and the influence of nearby rocky reefs, headlands and 
man-made structures on wave exposure and water circulation43.  Sandy beaches have 
three major components; the beach face, beach berm, and back beach.  The beach 
face is the zone of most active change; its slope can vary from a few to as many as 10 
degrees44.  The major factors governing the slope of the beach face and the movement 
of sand grains on the slope are sand grain size, wave height, and wave period/length.  
Sand grain size is fundamental in controlling percolation of water into the sand and 
thereby the amount of water in the surface backwash and the amount returning through 
the sand.  This in turn contributes to the shape of the beach face because the amount of 
surface return flow is a factor in the movement of sand grains on the beach.  Coarse 
sand beaches with a high amount of percolation have steeper faces than fine sand 
beaches because they have less surface backwash and therefore less seaward 
movement of the sand grains.  
                                                           
41 Speybroeck et al.  2006. Ibid. 
42 Peterson et al. 2014. Ibid. 
43 Orme, A.R., J.G. Zoulas, G.B. Griggs, C.C. Grandy, D.L. Revell, & H. Koo.  2011.  Beach Changes 

along the Southern California Coast during the 20th Century: A Comparison of Natural and 
Human Forcing Factors.  Shore & Beach, v. 79 (4): 38-50. 

44 Bascom, W.  1980.  Waves and Beaches. Anchor Books.  Garden City, New York.  366 pgs. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rock_%28geology%29
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mineral
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gravel
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Silt
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quartz
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Under accreting beach conditions, a berm forms at the top of the beach face.  Except on 
very flat beaches, the berm has a well-defined crest at the seaward edge.  The beach 
behind the berm varies in width and character depending on many factors including 
decadal, yearly, and seasonal littoral cell sand volume patterns, storms, and presence 
of a back beach barrier such as a bluff or development.  The sands of the upper beach 
are generally more fine-grained and better sorted compared to the beach face.  The 
upper beach may transition into dunes in the absence of a bluff or development.  
Coastal sand dunes occur where there is a supply of sand, wind to move it, and a place 
for the sand to accumulate. Dune accumulations occur above the spring high-tide line 
and the back beach forms the seaward boundary of the dunes and supplies the sand. 
 
Surf regime and sand grain characteristics allow beaches to be described in terms of 
morphodynamic state or type, ranging from dissipative to reflective conditions.  Beach 
slope, sand grain size, and the wave-breaking and nearshore circulation patterns differ 
along the gradient from dissipative to reflective beaches.  Dissipative beaches have 
wide, high energy surf zones that dissipate large amounts of incoming wave energy 
before it reaches the intertidal swash zone. These wide flat beaches typically have very 
fine sand and laminar, long period swash climates45.  Reflective beaches have very 
narrow surf zones where waves break near or directly on the shore and some wave 
energy is reflected seaward. Reflective beaches generally have coarse sediments, 
steep slopes, and short period, turbulent swash climates. The majority of beaches in 
California and across the globe are intermediate type beaches that lie within the broad 
spectrum between dissipative and reflective types and represent a wide range of sizes 
and shapes as well as sand grain sizes46.  Sandy beaches, particularly intermediate 
types, can exhibit seasonal shifts in morphodynamic state in response to storm and 
swell conditions. However, a beach of coarse sediments may remain reflective and a 
fine-sand beach may remain dissipative regardless of wave conditions47. 
 
Grain size also strongly affects the structure and diversity of benthic invertebrate 
communities48  including those on open coast sandy beaches49,50,51.  Burrowing 
performance of benthic animals is strongly influenced by grain size with subsequent 
effects on their distribution and abundance in different habitats. On open coast beaches, 
due to the fact that survival in the turbulent wave wash depends on burrowing speed 
and ability, the distributions of many species of intertidal macroinvertebrates are 
                                                           
45 McArdle, S. B. & A. McLachlan. 1992. Sand beach ecology: Swash features relevant to the 

macrofauna. Journal of Coastal Research, V.8:398–407. 
46 Dugan, J. E. and D. M. Hubbard. 2014. Sandy Beach Ecosystems. in: Ecosystems of California – A 

source book. Mooney, H. and E. Zavaleta, eds. University of California Press. 
47 Bryant 1982 
48 Johnson, R. G. 1971. Animal-sediment relations in shallow water benthic communities. Marine Geol., 

V.11: 93-104. 
49 McLachlan, A. & A. Dorvlo.  2005. Global patterns in sandy beach macrobenthic communities. Journal 

of Coastal Research, V.21(4), 674–687.  
50 Rodil, I.F. & M. Lastra.  2004.  Environmental factors affecting benthic macrofauna alog a gradient of 

intermediate sandy beaches in northern Spain.  Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science, V. 61 (1): 
37-44. 

51 Peterson et al. 2014. Ibid. 
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strongly linked to sand grain size52,53,54.  When sand grain size exceeds the tolerance of 
a particular species or group of taxa, those species can be directly excluded from the 
beach and/or experience reduced growth, reproduction and lifespans. Important beach 
taxa that are known to be sensitive to sand grain size include clams, crabs, amphipods, 
isopods and polychaetes55,56,57. These taxa make up the majority of the biomass and 
abundance of intertidal animals on southern California beaches and are very important 
prey for birds and fishes58.  
 
Beaches with coarse sediments support much lower biodiversity than beaches with fine 
to medium sand59,60.  For example, sand grain size was identified as a very important 
physical factor influencing the intertidal community structure of sandy beaches during 
the South Coast MPA baseline study61. The species richness and abundance of the 
intertidal invertebrate community of beaches were negatively correlated with sand grain 
size (species richness: r = 0.775, p < 0.005; log abundance: r =0.738, p < 0.01) (Figure 
5, Figure 6). Beaches with the finer sand (0.200-0.300 mm) that is typical of the region62 
support a much greater number and abundance of intertidal species compared to 
beaches with coarser sand (>0.500 mm). These results illustrate the strong influence 
that sand grain size exerts on the diversity and abundance of intertidal invertebrates on 
sandy beaches in the southern California region.  Based on these regression results, a 
sand grain size of 0.40 mm and above would be expected to support very low diversity 
and abundance of intertidal invertebrates. 
 
In addition to sand grain size, the level of sediment sorting (an estimate of the 
consistency of sand grain sizes on a beach) has also been found to influence the 
                                                           
52 R. Nel, A. McLachlan & D. Winter.  1991.  The Effect of Sand Particle Size on the Burrowing Ability of 

the Beach Mysid Gastrosaccus psammodytes Tattersall.  Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science, 
V. 48: 599-604. 

53 R. Nel, A. McLachlan & D. Winter.  2001.  The effect of grain size on the burrowing of two Donax 
species.  Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology, V. 265:219-238. 

54 Dugan, J.E., D.M. Hubbard & M. Lastra. 2000. Burrowing abilities and swash behavior of three crabs, 
Emerita analoga Stimpson, Blepharipoda occidentalis Randall  and Lepidopa californica Efford  
(Anomura, Hippoidea), of exposed sandy beaches.  J. Exp. Mar. Biol. Ecol., V.255(2): 229-245. 

55 Nel et al. 2001.  Ibid. 
56 Dugan et al. 2000. Ibid. 
57 Viola, S.M., D.M. Hubbard, J.E. Dugan & N.K. Schooler.  2013.  Burrowing inhibition by fine textured 

beach fill: Implications for recovery of beach ecosystems.  Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science, 
pgs 1-7.  

58 Dugan et al. 2003. Ibid. 
59 McLachlan, A.  1996.  Physical factors in benthic ecology: effects of changing sand particle size on 

beach fauna.  Marine Ecology Progress Series, V.131:205-217. 
60 McLachlan & Dorvlo.  2005.  Ibid. 
61 Dugan J. E., Hubbard D.M., Nielsen K.J., Altstatt J., and J. Bursek. In review. Baseline Characterization 

of Sandy Beach Ecosystems along the South Coast of California. Final Report for the South 
Coast Marine Protected Area Baseline Study to California Ocean Protection Council and 
California Sea Grant.  

62 The average grain size for the majority of intermediate beaches in southern California (Dugan et al. in 
review) was 0.24 mm based on 24 beaches monitored monthly for 2 years).  San Clemente state beach 
was much coarser (and steeper) with a mean grain size of 0.57 mm  and supported less than half the 
intertidal species (12 species) compared to all but one of the other beaches (Carlsbad with 21 species, 
also somewhat coarser sand). 
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diversity of sandy beach macro-invertebrates.  Sediment sorting was negatively 
correlated with the species richness of intertidal invertebrates on southern California 
beaches in two studies63,64 (Figure 7).  Beaches with poorly sorted sand (e.g a wide 
range of grain sizes) support much lower numbers of species of intertidal invertebrates 
than beaches with well sorted sand in the region.  The southern California MPA study 
found that beaches with poorly sorted sand also had lower biomass (r = 0.636, p < 
0.05)65.  Dugan and Hubbard (1996) found a strong negative relationship between 
sediment sorting and species richness for Ventura and Santa Barbara county beaches 
where better sorting equaled more species.  They also found that the size of sand 
grains is strongly correlated with sorting which has been found to be correlated with 
biodiversity in Southern California.  Based on these results, poorly sorted sand would be 
expected to support low macroinvertebrate species richness. 
 
The community structure of the beach macroinvertebrates in turn significantly affects 
the beach foodweb.  Shorebirds are very important top predators that respond strongly 
to prey availability in sandy beach ecosystems in California. Shorebirds feed on all the 
types of intertidal invertebrates living on beaches. The species richness and abundance 
of shorebirds is positively correlated with the availability of wrack and the diversity, 
biomass and abundance of invertebrate prey, as well as tide, beach type and width66.  
Nearshore fishes such as barred surfperch, redtail surfperch, yellowfin and spotfin 
croaker, and corbina, feed on swash zone invertebrates, including sand crabs and 
mysids.  Although population information for these fish is limited, it is likely that the 
beach macroinvertebrate community influences the community structure and population 
dynamics of the nearshore fish community. 
 
The existing sand at Broad Beach is very well sorted with a sand grain size range of 
0.20 mm (D16) to 0.40 mm (D84) and a mean grain size of 0.25 mm (D50).  The 
percent fines range from 0.4 to 5% and the mean sand sorting value is 0.20 mm67  
(Figure 8).  The source sand proposed by the applicant from the Cemex quarry has a 
sand grain size range of 0.20 (D16) to 3.0 mm (D84) and a median grain size of 0.85 
mm (D50).  The mean sand sorting value of the Cemex sand is 2.80 mm (Figure 9). The 
source sand proposed by the applicant from the Grimes quarry has a sand grain size 
range of 0.20 (D16) to 2.0 mm (D84) and a median grain size of 0.47 mm (D50).  The 
mean sand sorting value of the Cemex sand is 1.80 mm (Figure 10).  The D16, D50, 
D84 values for existing sand at Broad Beach and the source sand at the Cemex and 
Grimes quarries come from appendix A of the Moffat and Nichol, Nov. 2013, Upland 
Sand Source: Coarser-Than-Native Grain Size Impact Analysis report (Figure 11).   All 
one has to do to understand how poorly sorted the proposed source sand is compared 
to the existing sand at Broad Beach is look at the 20X photos of the respective sand 
                                                           
63 Dugan J. E. 1999. Utilization of sandy beaches by shorebirds: relationships to population 

characteristics of macrofauna prey species and beach morphodynamics. Final Technical Report 
OCS Study, MMS 99-069. 41 pp 

64 Dugan J. E., et al. In review. Ibid.  
65 Dugan J. E., et al. In review. Ibid. 
66 Dugan et al. 2003. Ibid, Dugan et al. 2008.  Ibid. 
67 Mean sediment sorting value is the difference between the D84 and the D16.  This is a measure of the 
standard deviation. 
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(Figures 8, 9, 10).  In addition, the mean sand sorting values for the source sand from 
both quarries doesn’t even fit on the x-axis scale on the graph of species richness vs. 
mean sediment sorting that depicts results from the recent southern California MPA 
beach studies (Figure 7)  
 
The applicant is proposing to use sand from several quarries that is very different from 
the existing sand at Broad Beach.  In terms of physical effects, this will likely result in a 
steeper beach face and narrower intertidal zone making for a much harsher 
environment for beach organisms. The environment will be much more abrasive, 
turbulent, and rough. In terms of biological effects, based on the recent southern 
California MPA beach studies discussed above, the beach intertidal assemblage will be 
characterized by low species diversity and abundance (biomass). 
 
The replenished sand will migrate downcoast following the typical pattern of longshore 
transport in the Zuma Littoral Cell, and regular management (backpassing) is proposed 
to move sand upcoast of the mouth of Trancas Creek. It is not clear how the expanding 
width of the beach and potential increase to height of the beach berm will affect the 
ability of Trancas Creek to breach and connect to the ocean. A significant concern is 
that the deposition of significant additional sand, immediately adjacent to the current 
lagoon mouth, will lead to period of instability in the system that will require active 
management and adjustment because the creek outflow will probably not be sufficient 
to carry out coarse sediments. 
 
Although impacts to grunion are not anticipated, the repeated disturbance for back-
passing each year during grunion breeding season could certainly have an impact, 
especially if the expanded beach restores habitat previously present.  Incorporating 
grunion recovery at Broad Beach and requiring a comprehensive grunion management 
plan should be required. 
 
One reason Western snowy plovers are a state and federally listed threatened species 
is because of highly disturbed nesting areas and beach nourishment projects that are 
not designed to promote habitat for this species. The Western Snowy Plover Recovery 
Plan (USFWS 2007) notes that dredging, placement of pipes and trenching are 
detrimental to the plovers. Continued operation of heavy equipment for extended 
periods of time, in addition to that already practiced by LA County for beach 
maintenance at Zuma is a major concern.  In addition, whether the character of the 
proposed source sand is appropriate for snowy plover has not been considered.  
Incorporating Western snowy plover recovery at Broad Beach and requiring a 
comprehensive snowy plover management plan should be required. 
 
Alternative Project 
Alternative 4B considers a project with a portion of the revetment located further 
landward, dune restoration and a phased beach nourishment component. With this 
alternative project, no beach nourishment or dune restoration would occur west of 
31502 Victoria Point Road.  The width of the sand fill on the far western portion of the 
beach transitions from about 100 feet of sand fill to no fill terminating about 450 feet 
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east of Point Lechuza. The applicant’s consultants have modelled the potential area of 
impact to marine resources, including direct burial resulting from the initial placement of 
the sand and indirect impacts resulting from burial by sand transported to marine habitat 
areas after the initial placement. Following are the marine habitat types and acreage of 
impacts that the applicant has estimated resulting from the Alternative 4B sand fill 
design:68 

 
 Direct Burial (acres) Indirect Burial (acres) 
Habitat Type Permanent Temporary* Permanent Temporary* 
Surfgrass   <0.01 0.75 
Kelp    0.01 
Cobble/Rubble Intertidal 0.12  0.62 0.59 
Cobble/Rubble Subtidal   0.08 1.21 
Boulder Field  0.5 0.07 0.14 
Sandy Bottom Intertidal  17.28  6.7 
Sandy Bottom Subtidal    29 
Total 0.12 17.78 0.78 38.4 
 
* Temporary impact is defined by the applicant as habitat area buried by sand that is 
less than 1 foot deep at one year after the sand placement. 
 
The modeling of the proposed project estimates that direct burial will permanently 
impact 0 acres and temporarily impact 34 acres of beach and nearshore marine 
habitats.  And that the indirect burial will permanently impact 11.17 acres and 
temporarily impact 85.03 acres of beach and nearshore habitats. It is important to keep 
in mind that the Commission does not agree with the applicant’s permanent vs. 
temporary threshold of 1 foot for 1 year of longer; that permanent impacts may occur 
well below 1 foot burial and in a shorter time than 1 year.  
 
Modeling of Alternative 4b estimates that the direct and indirect burial will be lower than 
the proposed project; direct burial will permanently impact 0.12 acres and temporarily 
impact 17.78 acres of beach and nearshore marine habitats.  And that the indirect burial 
will permanently impact 0.78 acres and temporarily impact 38.4 acres of beach and 
nearshore habitats. 
 
Conclusions 
Although modeling is only as good as its mathematical equation (s) and the data 
employed, it does appear that the proposed project, as well as Alternative 4b, will have 
significant direct and indirect burial impacts on beach and nearshore marine habitats.  
Because of these results, Commission staff is recommending an alternative with no 
direct burial of beach and nearshore habitats.  In addition I recommend that the project 
be revised as follows: 
 

• Move the rock revetment back to the most landward position possible, 

                                                           
68 Broad Beach—Outline of Alternative 4B Impacts, Moffat & Nichol, November 18, 2014. 
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• Dune restoration designed to restore, to the greatest extent possible, the 
conditions for supporting natural dune system functions and processes, 

• No sand replenishment past the west end of the rock revetment; avoidance of 
direct and indirect burial of eelgrass and intertidal and subtidal hard bottom 
habitat to the greatest extent possible, 

• Development of Marine Habitat Monitoring and Mitigation Program with guidance 
from a Science Advisory Panel designed to detect project impacts,  

•    Minimum of 4:1 mitigation for adverse impacts on intertidal and subtidal hard 
bottom habitats. 

•   Eelgrass mitigation based on the California Eelgrass Mitigation Program, 
•    Areal extent of mitigation based on quantification of adverse impacts determined 

at the end of 5 years, 
• BMPs to ensure that no invasive species are transported during the project, 

especially the New Zealand Mud Snail, which has been documented in Trancas 
Creek, 

• Development of comprehensive management plans for recovery of grunion and 
Western snowy plover at Broad Beach. 

 
I have reviewed in great detail the likely negative impacts of using unsorted sand that 
has a much larger mean grain size from quarries.  The prediction is that the macro-
invertebrate beach community that colonizes this sand will be much less diverse and 
have much less biomass.  If use of this sand is approved, I recommend treating the 
beach replenishment as a pilot study that includes intensive monitoring.  The goal of 
monitoring should be to tract the physical and biological implications of using 
mismatched source sand.  The monitoring should be conducted before project 
construction for a minimum of two seasons (spring and fall) and should continue twice a 
year for the life of the project.  A minimum of 5 beach areas should be monitored; the 
area of Broad Beach in the project footprint, an area of beach immediately west and 
immediately east (Zuma) of the project footprint, and a minimum of two reference 
beaches chosen to closely match the physical and biological attributes of what would be 
expected at Broad Beach but for all the permitted and unpermitted development 
including the rock revetment.   
 
Finally, several of the top beach ecologists in the world, in a review paper on threats to 
sandy beach ecosystems state the following regarding best management practices 
when conducting beach management practices.  I couldn’t agree more and recommend 
that the following be implemented to the greatest extent possible: 
 

Mitigation of ecological impacts of nourishment is often impeded by limited data 
about the life history of the affected species, recovery rates and the cumulative 
effects of repeated nourishment events (Speybroeck et al. 2006).  Nevertheless, 
basic management recommendations include: (1) the avoidance of sediment 
compaction; (2) careful timing of operations to minimize biotic impacts and 
enhance recovery; (3) the selection of locally appropriate techniques; (4) the 
implementation of several small projects rather than a single large project, 
including repeated application of sediment in shallow layers (<30cm) rather than 
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single pulses that kill fauna by deep burial; (5) Interspersion of nourished beach 
sections with unaffected areas; and (6) importing sediments and creating beach 
profiles that match the original beach conditions as closely as possible.69 
 

 
 

                                                           
69 Defeo, O., A. McLachlan, D.S. Schoeman, T.A. Schlacher, J. Dugan, A. Jones, M. Lastra, and F. 

Scapini.  2009.  Threats to Sandy Beach Ecosystems: A Review.  Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf 
Science, VD. 81: 1-12. 

 



Figure 1. Project location within the southern California Bight.  Exhibit 3.3-1 from the 
AMEC July 2014 APTR. 
 
 
 



 
 
Figure 2. Proposed Project Located in Zuma Littoral Cell (exhibit from Orme, A.R., J.G. 
Zoulas, G.B. Griggs, C.C. Grandy, D.L. Revell, & H. Koo.  2011.  Beach Changes along 
the Southern California Coast during the 20th Century: A Comparison of Natural and 
Human Forcing Factors.  Shore & Beach, v. 79 (4): 38-50.) 



 
 
Figure 3. Project location within the Point Dume SMCA.  Exhibit 3.3-5 from the AMEC 
July 2014 APTR. 



 
 
 
 

 
Figure 4.  Chronology of intertidal conditions in Lechuza Cove. Figure 3.3-6, AMEC 
APTR, pg. 3.3-47. 



 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Significant relationship between species richness of intertidal invertebrates 
and mean sand grain size for 12 beaches in the South Coast MPA Baseline study 
(Dugan et al in review Final report to California Ocean Protection Council/California Sea 
Grant. Final study report and data will be available to the public at 
http://oceanspaces.org/ ) 

 

http://oceanspaces.org/


 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Significant relationship between abundance of intertidal invertebrates (note log 
scale) and mean sand grain size for 12 beaches in the South Coast MPA Baseline 
study (Dugan et al in review Final report to California Ocean Protection Council. Final 
study report and data will be available to the public at http://oceanspaces.org/ ). 
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Figure 7. Significant relationships between intertidal species richness and sediment 
sorting for two studies in southern California. Top plot shows results for 15 beaches in 
Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties (Dugan 1999) and the bottom plot shows results 
for 12 beaches from the South Coast MPA baseline study (Dugan et al in review Final 
report to California Ocean Protection Council/California Sea Grant. Final study report 
and data will be available to the public at http://oceanspaces.org/ ).  

http://oceanspaces.org/


 
 
Figure 8.  20X Photographs of existing Broad Beach beach sand (top) and dune sand 
(bottom) from URS, August 2013, Malibu Beach Sand Replenishment Sand Grain 
Angularity Analysis Malibu, California report, URS Project No. 03003261. 



 
 
Figure 9. Two 20X Photographs of Cemex Quarry sand from different parts of the same 
sample from URS, August 2013, Malibu Beach Sand Replenishment Sand Grain 
Angularity Analysis Malibu, California report, URS Project No. 03003261. 
 



 
 

 
 
Figure 10. Two 20X Photographs of Grimes Quarry sand from different parts of the 
same sample from URS, August 2013, Malibu Beach Sand Replenishment Sand Grain 
Angularity Analysis Malibu, California report, URS Project No. 03003261. 
 



 
 
 
Figure 11.  The D16, D50, D84 values for existing sand at Broad Beach and the source 
sand at the Cemex and Grimes quarries come from this graph found in appendix A of 
the Moffat and Nichol, Nov. 2013, Upland Sand Source: Coarser-Than-Native Grain 
Size Impact Analysis report. 
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