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APPELLANTS: Rico Dagomel, Aliso Creek Inn (d.b.a. Ben Brown’s Restaurant)

PROJECT LOCATION:  Aliso Creek, 300 feet upstream of the Coast Highway bridge, and 1.5
. miles off-shore of Aliso Creek County Beach, City of Laguna Beach, County of Orange

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Installation of, 1) a temporary sand berm on the banks of Aliso
Creek, 2) motorized pump, and 3) a 200 foot long pipe between a point in Aliso Creek, upstream
of the proposed berm, and an adjacent existing sewage outfall; to collect creek flows (up to 3.23.
million gallons per day) and divert them to the existing outfall line which discharges approximately
1.5 miles offhsore for one summer season.

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: City of Laguna Beach CDP97-19
SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: See Appendix A

STAFF NOTE: The appealed project is part of an overall project to divert the summertime
flows of Aliso Creek into the Aliso Water Management Agency (“AWMA?”) outfall for one year.
The City of Laguna Beach approved the entire proposed project, including the portion of the berm
within the creek bed. The creek bed is submerged lands which are the Commission’s area of permit
jurisdiction. The subject appeal therefore only deals with the portions of the proposed project (i.e.,
the portions of the berm not within the creek bed, the connecting pipe and pump) which are within
the certified area of the City of Laguna Beach and not within the Commission’s jurisdiction. The
Commission found substantial issue on July 9, 1997. This staff report deals with the De Novo
portion of Appeal A-5-LGB-97-166.

. The applicant has filed permit application 5-97-316 which covers the portion of the proposed
project solely within the creek bed which is the Commission’s permit jurisdiction. In addition, the
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AWMA outfall was approved by coastal development permit A-61-76 by the California Coastal
Zone Conservation Commission (predecessor to the present Coastal Commission). The permit
approval was only for the discharge of secondary treated sewage and did not contemplate the type
of creck flow discharge being proposed. AWMA has thus filed permit amendment 5-83-959-A4
for the proposed diversion of Aliso Creek into their outfall. Applications 5-97-316 and 5-
-83-959-A4 are scheduled concurrently with this De Novo appeal action.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Section 30604(b) provides that the standard of review is the certified LCP for the portions of the
proposed project within the certified area. This includes all of the project except for the portion of
the berm in the creek bed and the portion of the outfall located offshore.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION - ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED:

Staff is recommending approval of the proposed project with special conditions regarding; 1)
duration of the proposed project, 2) restoration of the creek after the proposed project is removed,
3) monitoring of water quality, and 4) removal of the berm in the event of a severe summertime
storm, and 5) preservation of parking at the inland Aliso Creek County parking lot. The primary
issue to be resolved is whether diversion of the creek’s flows so that creek flows are discharged 1.5
miles offshore, rather than the creek’s mouth, would result in adverse impacts to offshore marine
life and humans who use the offshore waters.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution:

. APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS.

The Commission hereby grants a permit, subject to the conditions below, for the proposed
development on the grounds that the development will be in conformity with the provisions of City
of Laguna Beach certified local coastal program, and will not have any significant adverse impacts
on the environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act.

. 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.
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2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the
date this permit is reported to the Commission. 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. Compliance All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set forth
in the application for permit, subject to any special conditions set forth below. Any deviation from
the approved plans must be reviewed and approved by the staff and may require Commission
approval.

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condmon will be resolved by
the Executive Director or the Commission. :

- 5, Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and the project during

its development, subject to 24-hour advance notice.

6. 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.

7. 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.

lll. SPECIAL CONDITIONS

1. Removal of Development. The diversion of up to a twenty-four (24) hour average flow rate
of five (5) cubic feet per second (i.e., 3.23 million gallons per day) of the water flow of Aliso Creek
approved by this permit is authorized only for the 1998 summer season from May 1 through
October 15, 1998. In no case shall the diverted flows exceed seven (7) cubic feet per second (i.e.,
4.52 million gallons per day ) at any time. This permit does not authorize the diversion to continue
past October 15, 1998. All structural development shall be removed as quickly as possible prior to
the rainy season but in no case shall any development remain after October 25, 1998.

2. Restoration. The bed and banks of Aliso Creek disturbed by the approved pfoject shall, after
the removal of the berm and pipe from the creek, be restored, at a minimum, to the condition in
which they existed prior to construction of the berm and installation of the pipe.

3. Water Quality Menitoring. The permittee shall comply with the requirements of Order No.
95-107, NPDES Permit No. CA0107611, “Waste Discharge Requirements for the Aliso Water
Management Agency, Orange County, Discharged to the Pacific Ocean through the Aliso Water
Management Agency Ocean Outfall” including Addendum No. 1 for the approved diversion of
Aliso Creek’s flows into the outfall) issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board
- San Diego Region (“RWQCB”). The permittee shall submit to the Executive Director copies of
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the results of the monitoring data required by the RWQCB, along with written conclusions on:

1) water quality changes which occurred during the monitoring period, 2) whether the water
quality changes occurred as a result of the project, and 3) the effects of these changes on offshore
marine life and human health; at the same time it submits the required monitoring data to the
RWQCB. The written conclusions shall be prepared by the Orange County Health Care Agency.

4. Removal of berm prior to October 185, 1998 to prevent flooding. Notwithstanding Special
Condition No. 1 above, if, prior to October 15, 1998, the National Weather Service predicts that a

significant storm event will occur prior to October 15, 1998 which could cause flooding in Aliso
Creek, the proposed berm shall be removed prior to the forecasted date of the storm event so that
no flooding will occur. For purposes of this condition, a “significant storm event” shall be defined
as: an event of one inch or more of rainfall within a 24 hour period in any area which drains into
the watershed of Aliso Creek. '

5. Preservation of Parking. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT, the applicant shall submit revised plans, for the review and approval of the Executive
Director, which clearly show that the pipe connecting the berm with the outfall, nor the staging or
storage of construction equipment or material, does not eliminate, or otherwise obstruct the use of,
parking spaces in the public parking lot inland of Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to Aliso Creek.
The applicant shall comply and implement the plans approved by the Executive Director.

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS .
A. Project Description

The proposed project would be for one summer season. The applicant is proposing to divert low-
flow summertime nuisance flows of Aliso Creek into an existing sewage outfall which outlets 1.5
miles offshore for one summer season only. The proposed diversion would occur by building a
berm in Aliso Creek, approximately 300 feet inland of Coast Highway, and pumping the water
which ponds behind the berm to the adjacent sewage pipeline which discharges 1.5 miles offshore.

The proposed project involves three separate permit actions. First, the subject De Novo permit
application (A-5-LGB-97-166) covers the portion of the proposed project within the certified area
of the City of Laguna Beach. The City issued coastal development permit CDP97-19 which was
appealed to the Commission based on inconsistency with the certified local coastal program
regarding potential flooding of nearby properties and offshore water quality. On July 9, 1997, the
Commission found that the appeal raised a substantial issue.

Coastal development permit application 5-97-316 covers the portion of the proposed project within

the Commission's area of retained permit jurisdiction; namely, the portion of the proposed berm

within the bed of Aliso Creek which is submerged lands. Third, an amendment to permit 5-83-959

is necessary. In 1976, the State California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission (predecessor to .
the present Coastal Commission) approved on appeal permit A-61-76 for the construction of the
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AWMA outfall. The approved outfall discharges secondary treated effluent into the ocean. The
permit was conditioned to limit effluent as a means to regulate development served by the outfall.
However, the type of discharge (i.e., storm runoff within a creek) proposed into the outfall is not
covered under the previously approved permit and nor the previous three amendments. Therefore,
another permit amendment is required. :

The proposed sand berm would be six feet high, 24 feet wide, and sixty feet long. The proposed
berm would be lined with plastic to prevent erosion and allow for ponding of water behind the -
berm. The portion of the proposed berm in the creek bed is within the permit jurisdiction of the
Coastal Commission because the creek bed is submerged lands. This portion of the proposed berm -
would have an 18” deep notch at the top in the middle for overflow purposes, in the event the
pump fails or water ponds too rapidly. The portions of the proposed berm not within the creek-bed
(e.g., where the berm is on the banks of the creek) thus are within the certified area of the City of
Laguna Beach and are covered by the subject De Novo permit application.

The applicant also proposes to install a pipe, one end of which would be placed upstream of the
proposed berm and the other end which would connect with the existing nearby Aliso Water
Management Agency (“AWMA?”) pipeline. The proposed pipe would be laid in a shallow trench
dug across a previously graded and surfaced terrace. The water which ponds behind the proposed
berm would then be pumped, at a rate of about five cubic feet per second, via the new pipe into the
AWMA outfall. To minimize pump noise, the proposed pump would be electric and be housed in
an unused building owned by AWMA. These development components are located entirely within
the City of Laguna Beach’s area of coastal development permitting authority. )

The applicant is proposing this temporary project to remedy the problem of polluted water ponding
at Aliso Creek County Beach, where Aliso Creek outlets at the beach. The low flows of Aliso
Creek during the dry summertime are not strong enough to breach the sand at the beach, resulting
in water ponding at the beach. The concentration of pollutants in the water is higher during the
summer than in the winter, due to the lower flows during the dry summer season. Thus, the
ponding water becomes stagnant and, in combination with higher concentrations of pollutants,
poses a health hazard to beachgoers. The number of beacligoers is higher in the summer than in
the winter, increasing the number of people at risk.

The applicant has chosen the proposed project in part because it is cheaper ($8,500 versus
$100,000 for treatment) and is only intended to be temporary solution until an overall plan for

reducing pollutants in Aliso Creek can be formulated. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is in
charge of the overall effort and in June 1997 released its feasibility phase project study plan.

B. Water Quality

City of Laguna Beach Certified Local Coastal Program Policy 4-H states:

Oppose activities which degrade the quality of offshore waters.
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The proposed project would result in the diversion of polluted, low flow summertime nuisance
flows from Aliso Creek into an existing outfall owned by the Aliso Water Management Agency
("AWMA") which outlets 1.5 miles offshore. This would result in diversion of the polluted water
from the beach to the offshore waters 1.5 miles offshore. The proposed project consists in part of
development located within the certified area of the City of Laguna Beach. Therefore, the standard
of review for these portions of the proposed ptO]eCt is consxstency with the certified local coastal
program (“LCP”).

The project is being proposed primarily to alleviate the problem of water polluted with coliform.
bacteria which gets stuck at the beach from harming the health of beach users. Because of the
littoral drift, sand from areas adjacent to the mouth of Aliso Creek drifts into the creek's mouth.
This results in the creation of berms across the creek's mouth which prevents the creek's water
from entering the ocean. Therefore, the creek’s polluted water ponds behind the berm at the
creek's mouth, right on the popular and heavily used Aliso Creek County Beach. In a March 4,
1997 letter to the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board, the Orange County Health
Care Agency indicates that the mouth of Aliso Creek ". . . is regarded as chronically contaminated
and is therefore permanently posted with . . . signs stating, 'Keep Out', 'Contaminated Water'."

On July 9, 1997, the Commission found that the proposed project raised a substantial issue in part
because no data was provided which described the types of pollutants other than coliform in the .
waters of Aliso Creek. High levels of coliform in the creek which exceed the standards for safe

human contact were documented. However, without data regarding other types of pollutants, the
Commission could not determine whether the diversion of the creek would result in pollutants

other than coliform which are harmful to humans or marine life being discharged into offshore

waters. Therefore, the Commission could not determine if the proposed project should be opposed
because it degrades the quality of offshore waters.

The problem of ponding poliuted water and the attendant public health risks are greater during the
summer, when creek flows are low and use of the beach by the public is at its highest. Low creek
flows mean that the water is not forceful enough to cut thrbugh the sand berms at the creeks
mouth, so the water collects behind the berm. County beach staff has in the past attempted to fix
the problem by breaching through the berm to allow the ponded water to drain into the ocean. In
addition, low flows mean that concentration of pollution in the water is higher. This contrasts with
heavy winter flows in which the pollution is diluted because of the high volume water from heavy
rainfall. ,

The RWQCB has approved an addendum to its Order N. 95-107, NPDES (“National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System”) Permit No. CA0107611 which regulates discharges from the
AWMA outfall. The addendum approves the proposed diversion. The addendum sets a limit on
the proposed diversion of Aliso Creek flows into the outfall at 4.52 million gallons per day. The
addendum also prohibits diversion of the creek between October 16 and April 30 of the following
year. The addendum further requires the normal outfall monitoring program to include the diverted
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creek flows. The addendum does not raise the limits on the types of pollutants which can be
discharged through the outfall. Therefore, even with the addition of the pollution from the creek,
AWMA is still responsible for ensuring that the effluent discharged from its outfall are within the
limits currently prescribed by the RWQCB for the effluent without the creek flows.

As required by Emergency Permit 5-97-219-G, the applicant monitored the water quality in Aliso
Creek and the AWMA effluent during an approximately three week period from September 19,
1997 to October 8, 1997. This is within the summertime period May to mid-October during which
Aliso Creek would be diverted. The pollutants monitored are those prescribed by the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board - San Diego Region ("RWQCB"). Since the proposed
project was not built last summer, the data do not reflect the discharge of Aliso Creek into the
outfall. However, the data do document existing conditions which provide a base to which
post-project monitoring can be compared.

1. Bacteriological pollutants

Section 7958 of the California Code of Regulations (Title 17, Chapter 5, Subchapter 1, Group 10)
contains prescribed standards for maximum allowable concentrations of coliform organisms at
public beaches or water-contact sports areas as follows:

Samples of water from each sampling station at a public beach or public water-
contact sports area shall have a most probable number of coliform organisms less
than 1,000 per 100 ml. (10 per ml.); provided that not more than 20 percent of the
samples at any sampling station, in any 30-day period, may exceed 1,000 per 100
ml. (10 per ml.), and provided further that no single sample when verified by a
repeat sample taken within 48 hours shall exceed 10,000 per 100 ml. (100 per ml).

Section 24155 of the California Health and Safety Code (Division 20, Chapter 1, Article 4) defines
"water-contact sport" as:

. . . any sport in which the body of a person comes info physical contact with
water, including but not limited to swimming, surfboarding, paddleboarding,
skin diving, and water-skiing. It does not include boating or fishing.

The ocean waters off Aliso Creek County Beach spanning both sides of the mouth of Aliso Creek
are water-contact sports areas which should be tested for coliform. Coliform is a bacteriological
pollutant which poses a risk to human health. The proposed project would be undertaken primarily
to solve the problem of high levels of coliform at Aliso Creek County Beach.

The outfall into which Aliso Creek’s flows are proposed to be diverted discharges secondary
sewage operated by the Aliso Water Management Agency (“AWMA?”). Secondary sewage is not
raw sewage. Secondary sewage has been treated for removal of suspended solids but has not been
chlorinated or otherwise treated to kill bacteriological contaminants such as coliform and
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enterococcus. The RWQCB requires AWMA to monitor water at AWMA's various surf zone
(i.e., water area adjacent to the beach) monitoring stations, nearshore waters (i.e., 1,000 feet
offshore) monitoring stations, offshore waters (i.e., below the ocean surface, above the outfall’s
outlet 1.5 miles offshore) monitoring stations, and creekside monitoring stations for bacteriological
pollutants such as coliform which are hazardous to human health.

The data collected during the September 19, 1997 through October 8, 1997 period indicate that,
with the exception of bacteriological parameters (i.e., coliform), the water quality in the creek was
considered within ocean discharge standards. As for data regarding effluent from the AWMA
outfall, bacteriological water quality in the nearshore zone (i.e., 1,000 feet offhsore, above the
outfall at a depth of 25-50 feet below the surface of the ocean), was good but occasionally poor in
the surf zone (i.e., the water area immediately adjacent to the beach). The poor surf zone water
quality was reported at stations closest to the creek’s mouth and are likely the result of the
County’s breaching of the berm at the creek’s mouth, which allows the polluted water trapped
behind the berm to flow into the surf zone. Except for at the offshore stations, the RWQCB sets
limits on the amount of bacteriological pollutants which are allowed in the water. The limits are
the same as those prescribed in the Health and Safety Code for safe human contact.

During the substantial issue phase of the related appeal A-5-LGB-97-166 for the proposed project,
the Orange County Health Care Agency provided data from its monitoring program for summer
months during 1996. There was insufficient time for the Health Care Agency to provide
comprehensive historical data. However, based on the 1996 monitoring, in many instances
coliform organism concentration found at the mouth of Aliso Creek, where the present pollution
problem occurs, exceeds the limit of 1,000 per 100 ml., and is sometimes double the allowable
limit. On the other hand, the coliform organisms in the surf zone waters off Aliso Beach rarely
exceed 100 per 100 ml., well below the prescribed standard. Only at the Aliso-Middle station near
the creek did the concentrations rise above 100 per 100 ml., and then not by much. The 1996 data
therefore corroborates the 1997 data. Since the only high levels of coliform in the ocean occurred
at the creek’s mouth, and testing of the creek’s waters also indicated high levels of coliform, the

source of coliform in the ocean is likely the creek’s waters.
4

If nothing else, the proposed project should not make the current situation worse. Since the
County currently breaches the mouth of Aliso Creek, the polluted water with the coliform currently
enter the ocean anyway. If the same coliform were to be discharged into the outfall and wash back
onshore, the situation would be no different. The question then is whether discharge of the creek’s
flows, with its levels of coliform which exceed Health and Safety Code standards for safe human
contact, would reduce the human health risk if discharged 1.5 miles offshore as proposed and
restore water quality at the creek’s mouth.

RWQCB staff has indicated that the current levels of coliform and bacteriological pollutants in the
secondary treated sewage discharged from the outfall are already significantly higher than that
detected in the creek. This is because secondary treated sewage is not required to be treated to kill
bacteriological contaminants. RWQCB staff has indicated that the addition of bacteriological
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contaminants from the creek’s flows would not result in a significant proportionate increase in
bacteriological contaminants being discharged from the outfall. Given this fact along with the fact
that, except at the creek’s mouth, levels of coliform in ocean waters are currently within acceptable
standards for human contact, the RWQCB staff does not believe the proposed diversion of creek
flows would result in levels of coliform in the ocean increasing to levels above accepted standards
for human contact.

The pollutants in the sewage effluent which comes-out of the outfall mix with the ocean water at
the outlet and become diluted. Immediately around the outfall’s outlet, pollutant levels are high.
However, once the pollutants have been diluted and travel beyond the mixing zone, pollutant levels
fall. Therefore, significantly high levels of bacteriological pollutants from the sewage coming out
of the outfall 1.5 miles offshore has not translated into the same high levels at the surf zone and
nearshore waters. It can be expected that, if the creek’s flows were diverted into the outfall as

. proposed, the coliform in the creek’s flow which would come out of the outfall would become
similarly diluted and not translated into high levels of coliform closer to shore. Thus, it can be
expected that the proposed project would maintain the currently acceptable levels of coliform. At
the creek’s mouth where coliform levels currently exceed the acceptable level, the proposed project
can be expected to reduce coliform counts and increase water quality.

The regulatory requirements under which the RWQCB operates also require the RWQCB to
determine where shellfish harvesting areas exist in coastal waters and to monitor the coliform in
those areas. The RWQCB has determined that no shellfish harvesting areas exist in the coastal
waters affected by the AWMA outfall. Therefore, there are no shellfish in the area which would be
adversely affected by the proposed addition of coliform from the diverted creek flows.

Therefore, it can be expected that the proposed project would maintain the quality of ocean waters
appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human
health, and actually restore it at the creek’s mouth.

2. Pollutants Other Than Coliform

1
The diversion of Aliso Creek’s flows is being proposed primarily to resolve the problem of coliform
trapped at the beach which poses a human health risk. However, because Aliso Creek’s flows
contain general storm runoff from a 36 square mile watershed drainage area, it contains other
pollutants besides bacteriological pollutants. At high levels, these other pollutants which wash off
from streets through storm drains and from agricultural lands also pose a risk to human health and
marine life.

The RWQCB has imposed limitations in its NPDES permit for the AWMA outfall for a variety of
pollutants. (see Appendix B) Limitations are imposed on: 1) major constituents and properties of
wastewater such as total suspended solids, pH balance, turbidity, and oil & grease.; 2) materials
such as ammonia, arsenic, copper, lead, mercury, and zinc which are toxic to marine life, 3)
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non-carcinogenic materials which are toxic to humans, and 4) carcinogenic (i.e., cancer-causing)
materials such as benzene, chloroform, and DDT which are toxic to humans.

The data taken during the September 19, 1997 through October 8, 1997 monitoring period indicate
that the pH levels and levels of non-coliform pollutants in the creek and the outfall, such as total
suspended solids, are within the limits prescribed by the RWQCB’s NPDES permit for the AWMA
outfall. The purpose of the proposed development is to address the levels of coliform.

3. Duration of Development and Monitoring

The Commission finds that it is necessary to limit the duration of the project to one summer season
as proposed; specifically, between May 1, 1998 and October 15, 1998. The Commission further
finds that compliance with the RWQCB’s NPDES permit is required to ensure that bacteriological
pollutants do not pose a health risk to humans. Since the applicant would like to continue the
diversion in subsequent summers until a permanent solution to pollution in the creek can be found,
information is needed to determine if the proposed project is reducing coliform pollution levels at

- the mouth of Aliso Creek. Information regarding whether the proposed project is or is not

attaining the intended goal would assist the Commission in evaluating future permit applications for
the same project. Therefore, in addition to submitting the results of the monitoring required by the
RWQCB, the applicant must analyze the results and address whether the proposed project is
achieving reductions in coliform levels at the creek’s mouth. .

It is possible that monitoring may show that, even with the proposed project, bacteriological
pollutants in the ocean water at the creek’s mouth are still above maximum levels for safe human
contact. The NPDES permit requires AWMA to ensure that discharges from its outfall do not
result in levels of bacteriological pollutants which are unsafe for human contact. As a result, if the
monitoring data show that bacteriological pollutants at the creek mouth have not decreased,
AWMA will have to determine if the bacteriological pollutants are washing back onshore from its
outfall, or if their is a different source. If the cause is bacteriological pollutants from the outfall,
then AWMA will have to further determine if the source is from the creek’s flows or from one of
its sewage treatment plants. If the source is the creek’s flows, then AWMA is responsible for
eliminating this source. Section 3.4 “Violations of Regulations” of the agreement between AWMA
and the applicant (County of Orange) allows AWMA to terminate the agreement and halt the
diversion if AWMA is in non-compliance with water quality regulations as a result of the proposed
project. Therefore, if a water quality problem occurs as a result of the proposed project, AWMA
would have to discontinue the project, eliminating the water quality problem, or be in violation of
its NPDES permit.

Addendum No. 1 to AWMA'’s NPDES permit approved by the RWQCB requires AWMA to
continue its monitoring program, taking into consideration the additional discharge from creek.
The addendum does not raise the allowable limits for pollutants to accommodate the increase
discharge from the creek. Therefore, compliance with the RWQCB’s NPDES permit for the

outfall would ensure that the discharge from the creek would not result in either coliform or .
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non-coliform pollutants from rising to levels above that considered safe for marine life or human
contact.

4. Conclusion (Offshore Water Quality)

Thus, as conditioned for: 1) limiting the proposed project to the summer season of 1998; 2)
compliance with the RWQCB NPDES permit for the outfall; 3) submission to the Executive
Director of monitoring data required by the RWQCB along with conclusionary statements
summarizing the data, the Commission finds that the proposed project would maintain the quality
of coastal waters appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and for the
protection of human health. Therefore, as conditioned, the Commission finds that the proposed
project would be consistent with LCP Policy 4-H.

C. Streambed Alteration

Certified Laguna Beach Local Coastal Program ("LCP") Policy 1-J states:

In order to maintain stable channel sections and the present level of beach sand
replenishment, sediment movement in natural drainage channels shall not be
significantly changed.

Certified Laguna Beach Local Coastal Program ("LCP") Policy 4-A states:

Protect fresh water lakes, streams, waterways and riparian habitats, and preserve
the borders and banks of lakes and streams in there natural state, where possible.

Certified Laguna Beach LCP Policy 9-B states:

Prohibit filling and substantial alteration of streams and/or diversion or culverting
of such streams except as necessary 1o protect existing structures in the proven
interest of public safety, where no other methods for protection of existing structures
in the floodplain are feasible or where the primary function is to improve fish and
wildlife habitat. This provision does not apply to channelized sections of streams
without significant habitat value.

Certified Laguna Beach Local Coastal Program ("LCP") Policy 9-U states:

Restore and retain Aliso Creek in a natural state and protect the Creek from
infringement of new development.

The construction of the sand berm in Aliso Creek will result in the alteration of the creek bed

(which is actually within the Coastal Commission’s permit jurisdiction and thus not part of this De
Novo appeal) and the banks of the creek as well as impede sediment movement. Ponding of water
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upstream of the proposed berm would flood riparian vegetation upstream from the berm. Riparian
vegetation seaward of the proposed berm would be deprived of water and may die. However,
because the proposed construction would be temporary (i.e., not more than six months in duration)
and last for the 1998 summer season only, it is not substantial alteration. In addition, the proposed
project would occur during the dry summer season, when there is not much water in Aliso Creek
and therefore the amount of riparian vegetation which grows would likely be less than during the
rainy season. Thus, the amount of riparian vegetation which would be temporarily impacted would
be less than during the rainy season. Similarly, because the proposed project would occur during
the dry summer season when creek flows are low, the amount of sediment which would be washed
down the creek and trapped behind the proposed berm would not be as much as during the rainy
season. Further, the applicant has received a streambed alteration agreement from the California
Department of Fish and Game approving the proposed project.

Still, the Commission finds that it is necessary to require that the banks of Aliso Creek be restored
to their natural state, as they previously existed prior to construction of the project. The condition
describes both the banks and bed of Aliso Creek, even though the bed is not within the certified
area of the City, because of the physically integrated nature of the proposed berm. Limiting the
berm to one summer season would restore sediment movement. Because the proposed project
does not constitute substantial alteration, and as conditioned for restoration of the creek and
removal of the berm by October 15, 1998, the Commission finds that the De Novo appeal portion
of the proposed project within the certified area of the City of Laguna Beach would be consistent
with certified LCP Policies 1-J, 4-A, 9-B, and 9-U.

D. Public Access and Recreation
Section 30604(c) of the Coastal Act states:

Every coastal development permit issued for any development between the nearest
public roadway and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water located within the
coastal zone shall include a specific finding that the development is in conformity
with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with
Section 30200) [of the Coastal Act].

The proposed project would temporarily resolve the problem of ponding polluted water at Aliso
Creek County Beach, a popular beach. This may encourage greater use of the beach. Therefore,
the Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent with Section 30210 of the Coastal
Act.

E. Visual Quality

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part:

:\97166rpt.doc @ January 20, 1998

*
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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.

The subject site is located inland of the first public road and the seain a canyon. The proposed
project would not block views along the ocean at the beach nor to the ocean from the first public
road. The proposed project consists of a berm which would be set in Aliso Creek. The berm
would not be higher than the banks of the creek and would not protrude above the level of the
creek. The proposed project thus would not block inland views up the canyon nor views from the
canyon to the beach. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed development would be
consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.

F. Local Coastal Program

v

The City of Laguna Beach local coastal program was effectively certified on January 13, 1993.
The portions of the proposed project within the certified areas of the City of Laguna Beach have
been conditioned to be consistent with the provisions of the certified local coastal program.

G. California Environmental Quality Act

Section 13096 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations requires Commission approval of
Coastal Development Permits to be supported by a finding showing the permit, as conditioned, to
be consistent with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(i) 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 impact which the activity may have on the environment.

The proposed project has been conditioned in order to be found consistent with the water quality
and streambed alteration policies of the certified local coastal program. Mitigation measures
requiring; 1) limiting the proposed project to one summer season, 2) requiring restoration of the
stream bank after the development is removed, 3) a monitoring program, 4) removal of the berm in
the event of a strong summertime storm, and 5) preservation of public parking; will minimize all
significant adverse impacts.

As conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which
would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the
environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, can be
found consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA.

:\87166rpt.doc @ January 20, 1998
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Glossary of Selected Acronyms

AWMA = Aliso Water Management Agency

CDP = coastal development permit

LCP = local coastal program

NPDES = National Pollution Discharge Elimination System

RWQCB = California Regional Water Quality Control Board - San Diego Region

Appendix A

Substantive File Documents
1) Coastal Commission Substantial Issue Report dated June 20, 1997 for Appeal No: A-5-LGB-

97-166; 2) City of Laguna Beach Certified Local Coastal Program; 3) Emergency Permit 5-97-
219-G; City of Laguna Beach coastal development permit CDP97-19. ,

\87186rpt.doc @ January 20, 1998
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SDFD—CALPERS P.&2
. Order No. §5-107 13 December 15, 1985
B. DISCHARGE SPECIFICATIONS
1. The discharger shall not cause poliution, contamination, or nuisance, as those
terms are defined in CWC 13050, as a result of the treatment or discharge of
wasles,
- .
2 The following effiuent limitations apply to the combined undiluted effluent from
the wastewater treatment facilities identified in Finding 9 of this Order and
discharged through the AWMA Ocean Outfall.
8. Effluent Limitations For Major Constituents and Properties of Wastewater
Constituent/ Units Monthly Waekly Maximum at
Property Average Average any time
- (30 day) (7 cay)
CBODg® mgn |'¢ 25 40 45
ib/day 5,600 8,000 10,000
total suspended solids® mg/l 30 45 &0 f
ib/day 6,800 10,000 11.000
. oil & grease® mg/l 25 40 75
ib/day 5,600 9,000 17,000
settieable solids® mi 1.0 1.5 3.0
turbidity® NTU 76 . 100 225
pH® ‘ pH Within limits of 6.0 - 9.0 at all times.
. units g
acute toxicity® Tua 15 20 25 E

k¢
4

4

’WW b (pis)
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Order No. 85-107 14 December 15, 1995

7

b.  Effiuent Limitations For Toxic Materials For Protection Of Marine Aquatic Life

e I ———yy S——
Constituent/ Units 8-Month Dally Maximum. instantaneous
Property Median Maximum
. - T
| arsonic mgA 1 76 20
ib/day 200 1,700 4,500
cadmium® mgh 03. % 1 26
ib/day 70 200 590
chromium mofl 0.5 2 52
.(hexavalent)** Ib/day 100 500 1,200
[ copper® mgh 0.3 26 7.3
lbiday 70 590 1,600
lead® -~ mg/l 0.5 2 5.2
ib/day 100 500 1,200
' h mercury* ugh 10 42 100
. tbiday 2 9.5 20
nicket® mgA 1 5.2 13
ibiday 200 1,200 2,900
selenium® mgh 39 16 30
Ib/day 880 3.800 8,800
silver® mgh 0. 0.69 2
ib/day 20 160 500
zinc® mon 3.1 19 50
| ib/day 700 4,300 11,000
cyanide* mgh 0.3 1 26
, Ibiday 70 200 590
N T4
total chiorine residua®™ | ~ mgh 05 ‘ 2 16
ibiday 100 g 500 3,600
; 7
ammonia (as N)° mgh 160 6830 1600
; ibiday { 36,000 140,000 360,000
chronic toxicity® TuUc - 300 —
phenolic compounds® mgh 7.8 31 78
{(non-chiorinated) ib/day 1,800 7,000 18,000
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JAN-15-1998  14:08 SDFD—CALPERS P.84
Order No. 85-107 15 Decamber 15, 1985
Constituent! Units 6-Month Daily Maximum Instantaneous
Property Median . Maximum
chiorinated phenolics® | mgA 0.3 1 26
lbiday | ™ 70 200 590
endosulfan®* ugh 2 47 7
ib/day 0.5 1.1 16
endrin® ugn 0.5 1 2
ib/day 0.1 0.2 0.5
HCH®? ugh 1 2 3.1
o Ib/day - 0.2 0.5 0.7
radioactivity Not to exceed limits specified in Title 17, Division §, Chapter 4,
Group 3, Arlicle 3, Section 320688 of the California Code of
Regulations,
L ———— R — e

¢
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| | December 15, 1995
¢ Effluent Limitations For Toxic, Noncarcindgerii‘c Materiais for Protection of Human

P.w

. |

Heaslth
Constituent/ Units Monthly Average
Property . (30-day) .
acrolein® mgA 57
: bioay 13,000
antimony*® - mgh 310
Ibiday 70,000
{ bis(2-chioroethoxy) methene® | - u, 1100 i
' ib/gay 250
bis(2-chloroisopropyl) ether® mgl 310
; ib/day 70,000 .
chiorobenzene® 4 mon 150
Ib/day 34,000 |
chromium (I1)° o 50
Ib/day 11,000,000
di-n-butyl phthalate® - mgh 910
Ib/day 200,000
dichlorobenzenes*® ol 1.3
ib/day 290,000 ﬂ
1,1-dichlorosthylene® g/ 1.9
i tb/day 430,000
diethyl phtha!ato gh 8.6
ib/day 1,900,000
dimethy! phthalate® gh | 210
b/day 47,000,000
4 6-dlnitm—2~methylphenol‘ mgn [t 67 i
ibiday 13,000
2,4-dinitrophenql® ugfl 1,000 -
Ibiday 220
ethylbenzene® .mgfl 1,100
ib/day 250,000 B

hpre ©
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Order No. 85-107 17 December 15, 1995
Constituent/ Units Monthly Average
Property {30-day)
fiuoranthene® mgf 38
- ib/day 880
hexachlorocyclopentadiene® m 15 I
: ib/day 3,400
isophorane® ot 3g b
Ibiday 8,800,000
nitrobenzene® mg/ 1.3
Ib/day 260
thallium® mgh 37
Ib/day 830 .
toluene® { @ . 22 l
| Ibiday 5,000,000
1.1.2,2-tetrachloroethane® moll 310
Ib/day 70,000
tributyitin® ugh 0.37
ib/day 0.08
1.1, 1-trichloroethane® gh 140
ib/day 32,000,000
1,1,2-trichioroethane® gh . b
Ib/day 2,500,000

Apr- O
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Order No. 85-107 18 December 15, 1805

d. Effiuent Limitations for Toxic, Carcinogenic Materials for Protection of Human Health .

- Constituent Units Monthly Average
Property (30-day)
LY
acrylonitrile® ugh 26
, .| blday 5.9
aldrin® ngh 57
ib/day” 0.0013
g benzene® ’ mgh 1.5
b/day 340 |
benzidine® ng/t 18 ;
Ib/day D.0041
beryllium® ugh 8.6
lo/day 1.8 i
bis(2-chioroethyl)ether® | ¢ ugh 12
. ib/day 27
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate® ugh 810
Ib/day 200
carbon tetrachloride® mg/ 0.23
Ib/day 52
chiordane®* ng/l 6.0
Ibiday 0.0014
chioroform*® mgh 34
Ibiday 7.700
‘ngh 44
ib/day .0.0099
1,4-dichlorobenzene® cmgn | e a7
ibiday 1100
3,3-dichlorobenzidine® ugh to21
' Ibiday 047
1,2-dichloroethane® mg/l 34
i Ib/dey 7,700

}(FK b




P.BB

IN-15-1998 14182 N
Order No. §5-107 19 December 15, 1885
Constituent/ Units Monthly Average
Property (30-day)
dichloromsthane*® mgh 120
= ib/day 27,000
1,3-dichioropropene® mgh 23
ib/day 620
dielrin® ngh 10
lb/day 0.0023
2 4-dinitrotoiuene® ugh 680 :
ib/day 150 i
1.2-diphenylhydrazine® ug/l 42
Ib/day 9.5
halomethanes®* . mgh 34
i Ibfday 7.700
heptachior’ ngfl 180
Ibiday 0.043
hexachiorobenzene® nght 65
Ib/day 0.012
hexachlorobutadiene® mg/ 3.7
ib/day 830
hexachloroathane® ugh 650
Ib/day 150
N-nitrosodimethylamine® mg/l 18 l
' ib/day 430
N-nitrosodiphenylamine® ughl 850 ,
ib/day | %, 150 |
PAHs*® wol | ., 2.3
Ib/day 4 0.52
P-’:Bs" ngA 5.0
ib/day 0.0011
TCDD equivalents®*? pgh 1.0
. ib/day 0.00000023

fpe b
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Order No. §5-107 20 December 15, 1095
Constituent/ Units _ Monthly Average
Property (30-day)
tetrachloroethylene® mgn 26
-~ Ib/day 5,800
toxaphene® agh 55
ib/day 0.012

trichloroethylene® m§}i'° - 7.0
ibiday 1600
2 4 S-trichlorophenol® ugh 76
ib/day 17

vinyl chioride® mofl 94
i | Ibiday 2,100

gh = grams per ter
‘mghl = mifigrams per Gter
ug/l = micrograms per ker
ng/l = nenograms per liter
pg/l = picograms per fter
mit = milliliters per hter )
NTU = Nephelometric Turbidity Units
TUs = loxic units acute
TUc = toxic units chronic
ib/day = pounds per dey

Efnuem imitations were determined as described in Finding No. 31.

Effiuent concentration limitations are the imiting concentrations specified in Table A of the
Ocean Plan, Mass emission rete mitations, where applicable, were determined using
procedures outlined in the 1990 version of the Ocean Plan and a flowrate of 27.0 MGD.

EfMuent concentration and mass emission rate limitations were determined using the procedures
cutlined in the 1990 version of the Ocean Plan and using water quality objectives from Table B
and background seawatar concentrations from the 18390 version of the Ocaan Plan, an initis!
dilution of 280, and a flowrate of 27.0 MGD, Except for difiérances dus to rounding. significant
figures, or ceiculation errors, these effluent concentrations and mass emission rate mitations

‘are the same as or more stringent than those In Order 80-50.
“#

The discharger may. at its option. meet thié imitation as a total chromium kimitation.

if the discharger can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Regional Board {subject to USEPA
approvef) tha! an enalytical method is availsbie to reliably distinguish between strongly and
weakly complexed cyanide, effiuent limitations for cyankie may be met by the combined
measuremant of fres cyanide, simple alkal metal cyanides, and weakly complexed

- B.
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Order No. 85-107 21 December 15, 1995

. . arganometaliic cyanide complexes. In order for the analytical method to be aceeptable, the
- fecovery of fres cyanide from mets| complexes must be comparabic to that echieved by
Standard Msthods 45000N, G, H, and J (Standard Methog Examination e
Yyastewater Joint Edilorlal Board, American Public Health Association, American Water Works
Association, and Water Pollution Control Federation. Eighteenth edition,)

f. The effluent concentration and mass emission rate mitations for total chlorine residusl are
based on a continuous discharge of chiorine. Effiuant concantration §mitations for total chiodine
residual which are applicable o intermittent discharges not exceeding 2 hours, shall be
determined through the use of the following equations:

* a .0
logCo=-043 {logx) + 1.8
Ce = Co+ Dm (Co - Cs)

where:
Co
4
Ce

the concentration (s vpfl) to be met ut the completion of initial dilution

the duration of uninterrupted chiorine discharge in minites

the effluent concentration imitation (in ugh) to apply when chiorine Is being
intermittently discharged

tha minimum probable initial dilution

the background seawster c:mcamraﬁon =0

1

Dm
Cs

ne

3 The 30-day average percent removal of CBQD, and TSS shall not be less than
85 percent.

. 4.  Waste management sysiems that discharge to the ocean must be designad and
operated in 8 manner that will maintain the indigenous marine life and a healthy
and diverse marine community.

5. Waste discharged through the AWMA Ocean Ouffall must be essentially free of:
8.  Material that is floatable or will become floatable upon discharge.

b. Settleable material or substances that form sediments which degrade
benthic communities or other aquatic life.

¢.  Substances which will accumulate to toxic levels in marine waters,
sadiments or biotz.

.

F
L4
d. Substances that significantly decrease the naturel light to benthic
communities ang other marine life.

e Materials that result in aesthetically undesirable discoloration of the
ocean surface. :

o et

TOTAL P.10
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- —Sonth Taguna, CA 62879 (714 ) 499-607
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MAY 30 1897

| CA“FORN‘P\\sssoN'
Please Review Attached Appea] Information Shcot Prio(ﬂhﬁﬁﬁﬁk

APPEAL FROM CDASTAL PERMIT
DECISION DF LOCAL GBVERNHENT

-

SECTION I.. -Appellamt(g) -- = - -
Name, ma*""ﬁ:idﬁress-anﬂ telephone number of appellant(s):

Rico D2comel, et »3l.

ip ‘ - Area Code Phone No.

SECTION 11. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port

government: Citvy of Laguna Bgaghzcn_nng;y_ of Orange

2. Brief description of developmeni being

appealed: Creation of sand berm to divert untreated summer
~onisance runoff . inta protected.coastal-water .
e e L

3. Development's 10cation (street adﬁress. assessor's parcel
no., cross street, etc.):. Approximately 300 ft. upstream of the

Pacific Coast Hzghvay Bridge at Aliso Creek, Laguna Beach,

County of Orange (CDP NO.;S%7-19)
4. Description of decision dbeing appea?ed.

a. Anproval no specia1 cunditions:

b. Approvai with specia! :onditions°

¢. Denial: Denial of a major gublgc vorks proiect*

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial
decisions by a local government cannot be appeaied unless
the development is a major energy or public works project.
Densal decisions by port governments are not appealable.

T0 COMP D BY COMM :

APPEAL NO: ' *that does not conform to standards
DATE FILED:  eriont30803 (b)) ane cion sim e
reguirements. -
prsmicT:___ -~ coasTAL commission @
Hs: ass8  A- Q‘LQ)B 97'!"‘(‘)3”0‘/_) . Appeals e
‘Fuoo Daaame( *PP""" IR EXHIB!T#, B —
pace ..l oF?




" . APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL BOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5. Decision being aiapea‘led was made by (check one):

a.___P]inning Director/2Zoning ¢. __Planning Commission
- Administrator :

b. X _City Council/Board of d. __Other_
.Supervisors ... . .

6. Date of local government's decision: _May 6, 1987
CDP NO:87-19

7. Local governmént's file number (1figny):

" SECTION III. Jdentification of Other Interested Persons

Bive the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use
. additional paper as necessary.) .o

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:
_County of Orange
“P.0. BOox 4048
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048 -

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified
(either verbally or 4in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s).
Include other parties which you know to be 'Snterested and should
receive notice of this appeal.

(1) Ken Frank, City Manager, City of Laguna Beach
505 Forest Avenue
Laguna Beach, CA 92652

(2) Mike Dunbar, Manager, South Coast Water District
J1o9Z West Street .
South Taguna,CA 92677

(3) Aliso Water Management Agency
anch vViejo Roa

“San Juan Capistrano, CA ) 7
(4) South Laguna Civic Association ; .

ST LEgERE TR VIS COASTAL COMMISSION
(5) Surfrider Foundation, San Clemente, C_ﬁﬂ A?few(sa
SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal EXHIBT z

WO T

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are
Timited by 2 variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal"
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance
in completing this section, which continues on the next page.

Rico Dogornel Appeal A-5-LéB-97 (6o (De Novo

-




APPEAL FROM COASTAL' PERMIT ISION OF LOCAL BGOVERNMENT (Page

State brief’ly your reasons for this agg 21. Include 2 summary
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master .
Pian policies and requirements in which you believe the project is .
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.

(Use additional paper as necessary )

The proposed major public works praject (CDP. 97—19) seeks t.o

dispose of S million gallons of highly toxic urban runoff each

day over a May through October summer season into a sensitive

ocean habitat. The applicant submitted a Negative Declarntion.

and failed to prepare an Environmental Impact Report per CEQA,

for public comment, to establish a scientific pre-project data

base and identify:

1) All municipal, residential and industrial drainage outlets

(OVER) - ' "
Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to
support the appeal request. .

SECTION V. Certifi :g't'ign

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of

B LOE 41 1 (Denow)

COASTAL COMMISSION

/Ww’ : | signa:ture of Appe'ﬁant(s) or

Authorized Agent
exvnr %2 vate 27/ 7

PAGE .2 OF L yope: 1¢ signed by agent, appellant(s)
must also sign below.

Section VI. Acent Authorization

1/We hereby authorize to act as my/our
representative and to b‘!nd me/us in a1l matters concerning this

appeal.

Rg o DoUomef &P_?qu

L]

Signature of Appellant(s) .
Date '




for non-point pollution into the Aliso watershed and
project disposal area. :

2) Specific quantitative values for all organic and inorganic
compounds associated with summer nuisance flows and
correlations with known cumulative health impacts to human,
animal and plant life occupying established coastal wetland,
beach and ocean habitats. The related food chain was not
considered.

3) Feasible project alternatives, including.

A) Serial upstream berming at inland municipal boundaries
for retention, biotic treatment and/or filtration

B) Placement of low cost, lov flow monitoring devices at
all storm drain outlets to Aliso Creek to identify and
abate gross polluters.

C) Use of commerical mobile, medium scale filtration
systems (typical in agricultural and military operation:
‘for immediate emergency filtration.

D) Permanent beach closure pending watershed restoration
as proposed by Councilmember Wayne Peterson, City of

Laguna Beach.

As the local decision making body, the City of Laguna Beach (over-
turning it's own Board of Adjustment’s unanimous denial of the project
may have a2 potential conflict of interest in approving the proposed
project in that:

1) The City is a2 member of the Aliso Water Management Agency (AWM
Summer nuisance flow from residential/industrial surplus water
runoff is the principal contributing factor for beach pollutic

2) AWMA, as the primary provider for the water delivery industry,
distributes surplus water throughout the summer at a profit
to create non-point urban nuisance runoff. Such runoff
includes water born2 automotive residues, herbicides, pesticid
fertilizers and fecal contamination of the environment not
tested or adequately considered in the Negative Declaration.

The proposed project seeks to dispose of over one-half billion gallons
of untreated. toxic urban runoff over £he forthcoming summer season
alone. “The County of Orange and respective cities in the Aliso
wvatershed have had several years to design and implement a reasonable,
feasible project instead of creatingian emergency condition through
neglect. The destruction of established coastal wetlands and ocean
habitats without mitigation through inadequate planning and negligence
will establish a dangerous precedent for all coastal protection effort
t and should be properly denied.

| COASTAL COMMISSION
A-G-LoB-20 -0 Appeals [

(j)?fdavﬁ) EXHﬂﬂTJ# b
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT '
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT .

Please Review Attached Appca‘l Information Sheet Prior To Completing
‘l’Ms Form.

SECTION 1.  Appellant(s) ‘ .

Name, mailing address and telephone number of asppellant(s):

Aliso Creek Imn, Inc. dbam&mm'saestaurant

—31106 Coast Highway, ITaguna Beach CA, 92677

i 714 ) 499-2271

- 2ip . Area Code . Phone No.

SECTION 11. Decision Being Appealed
1. Name of local/port
government: cisy of Laguna-Beach/ Gounty-of-Orange

2. Brief description of development being
sppezled: wnmmtmmw

ym £ § né-n

3. Development's location (street address, assessor stgerce'l

cross street etc . Approximately 300 feet upstream of Pacific
Cbast ghway Bridge a H‘“m*mo A Beach and IS0 from OUX property.

4. Descriptior of decision being appealed:

2. Apprnaval: no special conditions:

b. Approval with special conditions:

) c. DC"“”-W:.;M@W:J@MM * .

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless
the development is a mejor energy or public works project.
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable.

OMPLETED BY COMM s *conform to standards set forth in certified
TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION ICP (P.R.C. Section 30603 (b)) and CEQA EIR
APPEAL NO: ‘ Tequirements.
DATE FILED: Aliso Creek Toin Appeal
| COASTAL COMMISSION

DISTRICT: 5‘5'555)'97"“ , .

. - ~ (DeNowe
Hs: 4788 | EXH[lBIT #.. B

PAGE .2 OF
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

8. __Planning Director/Zoning c. __Planning Commission
Administrator .

b. X City Council/Board of d. __Other
Supervisors )

6. Date of local government's decision: May 6, 1997

7. ‘Local government's file number (if any): CDP NO: 97-19

SECTION 1II. JIdentification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use
additional paper as necessary.) . ,

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:
County of
P.O. Box 4048
Santa Ana, CA 92 2702-4048

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified
(either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s).
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should
receive notice of this appeal.

(1) Ken Frank, City Manager, City of lLagquna Beach
Forest Ave

laquna Beach CA 92652

(2) Mike Dunbar, Manager, South Coast Water District .
31592 West Street

South laguna, CA 92677

(3) ~Aliso ater Managemn't awm‘, 1
. . N
4auréwmr€hpésununq-ea - ' (Di’*”b
(4) _South Iaguna Civic Association A-5-168-97- 1™ )
B e Oz ———COASTAL COMMISSION
- A[pem
EXHIBT P

SECTION 1IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal O 3
. PAGE OF

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are
limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance
in completing this section, which continues on the next page.

Aliso Creekc. Thn Agpeal




PPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT N_OF VERNMENT (P

State briefly your reasons for this a 1. Include a summary
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is

inconsistent and the reasons the decision uarrants 2 new hearing.
(Use additional paper as necessary.) ;

meproposaltoinstauasmﬁhexmlsom fmmm_;m__

of the concerns expressed. This is not even a temporary fix that solves the

problem of unsightly, nuisance'water, rather it is a "non-fix": it simply
‘relocztes or "catches" the water and moves it further off shors. When the -

course to the stench and dangers of ponding waters is conpletely ill-advi
Note: The above description need not be a complete or exha%stive sed.
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal s
21lowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to
support the appeal request.

SECTION V. ertifi n

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of
my/our knowledge.

Hiso Creek Fnn Appeal

of§/Appellant(s) or

COASTAL COMMISSION STgnaty
A5 -L6B- 97 o ~ ,ﬁutho ged Agent
(De Now) Date _June 2, 1997
EXHIBIT # ’ NOTE: 1f sdigned by agent, appellant(s)
: , appe
PAGE wel... OF l...... must also sign below.
Section vi. Agent Authorization
I/ ve hereby authorize t0 act as my/our

representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this
appeal.

Signature of Appellant(s)
Date
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California
Regional Water
Quality Control
Board, San Diego
Region

9771 Chairemont Mess
Bivd, Suite A

San Diego, CA 92124
(619)467-2952

FAX (619) 5716972

»

é:; ﬁ&rﬂi?hur

September 18, 1997

bk.&?dﬁ.uumo - RECEIVED
General Manager
Aliso Water Management Agency SEP 2 4 1997

30290 Rancho Viejo Road
San Juan Capistrano, California 92675 AWM.A

Dear'Mr. Caretto

ADDENDUM NO. 1 TO ORDER NO. 95 107 NPDES PERMIT NO.
CA0107611, "WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE

ALISO WATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY, ORANGE COUNTY, DISCHARGE TO
THE PACIFIC OCEAN THROUGH THE ALISO WATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY
OCEAN OUTFALL" .

" Enclosed is a copy of Addendum No. 1 to Order No. 95-107

which modifies the waste discharge regquirements for the
Aliso Water Management Agency (AWMA). The Addendum allows
the discharge of Aliso Creek flows through the AWMA Ocean

" Outfall between May 1 and October 15.

Please note that the Addendum modifies the Reporting Period
for the Semiannual Monitoring, and also modifies the 4
Effluent Monitoring to include the Aliso Creek flow to the
Ocean Qutfall. If AWMA will divert creek flow to the Ocean
Outfall this year, the gquarterly and semiannual effluent
monitoring must include sampling of the creek flow.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Paul J.
Richter of my staff at (619) 627-3929.

Respectfully, N
il ggliufm;_g;’§ A
Mdt> | CleLuiy
HN H. ROBERTUS U nNovgandyy -
Executive Officer
Enel CALIFORNIA
IR osure : COASTAL COMMISSION

File: AWMA, 01-0117.02

. Larry Paul, County of Orange (w/enclosure)

. John T. Auyong, California Coastal Commission (w/enclosure)
Mike Beanan & Mr. Ron Harris, South Laguna Civic Association
. John Youngerman, SWRCB (w/enclosure)

. Christopher Crompton, County of Orange (w/enclosure)

. Terry Oda, USEPA, Region 9 (w/enclosure)

-G 97-1(,6 COASTAL COMMISSION
?Dfnsz)& 17-le RW.8.¢.8, Affmwﬂ.

exuerr #.0
ADDENDUM 3

PAGE ..l.. OF 2
Our mission is to preserve ond enhance the quality of Colifornia’s water resources, end
ensure their proper allocorion and efficient use for the bengfit of present and fusure generations.

ce:
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CO BOARD
A-5-L6B -97-14b SAN DIEGO REGION ROk
(pe Movi) ADDENDUM NO. 1 ok
COASTAL COMMISSION o /& 2 5
R-W.Q.C.8. Approval  oRDER wo. 95-207 N
EXHIBIT # D NPDES NO. CA0107611 ‘ OO % gﬁ/
: i z S 2
PAGE .2 OF .2.._WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS d%,(c-}% £l <
FOR THE 2
ALISO WATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY Y %, &
ORANGE COUNTY %% 2

DISCHARGE TO THE PACIFIC OCEAN <
THROUGH THE ALISO WATER MANAGEMENT AGEN Ql,
OCEAN OUTFALL . ~

Thé California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego

Region (hereinafter Regional Board), finds that:

1. On December 14, 1995, this Regional Board adopted Order No.
95-107, NPDES No. CA0107611, Waste Discharge Requirements
for the Aliso Water Management Agency, Orange County,
Discharge to the Pacific Ocean Through the Aliso Water )
Management Agency Ocean Outfall. Order No. 95-107 .
established requirements for the discharge of up to 27
million gallons per day (MGD) of treated wastewater to the
Pacific Ocean via the Aliso Water Management Agency (AWMA)
Ocean Outfall.

2. On March 27, 1997, AWMA submitted an application to amend
Order No. 95-107 to allow a diversion of summertime low flow
from Aliso Creek to the Ocean Outfall. The diversion would
occur from May through October 15th. The anticipated
maximum flow rate would be 4.52 MGD and the anticipated
average flow rate would be 3.23 MGD. ,The County of Orange
would maintain the pumping and conveyance facilities.

3. Summertime flow in Aliso creek consists primarily of urban
runoff. At the mouth of the creek, these flows pond behind
a sand barrier. This ponded water contains high levels of
coliform bacteria. Intermittently, the sand barrier is
breached and the creek flows enter the Pacific Ocean. As a
result, the adjacent ocean waters sometimes contain high
levels of coliform bacteria. The presence of high levels of
coliform bacteria is an indication that pathogens may be
present. Consequer-tly, water contact recreation in the
creek and ocean waters near the mouth of the Aliso Creek
ocean has been prohibited. The purpose of the creek
diversion is to mitigate the threat to public health from
the ponded water and any creek flow to the ocean. .




B

ADDENDUM NO. 1 2 17 SEP 97
TO ORDER NO. 95-107 . EP 9

4. The creek flow will be diverted to a small pump building and
then pumped to the AWMA outfall. 1In the outfall, the creek
flow will commingle with the treated secondary effluent from
the AWMA treatment facilities.

5. AWMA has reported that the summertime flow diversion of the
Aliso Creek to the ocean outfall is a temporary diversion
for the protection of human health and that the summertime
flow of Aliso Creek will be restored to its natural
discharge channel in the future.

6. The issuance of this Addendum is exempt from the requirement
for preparation of environmental documents under the -
California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code,
Division 13, Chapter 3, Section 21000 et segq.) in accordance
with the California Water Code, Section 1 .

7. This Regional Board has notified AWMA and all known
interested parties of its intent to modify Order No. 95-107.

8. This Regional Board, at a public meeting on August 13, 1997,
has heard and considered all comments pertaining to the
modification of Order No. 95-107.

IT IS EEREBY ORDERED THAT:

1. Prohibition A.4 of Order No. 95-107 shall be replaced by the
following:

4. Discharge to the Pacific Ocean through the AWMA Ocean
Cutfall in excess of 27.0 MGD average dry weather flow
rate is prohibited unless the discharger obtains
revised waste discharge requirements authorizing an
increased flowrate. The sumertime stream flows
diverted from the Aliso Creek to the AWMA Ocean Outfall
shall be included when calculating the average dry
weather flowrate discharged through the AWMA Ocean
Outfall. The summertime stream flow diversion from the
Aliso Creek to the AWMA Ocean Outfall shall not exceed
4.52 MGD unless the discharger obtains revised waste
discharge requirements authorizing an increased

flowrate. A-5-L&B-97-( 6k (De how)
. COASTAL COMMISSION
~ R.W.4.C. 8. Approwl
.D .

EXHIBIT #




- - A - .

ADDENDUM NO. 1 ' ]
TO ORDER NO. 95~-107 3 17 szp 87 . .

-

2. Order No. 95-107 shall be amended to add the following
Prohibition A.10.

10. Diversion of Aliso Creek stream flows to the AWMA Ocean
Outfall is prohibited between Octcber 16, and April 30
each year. '

3. Order No. 95-107 shall be amendad to add the following
Discharge Specification B.1l.

11. The stream flow diversion from Aliso Creek to the AWMA
*  Ocean Cutfall shall be included as a component of the
effluent limitations as listed in Discharge
Specification B.2 '

4. The Semiannual Reporting Period and the Semiannual Report
Due Date as listed in Monitoring Provision II.14 of
Monitoring and Reporting Program No. $95-107 shall be
replaced by following:

Monitoring Frequency Reporting Period Report Due

Smiuxinuully May == October November 20 .
November -=- April May 30

5. The following paragraph shall be added to Monitoring and
Reporting Program No. 95-107 in the IV, Effluent Monitoring
section as the first paragraph in that section.

' For the purposes of ﬁhis Monitoring and R.pottinq Program,
effluent includes Aliso Creek flows diverted to the AWMA
Ocean Outfall as well as txontmnnt»g}nnt effluent.

|

-

A-5-LGB-97-14b

(De Novo)
COASTAL COMMISSION
RW.Q.C g. Appmwﬁ
EXHiB # D
PAGE .4 oF ©__




. ADDENDUM NO. 1 ’ 4 17 SEP
. TO ORDER NO. 95-107 , . o

6. Monitoring and Reporting Prograé No. 95-107 shall be amended
to add the following VI. Aliso Creek Monitoring.

VI. Alisc Creak Monito:ing

The stream flow diversion from Aliso Creek to the AWMA Ocean
Outfall shall be monitored for the following:

Parameter Unit Type of Sample Minimum Frequency
po— . S IT T —
Flowrate MGD recorder/totalizer continuous
CBOD, 820°C mg/l 24~-hr composite daily®
Suspended
Solids ng/l 24-hr composite daily®
pH units grab daily’
Total and fecal
coliform #/100ml grab weekly

*

I, John H. Robertus, Executive Officer of the San Diego Regional
Water Quality Control Board, do hereby certify the foregoing is a,;
full, true, and correct copy of Addendum No. 1 to Order No. 95~

. 107 adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board, San Diego Region, on September 17, 18297.

h-5 LeB-a7-146

De Novo K
COASTAL COMMISSION
R-w.Q.0. B. A»}prowﬁ
EXHIBIT #...D...-....»m...
PAGE .9 o & __
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1997 Monitoring Report CALFORNIA
PAGE .....1. OF 12 ~  COASTAL COMMISSION

General

Per the requirements of the California Coastal Commission, Orange County

Public Facilities and Resources Department (PFRD) / Harbors, Beaches and
Parks and the Aliso Water Management Agency (AWMA) have performed a two
week monitoring of the water quality and quantity in Aliso Creek, the final effluent
from the AWMA Joint Regional Plant, and the ocean receiving waters. The
constituents that were monitored are as prescribed in the project permit from the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board - San Diego Region.

PFRD Data -

Table 1 lists the data collected in Aliso Creek by PFRD. It shows that the water
quality is that which is typically expected from a primarily residential and light-
commercial land use watershed. With the exception of the bacteriological
parameters (Total and Fecal Coliforms), the water quality is good and well within
ocean discharge standards. The average daily fiow rate was low and ranged
from 1.74 to 2.13 cubic feet per second (cfs) or approximately 1.3 million galions
per day (mgd). It should be noted that there was a rainfall event on September
25, 1997 that interrupted the continuity of the monitoring. Figure 2 shows that
there was approximately 0.7 inches of accumulated precipitation in the Aliso
Creek Watershed at this time. Since the diversion project is intended for non-
storm purposes only, monitoring was discontinued from September 25,1997 to
September 30, 1987 (until the effects of the storm subsided).

AWMA Data

in comparison, tables 2 and 3 show the results of water quality monitoring of the
final effluent from the AWMA Joint Regional Treatment Plant. With an average
daily flow rate of 6.78 to 11.33 mgd, the daily volume of the discharged effluent
exceeded the daily volume of creek flow by approximately 5 to © times. The
chemical and physical constituents measured showed the close similarities of
treated wastewater and urban runoff in this watershed. Bacteriological
measurements of the non-disinfected effluent were not made, and are obviously
significantly higher than the values listed for Aliso Creek discharges. Figure 1
shows the nearshore and surf zone AWMA monitoring stations in the receiving
waters. Tables 5 through 9 show the results of monitoring at these locations
during the Aliso Creek Diversion Project study period. The results indicate that
the good bacteriological water quality in the nearshore zone with occasional poor
water quality in the surf zone. it should be noted that the outiet of Aliso Creek
into the ocean could meander anywhere from station from station S-7 to station
S-10.




Synopsis

The water quality and quantity monitoring performed during this study period
indicates that diversion of Aliso Creek non-storm flow into the AWMA ocean
outfall should not cause any increased negative impact on the nearshore
environment and should improve water quality in the surf zone.

A-5-L&B-97-14(
[De Uovo)

COASTAL COMMISSION
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DATE

9/18/87
8/20/87
821787
8/22/197
9/23/97
9/24/97
10/1/87
107297
10/3/87
10/4/97
10/5/87
10/6/97
1077197
10/8/97

TIME

10:30
$:00
10:00
9:45
$:30
$:30
9:30
$:00
9:40
9:30
9:30
13:00
$:00

12:00 ‘

mgi
23

20
10
7
10
21
13
<6
6
1%
13
10
6
)

ALISO CREEK STUDY |
/18/97 - 10/8/97

TSS CBOD Total Coliform Fecal Coli.

mpiL MPN/100 mi
<7 $.000
<7
<7
<7 $,000
<7 .. 5,000
<7 *' 1,300
<7 9.000
<7 3,000
<7 16,000
<7 .
<7 .
<7 5,000
<7 3,000

$.000

<7
* ”

2

MPN/100 mi
1,300

700
1,700
170
§.000
<20
5.000

§,000
2400
2 Q‘QD

Ave. Flow

cis
2.02
1.96
1.96
2.10
213
208
1.75
1.78
1.89
1.85
1.78
1.76
1.87
1.74

Composite sampie represents 24-hr period prior to reported date/ftime

A-5-188 “97-16b

(e wowo)
COASTAL COMMISSION
Water @uwfg anifprina W
ExHT #_E°
PAGE .3 OF 13,
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DISCHARGE MONITORING REPORT FORM ORDER NO. %0-50 (NPDES NO.0107611)

ALISO WATER MANAGEWENT AGENCY
Jos Enafgégg uent

REPORT FOR: Oct | . REPORT DUE: 11-30-97 ‘l’ '
Parameter Turbidic Ammon i is. i
agﬁggs N%ﬁ's Y mg?ta Dis mg7zgen o;%ggiease
SS8S8.88.‘88.SI8.8.3888888'8...---888888..8:'.88--.ISSSBCS..SSBSIS.I'I...S.I
08:13:47
§- i- Z 2.6 7.0 3.3
-23.89
-25-%7 e
- %- 7 -t
-28-5%7
§:a° 7
§- §- ;~ 2.5 11.0 3.2 2.2
-3i-87 2.2
-02-97
18-85-87
%0-02- 7
18:32-37 2.6 9.3 3.5
-10-85- 7 )
10-88-97

SRS r N AN« N EEE S SN S NN EE S EE e N E S N T N S EE S E S N A RS S E R R AN S E R E N EE SN T .ABERERET

Minimum

Maximum 2.6 11.0 3.5 2.2
Average 2.6 4 9.1 3.3 2.2
A-5-L68-97- 166
(ve A}w@
COASTAL COMMISSION
um%&’GMMUIQr'MﬂMJhW7ﬁ6l&fﬂ*
EXHIBIT # E

PAGE .2 oF (3.
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$12 S10 -PFRD Monitoring Station
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N6 / Tss
NS Pier \
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: OCEAN N1

OUTFALL
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A-G-LaB-97- (%
(De Now)
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AWMA RECEIVING WATER
MONITORING STATIONS



AWMA Shoreline Stations

AWMA's NPDES discharge permit requires surfzone samples be :
collected at shese stations and tested for total and fecal coliform and .
enterococcus. The test results are located on the following pages.

Station | Location
S1 20,000' south of outfall - small beach north of Marine Studies Inst.
S2 15,000' south of outfall - Salt Creek beach; use access road to the
' beach, sample just north of the little rock jetty
S3 _' 10,000' south of outfall - Three Arch Bay; straight down street at
+ end, then left. access across from #5 house
S4 5000 south df outfall - 1000 steps beach, across from 9th Street
S5 4000' south of outfall - Laguna Lido Apt; take elevator at end of
hall, push "B" (use floor "1" in winter when "B" boarded up)
S6 ; 3,000 south of outfall - Tablec Rock, onc way street; use stairs at
' end of street, sample just left of rock reef
S7 2.000' south of outfall - Came! Point (#1924). sample straight .
across from porta-potties
S8 1.000' south of outfall - So. of Aliso pier. straight down from trailer A g,wb‘ﬂ'lw
S8.5  Adjacent and just north of pier (WW
$9  Surfat ourfall - sample straight down from manhole in parking lot  |upter Quak
Cl [n Aliso Creek. on cast side of PCH bridge ° wmmwﬁm«
Si0 1,000' no. of outfall - Treasure Isl., so. endf’at house w/ gray pillars E)(H‘b" tE
Sl 2.000' no. of outfall - Treasure Isl. south end, 50 ft. from ramp "7.’1)’3
S12 3.000' no. of outfall - Treasure [sl, access just left of isl. at old pier
S13 1.000' no. of outfall - Blue Lagoon; access through Treasure [sland
Sid4 5.000' north of outfall - Diamond Street, straight down from stairs .
S15 10,000" north of outfall - Mountaine Road: straight down from stairs
S16 15,000 north of outfall - Laguna Ave.. park at cul-de-sac near

Main Beach. sample in front of Hotel Laguna



-

AWMA's NPDES discharge permit requires nearshore samples be collected monthly at
the N stations shown on the preceeding map. Samples are collected at the surface, mid,
: . and bottom depths and analyzed for total and fecal coliform, and enterococcus. The test

results are given below.
DISCHARGER: AWMA NPDES No. CAO10761 1
REPORT FOR. Sepiember 1957 ORDER/RESOLUTION No. 95-107
REPORT DUE: October 30, 1997 REPORT FREQUENCY: Monthly
SAMPLE SOURCE: Recciving water, nearshore SAMPLING FREQUENCY: Monthly
EXACT SAMPLE POINTS: As specified in permit TYPE OF SAMPLE: Grab

SAMPLES COLLECTED BY: SERRA Lab
SAMPLES ANALYZED BY. SERRA Lab

o3

-t

Comments: Overcast and hummid; heavy surt’, high tide at 10:16, ramn on 9/14-15.

[ Total Fecal Entero- *0 . None
Sta | Sample | Sample Coliform Colitorm coccus  Sample Oil& Scwage 1 -Mild
No | Depth Date CFU/100ml  CFL/100m! CFU/M00mI  Time  Grease  Debns 2 - Moderate

1- 3. Severe

NI T Sumace | OWI7897 $0 10 <10 09-85 0 0 4 - Exuemc
Nl -} 001797 10 <{0 <i0 0 0
N s | menTe <10 10, <10 0 0
N2 | Sumace | 917797 <10 <10 <i0 | 0943 0 0
AN 28 oNTIN? <10 <i0 <}0 (¢} 0
N2 S oN/171197 <l0 <{0 <10 0 0
. N1 | Surface | 00/17m7 <10 <10 <10 | 0940 0 0
h ] 28 /1 TM7? <10 10 <l0 1] 4]
N3 & mHTM7 <0 10 <10 Q 0
Nd | Surtace | O/1TMT7 <i0 <0 <|0 09.30 0 U
\Nd b} 09/1797 <i0 <{0 <i0 0 0
Nt Sy owTe? <}l <iy <10 0 0
Ny | Suruce | o907 <i0 <ifn <i0 | W2 0 0

t N3 a8 R A <|v 10 <l 0 0

{ N3 @ a1y 10 <l0 <l 0 0
No o Sutsce | 0917097 <10 <10 <i0 | m10 ) 0
No |- 2§ /1797 <l0 10 <i0 v v
hY) 3 W/THT <0 <l <0 0 0
N7 | Sumace | W/17R7 70 10 »<l0 | 0900 0 0
N7 iy oYTme <} «<l0 <10 0 0

LN'-’ so UyonIn? <}D <} <10 0 0

REQUIREMENT (1) Floating particuiates and grease and oil shall not be visible (2) The discharge of waste shall
not cause aesthetically undesireable discoloration of the ocean surtace.

45166976 (De Nevb)
COASTAL COMEAISSION

. WW%MM@V:% ﬁ?apm ,
EXHIBIT #__C
pace & of 12
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* WEEKLY RECEIVING WATER REPORT FOR ORANGE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT

Aliso Water Maagement Agency NPDES No. CAD107611
DISCHARGER: AWMA ORDER/RESOLUTION No. 95-107
REPORT FOR: Sepiember 14 through 20. 1997 - REPORT FREQUENCY: Weckly

SAMPLE SOURCE: Receiving water susf zone
EXACT SAMPLE POINTS: As specified in permit
SAMPLES COLLECTED BY: SERRA Lab
SAMPLES ANALYZED BY: SERRA Lab

TYPE OF SAMPLE: Gnab

COMMENTS: Aliso Creek reaches surfzone nonth of 89.

Rain on 09/14-1597.
Total Fecal Entero- Toal Feeal Enero-
Sution Coliform Coliform coccus Coliform Coliform coccus
No. Daze CFU/100m! CFU100mi CFU/100m! Date CFU/100ml CFU/M00m! CFU/100mI
$-1 | 09716197 <10 <10 <i0  jovngmsT ] 8 b
$-2 10916187 <10 <10 20 09:18/87 : < 3
$-3 | 091697 40 ‘ 10 <10 ownsmg? 2 2 10
$4 | 0971697 1000 650 <10 0571897 20 <i0 <y
'$-5 | 091697 4 - <10 €10 091897 10 2 <
So  |0%16M97 110 20 10 09/18M7 ] <} 3
$° 109716797 &) 10 <}i0 0971897 30 <y ]
$X 1 09/16797 80 50 {0 09/1887 10 w <iv
SRS [0%/1697 0 -] 100 0571887 <t 10 <it)
89 09617 0 10 10 osrsm? .3 <10 '
S0 [ 00/teRT <10 10 10 0918197 60 30 .
S-11 [ Ov1en? 10 <10 <10 V1897 a4 6 4
$-12 toviem? 10 <10 <10 091897 2 <2 4
$13 J09ri6mn? 1600 %0 <10 091897 <) < <2
S 14 jOwiIaM? 40 40 20 09/1887 4 < <
- §-18 1 09/167 =50 100 0 9N em? /] b 2
S$-16 [v/i6m 320 91 100 0911897 o 20 <y
C-1 109/16/97 13000 €700 900 09118/ 3600 2480 o8y

REQUIREMENT (a) Samples of water from cach sampling stauon shall have 3 depsuy of toxa} coliform
orgamsms less than 1,000 per 100 ml, provided tiat not more than 20% of the sampies st any ssmpling siaton.
any JO day pennd, may exceed 1000 per 100 mi. and provided that no single samplc when venfied by 3 repeat
wmpie Laken withun 38 hours sball exceed 10,000 per 100 mi. (b) The fecal cvliforme denaty based on a
mirumum of aot kess than § sample for agy J0-day penod, sball oot exceed a geometne meas of 200 per 100 m!
nor shall mors than 10% of the 1ot samples dunng 3oy 60-Jay penod eacecd 400 per 100 ml

SAMPLING FREQUENCY. Twice weekly A-6-16B-1 'l((V(De NO\)O)
COASTAL COMMISSION |
\oder ouadi rg Moni i ng- Rofoﬂ’
EXHIBIT # :
pace . 4. of .12
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\\r‘é".:'.'::'LY RECEIVING W.-\TER REPORT FOR ORANGE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT

Aliso Water Management Agency - NPDES No. CA0107611
.mscmcsaz AWMA N ORDER/RESOLUTION No 95-107
REPORT FOR. Sepicmber 17and 24. 1997 : REPORT FREQUENCY: Weeidy

SAMPLE SOURCE: Receiving water sirt zone

EXACT SAMPLE POINTS: As specuied in permit § 11l CF w)
SAMPLES COLLECTED BY. SERRA Lab -plepd W

SAMPLES ANALYZED BY SERRA Lab COASTAL CORiMISSION
TYPE OF SAMPLE: Grab W&r@um”& Monifori "j WM

COMMINTS  Aliso Creek reaching surtzone just north of 89. ‘- EXHIBIT #_. E

STt Lo S S

No sample at S7 09:17/97 Jue 10 Regh tide that d access. .
0 samp 1397 gh impede PAGE __ !- g" OF ,J,é__

1 Total Feeal Entero- Total Fecai Enero.
Staton Coiitorm Coluorm Enterococcss Coluorm Coivorm COUCUs
*No l Date Crhiiconu CFU:/100ml CFCN00mi Date CFU/100m:  CFU/100ml CFLii0Oml
S0
Ne2
53 | '
Sed
33
Ny
. st |oonzas NS NS N | oonaer <10 v <l
NeX  frasiTT i 1o 31 HM g Vi 4] 31V <fu
SN o T <l <in | 119)723/9% o)) n Ty
DRVIE FI0T A0 o M <} 30 19/e4/97 - <l <0 <
Nedd FemniTaY <30 <t <0 19r23,4° <}) <0 <t
L B I b T e i L3 <0 0927 <} <} in
< N jeaptam < <1t <} 0947 <J0 < e
foaas
Nep e
[ o3as
! Neits "4
.1 jessmam 3.000 N5 310 w2107 8V 30 ' H
N 4,

REQUIREMENT  ia) Samplus of water trom each sampling station shall have 3 density of total coluurem organisms
lexs dhan X0 per 150 mi. proviced that aol more than ZU% of the samples at any samphiag station. n anv 30-dav
pernd. mhay exceed 000 per 106l und provided tha: no single sample when ventied by 3 repeat sampic taken
withuin <X hours shall exeesd | 2000 per 100 mi. 1) The fecal cohitorm Jonsity basad oo a mummur of net less
than § sample for any 30-dav penod, shail ot exceed 3 peemetric mean of 208 per (X1 mi nor shall moere than (0%
of the {0L3E sampies Junng any ~-dany persod exceed 40K per 100 mi.

SAMPLING FREQUENCY. 'Thre: mmes weekly

Table 7



« WEEKLY RECEIVING WATER REPORT FOR ORANGE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT

Aliso Water Management Agency

DISCHARGER: AWMA
REPORT FOR. Sepiember 21 through
SAMPLE SOURCE: Rezeiving water surt zone

EXACT SAMPLE POINTS. As spec:iicd in permit

SAMPLES COLLECTED BY: SERRA Lab
SAMPLES ANALYZED BY: SERRA Lab
TYPE OF SAMPLE: Grab

COMMENTS" Aliso Creek reaches surtzone at S9 on 9/23, surf washing into pooled creek on RS On 972%, peol of ruroff noted at
$2.86.811.and S1§ RunofT to surfat Si6 on 928
Rain beqanning ¢/24. becrung heavy duning sampling cn V2§,

NPDES No. CA0107611

ORDER/RESOLUTION No. 9%-10%
REPORT FREQUENCY: Weekly

Ca w237

: 1 Towu Feeal Entero- Totat Fecai Entero-

* Stauon - . Cohitorm Coliform” coceus Ccliform Coliform coccus
No i+ Duawe Cenatmt  CFUAGOmI CFUNCOmI Dawe CFL/100mi  CFU/100mi CFU/10LUmI

1 9] WM 4 2 20 0912897 20 20 30

- w923/97 42 4 2 VORENT 50 10 k1]

st | eynamT 0 10 4 09497 <0 <iC b
S WY 16 18 R 0928/97 <10 <ic - <ly
$.8 | guayme? 0 4 sl ovnemt 30 1) 10
S | 09722497 <2 <2 4 09728197 <0 10 <l
s 1092307 <0 10 0 R 20 20 30
S | 092307 ) 20 10 0928197 40 40 10
S & 09237 b H 10 10 V92897 80 Y )
s9 | e a0 0 10 | oot n 0 .

Poseto | o9na3ms W <l «10 | 0or28m97 e 0

s | ovnan? 2 2 2 09287 <) ' <t
TSl oenym? : ] < jmnsme 90 130 139
RS R LY ] < ] 09RN7 30 60 <l
bos.dd | owtymT . 4 ) 40 19RS97 830 480 a4t
LU I b T e} ) 16 19728197 A3 k2 [f] thiH
[T T 1) 1) <l 10 LYnLY” 2,700 o] R
yice 130 L LN2E0T 0.0 a2 L1

. . . 4 3
REQUIREMENT a1 Sampics ot water from cach sampling statson shall have a density ot total celiform

orgusms iews than 1000 per 160 md, provided that not morc than 20%a of the samples at anv sampling stativn. n
am 3alav pencd. mav exceed N0 per X0 . and provided that £o singic sample when versticd by 3 repeat

sarpie taken within 48 hours stall exceed 10.000 per 100 ml b1 The feval coliform Jensity based ona

Mmuman ol not tess than ¢ sunpie for anv J0<day penod. shall not exceed g geomerric mean of 210 per 100 mi
nor shall more than 0% ot the ‘ol samples durmg anv H<lav penicd excenl Jl,’Z per lmqml. {’
A-5-L68-97-(lp

SAMPIING FREQUENCY  Twice weekly

COASTAL COMMISSION

pAGE .. IL.. oF L2

Table 8

(0e 1oun)
Wm&r@ualiia MOm'fon'na Ean
extisr #..E




* WEEKLY RECEIVING WATER REPORT FOR ORANGE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT

Alisc Water Mamagement Agency NPDES No. CA0107611
.xsca.uzcea, AWMA  ORDER/RESOLUTION No. 95-107
REPORT POR: Sepiember 29 and 30, 1997 .. REPORT FREQUENCY: Weekly

SAMPLE SOURCE. Receiving water surf zope
EXACT SAMPLE POINTS: As specified in permit
SAMPLES COLLECTED BY: SERRA Lad
SAMPLES ANALYZED BY: SERRA Lab

TYPE OF SAMPLE: Gnib

COMMENTS: Aliso Creek reaches surfzope between S7 and S8 vn 9/29; pooled above surf on 9/30.

No wher runoffl aoted. .
] Toul Fecal Eotero- Total Fecal Eaiero-

Stauon _ Coliform Coliform coccus Coliform Coliform coceus

No Date CFL/100mi CFL/100m!  CFU/100mi Date CFU/100m] CFU/N00m] CFU/100ml

S-1 09729/97 40 10 <10

S-3 | 0929197 <10 <10 <10

$3 0972997 50 10 20

S | 092817 <10 <l0 10 4

S8 D9NY”7 20 <in <) ;

So | 09297 <10 <10 <10

S | vsnam? 10 <10 <10 09130197 . 18 ° 2

S8 0872997 <40 10 <i¢ 0920197 60 20 <|lv
d sas | 0on9m? 150 7 I %0 30 10

$8 | aunom? $0 60 20 08/30/97 200 S0 20

$-i0 | 0on2ypn” 0 <10 <10 09730197 3 <2 <2

S-11 | R <0 <i0 <10 0930797 p] 4 <2

S.13 | 2997 10 20 10 0973057 : <2 <2

S | M929m? <i0 <l <10

S-14 | 992997 0 40 S0

s-18 | ovnvnT 0 ) v

S-ie | avnom? ') su 40

C-1 | oorzome 1.800 980 80 09730197 22000 $10 240

X
REQUIREMENT (a) Saropics of water from cach sampling station shall have 2 den;iy of ial coliform
Jews than 1,000 per 100 mi, provided that not mmore than 20% of the samples at agy sampling vation. in any J0-day
peniod. may caceed 1000 per 100 ml. and provided bat no sipgie sample whea vefified by 3 repeat sample taken
within 48 houry shall eaceed 10,000 per 100 ml, () The fecal coliform Jdensity based un 3 mummum of oot less
than § sanple for any 30-day punod. shall oot exceed 4 peometnic meag of 200 per 100 rol nor sball oore Wag 10%

of the toual sampics dunng aoy 40-day peniod exceed 300 per 100ml. A< G LB - 97- -l [ De Woyo

SAMPLING FREQUENCY" Twice weekly CoAS gAtu%ré ﬁﬁgﬁ Ugy
Vi ma, W

ExHigiT #_E

® PAGE ..I2. oF U3




Accumuisted Precipitation at Three Rain Gauges in Aliso Creek Watershed

10

Rainfall at ALERT # 1141 at Aliso Creek Near Vista del Lago

2 09 4
08 4
0.7 -
084
os 4
044
03 ¢+
021¢
014
00

v

B
-t

24000 25000 MO@ 927000 $280:00 $290:00 30000 101000 102000 103000 10/40:00

Rainfall at ALERT # 207 at Jeronimo Rd. and Aliso Creek

00

t
2.
&

$24000 925000 $26000 27000 9286000 wW200.00 SI0000 104000 1020:00 $030:00 10/40.00

Rainfail at ALERT # 1152 Near Sulfur:Creek Reservoir

0.1+
0

-
*

924000 925000 26000 SZ7000 S28000 S20000 WI0000 101000 102000 103000 ww:oo.

A-5-L68-7-l6b (e how) ; Exhilit E; p. 13 of 13
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February 22, 1996 JUN 17 1997
Laguna Beach Director of Community Development CALIFORNIA
City of Laguna Beach - COASTAL COMMISSION

Re: Coastal Development Permit 95-89
As outlined in our letter of January 17, 1996 as well as during our attendance at the last Design Review
Board, we have several concerns regarding the above permit and project.

“ i reviewing your resolution approving the permit, you continue to ignore the project’s impact on Aliso
Creek Inn. Paragraph three of the resolution states that the development “will not adversely affect
recreational facilities...and that the stream diversion removes ponded water.” It in fact moves it up
stream to our course and collects on the course rather than on the beach.. Paragraph four further states
that it is designed to prevent adverse impacts in “adjacent recreation areas.” We are located 175 yards
adjacent to the test site!!! Your Negative Declaration study has no mention of Aliso Creek Inn

. whatsoever.

Add to the concerns previously stated, a very real problem of the creek’s capacity to carry the volumes
" of water slowed by the berm. While the pump is pumping, not even assuming breakdowns, the water

is slowed and silt will deposit upstream of the site. Slowly but surely the creek bed level rises,

diminishing the creek’s capacity to contain water within it’s banks.

: t

We've discussed odor, noise, mosquitoes, ponding and the like. Who will be responsible if a golfer

complains about these factors, or becomes sick or hurt? Who is responsible if September floods

unexpectantly hit the watershed and waters back up suddenly-before the berm is breached. Liability

must be addressed.

We do not feel we will have full use and enjoyment of our f)?operty as we did prior to such a project.
Understand that if we see that tifis is in fact the case, alternate measures to remove the berm and
discontinue the proposed project must be explored.

Again, we have been serving the City of Laguna Beach, and the County of Orange before that, for 35
years and join in your combined desire to clean up Aliso Beach. But we do not feel it has to be done at

our expense. ' A-5-(&8-97-1bb [pe pp
COASTAL CUMMISSI[ON @
Crvespondency in Oppositron

.@ Dty S conr e, £

Violet Brown PAGE _[ oF 2

31108 SOUTH COAST HIGHWAY, LAGUNA BEACH, CALIFORNIA 92877 - 714/498-2271 " FAX 714/499-4801
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N “9) TOM URAM
.t 0, DIRECTOR

a
COUNTY OF ORANGEé bir . A
HEALTH CARE AGENCY/s - B i
_— SHACK MILLER, REHS

'%\ &/ DERIY DRECTOR
N 2n \6&' MAILNG ADDRESS:
PUBLIC HEALTH DT 14t i et el

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH o oo s
CDASTAL CUMMISSIO S

be rovp
Mreﬁpmima m Sud:FM

March 4, 1997 exHiBiT # .G

pace L. or 4 %E@EM'-M".

John Robertus, Executive Otticer
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board

¥

S JUN 17 1897 —

9771 Clairemont Mesa Blvd., Suite A LEB-9 7-/eb
San Diego, CA 92124-1331 cp LIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

SUBJECT: ALISOCREEK DIVERSION
Dear Mr. Robertus:

Aliso Creek receives urban runoff from a variety of non-point sources within the watershed and
. - subsequently discharges into the ocean at Aliso Beach. Current and historical monitoring of Aliso
. Creek waters by the Orange County Health Care Agency (HCA) and other agencies indicate that
total coliform bacteria levels are consistently elevated. Although the coliform bacteria in the
rreek are not typically of sewage origin, there have been intermittent, unauthorized discharges of
sewage into creek waters resulting in numerous closures of portions of Aliso Beach. The creek
r ath is regarded as chronically contaminated and is therefore permanently posted with waming
wig-w Stating, “Keep Out”, “Contaminated Water”. In spite of the signage, small children and
surfers still find the creek waters attractive.

The Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project recently relcased the result of a large-scale
cpxdcmxology study which found, in part, that there was an increased risk of illness associated
with swimming at or near flowing storm drain outlets of Santa Monica Bay. The study also
recommended a number of action items including, but not limited to, preventing and controlling
the discharge of pathogens into urban runoff, diverting dry weather flows to sewage treatment
facilities, identifying and eliminating illegal connections to the storm drain system, initiating
sanitary surveys of the watershed, and educating the public.

In response to these concerns, discussions to divert Aliso Creek waters away from Aliso Beach
during dry weather periods are underway. HCA strongly supports the dry weather diversion as an
interim solution to the potential public health concerns associated with the intermitent
vnauthorized discharges of sewage and urban runoff at Aliso Beach.

® Letter from Jack miller



John Robertus
March 4, 1997
Page 2

»

If you have any questions, please feel free 10 contact me or Larry Honeybourne of my staff at

(714) 667-3750.

Very truly yours,

ack Miller, REHS, Director
Environmental Health Division

IM:dp

¢c:  Larry Paul, PFRD, HBP
David Carretto, AWMA
-/Kinn Frank, City of Laguna Beach

ROBPERTUSLTR/WQ?

A 5168 -97- (b
feto)

COASTAL COMMISSION
Lorvespomdonee in Sugport
ExHierr .8 -
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ALISO WATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY
30280 RANCHO VIEJO ROAD * SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO, CA 82675 « (714) 480-7730 « FAX (714) 463-7724

P. O. Box 1450

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor JUL 71997

Long Beach, CA 808024416
CALIFORNIA

RE: PERMIT #A-3-LCB-97-166 .
’ ALISO CREEK DIVERSION proJECT CASTAL COMMISSION

California Coastal Commission E @ E U M E
South Coast Area

Ladies and Gentieman:

On behalf of the Allso Water Managemsnt Agency (AWMA) and its six Member
Agencies which serve the water and/or wastewater needs of the vast majority of
rasidonts within the Alisc Creek Watershed, | am writing to express support for the
County of Crange’s proposed Aliso Creek Diversion Project. This project, as designed,
would divert up to 5 ¢fs of poliuted cresk water during dry weather perfods into the
AWMA Outfall and away from Aliso Beach where it can hamm children and other beach
users,

. We at AWMA are cooperating with the County of Orange and others on this project
because we recognize it as a temporary solution to a problem which has plagued Aliso
Baach for the many years since poliuted urban runcif to the creek became s serious
problem. We also realize that this is only a temporary measure and that the real
solution to the problem will come after the completion of the U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers Aliso Creek Watershed Managemant Study which is now underway.

We encourage the Commission to act responsibly to protect the heaith and welfare of
the thousands of residents and tourists who use Aliso Beach, and we urge you to reject
the appeal and approve the Aliso Creek Divarsion Project [Permit #A-5-LGBE-87-168].

A-5LeB-97- bl

{De Now
Very truly yours  _COASTAL COMMISSION = _ ___
oo ‘ CM@UNCWC& N Sufffo/f'

@%M . exuirr #__ 9

Herbert H. Heyes, C ‘ PAGE .. 3. oF 7
Aliso Water Managemefit Agency

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

rtl
. A public agency cremed by:
CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH « EL TORO WATER DIETRICT +» EMERALD BAY S8ERVICE DISTRICT
LDE ALIBDS WATER DISTRICT » MOULTON NIGUEL WATER DISTRICY = SOUTH COAST WATER DISTRICT
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District Director ' )

California Coastal Commission
_ P.0. Box 1450 o o |

Loag Beach, CA 50801
Dear Mr. Damm:

1 am writing this letter to follow up on my meéting yesterday with you and other members of your
staff regarding appeal number A-5-LGB-97-166 which is an appeal from an approval by the City of
Laguna Beach The City, Orange County, the Aliso Water Management Agency and the South Coast
Water District are all cooperating to install a temporary sand berm in Aliso Creek so that summer
nuisance water can be transported 10 an existing sewage outfall. This will remove that polluted water
from the near shore portion of the beach which is used by swimmers, surfers and small children. This
project is intended to improve the water quality and protect the health of everyone who goes in the
water at Aliso Beach.

During our meeting, I indicated that the creek water currently reaches the ocean each day since the
County cuts open the sand berm that presently causes the water to pond near the ocean. This means
that the polluted creek water is being fed into the near shore ocean water on & daily basis. Our
proposal would transport that same water more than a mile offshore which will be of major benefit
10 beach users. Therefore, the isgue raised in the staff report about the project’s impact on offthore
mgmhtyahmﬂdbenmotmﬁwcmﬂbemchmgew:hemmofueekmmmth
ocean each day.

A second issue raised in the staff report is the possible disturbance of the banks and borders of Aliso
Creek. At the time your staff report was prepared, you did not have a copy of the permit whichhas - - --
been issued by the State Department of Fish and Game. That permit requires us to restore the banks
of the creek  Howaver, as a practical matter, there will be virtually no change whatsoever to the
banks of the creek. As Larry Paul indicated, there will be an 8% diameter pipe that goes over the bank
into the creek. That pipe will have virtually no impact on any sand or any vegetation. While there
will be some minor disturbance of vegetation because the water will pond behind the temporary sand
berm, the State Department of Fish and Game has already determined that there would be no damage
to native habitat such as willows or mule fat, Instead, there is some ice plant and other non-native
species at that portion of the bank that may be impacted in & very minor way. Again, Stuts Fish and
Game has already issued a permit for this project.

S08 FOREST AVE. . LAGUNA BEACH, CA 82851 . TEL {714} 0873511 . FAX 714 070711
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I hope that this letter clarifies soms of the issues that were raised in the staff report. It is our position
that thers is no substantial isme raised by the appeal and that the Commission should vote to
: mthmntheprojeammwedmamndymmzmthswbbcbaltbmmmmbmeﬂtwsym

using Aliso Beach this summer.

s;

Thanks for your cooperation in helping to resoclve any issues regarding this projecs.

Sincerely,
“. Kemneth Frank
City Manager

City Council

Larry Paul, Orange County Director of Community Development
Dave Caretto, Aliso Water Management Agancy

Mike Dunbar, South Coast Water District

el plrerivivitadiiic
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Surfrider Foundation, Laguna Chapter

Caguns Beach. OA 52681 A-5LEB-97-16b

(714) 494-0050 | (e M)

x 4o-5488 COASTAL COMMISSION

7-3-87 - Covvespondemer 1n Suﬂm{
California Coastal Commission ExHBIT # 77

South Coast Area G 5

Re: Permit number: A-5-LGB-97-168 " PAGE .{._ OF

Dear Sirs,

| am writing on behalf of my fellow Laguna Chapter members, Christian Morris Smith, and
Bob Foes, Wa ars very much in support of the berm proposition for Aliso Creek as an interim
soiution to the problem.

We ses it as an axcellent way to reduce public exposura, while the long term solution is
developing. Public exposure means thousands of hours of exposure to the bathers who play within
20 yards of the mouth or in the creek itsef!. Thewamnrou? signs have no impact whatsosver on most
of the people who visit Aliso, and a significant number of bathers are entirely unaware of the
likelihood of infection.

The skimboards, and surfers refer o Aliso as Spilliso Beach. Becausa we are a collective
group of beach users, we communicate between ourselves far more frequently than the average
beach user. We know, with absalute certainty, by Virtue of decadas of anecdotal evidance, that the
creek frequently causes iliness and infection. Just like the Issue of smoking and cancer. Our
county cfficials, just like the tobacco lawyers, have repsatedly stated that theré hasn't been a single
documented case of this happening. BUT, since it is scientifically un-provable, we consider this the
ultimate cop out by the officials. There is no way to Show where someone picked up an infection
unless they lived in a bubble and you could control access to pathogens.

Wa know from Aliso Water Managemem Agency testing that the amounts of haavy metals
and inorganic poliutants in the creek are totally negligible. We see very little harm in temporarily
diverting some of this flow into the offshore canyon. Meanwhile, the long term solution by the Ammy
Corp. is well under way and as the city of Arcata has shown, it is proven to be an excellent fix for the
poliution as well as a new wetlands for the area.

Christian Smith has been working on this probiem for 7 years. Bob Foes, B.S. Berkeley, and
myself, B.S. Stanford, have been atit for 5 years. Wae think this a great band aid. Why not use &?

On July 26th, and 27th, my company, Victoria Skimboards wilt stage its 22nd Annual
Skimboard Champlonsh{ps at Aliso Beach. We have 120 contestants, about 20 from outside the

.. — U.S. and [ can't tefl you how much | hate having to put contestants into the water whenitis. .

questionable. We have no other options. No other site even begins to meet out requiremem for
steep siopes, close shore break and public facilities. Maybe, by next year, | won't have to aplogize.

Thank you for your

A
Tex Haines, Bob Foes, Christian Smith .
Laguna Chapter, Surfrider Foundation

copy 0 Wayne Bagiin, Laguna City Council ' .

MM-‘B—T&*
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LAGUNA BEACH TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION, INC,
FOUNDED IN 1947 FOR EFFICIENT LOCAL GOVERNMENT
P.O.BOX 404 LAGUNA BEACH, CALIFORNIA 92652

Tel/Fax.(714) 376 1979
July 3, 1997
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION E @ E u \W E |
South Coast Area __J
200 Oceangate 10th Floor Ul gy 7997
Long Beach, CA 90802
_ CAUFORNIA
Attn; Meg Vaughn COASTAL COMMISSION

Reference:  Temporary Sand Berm in Aliso Creek in Laguna Beach Orange County
Appeal No. A-5-97-166. '

The Board of Directors and Advisory Board of the LAGUNA BEACH TAXPAYERS
ASSOCIATION, INC. supports the City of Laguna Beach granting a permit to County of Orange
for a temporary sand berm in Aliso Creek to collect and discharge low summertime flows 1.5

. miles out in the ocean while the U, § Corp of Engineers studies a permanent solution to surface
pollution runoff.

Existing Aliso Creek surface flow now concentrates the non-point surface pollution on the
public beach exposing beach users to health hazards. We understand the proposal for the berm is
only for periods of low flow and is thus temporary. It will, however, keep concentrated surface
runoff pollution off the beach during low flow periods. Rather than concentrating the surface
runoff at the public beach, the flow will be sent in an adjacent outfall and discharged 1.5 miles
offshore in deep water.

We request the permit be approved and the outfall monitoring continue to identify any
problems or health hazards while 8 permanent solution is developed.

A-5-L6B-9T kb
LAGUNA BEACH TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION ", /pe Nowd)

T . - COASTAL COMMISSION
Qg V2228 Correspndonce in Sepfers
GsryAht?ZPmident &

EXHIBIT #

pace 1. of 4.

ec: City of Laguna Beach Mayor and Council Members

. Copy Faxed to 562 590 5084
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Frank P. Barbaro !
31285 Camel Point Driv E@ E M E \
South Laguna, CA 8526 L.!
JUL 7897
July 2, 1997 CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

AGLaBGY 1 [pen
%TAL COMMISSION "

California Coastal Commission et In fufmf
South Coast Area
'P.O. Box 1450 EXHIBIT #__ &
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 PAGE ..X..... OF ...2...
Re: Coastal Permit Number: A-5-LGB-97-166
. Project Location: Aliso Creek, Laguna Beach
Hearing: July 9, 1997, Ventura

Dear Members of the Coastal C;Smmission:

As a resident of Laguna Beach, whose home is immediately
adjacent to Aliso Beach, which :.ncludes the outlet for Aliso Creek,
I ask you to deny the appeal of the temporary sand berm project in
Aliso Creek. As your hearing notice states, this berm is intended
to assist in the collection of polluted creek water which will be
directed into the Aliso Water Management Agency's outfall line.

At the present time, nuisance water flows down Aliso Creek
from a watershed area of approximately thirty-six square miles,
collecting water contaminated with bacteria all of the way. The
creek ordinarily runs into the surf line just north of the Aliso
pier, but periodically is trapped by normal wave and sand action to
form a pond backing up under Coast Highway toward the Aliso Creek
In. This polluted water, whether flowing across the beach or
collecting in ponds cn the beach, is nct fit to swim or play in.

Young children find the water warm and appealing and typically
play in it for several hours ignoring the posted contaminated water
-signs. Youth find Aliso Beach-to be one of the premier skim—
boarding beaches in Southern Califormia. The creek pollutes the
surf line for several hundred feet north and south of the outlet.
My son, as well as many others, report health problems associated
with using the Aliso Beach because of the polluted water flowing on
the beach. It does not look or smell hazardous, but it is.

The proposal to divert the creek flow does not change the
amount or character of the water flowing into the ocean. It does
dilute the water with the treated sewage plant effluent and carries
it out to sea about a mile and one half and one hundred and eight
feet deep.- .



This project is only temporary while local government agencies
continue their work with the Army Corps of Engineers to restore
Alisc Creek to a clean flowing stream. That is the goal we all are
supportive of. In the meantime, we need to protect the health and
safety of all beach goers, especially the children. Please deny
the appeal of the project and let it proceed.

ruly yours,

P. Barbaro

A-G-LB-9 -1l (D Mown)
COASTAL COMMISSION
Camewn&wa mn Suppovt

EXHIBIT #__0
pAct . oF




STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY - PETE WILSON, Govemor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

South Coast Ares Office
200 Oceangate, 10th Fioor
- Long Beach, CA 808024302

(862) 580-5071 EMERGENCY PERMIT |

TO: _County of Orange - Mike Wellborn 8 August 1997
in ] Date
P.O. Box 4048 , _5-97-219-G
_Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048 i (Emergency Permit No.)
i k f 01 w

Location of Emergency Work

Collect creek flows and divert them to the existing outfall line which
i r roxi mil ffshor This is to be accomplished by
the installation of: a temporary sand bgrm in Aliso Creek: electric pump: and
i ween i 1 T 1 r

adjacent existing outfall line. !
Work Proposed

This letter constitutes approval of the emergency work you or your

representative has requested to be done at the location 1isted above. 1

understand from your information and our site inspection that an unexpected .
occurrence in the form of __ponding of polluted water at Aliso Beach

requires immediate action to prevent or mitigate loss or damage to life,

health, property or essential public services. 14 Cal. Admin. Code Section

13009. The Executive Director hereby finds that:

(a) An emergency exists which requires action more quickly than
permitted by the procedures for administrative or ordinary permits
and the development can and will be completed within 30 days unless
otherwise specified by the terms of the permit;

(b) Public comment on the proposed emergency action has been reviewed
if time allows; and

(c) As conditioned the work proposed would be consistent with the
requirements of the California Coastal Act of 1976.

The work is hereby approved, subject to the conditions listed on the reverse.

A-G158-97-((4 (Deron
COASTAL comwss{ou .
Em 7’ Permit E:e:;ti{fe Dgrg'egior
—— G/m&%
pace ..l oF ¥
| Title —Deputy Director
Page 1 of 3
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3 Permit_5-97-219-C - ‘
Pﬁ:;;?;ﬂ;% o —3=97=219-G GOASTAL COMMISSION
. A-5-1BB-97- (Do Mow)
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: . N
) PAGE .. 2 oF .Y
1. The enclosed form must be signed by the property owiéf and returned

to our office within 15 days.

2. Only that work specifically described above and for the specific
property listed above is authorized. Any additfonal work requires
separate authorization from the Executive Director. .

3. The work authorized by this permit must be completed prior to
October 15, 1997. - . : P

4. HWithin 60 days of the date of this permit, the permittee shall
apply for a regular Coastal Permit to have the emergency work be
considered permanent. If no such application is received, the
emergency work shall be removed in its entirety within 150 days of
the date of this permit unless waived by the Director.

5. In exercising this permit the applicant agrees to hold the
California Coastal Commission harmless from any 1iabilities for
damage to public or private properties or personal injury that may
result from the project.

6. This permit does not obviate the need to obtain necessary
authorizations and/or permits from other agencies.

7. A. The applicant shall provide monitoring data required by
the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board for; (1) the
quantities and types of pollutants (both organic and heavy metals)
being discharged from the outfall, and (2) the effects of the
project on the marine environment in the vicinity of the outfall
and Aliso Creek County Beach, including adverse effects on human
health and marine 1ife.

B. The applicant shall also moritor and provide data
regarding; (1) the effects of the project on riparian vegetation
along the banks of Aliso Creek inland of the proposed berm, and (2)
the effects of the project on the adjacent Ben Brown's restaurant
property, including any minor flooding which may occur.

C. The applicant shall submit the results of the monitoring,
including any monitoring reports required by the San Diego Regional
Water Quality Control Board for this development, to the Execut1ve
Director by November 30, 1997.

8. If the National Weather Service predicts a significant storm event
would occur prior to October 15, 1997 which could cause flooding in
Aliso Creek, the proposed berm shall be removed prior to the
forecasted date of the storm event so that no flooding will occur.
For purposes of this condition, a "significant storm event" shall
be defined as: an event of one inch or more of rainfall within a
24 hour period. :



Emergency Permit_8§-97-219-G
Page 3 of 3

9. This emergency permit does not authorize the development to
continue past October 15, 1997. The development within Aliso Creek
shall be removed in its entirety by October 15, 1997, and the
development site restored to its previously existing state.

Condition #4 indicates that the emergency work is considered to be temporary
work done in an emergency situation. If the property owner wishes to have the
emergency work become a permanent development, a Coastal permit must be
obtained. A regular permit would be subject to all of the provisions of the
California Coastal Act and may be conditioned accordingly.. These conditions:
may include provisions for public access (such as an offer tn dedicate an.
easement) and/or a requirement that a deed restriction be placed on the
property assuming 1iability for damages incurred from storm waves.

If you have any questions about the provisions of this emergency permit,
please call the Commission Area office.

Enclosures: 1) Acceptance Form; 2)'ﬁeguiar Permit Application Form
tc: City of Laguna Beach Planning Depirtment (w/o enclosures)
9218F:jta

- COASTAL COMMISSION

A-9-L6B-97-1u, /oemg
EXHIBFT #H..... |
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ST ATE OF CAUFORN!A THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Gm;no:
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

South Coast Area Office
200 Oceaangate, . 10th Fioor

- Long Beach, CA 908024302 D m o
(882) 520-5071 « . . )
. o L’ I

EMERGENCY PERMIT ACCEPTANCE FQRM
: CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION!

Emergency Permit No. =5-97-219-G

Xy
IR

Instructions: After reading the attathed Emergency Permit, please sign this

form and return within 15 working days from the Permit' s date

I hereby understand all of the conditions of the emergency permit being issﬁéd
to me and agree to abide by them. I understand that the emergency work is

temporary and a requiar Coastal Permit is necessary to make it a permanent

installation.
ﬁ&f of property owner or
authc zed representative.
AL G897 Larry Paul

CQASTAI. COMH. ESS]ON ngggnty of Orange/Harbors, Beaches & Parks
€559’1 R N. Flower Street
aﬁ Address

EXHIBIT #“ N Santfa ‘A‘na, CA 92702
pace Y oF L '
U S S I R /f /7?7
Date 3 Signing
v |
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