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A-5-LGB-97-166 (De Novo) 

AGENT: Mike Wellborn (County ofOran,ge, Planning and Development Services) 

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 ofihsore 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 ofthe proposed 
project solely within the creek bed which is the Commission's permit jurisdiction. In addition, the 
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A WMA 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 creek flow discharge being proposed. A WMA 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 QF 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 ofwater 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: 

I. APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS. 

The Commission hereby grants a permit, subject to the cof\ditions 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 wilJ not have any significant adverse impacts 
on the environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

II. STANDARD CONDITIONS. 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall not 
commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging 
receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the Commission 
office. 
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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 condition 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. 

Ill. 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 project 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 Monitoring. 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 15, 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 ofParking. 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 pipelipe 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 ofthe'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 ofthe 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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A WMA 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 apipe,,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 ("A WMA") 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 A WMA. 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 ofbeacligoers 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. 

8. Water Quality 

City of Laguna B.each Certified Local Coastal Program Policy 4-H states: 

Oppose activities which degrade the quality of offshore waters. 

:\97166rpt.doc@ January 20, 1998 
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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 
("A WMA") 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 ofLaguna Beach. Therefore, the standard 
of review for these portions of the proposed project is consistency 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, 
1997letter 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 polluted 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 through 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 
A WMA 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, 
A WMA 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 ofRegulations (Title 17, Chapter 5, Subchapter l, 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 mi.); 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 
mi. (10 per mi.), and provided further that no single sample when verified by a 
repeat sample taken within 48 hours shall exceed 10,000 per 100 mi. (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, paddle boarding, 
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 ("A WMA"). 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 A WMA to monitor water at A WMA' 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 A WMA 
outfall, bacteriological water quality in the nearshore zone (i.e., 1,000 feet ofihsore, above the 
outfall at a depth of25-50 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 pollut.a.nts 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 mi., 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 mi., well below the prescribed standard. Only at the Aliso-Middle station near 
the creek did the concentrations rise above 100 per 100 mi., 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 ofthe creek's waters also indicated high levels of coliform, the 
source of coliform in the ocean is likely the creek's waters. 

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 effiuent 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 A WMA 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 

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 A WMA 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 A WMA 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, 
A WMA 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 ofRegulations" of the agreement between AWMA 
and the applicant (County of Orange) allows AWMA to terminate the agreement and halt the 
diversion if A WMA 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, A WMA 
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 t,he 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 hanks 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 to protect existin~ 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 

:\97166rpt.doc@ January 20, 1998 
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A-5-LGB-97-166 De Novo (County of Orange) 

upstream of the proposed berm would flood riparian vegetation upstream from the berm. Riparian 
vegetation seaward of the proposed berm would be deprived ofwater 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 ofFish 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 Cr~ek, 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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A-5-LGB-97-166 De Novo (County of Orange) 

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/and 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 sea in 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 

The City ofLaguna 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 ofRegulations 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) ofCEQA 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 summe·r 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. 

:\97166rpt.doc@ January 20, 1998 
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Glossary of Selected Acronvms 

A WMA =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 

14 

1) Coastal Commission Substantial Issue Report dated June 20, 1997 for Appeal No: A-5-LGB-
97-166; 2) City ofLaguna Beach Certified Local Coastal Program; 3) Emergency Permit 5-97-
219-G; City ofLaguna Beach coastal development permit CDP97-19. 
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Order No. 85-107 13 December 1 !S, 1995 

~- DISCHARGE SPECIFICATIONS 

1. The discharger st:Jall not caus~ pollution. contamination, or nuisance. as those 
terms are defined in ewe 13050, as a result of the treatment or discharge Of 
wastes. 

2. The following effluent limitations apply to the combined undiluted effluent from 
the wastewater treatment facilities idenUfied in Finding 9 of this Order and 
discharged through the AWMA Ocean Outflill. •• 
a. Effluent limitations For Major Constituents and Properties of Wastewater 

ConsUtuenV Units Monthly Weakly Maximum at 
Property Average Average any time 

(30 day) (1 day) 

eeoc,• mg/1 '' 25 40 45 
lb/day 5,600 9,000 10,000 

total suspended solids' mgll 30 -45 50 
lb/day 6,800 10,000 11,000 

oil & grease" mg/1 25 40 75 
lb/day 5,600 9,000 17,000 

settleable solidsa mill 1.0 1.5 3:o 
turbiditY' NTU 75 100 225 

pH' pH Within llmfts of 6.0 - 9.0 at an times. 
units 

. 
acute toxicity11 TUa 1.5 2.0 2.5 

-
f)e Novo 
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Order No. 95-107 14 December 15. 1895 
• 

c. Effluent limitations For Toxic: Material• For Protection Of Marine Aquatic Life • 
ConstitUent/ Unit& 8-Month DaHy Maximum. Instantaneous 

Property Median Maximum . -
arsenkf mgll 1 7.8 20 

•blday 200 1,700 4,500 

cadmium• mgJJ 0.3 .:·~~ 1 2.6 
lblday 70 200 590 

chromium mgn 0.5 2 5.2 
. '{hexavalent)c.ll lb/day 100 500 1,200 

eoppef"' mgn 0.3 2.6 7.3 
lbfday 70 590 1,600 

leacf mg/1 0.5 2 5.2 
lblday 1,00 500 1,200 

• 100 mercury" ugn 10 42 
lb/day 2 9.5 20 -

niekel' mgn 1 5.2 13 
lbJday 200 1,200 2,900 

selenium• mgn '3.9 16 39 • lb/day 880 3,600 8,800 

silver- mgn 0.1 0.89 2 
lb/day 20 160 ~00 

ZinCS mg/J 3.1 19 50 
lb/day 700 4,300 11,000 

cyanideu mgll 0.3 1 2.6 
lbldey 70 200 690 

total Chlorine residuafl mgn 0.5 ~ 2 16 
lblday 100 

'· 
500 3,600 

'T 
ammonia (as Nt mg/1 160 630 1600 

lb/day 36,000 140,000 360,000 

chronic toxicitf TUc: - 300 -
phenolic compoundse mgJI 7.8 31 78 
(non·chlorinated) tblday 1,800 1,000 18,000 

• 



P.B4 

• 

Order No. 95·107 15 December 15, 1995 

ConstituenU Uni&S 6·Month Dally Maximum Instantaneous 
Property Median Maximum . . . 

chlorinated phenolie&c mg/1 0.3 1 2.6 
lb/day - 70 200 590 

endosulfanc.' ug/1 2 4.7 7 
lb/day 0.5 ~-

·' .. 1.1 1.6 

endrine ugll 0.5 , 2 
lblday 0.1 0.2 0.5 

HC~" ugll 1 2 3.1 
lb/day · 0.2 0.5 0.7 

radioactivity Not to exceed limits specified in Tlue 17, Division 5, Chapter 4, 
Group 3, ArtiCle 3, Section 32069 of the Callfomla Code of 

Regulations . . 

• 

• 

• 
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On:ler No. 85-107 16 December 15, 1995 

c:. Effluent limitations For Toxic. NoncarCinOgenic Materials for Protection of Human 
Health 

Constituenu . Units Monthly Average 
Property .... (30-day) . 

ecrolelnc mgn 57 
fb/Ciey 13,000 

antimony* mg/1 310 
lblday 70,000 

bis(2-chl0roethoxy) methane" ug/1 .1100 
lblt.lay 250 

bis(2-chlotoisopropyl) ether' mgll 310 
lblday 70.000 . 

• 
chlorobenzenec • mg/1 150 

lblday 34,000 

Chromium. (lilt' gn 60 
lblday 11.000,000 

di-n-butyl phthalate• . mg/1 910 
tblday 200,000 

dichtorobenzenes'.J gil 1.3 
lbldey 2~0.000 

1,1-dichlorotthylene" g/1 1.9 
lblday 430,000 

diethyl phthalate• gil 8.6 
lb/day 1,900,000 

dimethyl phthalate' gil ~~ 
c 210 

lblday 47,000,000 

4 ,6-dlnltro-2-mathylphenor mgll ... 57 
lblday 13,000 

2,4-dinitrophenof ugll .. 1,000 
Jbtday 220 

ethyl benzene• .mg/1 1,100 . lb/day 250,000 --

•• 

• 

• 
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Order No. 95-107 17 

Constituent/ 
Property 

fluonmthene' 
..... 

hexachlorocyclopentadiene• 

isophorone• 

nitrobenzenee 

thallium I: . 

toluene• 
' i 

1.1.2 ,2 ·tetrachloroethane• 

• tributyitinc: 

1,1,1-triehloroethane• 

. 
1, 1,2-tl"iehloroethane' 

• Apt.B 

.. 
Units 

mgn 
lb/day 

mgll 
lb/day ..•. 

gJI 
lblday 

mgll 
lblday 

mgll 
tb/day 

g/1 
lb/day 

mgll 
fb/day 

ugll 
lb/day 

gJI 
lb/dey 

gil 
lb/day 

" . 
.. P.E 

December 15, 1995 

Monthly Average 
{30-day) . 

3.Q 
880 

15 
3,400 

39 
8,800,000 

1.3 
290 

3.7 
830 

22 
S,OOO,OOO 

310 
70,000 

0.37 
0.08 

140 
32,000,000 

11 
2,600.000 
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Order No. 95-107 18 December 15, 1995 

d. Effluent Limitations for Toxtc, Carcinogenic ~atarials for Protection of Human Health • 

Constituent/ Units Monthly Average . 
Property (»day) .. .... 

acry&orntrile• ugll 26 
lblday 5.9 

aldrine ngll. 5.7 
lb/da,· 0.0013 

benzene• mg/1 1.5 
lb/day 340 

benzidine• ngn 18 
lb/day 0.0041 

beryllium• ugn 8.6 
lbJday 1.9 

bis(2-ehloroethyl)ethef , • ugll 12 
lblday 2.7 I bis(2-ethylhexyQphlhal&le•l ugn 910 
lb/ctay 200 

carbon tetrachloride• mg/1 0.23 • lb/day 52 

chlordane•.4 
. 

ngn 6.0 
lblday 0.0014 

chloroformc mgll 34 
lblday 7.700 

00~ ngn 44 
lblctay . 0.0099 

1 ,4-dichlorobenz.ene• . mgn ~{ • 4.7 
lbiday 1100 

3,3-dichlorobenzklinec ugn ""'.i• 2.1 

- tblday 0.4! 

1 ,2-dic:hloroethane' mg/1 34 
lb/day 7.700 

• 
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Order No. 95-107 December 15, 1995 

• Constituent/ UnitS· Monthly Average 
Property (3()_-c:lay) 

dlchloromethane• mgll 120 .... lblday 27.000 

I 1,3-dichloropropene .. mgn 2.3 
lb/~ay 620 

ctieldrin° ngtt' 10 
lblday 0.0023 

2,4·dinitrotoluene• ugn 680 
lblday '50 

1.2·diphenythydrazlnec ugn 42 
lblday 9.6 

halomethanesu . mgn ~ • 
i lblday 7,700 

heptaehlor7 ngn 190 
lblday 0.043 

• hexaehlorobenzene0 ngn 65 
lbfday 0.012 

hexaehlorobutadlene" mgn 3.7 
tb/day 830 

hexachloroethanee ugll 650 . 
lblday 150 

N-nilrosodimethylaminec mg/1 1.9 
lblctay 430 

N-nltrosodlphenylamine .. ugn 650 
lblday "( • 150 

PAHsu ug/1 
·;-,, 

2.3 
lbJday 0.52 

P.CBsc.~ ng/1 - 5.0 
lblday 0.0011 

TCDO equivalents'·'0 pg/1 1.0 
lb/day 0.00000023 

• 
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Order No. 95-107 20 December 15, 1995 

Constituent/ Units. Monthly Average 
Proper:tY (30-day) 

tetrachloroethylene• -
toxaphene• 

trichloroetnytene• 

2,4,6-trichlorophenor 

vinyl chloride• 

g/1 
. mg/I 

ug/1 
non 
J"g/1 
mill 
NTU 
TUa 
TUc 
lblday 

mgn 26 
lblday 5.900 

ngn 55 
lblday 0.012 

" mgA· .. 7.0 
. lb/day 1600 

ug/1 76 
lbJday 17 

mgn 9.4 
lb/day 2,100 

• grams per Iter 
= mi~gra.,... per Iter 
.. micrograms per liler 
• nanograms per titer 
- plcograms per Iter 
= millititel'5 per liter 
• Nephelometric TurbiditY Units 
= toxic units acute 
• toxic units chronic 
• pounds per dey 

a. Emuent imitations were determined as described in Finding No. 31. 

.. 

b. Effluent concentration Umltatfona are the lin'itlng concentration& 15pec:ified in Table A of the 
Ocean Pial\. M$$.$ emi55i0n rate imitations, where app&cable, were determined using 
procedures outlined In the 18;() version of the Ocean Plan and a flowrate of21.0 MGD. 

c. Emoenl concentration and mass emission rate lirtitatioM were detemined using the procedures 
outlined in the 1990 version of the Ocean Plan and using water quality objectives from Table B 
and background seawater concentrations from tne ,890 v61Sion Of the Ocean Plan, en initiel 
dilution of 260, and a ftowrata of 27 .o MGD. Except for diffe.ltnces due to rounding. 8ignif1011nt 
figures, or eelculetion error'$, then effluent concentratioM and ll'18n emission rate Imitations 

·are the same a or more stringent than those In Order ~~­., 
d. The d~rger may, at Its opti011. meet thi51imitation u a total chronium initation. 

e. If the discharger can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Regional Boatel {aubject to US EPA 
appi'OVa~ that an •nalytical method is available to reliably distinguish between strongly end 
weakly c:omplexed cyanide, effluent limitations for c:yanlde may be met bv the c:ombined 
maaaurement or free cyanide, lirnple alkali metal cyanideS, and weakly complexed 

, 

• 

• 

• 
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Order No. 95-107 21 December 15, 1995 

f. 

. . 
,,ganometalle oyanide complexes. In order for the :~nalytlcat methOCI to be acceptabM, &he 
rec~ery of frH cyanic:le from metal comptextt mu5t be compa111blr: to that achieved by 
Standard Methods 4500CN, G. H. and J (Standard Meths?Q!; forth' Examination of water •mt 
waatewatsu- Joint Editorial Board, American PubDc Health Asaodalion. ~lican Water WOik5 
Association, and Water Pollution Control federation. Eighteenth adltiDrl.) 

nl. effluent oonoentl'ltlon •nd masa emission rare limitations ror total' chlorine residual .,. 
based on a continuous disCharge ar dllorine. Effluent concentration imitations ror total ChJOr'ina 
residual which are app&cable to intermittent cf&Scharges not exceeding 2 houta, shall be 
determlnact through the U$~ of the foDowing equatiQQ$: .. 

where: 

log Co • -0.43 (lOg X)+ 1.8 
Ce "' co ... Om (Co - Cl) 

f .... 

Co • the concentration (In ugll) to be met at the completion of Initial dilution 
x = the duration of uninterrupted chlorine discharge in mnutes 
Ce • the emuent concent111tion dmltatlon (in ugtl) to apply when chlorine Ia Dein9 

intermittently discharged 
Dm • the minimum probable initia1 diiUUon 
ca = fhe background nawater concentration • 0 

'. 
'r 

3. The 30-day average percent removal of CBOD, and TSS si"Jall not be less than 
85 percent. 

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

6. waste discharged through the AWMA Ocean Outfall must be essentially free or: 

e. Material that is floatable or will become floatable upon discharge. 

b. Settleable material or. substances that form sediments which degrade 
bentt'lic communities or other aquatic life. 

. . 
c. Substances whidl will accumulate to toxic leVels In marine waters. 

sediments or biota. 

d. 
··j. 

Substances_ that significantly decrease the natural light to benthic 
communities and other marine life. 

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

• 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
DECISION OF LOCAL &OV1RNM£NT 

. - . CA\.~~~~SS\oN. 
Plea5e Review At.tathed Appeal Infonution Sheet Priol(.~i"Wpn'1:ing 

. This Form. · · - - ' · · ·- · · ,• 

--=-----------------··----------
SECTION l. · ·Appellantll}· ··-

• X: 

Name, mailing ·.adr:ress and telephone n·Umber of appe11ant(s): 

Rieo D~oomel, et 11. 
3161 8 JeweJ · 

_ .... s~.Wo:.w.n,.th""'--'Iw.c.a611grJ.r.u..,.ni.Gia.-.·.-.C'-=-=-...;9a..o2 ... 5 ... 7'""7-----...;<!-'-7"*-14~l~4 9 9~6Q7 8'--~--
. . · Zip Area Code Phone No. 

SECTION 11. Decision Being Appetled 

1. Name of 1oc•1/port 
government: City of Laguna !eacb/CouDt¥ of orange 

2. Brief description of development being 
appealed: Creation of san~ berm to divert untreated summer 

nuisance rllnoff into protected coastal wate':r 
frpm Aliso Creek· · 

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel 
no., cross street, et.c:.):· Approximately 300 ft. upstream of the 

Pacific Coast Highway Bridge at Aliso creek, Laguna Beach, 
County of Orange (CDP N0.;97-l9) · · 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. . Approval; no special.::undit.ions: _________ _ 

b. Approval with special conditions: ________ _ 

c. Denial: Denial of a maior publie wprks prpjeet• . 
Note: For jurisdictions wi~h a t.ota1 LCP, denial 

decisions by a 1ota1 governmen~ cannot be appealed unless 
t.he development is a major energy or public works project. 
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLET(D BY COMM4SSJQN: 

• 

APPEAL NO: ______ _ 

DATE FILED: ______ _ 
•that does not conform to standards 
set forth in certified LCP (P.R.C. 
Section 30603 (b)) and CEQA EIR 
requirements. 

COASTAL COMMISSION · • 
Appe«/6 ·-~ · 

8 · .. 
EXHIBIT #--·:··-·-·I .. 
PAGe ~ ..... ~--- OF ? ______ _ 
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• . . APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT pEClSlON OF LOCAl GOVERNMENT (Page 2) ••• . 

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

• 

• 

a •. __ Planning Director/Zoning 
· Administrator 

b. LCity Council/Board of 
.Super:visors 

e. __ Planning Commission 

d. _Other _____ _ 

6. Date of local g()vernment•s d~cision: May 6, 1997 

1. local govem~nt•s file number (if'any): CDP N0:97-19 
' . 

• 
· SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons 

&ive the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use 
. additional paper as necessary.) 

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 
County of Orange · 

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048· 

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) Ren Frank, City Manager, City of Laguna Beach 
S05 Forest Avenue 
Laguna Beach, CA 92652 

(2) Mike Dunbar, Manager, South Coa$t Water District 
~ 1592 west street . 
south Laguna,CA 92677 

(3) Aliso Water Management Agency 
3o29o Ranch VleJo Road 
·~an Juan cap1strano, CA 

(A) South Laguna Civic Association . ~~~~mM~----------------------..,:!"::~~~":I:'"ifill:"'B""''f"";:!.,;'gum9 !n:r-~__,....cxr-'l:lg,..,.2rs ..,."or----------- COASTAL COMMISSION 
lrffetMS (5) Surfrider Foundation, San Clemente, CA ~. B E>CHIBJT # ................. •• 

f~G~ ~~'~ Qf :;1 .. .. . 
-;; ~.1. • ':'. J~ .... " •'. J~ ~ !. ~ 

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local government coistal penmit decisions are 
11m1ted by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal· 
Act. .Please review the appeal infonmation sheet for assistance 
in completing this section, which continues on the next page~1 fl.; Gil D~ot'r\el *f?M.i A ·5"'lA5 .. 97 .-(fN (Dt.N~Mj 



• . . APPEAL FROM COASTAk PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3) 

State briefly your r.easons for this appeal. Include a sunwnary 
description of Locai Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master •. 
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe t.he project is 
inconsistent and the reasons the decision·W.rrants a new hearing. 
(Use additional paper as necessary.) 

The propose~ major public works project (CDP.97-19) 'seeks to 

dispo~e of S million gallons of highly toxic urban runoff each 

day over a May through October summer season into a sensitive 

ocepn habitat. The applicant sublnittec! a Negative Declaration 

and failed to prepare an Environmental Impact Report per CEQA, 

for public comment, to establish a scientific pre-project c!ata 

base anc! ic!entify: 

1) All municipal, residential anc! 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 detennine 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. Certificetion 

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of 
my/our knowledge. /ru 1"" i\ . · 

A·6·L.Gt8·'11·1(J, (.vvrvvtlfJ · ~ --

COASTAL COMMISSION ~~e.'1.4" f.Jz';{?o/tif/ 
~~.t~ \ Signa,ure of Appellant(s) or 
r·rr ~ · Authorized Agent 

EXHIBIT # .. ~--·· -· •• Date 5/.?:7 ./f 7-t ) I 

PAGE .5---· OF •• .... NOTE: If signed by agent, appe11ant(s) 
au~t. also sign below. 

Jection VI. Agent Authorization 

l/We hereby authorize to act as ~/our 
representative and to bind ae/us in all aatters concerning this 
appeal. 

Signature of Appe11ant(s) 

Date---------------------------
• 
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2) 

3) 

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

Spe·cific quantitative v~lues 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. 

Feasible project alternatives, including: 
A) Serial upstream berming at inland municipal boundaries 

for retention, biotic treatment and/or filtration 
B) Placement of low cost, low 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 agricult~ral and military operation1 

·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'pody, the City of Laguna Beach (over-· 
turning it•s own Board of Adjustment~s unanimous denial of the project' 
may have a potential conflict of interest in approving the proposed 
proje~t in that: 

1) 

2) 

The City is a member of the Aliso Water Management Agency (AWM 
Summer nuisance flow from residential/industrial surplus water 
runoff is the principal contributing factor for beach pollutio . 
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 born! automotive residues, herbicides, pesticid 
fertilizers and fecal contamination of the enYironment 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 tlle forthcoming summer season 
alone. ··The county of Orange and respective cities in the Aliso 
watershed have had several years to ~esign and implement a reasonable, 
feasible project instead of creating·;an 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. 

... 6 ·LA6..q1 .. 1'-"~ 
[De·~ov~. 

({iOt!)~mel )rppu1-

COASTAL COMMISSIOtf 
App~ I 

~ 
EXHIBIT # ·····-···--11 7 
PAGE ---- OF .... · • 



APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
OECISION OF LOCAL &OVEINMENT 

Please Review Attached Appeal Infonmation Sheet Prior To Completing 
This Form .. 

SECTION J. AppellantCJl • 

Name, nailing address and telephone number of eppe11ant(s): 

Aliso Creek Inn, Inc. dba Ben Brown's Restaurant 

31106 O>ast Hii;bwa;v, tag~me Beach CA, 926D 
( 214 ) 499-4!271 

Zip ·Area ~ode ·. Phone No. 
'.. ' ... ~ '~ " - w 

SECTION 11. D;tis10n Dt1ng Ap~ealed 
1. Name of local/port 

government: Cit.y o£ x.aguza :aeaoA/ ~r of~ 

2. Brief description of development being 
appealed: 9li'ding of a sancl bem to c~ &'Ad ats•z::t A1olis&~t:llil water 

:mt10ff itlto axi sting ~tfall -- ·----.. ----··---

• 

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's Jareel • 
no • .,__cross street, ete.l: Approximately 300 feet upstream of the Pacific 

'-CaSt Highway Brl.dge at All.so creek, Iiguna BeaCh ana ISO I fran ou:r pxOpert.y. 

4. Descriptio' of decision being appealed: 

a. Appr"''"'l; no special conditions: ________ _ 

b. Approval with special conditions:. ________ _ 

c. Denial :_J:Snhl o~ e mejnr P'hlic;,~l':kS~•= :Rat <ioel ROt •· 

Note: For jurisdictions ~th 1 total LCP, denial 
decisions by 1 local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development is 1 111jor energy or public works project. 
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

10 IE COMPLETED BY CQMMISStON: 
APPEAL NO:. ______ _ 

*oonfcmn to standards set forth in certified 
UP (P .a. c. Section 30603 Cb) ) ana c:En\ EIR 
~. 

DATE FILED: _____ _ 

DISTRICT: ______ _ 

115: 4/88 

Aliso Cn:.el:. ~n ,fppU4/ 

COASTAL COMMISSIOII 
A ·h4Atr·'11 ·IW. 

. (~tJtNO) B 
EXHIBIT # -·-........... .. 
PAGE ...:2__ OF 1. ... . 

• 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT CPage 2) 

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

a. __ Planning Director/Zoning 
Administrator 

c. __ Planning Commission 

b. LC1ty Council/Board of 
Superv1 sors 

d. _Other _____ _ 

&. Date of local government's -~ec1s1o~_: ... ~~. ¥:..--6 .... , _19_9_7 ______ _ 

1:. ·Local government's file number (if any): ClPN:>: 97-19 

SECTION III. Identification.of Qther Interested Persons 

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

a. Name and mailing address of pen.1t applicant: 
Cbunty of Qrange · 
P.o. Box 4048 
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048 

b. Names and ~iling 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 laguna :Beach 
565 Forest Ave 
Iaguna Beach CA 92652 

( 2) Mike IXml::er, Manage;:,· South O:>ast water Di:st:rict 
31592 west street 
South Iaguna, CA 92677 _ -------------­

.. ( 3) Ali so water Management lgaacy 
3Q49Q ilii:RgJ:l \Zi.ejg RQIIQ ;) 

""'fS!e:l~n -d~tll!m•-EO!t~pe:!ii:ti!J"e'l!!er!'e:M'Jftl!!leh", -EG3111'\:-----------/t----5~ .. -L6)'!.""''s~-q1·1 tJ, {f>.t ~) 
( 4) South Iaguna Civic Association 

-;~:-:-:·0~fh-==~:;::.:guna...:;.9.;:.:.::66:..::.:8CA=--x-:92-67-7~-------COASTAL COMMISSION 
AfpeAl~ 

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal E'XHTBIT #-~--­
PAGE ~ OF .J. .. 

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 
1n completing this section, which continues on the next page. 

A-liso t!.r'e~ ~n Afpe.ttl 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DE~ISION OF LOCAL &OVERNMEHT (Paae 3) 

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a sunnary • 
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 warrants a new hearing. 
(Use additional paper as necessary.) 

'-he proposal. to install a sand bel:m 150 Y!rd! frgn ltJ ieo Creek Inn 

will cause~ conditions to cxx;ur on gur ~. polJntion, flmdin;, 

silt (leposition, &afetv, sic;kness cmd nogrl:to infestat:ion arp ~nst • unple 

of the concerns gpresm. ,U.s is not even a teD:poraxy fix tM~ the 

problen of unsfght;y, nuisance11water, rather it is a "zxm-fix"; it sil!ply 

·relocates or "catches" the water ond npyes· it :fW:::tber· off store. When the · 

water slows Cfetm, before pur:rr;ed into the outfall, the alrnze descrited mndi­

ti.ons will occu:r. 'lb. expose. the tens of tlpusands$-sts of the hotel en:! golf 

course to the stench end dangers of pondi.ng waters is oarpletely ill-advised. 
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 
suppor~ the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification 

The information and facts stated above ar~ correct to the best of 
~/our knowledge. 

lrl iso. tr--ee/C. ~11n AppeAl 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
, ·6 .. U]&·'f1--((,f. 
l De NOVO) · Date _June~·:::::-:.l2't-1::9~97,___ _____ _ 

EXHIBIT # ···--··-- NOTE: If signed by agent, appellant(s) 
fAGE .... :1_ OF 1. ..... ,., •ust also sign below. 

Sect1on Yl, Aaent Author1zat1on 

J~e hereby authorize to act as ~/our 
representative and to bind me/us in all Ratters concerning this 
appeal. 

Signature of Appe1lant(s) 
Date __________ _ 

• 
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Calif'onda 
Recional Water 
QuaUt)' Coatrol 
Board, SaD Diep 
Jleaioa 

9'171 Cllinm::lnt .... 
Blvd.. Sui1l A 
SID Diqo. CA 92124 
(619) 461·2951 
FAX(619)571-6972 

• 

September 18, 1997 

Mr. David A. Caretto 
General Manager 
Aliso Water Management Agency 
30290 Rancho Viejo Road 

q~~t!IVED 

SEP 2 41997 

San Juan Capistrano, California 92675 A.W.M.A. 
. 

Dear Mr. Caretto 

ADDENDUM NO. 1 TO ORDER NO. 95.:_'i'07, NPDES PERMIT NO. 
CA0107611, "WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE 
ALISO WATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY, ORANGE COUNTY, DISCHARGE TO 
THE PACIFIC OC~\N 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 requirements for the 
Aliso Water Management Agency (AWMA). The Addendum allows 
the discharge of Aliso Cre~k 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 ~ 
Effluent Monitoring to include the Aliso Creek flow to the 
Ocean Outfall. If AWMA will divert creek flow to the Ocean 
Outfall this year, the quarterly 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, 

~~ 
Executive Officer 

• 

Enclosure 
PJR 
File: ANMA, 01-0117.02 

cc: Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 

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, Reqion 9 (w/enclosure) "OAStAL COM J Q 

A·5 .. t,~e ·"t1 .. u,lt " · M SSI N 
{r>eNr»o) ~.W.If. C. 8. Afft11t1Ai. 

EXHfBIT # .. JL .. __ 
ADDENDUM 3 

PAGE -.L .. OF ~.. • 
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CALIFORNIA REQIONAL WATER QUALift CONnoL BOAJU) 
A-5·1..~8 ·111·1(,/tl SAN J)IEQO REQIOH • 

( /)t NfJVIJ .:J". 
COASTAL COMMISSION ADDEND: NO. 

1 ?6~ ?~ 
{(.. W. Q. C. 6. Af?vt vJ_ O:RDER NO. 95-107 ~ ~ ' 

EXHIBIT # .. 1?. ... -- NPDBS NO. CAo107&11 ~ 't> ~"' 
~ 5 . •J' C" ~ <$'~~ /) 

PAGE •••••••••• OF ••••• -WAS'l'Z DISCHARGE REQUIUMENTS ~ ~ TP "//-1;;~ 
FOR THE. <"" ~ V <.?' L~ 

ALISO WA'l'ZR MANAGEMENT AGENCY ("0 9p~ ~ :&~-> 
ORANGE COTJN'l'Y ~ ~ ~ 

~ (// 
DISCHARGE TO THE PACIFIC OCEAR ~Q 

THROUGH THE ALI$0 WATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY ~ 
OCEAN OUTFALL 

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego 
Region (hereinafter Regional Boa~d), finds that: 

t i 

1. On December 14, 1995, this Regional Board adopted Order No. 
95-107, NPDES No. CA0107611, Waste Discharge Requirements 
for tbe Aliso Water Management Agency, Orange County, 
Discharge to tbe Pacific Ocean Througb tbe 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. ,4 The County of Orange 
would maintain the pumping and conveyance facilities. 

3. Summertime flow in Aliso creek consi•ts 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~ly, 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. 

r 

• 

• 
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ADDENDUM NO. l 2 17 SEP 97 
TO ORDER NO. 95-107 

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

S. AWMA has reported that the summertime flow diversion of the 
Aliso Creek to th~ 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 ~) 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 r 
modification of Order No. 95-107 • 

IT IS HEREBY O!mERED THAT: 

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

4. Discharge to the Paci~ic Ocean through the A~ Ocean 
Outfall in excess o~ 27.0 MGD averaqa dzy weather ~low 
rata is prob1bited unless the discharger obtains 
revised waste discharge requir~ents authorizing an 
increased flowrate. The summertime stream ~lows 
di varted ~rom the Al.iso Creak,. to the AHMA Ocean Oatfall 
shall be included when calculating the average d%y 
weather ~lowrate discharged through the AHMA Ocean 
Outfall. The summart.i.me stream flow diversion from the 
Aliso Creek to the AHMA Ocean Outfall shall not exceed 
4.52 MGD unless the discharger obtains revised waste 
discharge requirements authorizing an increased 
flowrata. A·5-~AP;·f:J?-IU r~~~) 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
((..W. Q.a. a. tfppn~ 

EXHIBIT # ..... !?.......... . 
PAGE --.2 .. OF_£._ 
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ADDENDUM NO. 1 
TO ORDER NO. 95-107 

3 17 SEP 97 

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

10. ])iversion o~ Aliso Creek stream ~lows to the AWMA OceAD 
OuUall is prohibited between October 16, ADct April 30 
eac:b ye~. 

3. Order No. 95-107 shall be amended to add the following 
Discharge Specification B.ll. · 

11. 'l'he stream ~low cliversion from Aliso Creek to the AliMA 
Ocean Outfall shall be included as a component of the 
effluent l.i:mit:atio.a• as listect in Discharge 
Specification B.2 · 

4. The Semiannual Reporting Period and the Semiannual Report 
Due Date as listed in Monitoring Provision 11.14 of 
Monitoring and Reporting Program No. 95-107 shall be 
replaced by followinq: 

Monitoring Freguency 

SeDliannually 

Reporting Period Report Due 

May -- October November 30 
November-- April May.30 

5. The followinq 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 o~ this MOnitoring anct Reporting Progr .. , 
e:f:f~ueDt incluctes Aliso Creak flows d.ivertect to the A1I1G. 
Ocean Outfall as well as treatment plant effluent • ..... 

A ·';~Le,&,'l1·1{,~ 
[De Novo) 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
R..w. Q. c.. &. A-ppYDvd 
EXHIBIT # J) 
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AOOENDOM NO. 1 
TO ORDER NO. 95-107 

4 1'7 SEP 97 

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

VI. Aliso Cree~ Moni toriDq 

The stream ~low diversion from Aliso Creek to the ~ Ocean 
OU~all shall be monitored for the following: .. 
Parameter Unit Type o~ Sample ~nimum Frequency 
=- :===-== ---=-- _, =-- == : ¥nn 
Flowrate MGD recorder/totalizer continuous 
CBOD5 !120°C mq/l 24-hr composite d.a.ilyl 
Suspended 

dailT Solids mg/l. 24-hr composite 
pH units grab dailjJ 
Total and fecal 

colifozm #/100ml qz:ab weekly 

I, John H. Robertus, Executive Officer of the San Diego Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, do hereby certify the foregoing is a r 
full, true, and correct copy of Addendum No. l to Order No. 95- ' 
107 adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, San Diego Region, on September 17, 1997. 

~--I#?~ 

Jl-5- LaB·'n·l"' 
{oe NDv~ "~ 
COASTAL COM~ISSION 
f..IAJ.Q. 0. B. ,fJ>pYDv~ 
EXHIBIT # .. .D. .. _ 
PAGE __ §_ __ OF 6 ...... ·-
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General 

NOV 241997 • 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Per the requirements of the California Coastal Commission, Orange County 
Public Facilities and Resources Department (PFRD) I Harbors, Beaches and 
Parks and the Aliso Water Management Ag~mcy (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 flow rate was low and ranged 
from 1.74 to 2.13 cubic feet per second (cfs) or approximately 1.3 million gallons 
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, 1997 (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 9 times. The 
chemical and phy~ical 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 outlet of Aliso Creek • 
into the ocean could meander anywhere from station from station S-7 to station 
S-10. 
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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. 

,~' 
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DATE nME pH TIS CBOD Total Collfonn fecal Coli. Ave. flow 
mgiL mgiL MPNIWml MPN1100ml ell 

8/18187 10:30 7.8 23 <7 1,000 1,300 2.02 
8120187 1:00 7.6 20 <7 1.18 
1121187 10:00 7.1 10 <7 1.18 
8f22187 1:45 7.1 7 <7 5,000 700 2.10 
8123187 8:30 7.8 10 <7 "; ~ 5,000 1,700 2.13 
8124187 1:30 7.5 21 <7 ... 1,300 170 2.08 
10/1187 1:30 7.4 13 <7 1,000 5,000 1.75 
1012187 1:00 7.5 <6 <7 3,000 <20 1.78 
1013187 1:40 7.5 6 <7 16,000 5,000 1.88 
10/4/97 9:30 8.0 11 <7 1.85 
10/5117 1:30 7.5 13 <7 1.75 
10/6/97 13:00 7.8 10 <7 5,000 5,000 1.78 
1017187 1:00 7.5 8 <7 3,000 2.400 1.87 
1018187 12:00 7.8 I <7 9,000 2,400 1.74 ., 

Composite sample represents 24·hr period prior to reported date/time 

~ -6 ·Lee --tf1-/fl, 
{De~o) 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
PJattW {iUA.ti~~ t1-Vniflri1 ~ 

EXHIBIT # ·-~:. .• • 
PAGE .3 OF jL 
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•• 

•• 
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ALISOJ~~fi!RR~~g~EJI~~ENCY 
f'l.naJ. EttJ.uent 

. J:.por: ?or: Oct . · Report Due: 11-3 0- 97 

~~its ~8~ g;?f ~;L pH mf7L Tempeeature 

si=~~=-~------~-~~~,-········~---····~-:!······~:~·-·····:~·:i·········i······· 
9- ·- 7 .5 •1 7.4 c • 8 
9- ~= ~ 1 ·~ • 7.~ c • 9 
§: 4. 1 : ~! ~: i: ~ : I 
~= i: ~ :9:~~ 4! ;:i i: :1: I 
:1• ~- 7 9. 9 -~ 7. c . 
~· 6- 7 ll. 36 "i ·~7. c • 

Cl:'·2Cl- 7 ~- 4 ""'7 c • 
C9-30- 7 .20 3 6: 7: c 'l 8 
~8-o· .. 7 .24 5 4. 7. <8· e 
• - 0~.. 7 . • 3 0 t 4 • 4 7 • ~ c • B 

~~:gQ~:~i ~:~~8 ' !:~ ~:s :8:± S ~x- s- 7 1 . i 5 . .4 c~.l ' .-.~- 6- 7 . 2 . .s c •! . 
:~-s7-97 e. l 4 .4 7.6 c . 
lu- S-97 9.14 5 .2 7.6 c . 

. ' 

tla •..••.••••..•....••••.••..••••.•••••..•.•••• ~·············~······h······ 
M:NIMUM 6.78 l 2.4 7.4 O.l 27 . 
!'AX':Ml.~ 

AVtAAGE 
TOTAL 

• 

:.l.ll 
9.41 

188.13 

7 

s 
9.2 
5.3 

7.7 
7.5 

A .§·LntJ .. q1 .. fvb 
{De Novo) ., < · 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

0.1 
0.1 

~rtwu ;'t ~toy;'"tr ~ 
EXHIBIT# G ..... --... .. .... 
PAGE •• .!/:._ OF /3 

Table 2 

29 
28 



jiSCHARGE MONITORING REPORT FORM ORDER NO. 90·50 (NPDES NO.Ol076ll) 
Al..ISOJWATER MANAG~ AGENCY 

01Pin~I9t~lfuentant 
REPORT FOR: Oct 

PaBameter 
n1ts ate 

Turbidity 
NTU'.Iil 

REPORT UJE: 11•30-97 • 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

09-~C- 7 2- p- 7 
~- J.- 7 

1
: .~,-: ~ 
- - 7 
- - 7 
- - 7 
- 8- 7 

8- ~- 7·. 
- - 7 
- • 7 

8- ~- 7 
1 - 3- 7 
10-04- 7 
10-05- 7 
10-g~- 7 
10- 7· 7 1o-ca- 7 

2.6 

2.5 

2.6 

7.0 

11.0 

9.3 
t,; 

3.3 

3.2 

3.5 

2.2 
2.! 

• 
·····-···--·············································:·········~=-••••••r. Mlnt~m 2.5 7.0 3.2 2.1 
Mtlxtmum 
Average 

2.6 
2.6 

11.0 
9.1 

3.5 
3.3 

A ·5·l6frf1·f(,(, 
( oe AJo\1~ ... • 

COASTAL COMA11SSION 

2.2 
2.2 

(A)~ OUAI ift I'KIMA'/rl¥1., RifM-

EXHIBIT # .. _€._ ........... . 
PAGE -··9 Of • {3 ... 

Table 3 

• 



; . 
S1& 

Main Beach 

• 

•• 

N 

• 

S15 

wooaaCave 

LAGUNA 

BEACH 

-PFRD Monitoring Station 

N7 
N& 

NS 
N-4 

N3 
N2 

N1 

PACIFIC OCEAN 

li ·5,~Ae --q1-lt;'f­
{oe Novo) 

SOUTH LAGUNA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
~ter-6uetl i ~ mon i 1Dnfzt Y<.tfovt 

EXHIBIT # ... €_····-··--
PAGE ·--~---· Of .J~-

AWMA RECE1V1NG WATER 
MONITORING STATIONS 

S2 



Station 
Sl 

A \Vl\IA Shoreline Stations 

A ~!A's :NPDES discharge permit requires swfzone samples be 
collected at :hese stations and tested for total and fecal colifonn and 
enterococcus. The test results are located on the following pages. 

Location 
20,000' south of outfall- small beach nonh of Marine Studies lnst. 

52 1 5,000' S()Uth of outfall- Salt Creek b~ach; use access road to the 
I beaCh, Sample just nonh Of the little rOCk jetty 
I 

53 .j 10,000' south of outfall- Three Arch Bay; straight down street at 
· enci then left~ access across from #5 house 

54 5000' south of outi!lll - 1000 steps beach, across from 9th Street 

SS 4000' south nf outfall - Laguna L\do Apt~ take elevator at end of 
h:UI. push "B" (use floor "1" in \.\nlter when "B" bo:1rded up) 

S6 

Si 

3.000' south of outfall- Table Roc~ one way street; use stairs at 
end of street. sample just left of rock reef 

2.000' south of outfall- C:unel Point (#1924)~ s:unpl~ straight 
across frc•m pona-ponies 

• 

• 
ss I. 000' south of outf:~ll • So. of .AJiso pier. ~ght do,~n from trailer A .1§-ltifl'17-11/1 

( ltt tJt1')0) 
SR.5 

S9 

Cl 

SlO 

Sll 

Sl::! 

S13 

Sl-1 

S15 

. Adjacent and just nonh of pic:r 

Surf at outfall· sample: straight do\~n trom manhole in p:u-king lot -Q~i~ 
ln Aliso Creek. on e:1st side of PCH bridge ~"" ~Y\ihYi~bf 

•• 
1.000' no. of outfall· Treasure lsl.. so. end:iat hou.Cie w/ gr:1y pil1:1rs exh\bir£" 
2.000' no. of outf:11l ·Treasure Isl. south end, SO ft. from r:unp 1·11;

13 

3.000' no. of outfall- Tre:tSure Isl, access just left of isl. at old pi~r 

.J.OOO' no. of outfall- Blue Lagoon~ access through Tre:lSure lsl:md 

5.000' nonh of outfall- Diamond Street, str:liibt do""n from stairs 

1 0,000' north of outfall- }ltoWluine Road~ straight dov..n from stairs • 
516 15,000' north of outfall- L:1guna Ave.~ p:lfk 3t cul-de-sac ne:J.r 

~l:1in Be:1c~ sarr.ple in front of Hotel Laguna 



• 

• 

• 

A\\~tA's NPDES discharge permit requires nearshore samples be collected monthly at 
the 'S stations shown on the preceeding map. Samples are collected at the surface. mi~ 
and bottom depths and analyzed for total and fecal colifo~·and enterococcus. The test 
results are given below. 

DISCHARGER: A Wt.tA 
REPORT FOR Septcmbc:r 1997 
REPORT Ol.'l!: Octobc.f 30. !997 
SAMPLE SOURCE: Rt=ci,ing water. nearshore 
E..~CT SAMPLE POI'NTS: A.s speeificd in permit 
SA.\tPW COLLECTED BY: SERRA Ub 
SAMPLES ANALYZED BY. SF..R.RA Lab 

NPDES No. CA010761 1 
ORDER.IR.ESOLunON No. 95·107 
REPORT FREQUENCY: Monlhly 
SAMPLING FR.EQt."ENCY: Monlhly 
TYPE OF SAMPLE: Grab 

N! 
N:: 
N2 

N\ 
~)· 

~'\ 

~" 
NJ 
N·l 

t\S 

"'<' .. 
so· 

Sunxc: 
:s· 
Str 

1 N~ 2S' 

I
I NS ~i' 

"''' 1 Swl',~c: 
Sh · !S' 
Sh )Ci' 

Comments Overcast and hum.iJ; Mavy sun·~ hi&h tide at 10:16. l"'Ulon 9114.15. 

Sample 
Dare 

09117!97 
()C)/l7l9'7 
l)~/17~)i 

t)l)/1 '/l)i 

09/l'?/97 
fN/1'7197 

cl9/l i Ni 
llQ/l 71')7 
O•)!l iNi 

1)9117Jl)7 
UWl7Jl>7 
09/l7197 

()l)/1 7 :,,., 

U9!I"N7 
... ,, • ., ;'')'7 

Ol)/J'?/97 
1)9/l '7,'1oJ7 

~W/17Jl)i 

U')/)7.197 
ll91JiJli.' 
tJ9/1?197 

T&llil.l 
Culi!orm 

CFl.'/1 OOmi 

so 
10 

<10 

<10 
<10 
<lO 

<10 
<10 
<10 

<10 
<10 
<I() 

<10 
<IU 

10 

<tO 
<10 
<tO 

70 
<10 
<10 

fecal 
CuliJbrm 

CFt:/lOOmJ 

10 
<10 

10 '. 

<10 
<10 
<10 

<10 
10 
to 

<10 
<10 
<10 

<In 
10 

<10 

<10 
10 

<Ill 

10 
<10 
<IU 

I 

.Cnacm­
c~ 

CFUiiOOmJ 

<10 
<10 
<10 

<10 
<10 
<10 

<10 
<tO 
<10 

<10 
<10 
<10 

<10 
<10 
<10 

<10 
.-clO 
<Itt 

•tciO 
··.cto 
<10 

Sample 
Time 

09·SS 

09:-as 

09.30 

f.)t) !0 

Q9 tO 

011& 
Gre:s.sc 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
u 
l) 

0 
0 
0 

C) 

0 
u 
II 
u 
0 

0 
0 
0 

Sewage 
Oebns 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

u 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
I) 

0 

t) 

0 
0 

Rt:Qt:I.REMENT tll fluaun~ panu:uiote5 and ife:L"ie and oillhall not he \1Slblc ll) l'hc dzsc:har;t of waste sh;ll 
IK\1 QI.IK :ltstheuc:all~ undl:slrc:ablc &hscolorataon uf the occ:u\ surixc. r :\ 

~-t; .. LG18·'tl-Lflll L0f ~ow) 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
{,lijiey-(Wal iftttl1~i wn·~ ~ 

e EXHIBIT # --···-·-.. ... 
PAGE _f_ __ Of .. !L 

•o. Nuru: 
l·Mdd 
2 ·MOiimle 
3. Sc\'tre 

"'· Exuerl)( 



• WEm Y UCEMNC WATER REPORT FOA ORANGE COUNTY HEALTH DEPAR.'TMINT 

DJSC'HA.ItGER: AWf.tA 
REPORT FOR.: Scpaemblr l.t. t.brouab 20. 199'7 
SAMPLE SOURCE: ~ WIICf surf 10111 
EXACT SAMP1..E POINTS: As ~ICCI ia l'lftllil 
SAMPLES COLLECTED BY: SEJUtA Lab 
SAMPLES ANAJ..Y%£0 BY: S!R.R.A Lib 
Tl'PE OF SAMPLE: Grab 

COMME!'(I'S: Aliso Crtek r=aebu lurf'ZOIII DOftb ol 19. 
IbiD OD 09il.;..U!9'7. 

Tot.al Ftcal 
SWioa Colil'onD Coliform 

Emero· 
CDCCUS 

~-..;, ... 

HPDES ,.o. CA0107611 

OR..DERIWOJ..\mON No. tS-10'7 
REPORT FREQUENCY: Wectlr 

Tocal Fcc:u E.aWo-
Coliform Colilorm coccus 

•• 

Nn. o~ce CFUllOOtnl CFUllOOm.l CFU/lOOm! Date CFUilOOml CFU/JOOml CFUtiOOml 

S·l 091t619'7 <10 <10 <10 09111197· ' S·l 0911619'7 <lO <10 20 0911119'7 I 
S·3 091161'9'7 40 10 <10 0911119'7 ., 

• 
s..a 09/161'9'7 1000 6SO <tO 0911119'7 lO 
s-s 09/Jft,"tf'f .., <10 IC;IO 0911119'7 10 
s-o 09116t"" uo :zo 10 0911119'1 6 
s.-: ! 0911619'7 60 10 <10 0911119'7 .10 . 
S·ll 09116JCJ'7 10 50 10 0911119'7 10 

S·A $ 0911~ '70 50 100 0911119'7 cao 
SA 091\61Q"1 20 10 10 09111197 )0 

S.ttt 09116tfr7 <10 10 10 0911119'7 60 
S·ll Of/16141'7 so <10 <lO 09/ll/97 24 
S·ll t Otf/16J'fn to <10 <tO 09111197 2 
S-13 I 09116141'7 1600 150 <10 Of/11,.., <2 
S·l4 l'NIIM"' 40 .a lO 09111197 • 
S·IS I 09/t 6/Q"7 :so 100 10 09111197 IU 
S.lfl CN/161'17 3:0 91 100 0911119'7 :o 
C·l 09116t"9'7 lSOOO 6'700 900 09111197 )600 

REOt:IRI:M!!NT cal Sample' ur waacr rrom ~ umpbq uauun shall uve a de.f'Sl'Y u( uul eol&form 
MJ;uua~~~ .. It" &han 1.000 per 100 ml. provnSod &bat noc mt,rc man 10% or lbc nmplca ., aay ~~amplulf, t~o~uoa. an 
aay JO da' rennd. ma' ctcced 1000 per 100 mi. aDd provallcd c.hat oo sm;Je ._pic wlacn venl\ed by a Rflla' 
<a~mplc Laktn wlllu.a .I.A houn •taaU nee~~ 10.000 per 100 ml. ('b) The recal eubronD dcaatty hued on a 
mlNJ'Dum nr n01 h:u tun S sample for aoy ~Y pcnUIS. sbaU Dot ucccd a ccomemc mcaa or ~00 per 100 IDJ 
ftOf sb.all••rc uaaa 107 .,f r.be tot;l ~mplcs du~ aay 60-.iay pcnod ca.cccd .aoo per· 100 ml 

• 
<l 
l 

<10 
2 

<2 
<Itt 

IU 
JO 

<10 
30 
6 

<2 
c: 
c: 
2 

20 
liCl 

SAMPLINO FREOt:ENC'r. Twcc watly A,6-l£1f>,'f1 .. tv~(i>e tJ&JD) 
COASTAL COMMISSION j. 

~~j~MUhifJri"t ~· 
EXHIBIT # ...................... · 

PAGE _j_ Of •• L?. ... . 

Table6 

l 
l 
10 

<IU 

I <! 

·~ 
IU 

<Ill 
<IU 

• .. 
" oc.l I <l 
" I -

<10 

:~u • 
• ·-

• 



. . . 

Wil:.i:!.. y RECE!VTNO WA!ER. R.EPOR':' FOR ORANG£ COUNTY HEALTH DEPAR~i 

NPD£S No. CA0107611 

·~USCHARGE.R.: . A \\~1A. 
REPORT FOR. September liaa.d !.&. 1997 
SA..'-'IP!..E SOL ""RCE: R=vmt \\'ala' s=i zone 
£.'tACT SAMPLE POINTS: As )-p~uicd in permit 
SAMPLES COLLEcr£0 BY SER..lV\ Lab 
SAMPLES ANALYZED BY Sl!RJt.\ !..ab 

ORDERlRESOLUTJO}; ~o 9S·l07 
REPORT FR.EQu"E!oCCY: Wccidy 

• 

I 
' 

T\"?E OF SAMPLE: urab 

COr..t\UiNTS Abso Cre-tk re:tchin! surtzont just nonh of 59. • ... 

A·6-LEiA1-IIN{De ~ j 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

(,4Xder-~uali1J- Monirorina- P.ifrYl 

Nu sample :at S7 09ii7i9i Jue to r.!gh tidt t!'I:U 1mpc:cied ~. 
EXHIBIT # .. .e_····--
PAGE •• -1!?. •• OF _/J, • 

I T,lr.:d rec:al Enc.cm· Total F.:.:ai r:nu:: .. ,. 
SIJIIon C~it'.l:m t:&Jiili:>rm Ent&.:roc:oc:c::s C-.>lUOnn CuiuU:m .:c:.:cw 

s\) :lart> CF'l 1 ii•.;Orni CFWIOOmJ cJ-·t:n oomJ OlllC CFUiiOOrr.i CFl'll(llm} CFT: • ll"..rr.l 

~-
s . .. 

i 

S·l 
s • .: 
:i·S 
,:O:.n 

1•)')11 -:.~): ~ .. ~iS !~liS ~lS ! t1).'~~i9'i' <10 <10 . ' 
s.~ f tll/j ":' ... :~ •! It! It) <10 :'9t':l1.f': 10 <lO 

s.lC ~ t\•}i! ~;to;':' •! I:! <Ill c. II) 1!•)/':.,W'Q";' ~()(J l(l ,_., u•J/l ":' ;•)":' •:I !I <I•> 30 U9t':~JQ':' otiO .:;li 
s.111 uw: ':' ... )':' ·:: :l <Ill c.IO n9n.&;q'!' <10 <10 
S·l t i il'>il7.'')"! .. : ·~ <:1) <W 09J::,,)':' <10 <10 
s 11 t:•)/1·.·~- ·~ I•) o:.Jr, elf) f)t);: .,a,-.J'!' ...:IC) <1!1 

' I; 
'·i : 
~-:~ 

s.;h "'~• 

C:·l ·~·li!- .,.,,~ ;.:f)l) "~·i 310 ll<)f.:-1;'0~ 10 .au 
*'"J,._ 

R.rQI':REMF~'T it) Samplu •tt , .. alcr li'nm -:~ch sampl:."1f ~tauun "hall !t;a\·~ :J Jcm•r.· uf:ot.al ~ohJ"..;m: tvp:uu""'~~ 
I~ :.bar. : .:k.lO ;'CT :00 mi. prn\·ll.:cd c~:st :lOl mon: lhan :u% uf lhc: ~ric$ .u all)' ~phn; ,waon. ;.n .tn\' 30·Ja\ 
f'C'tud. :na' 1.":\~-ai :1 ;un r.er l :)() ani. 1.t: j'rr.\·Nitd lh:s; :1c ~1n¥1c ~h: when ,·en tied tty a rc:pca1 ~pic :;Kcr. 
"':.~tn "'" f'o~.111r:1 ~h;all ~x~~.~ ! ).f;oo per HJ•) mi. cb·, The :Cc.al .:nhlnrm .ll."n.!iat\' ~'IC.-.1 on ;a ~m~ ,lf· net~~~" 

l!aa.., f. $iL"nplc lor .&n\ ~I.:.Jllv rcr:t'l.l • .jf-.;a.if :kX c!(c=C :a ~-mc.'!ric: mc.m uf ~r:n pc: :on ml nnr ~hall :m.-rc 1l.an : ~ .. 
nt Uu: h.W l'OUnrte=~ J:.::r.~ :my ~'ld"\Ja) j.mod a.'XCC\."d JllC) per trX) mi. 

Table 7 

<I(• 

, I'' 
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<I•• 
Ill 
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DlSCHAROElt: A WM.4 
R£?0RT FOR. Seplcnb:r 11 thJwlh !7. :997 
SAMPLE SOURCE: Re:civq \\"ate surf zoae 
EXACT SAMPLE POINTS; As spcc:ti:d in permit 
SAMPLES COLLECTED BY: SERRA Lab 
SAMP!..£5 ANALYZED BY: SEAAA '-U 
Ta"PE OF SAMPL£: Gl'llb 

NPDES ~. CAO 107611 

ORDE1VR.ESOLUT10N ~. t~-107 
REPORT FREQUENCY: Weekly 

COM!v~· Al&so Creek re:aches surtzone ~59 on 9~. surf wahi.."\1 uuo jlOOied creek on ~fl~ On 9~. pcol of n=ft' DOlecl :lt 
s:. S6. Sll. :lftd Sl! RunoiTto surf :II Shi em 9:'l~ 

Ibm ~~ine ~ 1:4. bee:r.una Ma\')' dunna s:unplilll on tN2!; 

Toea! Fa entt:rO- Toea! feci 
'Swaoo . - Coh:or:n Coliform· CCCCU5 C.:liform Cl)bform 

•• 

Entero-
co.:c-.a 

No Oat.: Cf'l ~11 :'.Cr::t CFt:! I rll)ml CFt:IIOOml Ouh: CFt:iiOOmi CF1J/100ml CFU:IOIJml 

. 
I 

I 

i 
S.l O'lr.l/9'7 .. l lO 0911!197 lD-

s..: •f4»r.lt"IJ7 .. ~ I l t)I)Jl!/91 so 
~, Cl)/l3ftJ~ ~0 10 .a 09~19'7 :o 
~ ~t':l~" 16 ll I! 09/l!/9':' <10 

s.s -! i)4:1!l3t'Q~ :rJ " 
i' ill d9~197 30 

:i-tt IIJ9r.~liJ., <, <"' .. o9r.!t1'7 <10 . • 
~.':' ().,fl~,'l)' <iO 10 40 c)t)~/9'7 lO 

I 

~ t)tl~~·tq' tH) :o 10 091:~19'7 .ao 
s.x~ C)')l!~/'17 !:t: 10 10 •l9r.'"' 10 
~ .. I)Qfl~/'l~ :~o 7D 10 nt~/97 '73 
~~~~ 1)9/!ll'i'T !II c.IC ,10 09/!~197 .au 
S·lt U'I~,N~ .. ·: , 

" U')/!~1'11 CIU • . 
s.a: cwr.'"'' .. I <! 1191:51'1~ 190 -
~11 ''')I! ~ tfj'1 I c~ . l 1)9/l~/91 30 
S.l-& l)~~),tf)~ ' .a , I .til li91lSI9i' ISO 
S.IC f)q.': jl"l~ :ll fl 16 1i9/l5l9"l' fl3f) 

,.: .... ·~;:~:•)"r \!) <10 !0 l;')ll~.'9~ ::mo 
(." 'I l't')l:l.~ \ :cc I~) s: :;•lt!,/01 :O.tKJO 

RF.Qt =utr.Mr~T ; .;a a S.ampi.:s :»t' water :rem =:h !>AmPhna ~eiauon 'hall ha'c :a d~;tt,· ol :ocal ~obrorm 
arliUU_m,., i~N th:ln 1.~ per t•:o ml. ~rovadcd that not more &han :~;. ul ~"lc 'loillftPI.:S at an' 'liAinPhftiJ s&iat:u:a. 111 

am :Ul..J.l\· p.-ncd. lftil\' c~eL~:i •1110 per :ou ml . .and provttJe:J ~t r.o sl:".fic s:am""' -.hc:a vcr:ziai !t~ :a repeAt 

'lilml'i.: :ak~o-n -.a\hm JR houn s~all.:.\cm! 10.000 p.:r 100 ml :bt ill.: fa:al ~oliJ'orm Jcnsa~ bolt..'\1 on oa 
:nuum&:m ufnot !cu tNn ~ AmOic (or .aft\" )0-d,a~· ~OIJ. Wll nol c~~= .1 fCOmc'.rlC ftiCiolll of:OO per 100 ml 

~ 

10 
<lC 
etC 
)0 

10 
10 
!0 
~ 
ilel 
IU 
!ll 

1311 
~ 

.&1\11 

J,lll 

~~~ 

.; .:~:u 

., *llmor.: tiloul !~~ uc' &lw ·o&:al SlllnFh:s dunn@. uv 1.0"'\LJ't rtncJ ~~I:LW ~I;U per 100 ml. /. ,,. ) 
A .fJ-- LGJa --'1? _, c,{, (De AJ()vv 

5,\MJ'I :~t: 1-"REOUE~CY 7""'.: weeki\· COASTAL COMMISSION 
w,rtev-~fi~ Monifp,,·, ~ 

EXHIBIT # •. f ...... --

30 
)0 
lO 
Clt,l 
II) 

<Ill 
JO 
Ill 
'!Ill 

• c;u 

J~(J 

<'. ,., 
:•x: 
IMI: 
-xc: 
"'": 

--

PAGE _/.L OF .. !~.. • 
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.. WEEKi. Y RE.CEM~Ci WATER REPORT FOR ORANCE COCNTY HEALTH DEPAilTME.'Ilf 

Aliso Wa~er Mamcemcar Aat="! NPDES No. CA010'7611 

.ISCHA.RCiER. AWMA OR.DERIR.ESOLU'nON No. 9S.I07 
REPORT POR: September !9 aad 30. 1997 REPORT FREQUENCY: Wcckly 
SAMPL.E SOl."RCE: Rec:c~vq wa~er surfzoae 
E.XAC'T SA.~PL.E POINTS; As spcc:uae4 iD pmail 
SAMPLES COL.L.EC'TED BY: SER.It.A L.ab 
SAMPLES ANAL VZED 8\': SERRA Lab 
TYPE OF SAMPLE: Crab 

COMMENTS: Aliso Creek mcbts surfzoac berwcen S'7 aDd. sa un 9119: pooled above surf oa 9130. 
So uc.b.cr runoff DOted. , .. 

:.-• ... 
Taal Fecal Tocal 

Slauoa Coliform CoW'orm coccus Colilcnm Colilorm COCCUl 

Nl) CFl:l10)ml CFt:IIOOmJ CFt:IIOOml Dace CFU/100ml CFli/1 CIOml 

S.l 09Jl9197 40 10 <10 
S·l 09/l9/9i <10 <10 <10 
S-3 09/l9197 so 10 20 
$..& U9/l9A7 <10 <10 10 
S·S 09f.!9/Cl'7 ~0 <10 <10 
S·tt 09/2W97 <10 <10 <10 
S·'? U9,1l9Jft., 10 <10 <10 09/30197 18 ., .. 
$.II 0912919' .ao 10 <10 091.\0197 60 20 

s-• s 09/29197 l!O 70 lU 09/)0197 10 30 
S.Af 09r.9A'i ;o 60 20 09/30197 200 50 
s.;n 04f.! 9/Q" :o <10 <10 09/)0R7 .. <2 
S·tl U9f.!'JI'17 <10 <10 <10 09/30197 l 4 

S·l! IJ9/!91Cl7 10 lO 10 09/30/9"1 "' <l • 
S·ll tJ9t:w•J7 <10 <10 <10 
S-14 09/2 '1/9., ~.n .ao so 
S.I.S 09/2¥19' :o 10 IU 
S·le. .. ,,.,,.,'7 t.O su •o 
C·l 09/l9N7 1.1(10 980 :an 09/30/97 >1000 510 

~ 
( 

REOUIRI!Ml:l'i (~) Samples ur wa&cr from "'tl samptinJ stal.ioa sbaU have a densiy of •ocal c:olirurm 
""' •ban 1.000 rcr 100 mi. prartidc\J tbat not mon: chao .ZO'I or U:lc wnples at aq7 "mpllq 'wiun. iD aoy 30-day 
pcnud. rn:ay C:leced 1000 rer ICJO ml. aQ\1 rrnvided WI no siDj;le •ample whcll vehriCd by a tlpUlaa&npla lolkcn 
•Ktun .&I buun )h;&U u,cccd 10.000 per 100 ml. (bl 1'bc rccal..:obform lolcnaity based Ull a awwnu.m uf DOC lc:ss 

l 
<IU 

10 
20 
<1 
<2 
<, . 

2.at) 

dl:lt1 5 wnrh: for :uay '0-Qy p.:nod. )!\all DOC exceed .a @e&li'Dctnc: mcaa "r :oo per tOO mt nor sbaU mon: diaD 10'1. 

..Ctbc lOLli samples d\IMI aay .W"\lay penl'd eu:ced .iOO per 100 mi. /1-§ t./l,P; ·'/7 -/(,' {l>e Vo~ 
SAMPLlNC FREQl:£~CV· Tv.1ee weekly COASTAL COMMISSION 

Llltter- ~Uat;~ rnDn ifovit1fr ~ 

EXHIBIT# E" 
•••••-•••• I -
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Accumulated Precipitation at Three Rain Qauges In Aliso Creek Watershed 

Rainfall at ALERT II 1141 at. Aliso Creek Near Vista del Lago 

~~ r 
,., ' ... 

; 
1125 0:00 1121 0:00 1127 0:00 IJ28 0:00 - 0:00 1130 D:OO t0f1 0:00 1012 0:00 1013 0:00 1014 0:00 

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

f 

'i 

-r 
' 

1124 0:00 112$ 0:00 1121 0:00 1127 0:00 8128 0:00 1129 0:00 1130 0:00 1Df1 0:00 1012 0:00 1013 0:00 1014 0:00 

1 
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0.1 I o.T 

I o.s 
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o.• 
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0 .~ 

Rainfall at ALERT 11152 Near Sulfut,C:reek Reservoir 

.... , 

r 

112• 0:00 1125 0:00 tl2e 0:00 1127 0:00 1128 0:00 1129 0:00 1130 0:00 1Df1 0:00 1012 0:00 1013 0:00 ,.,. 0:00 
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February 22, 1996 

Laguna Beach Director of Community Developmen~ . 
City of Laguna Beach · .. ' 

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 · 

··Jn 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 e~en 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. 

. ' 
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 
unexpec~1tly hit the watershed and waters back-up suddenly{pefore the berm is breached. Liabjlity 
must be addressed. · 

. 
We do not feel w~ will have full use and enjoyment of our p}operty as we did prior to such a project 
Understand that if we see that tHis 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 ~o be done at 
our expense. · A '5·lfiJ&-'11 .. f(,{, {!>e A!ovo) 

· COASTAl COMMISSION . 
-"9f . __ /a? Ctrr~4tu::t_ '" u,posttt,., 

1/ a~c:!A ~~ EXHIBIT #._ f.. .. ·-
Violet Brown ~ . PAGE . [ . OF !L 

.... 0 

31101 SOUTH COAST HIGHWAY, LAGUNA BEACH, CALIFORNIA t217T • 714/488•2271 ·,FAX 714/411·4601 
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March 4. 1997 

~"2,3456.> 

I
, .. 68~ TOM URAM 

• ~ ~ DIRECTOR 

C~UNTY OF OAANQB 1.'1: -, .... Huc4uw.WOfiTH.u. 
HEALTH CARE AGENCY~~ J~··: g) HEALTHOFFICER 

. H · .. ;S;.cK MILLER. IIEHS . . . 1t-- ~ OEP\ITY DIRECTOR 
,....... ~"'· 
\;: ·~ +., 'i; MAILING ADDfl£55: 

PUBLIC HEAt:rtl "-'?Z2'a.zo't•\ 009 EASt £DINGER AVENUE 
SANTA ANA. CA 127~720 

DIVISION Of ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 

COASTAL COMMISSION ~1 
1 A -5- {..G,(j·t:f?· {(,~(be AIDIIt!J.. 
U"Yvt11tmli.IM~ ,, s'1f~ 
EXHIBIT # _ff.L .... -.. . • 

tELEPHONE: (714) H7·3&00 
; FAl: 1'7141 t72-G741 

,PAGE ••• J._ OF ... t:f. .• m JC (fQ fE n t~. ,~ - ~-. 
J R E . em lb l!;; lb J ~~ iC I .: . ohn obenus. xecuuve Jeer """" 
San Diego Regional Water Qualit)' Control Boud JUN 1 7 1997 :...:. ... ' 
9771 Clairemont Mesa Blvd., Suite A A ·6·t6B .. "' r·l"" 
San Diego, CA _92124-1331 CALIFORNIA 

SUBJECT: AUSO CREEK DIVERSION 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

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 colifonn bacteria levels are consistently elevated. Although the colifonn bacteria in the 
r:reek are not typically of sewage origin, there have been intennittent. unauthorized discharges of 
sew-age into creek waters resulting in numerous closures of ponions of Aliso Beach. The rreek 

r Jth is regarded as chronicaily contaminated and is therefore pennanently posted with warning 
.... 6 .... stating, "Keep Out••. "Contaminated Water''. In spite of the signage, small children and 
surfers still fmd the creek waters attractive. 

The Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project recen&l,y released the result of a large-scale 
epidemiology study which found. in part. that there wi.s an increased risk of illness associated 
with swimming at or near Bowing 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 W'ban runoff, divening dry weather flows to sewage treatment 
facilities, identifying and eliminating illegal coMections to the storm drain system, initiating 
sanitary surveys of the watershed, and educating the public. 

In response to these concerns, discussions to diven 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 \llith the intermiuent 
unauthorized discharges of sewage and urban Nnoff at Aliso Beach . 



John Robertus 
March 4. 1997 
Paae2 

. 
It you have 1ny questions, please feel rree to contact me or Larry Honeyboume or my staff at 
(714) 667-3750. 

Very truly yoma. 

~~~ 
ack Miller, REHS, Director 

Environmental Health Division 

JM:dp 

cc: Larry Paul, PF'RD, HBP 
Dpid Ca.rretto, A WMA 
~en Frank, City of Lapna Beach 

·. 

..... 

t' 

lr .. 5-L&I6 -'t1·1t,(, 

{t>eJ.XJv~ 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
~t.sponJ.utu ,n .SU,fW? 
EXHIBIT # _§... __ 
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ALISO WATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
80210 RANCHO VI!JO flr0-'0 • SAN .IVAN CAPISTRANO, CA 8287$ • (714) Q0-7730 • !lAX (714) 481-7724 

Caftomia Coastal Comni*n rw ~ ~ ~ ~ w ~ ~ 
~o::!£0th Flaar UlJ .. JUL 7 1997 ill) 
Long Beach, CA 90802--4418 .. , 

RE: PERMIT 5-LGB-17 111 CALIFORNIA 
AUSO c:eK DIVERSION PROJecfOASTAl COMMISSION 

Lacfres and Gentlemen: 

On behatf at the ARso water Management Agency (AVVMA) and Ita six Member 
AgenCies which serve the water and/or wastewater needs of the wst majority of 
ntSidents within 1he Aliso Creek Watel'$hed,· .I am writlng to express support for the 
Ceunty of Orange's proposed Aliso CrHk Ofv&rsion Project. Thia project as designed, 
would divert up to 5 cfs of paUuted creek water during dry weather periods into the 
AWMA Outfall and away fnxn Aliso Beach where It oan hann children and other beach 
ueers. 

We at AWMA are cooperating with the County of Orange and others on thfa project 
because we recognize It as a temporary solution to a problem which has plagued Aliso 
Beach for the many years since polluted urban runoff to the creek became a serious 
problem. We al&o realize that thl1 Ia only a temporary measure and that the f'lllil 
solution to the problem wm come after the completion Of the U. S. Army Corp~ of 
Engineel'l Aliso Creek Watershed Management Study whiCh i5 now underway. 

We encourage the Commission to act responsibly to protect the health and welfare of 
the thousands of resident& and tourisfs who IJ$e Aliso Beach, and we urge you to reJect 
the appeal and approve the Aliso Creek DiversiOn Project [Pennlt #A-5--L.GB-97·168). 

Thank you for your attention to th.ia l'ftllttar. 

Very tn.dy yours 

Herbert H. Heyea, Chsltrftll•n 

Aliso Water Managem 

II-52~UJPr'J7-II,/, 
(J>eAJovo) 
COASTAL COMMISSION _ 

- fJ.IrWiopijnd.t;,y,(!l; In ~f~Y1-
~ EXHIBIT # --·-· ..... - ... 

PAGE _.3_. OF .!}_ 

l etrc t +5 l7 1 sf), 

A publio agency craatec:l by: 
CITY OF LAQUfh\ BEACH • EL TORO WA'tiFI DISTRICT • EMEAALC I4Y 8EfiiVIC2 DICTAICT 

LCI At.I8C8 WATER DISTIIHCT • MOULTON NIGUEL WATER DISTRICT • SOUTH COAST WATER DISTaiCT 
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A .. 5t'rB .. ,,.,~,, 

July 1. 1997 {De NoVo) 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
~t:J~~et., --
~H~~~-€1--·-~=-

Cbarla Damm PAGE ••• JJ.. .. OF j~ 
District Director 
Cali1bmia Coastal Commiuioa 

. P.O. Box 1450 
LaDs Beach. CA toaot 

Dear Mr. DaaD: 

,. ~ £!2!)1!1 '' il& 
AM&J&2iill1 

,~, J: z Jla PI 
A .,. LJ. • , /'1 .,& )4DIIJ }SIS 05J1 Pi a 

I am writing this Jetter to roDow up OD my .Metms yesterday with you and other members olyrJIJt 
&raf'reprding appeal number A-S·LGB-97-166 which iJ an appal ftom ID approval by tho City of 
Lastma Beach. The Chy. Oranp County, the Aliso W..-Mamgemcat Agency and the South Coat 
Water District are all coope.1'1dDs to install a temporary SBDd berm iD Aliso Creek 10 dlat IUIIIIDir 

• 

ll1isance wau:r caa be transpOrted to an existing sewage OUI.fiiiL This wm remove that polh&tld water • 
ttom the n=r sbcn: ponieD oftbe beach wbk:h ia used by rwimmcn, IW:f'en and smaU cbDdreD. Tbla 
ptOjec:t is iat.eodcd to improve the water quality and proteQ the health ot everyone who aoes ill the 
water at Albo Btaeb. 

During our meeting, 1 indicated that the creek water curremJy reaches the ocean each day slDce the 
County cuts opea tbe sand berm that presently causes the wat.er to pond near the ocam. This JDIII1I 

that the polluted creek water is beiDa f'ed into the near shore occu water OD a daily buis. Our 
proposal would transport that same water more thaD a mile offshore which will be of major benllt 
to beach users. 'lberafbre. the iuue raised in the staff' report about tho project' a impact on ol'sbole 
water quality should be moot since then: win be no chanae to tile amouat of ereek Wltlr =teriDa the 
ocean ach day. ~ 4 

- fiOIIIIIT AVE. • LAGUNA lEACH. CA -~ • TIL 171 .. _,..,1 • FAX.,.,.. 41N771 

.~ .... 
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2 

I hope that this leuer clarifies some of the issues that were railed iA the staft report. It is our poaltlan 
that there is DO substamial lame railed by the appeal and that the Commi.aion should vote ta 
IIUthorizc the project to proc.d iD a timcJy manner so this pub6c health mcuurc c;au bon.et1i cveeyoae 
using Aliso Beach ~~ tumiD«. • ;. , 

Thanks fot your cooperation iD hdping to RSOJve any i.uues regarding this project 

Sincarely • 

.. ltmd~ 
....... Keaneth Frlllk 

ChyManapr 

cc: City CDUDCil 
Larry Paul, 011U1&e County Director of Community Developmmt 
Dave Carctto2 Aliso Water Mana&emcut Aaeocy 
Mike Dunbar. South Coast Water District 

" 
s , a • a ::a ,•' ~ L , "' '="" •,. r ;vee v r rC fl ft2 

..... I (' f .. o.at i1 I 
1 Q a f i 

A-?--IAB -97-/f,(, "~ 
(De Novo] 

COASTAL COMMISSION·;, 
- ---(;qyy.I.Jfthlbht-CA.. i~ ~f'M 

6? EXHIBIT # ·····-··...... I I 

"PAGE -·~-· OF 9._ 
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Surfrider Foundation, Laguna Chapter 
=~~:~~~'r" 9265~ . . A-6/hB -'11·.f(,{, 
(714) 494--0059 . ( /)t MMP) 
Fax 494-5485 COASTAL COMMISSION 
1-a-91 ClrvlspmhMu 1n s~Aff"-1 

fh Camomla Coastal Commilllon 
SOuth Coast Area 
Re: Permit number: A+LGB-97·188 

Dear Slra, 

EXHIBIT # ··-·-·····--
··;. PAGE ..... fL._ OF _lj_ 

I am writing on behalf of my fenow laguna Chapter members, Cht1slian Moms Smith, and 
Bob Foes. We are very much in support of the berm proposition for Aliso Creek as an interim 
solution to the problem. 

• 

We see it as an exctUent way to ·reduce publiC expos~..~re. while the tong tenn solution Is 
developing. Publlc exposure means thousands of hours d exposure to the bathers who play wlttHn 
20 yards of the mouth or in the creek Itself. The warning signs have no impact whatsoever on most 
of the people who visit Aliso~ and a significant number of bathers are entirefy unaware d the 
UkeUhood of Infection. 

The skimboards, and surfers rarer to Arrso as Spil&so Beach. Because we are a condvl 
group of beach users, we communicate between ourselves far more frequenUy than the average 
beach user. We know, with absOlute certainty, by Wh.re of decades t:l anecdotal evidence. that the 
creek frequently causes illness and Infection. Just Ike the Issue of smoking and cancer. Our • 
county offictars, just like the tobacco lawyers, have repeatedly stated that there hasn't been a lingle 
documented case of thfs happening. BUT, since it ls scientifically un-provable, we consider this the 
Ldtimate cop out by the officials. There fs no way to show where someone picked up an infectiOn 
unless they ffved In a btilble and you eould control aocess 1D pathogens. · 

We know from Aliso Water Management Agency testing that the amounts d heavy mttaJa 
and inorganic pollutants in the creek are totally negligible. We see very UttJe harm In temporarily 
diverting some of this flow into the offshore canyon. . Meanwhile, the tong term solution by thl Army 
Corp. ia well under way and as the city of Arcata has shown. it is proven to be an excellent fix for the 
pollution as well as a new wetrand8 for the area. 

Christian Smith has been wotking on this problem for 7 years. Bob Foes, B.S. Berkeley, and 
myself, B.S. Stanford, have oeen at it for 5 years. We thfnk this a great band aid. Why not uaelt? 

On July 26th, and 27th, my company, Victoria Skfmboards will stage its 22nd Amual 
Skimboard Championships at Arlso Beach. We have 120 contestants, about 20 from outs1c1t lh8 

- u.s. and I can't tell yoLi how much I hate havJng to put contestanta into h wacer. when It II. . . 
questionable. We have no other options. No other site even begins to meet out requirements for 
steep Slopes, dose shore break and public facmaea. Maybe, by next year, t won't haw to aploglzt. 

Thank )OU for yoc.-~. ~.;z ... 
-/~~~. 

T.x Haines, Bob Foes, Ch111tian Smith . 
Laguna Chapter, Surfrider Fo\ndation 

CtJP1 to Wayne sagnn. Laguna Oily COuncil 

,. !!ii • 1 1 (f • • • i Li J • •I I 7 lfj' I ' I • - , - ; ss: a aJL s : CJ v . 1 r • ; 
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LAGUNA BEACH TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION, INC. 
FOUNDED lN 1~7 FOR. EPPICIENI' LOCAL OOVERNNBNT 

P.O. BOX 404 LAGUNA BEACH. CALlPORNIA 92652 

TeJIP'ax.(714) 376 1979 

July3, 1997 

CAL1FOR.N1A COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Cout Area 
200 Oceanpte lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Attn; Mes Vaughn 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

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

L 

The Board of' Directors and Advisory Board o!the LAGUNA BEACH T AXP A YER.S 
ASSOCIATION. INC. supports the City ofLaguna Beach granting a permit to County ofOrartae 
for a temporary sand berm in Aliso Creek to coUcct and discharJe low summertime flows 1.5 
miles out in the ocean while the U. S Corp o!En,sineers studies a permanent solution to uti.ce 
poUution n.tDDf£ 

Existing AJiso Creek surface tlow now concentrates the non-point surfice pollution on the 
public beach exposing beach users to health hazards. We understand the proposal for the berm is 
only for periods oflow flow and is thus temporary. It will, however, keep concentrated llll'face 
runoff poJlution otr the beath durin& low flow periods. R.athet' than concentrating the surfAce 
runoff' at the public beach, the tlow will be sent in an adjacent outfill and discharged l.S miles 
oftihora in deep water. 

We request the permit be approved and the outfill monitoring continue to identify any 
problems or health hazards while a permanent &ol~o~tion is cleveloJ*, 

1 
~ 

, /r-!5"tGJPr'1 7 ·/ltv 
L\GlJNA BEACH TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION ..... /De IJ0\10) 

~ - -- -- c:r~~~~s~,,r1 

Gu7 ~~ EXHIBIT # _f!!.. ..... ··--·­
PAGE . 1 . OF .!}_ 

Copy Faxed to S62 S90 5084 

,a 7 r OCJ)! ';;be ABU& ;a;zw .. eva a 1 a I' , 
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Frank P. Barbaro ~ 
3l2SS Camel Point Dri ~ 
South Laguna, ·CA 926 

July 2, 1997 
CALIFORNIA 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
P.O. Box 1450 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802•4416 

Re: Coastal Permit Number: 
Project Location: 
Hearing: . ' 

A 5-- La COASTAL COMMISSION 
- B -417 -It,~ {be AIDI)()) 

~TAL COMMISSION :; 
· · 't~u ~~ .r"'ff'A"f 
EXHIBIT# ~ 

PAGe •• L-~ 
A-5-LGB-97-166 
Aliso Creek, Laguna Beach 
July 9, 1997, Ventura 

Dear Members of the Coastal Commission: 

As a resident of Laguna Beach, whose home is immediately 
adjacent to Aliso Beach, which includes 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 on the beach, is nqt fi·t to swim or play in. 

Young children find the water warm and appealing and typically 
play in it for several hours ignoring bhe posted contaminated water 

-s-igns. Youth find. Aliso Beach- to -be one of the premier skim­
boarding beaches in Southern California. 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.··· 
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This project is only temporary while local government agencies 
continue their work with the Army Corps of Engineers to restore 
Aliso 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. 

,, 

A ~-!5-LPJB-'17 -l{ft, (fJe )Jpv~ 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CoweSfonii!A1ct ,,; S1Aff'Y1 
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STAlE OF CALIFORNIA· THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Oftlc:e 
200 Oc:eangate,.10th Floor 

· Long Belch. CA 90802-4302 
(562) 580-5071 EMERG£NtY PEBMIT 

TO: Cgunty of Orange- Mike Wellborn 
Planning and Development Services 
300 North flower Street. 3rd Floor 
p.o. Box 404a 
Santa Ana. CA 92702-4048 ... , .. 

8 August 1997 
Date 

5-97-2]9-G 
(Emergency Permit No.) 

Aliso Creek. 300 feet upstream of the Coast Highway bridge. City of Laguna 
Beach. County of Orange 

Location of Emergency Hork 

Co 11 ect creek flows and divert them to the exhti ng out fa 11 H ne whjch 
discharges approximately 1.5 miles offshore. This is to be accomplished by 
the installation of: a temporary sand berm in Aliso Creek: electric pump: and 
a pipe between a point in Aliso Cree~. inland of the proposed berm. and an 
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 listed above. I 
understand from your information and our site inspection that an unexpected • 
occurrence in the form of pending 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 emerg,ncy action has been reviewed 
if time allows; and 4 

<c> As conditioned the work proposed would be consistent with the 
requ i rements of the Ca 1i forn i a Coas t'a 1 Act of 197 6. . 

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

A-5-tJ;B-'f7·(U{DtAMtA) Very Truly Yours, . 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
em~'ff n.U'a.L.; 1_ Peter M. Douglas 
· -0--- }I r~~r Executive Director 

EXHIBIT 7 ... , ...... ___ ~ ~ 
PAGE ........... OF .If. .... _ By: Cba.rl es Damm • 

Title: Deputy Director 
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Emergency Permit 5-97-219-G 
Page 2 of 3 COASTAL COMMISSIQN . 

. A- .. ~, IAB,'/1-1 U { bt ~c,e) 

CO!lQliiQ!!S Of APfROVAL: . EXHIBIT "d:·.H._··-·­
PAGE """'········- OF • .':/... _ 1. The enclosed form must be signed by the property owner· and returned 

to our office within 15 days. · 

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

3. The work authorized by this permit must be completed prior to 
Octob~r 15, 1997. " . . · , . . . ... 

4. Within 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 t~e applicant agrees to hold the 

California Coastal Commission harmless from any liabilities 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 Hater 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 life. 

. 
B. The •pplicant Jhall also mon,tor 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 
Hater Quality Control Board for this development, to the Executive 
Director by November 30, 1997. 

B. 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 11Significant storm event" shall 
be defined as: an event of one inch or more of rainfall within a 
24 hour period. 
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Emergency Permit 5:97-219-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 tn its entirety by October 15, 1997, and the 
development site restored to its previously existing state. 

Condition #4 indicates that the emergency work 1s considered to be temporary 
work done in an emeraency situation. If ~he 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 i ncl u'.ie provisions· for ='ubli c access (such as an offer t, .dedi cat.e an. 
easement> and/or a requirement that a deed restriction be placed on the 
property assuming 11 ab111 ty for damages 1 ncurred 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)'Regular Permit Application Form 

. 
cc: City of Laguna Beach Planning Department (w/o enclosures) 

921BF:jta 

c.~~~TAl COMMISSION 
~.-5-tq&-q?-ff,(, (lie~ 
Exiilarr#H ................. " ......... ... 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA· THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Goliemor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Am Office 

• 200 Oc:eangate,.10th Floor 

• 

• Lcng Beach, CA. 90802-4302 ~ ~~~n7~ . (554i 5!:0-5071 
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EMERGENC( PERMIT ACCEPTANCE FORM 
. AUG 2 0 1997 .__· 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTPJ. COMM!SS!O~·l 

Emergency Permit No. :S-97-219-G 

Instructions: After reading $he atta~hed 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 issued 

to me and agree to abide by them. I understand that the emergency worK is 

temporary and a regular·Coastal Permit is necessary to maKe it a permanent 

installation • 

· A·"' l£1B ·&J?-IV' 
COASTAL COMMISSION. 
&vt~,fwt+ti 

EXHIBIT# H. 1/·······--------
PAGE -········ OF 'f. ----- - .. - -- ----~---- . 

F3: 4/88 

Larry Paul 
Nama. 

~ounty of Orange/Harbors, Beaches & Parks 
300 N. Flower Street 

Address 
Santa Ana, CA 92702 

• 
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