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ADDENDUM
DATE: July 6, 2009
TO: Commissioners and Interested Parties
FROM: South Central Coast District Staff

SUBJECT: Agenda Iltem 8b, Wednesday, July 8, 2009, CDP 4-08-06 (Santa Barbara County)

A. REVISIONS

The following revisions to the findings and special conditions of the report are made
as follows(language to be inserted is shown underlined and language to be deleted

is shown in ne-eut):

1. In order to ensure that monitoring is adequate to identify and record the
frequency and duration of all slough mouth opening/closure events, which may
occur more frequently or for shorter durations than a month, Special Condition
Two, Part A, Subpart 3.c (2.A.3.c) is revised as follows:

c. Slough Mouth Changes: The applicant shall conduct visual surveys of the
slough mouth on a menthhyweekly basis for the purpose of recording the
frequency and duration of all slough mouth opening/closure events.

2. To ensure that the all potential turbidity impacts that may result from the project
are adequately monitored, the first sentence of Special Condition Eight, Part A,
Subpart 8 (8.A.8) is revised as follows:

(8) Turbidity. The monitor shall observe and document the turbidity of coastal
waters during all construction activities related to the permeable pier sand
retention system, offshore dredging operations, and beach nourishment
activities.

3. In order to clarify the intent of the condition, the first bullet point of Special
Condition Two, Part A, Subpart 2 (2.A.2), regarding the required criteria for
physical modeling of the proposed project, is revised as follows:

e The sensitivity of the area to pulses of sediment and variable wave climate,
including El Nino/La Nina events.
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In order to clarify the intent of the interchangeability of the terms used in this
condition to describe the installation of a permanent, easily identifiable, survey
marker/monument, Special Condition Two (2), Part A, Subpart 1 (2.A.1) is
revised as follows:

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall
provide revised full-size plans, prepared by a licensed surveyor or engineer,
clearly delineating the nine (9) Survey Monuments/Markers (6 baseline
survey monument points and 3 control survey monument/markers points) as
generally shown on Exhibits 11 and 12. The plans shall be of adequate
scale to clearly delineate the precise location of each of the nine identified
Survey Monuments/Markers and include a physical description of each of the
etghtnine survey monuments/markers to be permanently installed. For
each designated profile location, the plans shall be adequate to clearly
delineate each profile line, the distance between each of the permanent
survey monuments/markers and the surveyed inland location of the sandy
beach and, where bluffs are located, the seawardmost top edge of the bluff
on site for the purpose of measuring beach width, bluff edge location, and

shoreline profile changes over time.

In response to the applicant’s request in their July 3, 2009 letter (Exhibit 1) to
revise the language of Special Condition Two (2) regarding the need to take
adaptive management actions if any of the identified Baseline Survey Monitoring
Points located downcoast of the pier experience bluff retreat greater than the
ambient trend, Commission staff concurs that given the unidirectional nature of
bluff retreat, the need to take adaptive management actions may be adequately
assessed based on a single annual survey in fall. However, Commission staff,
including the Commission’s Staff Engineer, Lesley Ewing, disagree with the
County’s assertion that only a single annual survey in fall of the downcoast sandy
beaches (which experience oscillatory changes in width) would also be adequate
to evaluate the need for adaptive management actions. In particular, Staff
continues to believe that evaluation of both spring and fall survey information of
downcoast sandy beach widths are necessary in order to detect abnormal beach
conditions as soon as possible and in a responsible manner.

Thus, only the first bullet point item on pages 14 of the report for Special
Condition Two (2), Part A, Subpart 4 (2.A.4) and where the same language
referencing Special Condition Two on page 58 of the findings contained in the
report is revised as follows (the second bullet point on each of these pages shall
remain unchanged):

e any of the identified Baseline Survey Monitoring Points located downcoast of the

pier experience bluff retreat greater than the ambient trend for two consecutive
fall ertwo-consecutive-spring-surveys; or

any of the measured beach widths at the identified Baseline Survey Monitoring
Points located downcoast of the pier is 15% or more narrower than the projected
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future beach width during two consecutive fall or two consecutive spring beach
profile surveys and the calculated percentage is greater than the average of the
percent narrowing of the beach widths, relative to projected future beach widths
at the two downcoast Control Survey Monitoring Points.

6. In order to clarify the intent of Special Condition Two (2), Part A, Subpart 3.b
(2.A.3.b) is revised as follows:

Beach Width and Bluff Edge Measurements: Beach width and bluff edge
measurements will be performed by the applicant using a combination (as
appropriate) of a tape measure and a differentially corrected digital global
positioning system (GPS) unit to record the beach width and location of the
seaward top edge of the coastal bluffs on a monthly basis for at least one
year prior to the commencement of development and for a period of 10 years
after initial construction, unless the permeable pier sand retention system is
removed prior to that time. For each of the sandy beach Baseline and Control
Survey Points where no bluffs are present, measurements will occur from the
Baseline Survey Marker out to the estimated mean sea level water line and
shall be performed in the same location as the beach profile surveys. For
each of the Blufftop Baseline Survey Points, bluff measurements will occur
from the Baseline Survey Marker out to the seawardmost top edge of the bluff
(and within 25 feet of either side of the profile) and beach width
measurements shall occur from the toe of the bluff (with GRPS-toe location
recorded) out to the estimated mean sea level water line and shall be
performed in the same location as the beach profile surveys. The date, time
and tidal conditions for all measurements shall be recorded.

7. In order to clarify the intent of the findings, the last sentence of the first partial
paragraph on page 41 of the report is revised as follows:

Thus, regardless of whether the permeable pier sand retention system
constitutes an addition to a public pier, the Commission finds that, to the
extent Section 30235 requires approval of this project, the more specific and
overriding-direction of Section 30235 would provide an additional basis for
approval everrde-any—potentialprohibitiontfoundin-Seection-30233(&) in

this case.

8. In order to clarify that lawns and turf areas (in themselves) do not constitute
structures or coastal dependent uses required to be protected by shoreline
protective devices pursuant to Section 30235 of the Coastal Act; although in this
case, the upland recreational areas of the subject site (which include in part, public
parking lots, public restrooms and showers, public picnic facilities, and public
lawn/turf recreational areas) constitute a critical and important component of Goleta
Beach County Park, which is itself, a coastal dependent use, the following revisions
are made:
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The second sentence of the second paragraph on page 31 is revised as follows:

Goleta Beach public park has experienced significant erosion over the past two
decades, resulting in the construction of over 1,500 linear feet of rock revetment to

protect upland areas of the park and the overaII park uses—metud—mg—g%assy—tawn

The first full paragraph on Page 44 is revised as follows:

a. Existing Development to be Protected:

In regards to the first question, the subject site, Goleta Beach County Park, is a public
beach park consisting of both sandy beach and upland public recreational use areas
(picnic facilities, recreation areas, and parking facilities including 594 existing parking
spaces) as well as various structures (including a restaurant, public restrooms, and
various utility pipelines including gas and water lines). Goleta Beach County Park is
the most popularly used public beach in Santa Barbara County's park system and
clearly supports and enhances the public’s ability for coastal access and recreation
within the project area. Thus, the Commission finds Goleta Beach Park includes
sandy beach areas that constitute a “public beach” and that the existing coastal access
and recreational facilities located within the upland areas of the park (the non-sandy
beach areas) clearly constitute structures and coastal-dependent uses as referenced
by Section 30235. The Commission further finds that although existing lawns
and turf areas are not structures or uses that are required to be protected by
shoreline protective devices pursuant to Section 30235 of the Coastal Act; in
this case, the upland recreational areas of the subject site (which include in part,
public parking lots, public restrooms and showers, public picnic facilities, and
public lawn/turf recreational areas) constitute a critical and important
component of this public coastal park, which is itself, a coastal dependent use.

The first sentence of the second full paragraph on Page 44 is revised as follows:

In regards to the second question, the Santa Barbara County Parks Department has
also established that the public recreational use areas (upland coastal recreation
areas _and parking facilities including 594 existing parking spaces) as well as
existing structures (including a restaurant, public restrooms, and various utility

pipelines including gas and water lines) existing-developmenton-site{including
the—public—restrooms—pichictacilities—a—grassy—tawn—area,—various—utitity
pipelines—and-parkingfacilitiesand-otherupland-areas-of-thepark) are in danger

of serious damage or destruction due to further wave attack and associated beach
erosion.

9. In order to correct a typographical error, the 6™ sentence of the last full paragraph is revised
as follows:

In regards to installation of the piles for the permeable pier sand retention system, the
placement of new structural piles for public piers serving a public access and
recreational purpose is clearly one of the permitted uses under Section 30233(a)(3)(5);
although installation of groins or other shoreline protective devices are not specifically
listed as one of the uses.
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B. RESPONSE TO APPLICANT'S LETTER DATED JULY 3, 2009

In a letter dated July 3, 2009, which has been included in the addendum for this item as
Exhibit 1, the applicant indicates that they are in general agreement with the staff
recommendation for approval of the project but requests the Commission make several
changes to Special Conditions Two (2) and Three (3).

Staff would note that Commission staff has worked intensively with County staff and
their engineering consultants over the past several months in regards to the review of
the proposed project and to develop the provisions and requirements of the special
conditions, including the monitoring and mitigation requirements of Special Condition
Two. Moreover, this item was originally scheduled to be heard by the Commission at its
June meeting in  Working cooperatively with the County, Staff has previously made
several revisions and modifications to this condition and other conditions, in response to
County staff's input. In regards to the new changes to Special Condition Two (2)
requested by the County, staff concurs that the two changes made pursuant to Items 4-
6 in the above “Revisions” section of this addendum are appropriate and will not lessen
or avoid the intended effect of the required conditions. However, staff is not in
agreement with the County’s’ other recently requested changes, as explained below.
Therefore, staff continues to recommend, that with the exception to above changes to
these special conditions, that Special Conditions Two (2) and Three (3) should
remain unchanged.

In regards to the applicant’s request that the provision of Special Condition Two (Part A,
Subpart 7) be revised, staff notes that as now conditioned, the applicant would be
required to deposit the necessary funds for the complete removal of the permeable pier
sand retention system in an interest-bearing bank account (held by Santa Barbara
County) on annual basis over a period of five years after the date that initial construction
of the permeable pier sand retention system is completed. The purpose of this
condition was, given the experimental nature of this project, to provide assurance that
the County will have the financial ability to remove all portions of the permeable pier
sand retention system (prior to the actual expiration of this 10-year authorization for the
project pursuant to this permit) in the event that the required monitoring program shows
that the project is resulting in increased erosion of downcoast beaches or bluffs
experience after a period of 5 consecutive years of monitoring. Thus, the applicant’s
request to modify this condition, to allow the applicant to deposit the funds incrementally
over the entire 10-year term of permit authorization would only be adequate to provide
funding for removal at the end of the permit's 10-year term and would not be adequate
to meet the intended purpose of this condition which is to actually ensure that sufficient
funds are available for demolition and removal of the permeable pier sand retention
system, should it be required due to unforeseen impacts, prior to the 10-year term of the
permit itself. Thus, Staff continues to recommend that this provision of Special
Condition Two (2) should remain unchanged.
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In addition, as now conditioned, Special Condition Two requires the County to
implement all necessary “adaptive management” actions on an as-needed basis, based
on the results of monthly, semi-annual, and annual monitoring requirements, to prevent
downcoast erosion. These adaptive management actions would include
adding/removing piles to adjust the permeability of the permeable pier sand retention
system and additional beach nourishment. As revised pursuant to this addendum,
Special Condition Two (2) requires the applicant to implement the identified adaptive
management actions if: (1) any of the bluffs located at the established Baseline Survey
Monitoring Points located downcoast of the pier experience retreat greater than the
ambient trend over a two year period or (2) if any of the downcoast beaches at the
survey points are 15% or more narrower than the projected future beach width during
two consecutive fall or two consecutive spring beach profile surveys relative to projected
future beach widths at the two downcoast Control Survey Monitoring Points.

Special Condition Two (2) also further requires that if downcoast beaches or bluffs
experience retreat above the established ambient retreat trend for 5 consecutive years
after initial construction is completed, then the applicant would be required to remove all
portions of the permeable pier sand retention system to prevent further impacts from
occurring.

The applicant is requesting that the monitoring program be revised to change the
threshold for observed downcoast beach erosion that would trigger the need for
adaptive management actions by the County to allow for a 20% decrease in downcoast
beach width (as opposed to the 15% threshold of the current condition) beyond the
observed natural ambient erosion trend. The applicant has indicated that they have
previously measured a natural variation in beach widths in the study area of 16% over a
single year; whereas, staff believes that the 15% decrease in beach width is still the
appropriate threshold given that it is a measurement of additional erosion above and
beyond the natural or ambient trend of beach widths over two consecutive years. The
purpose of requiring the two downcoast survey control points outside the effects range
of the project is to ensure that the monitoring program is able to adequately assess any
changes to downcoast beaches and bluffs that occur as a result of the project, as
opposed to natural or ambient erosion that is not attributable to the project. As
specifically stated in the condition, adaptive management actions would only be
required if the decrease in beach width both exceeded the 15% threshold for a
decrease in beach width and the calculated percentage is greater than the average of
the percent narrowing of the beach widths, relative to projected future beach widths at
the two downcoast Control Survey Monitoring Points. Thus, as conditioned, staff notes
that the condition can be feasibly implemented in a manner that already takes in to
account a wide, natural variability in beach widths but that is still adequate to assess
reductions in beach width that may potentially occur as a result of the project itself.

Moreover, the Commission Staff's Engineer, Lesley Ewing has reviewed the County’s
requested change and believes that the change proposed by the applicant would result
in potential significant erosion as a result of the project. Ms. Ewing has confirmed that
she believes the current threshold trigger of a 15% reduction in downcoast beach widths
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be reached prior to taking adaptive management actions is adequate to promptly
respond to any potential observed increases in downcoast erosion. Moreover, the
applicant’s proposal to use the 20% threshold would result in potential significant
downcoast erosion before mitigative action would be taken by the County to correct the
problem.

Further, although staff agrees to the County’s request that a single survey taken in fall
would be adequate to assess the unidirectional erosion of bluffs (as revised by this
addendum) staff continues to disagree with the County’s assertion that a single annual
survey taken in fall (as opposed to both fall and spring surveys) of the downcoast sandy
beaches (which experience oscillatory changes in width) would be adequate to evaluate
the need for adaptive management actions. In particular, staff believes the evaluation
of both spring and fall survey information of downcoast sandy beach widths is
necessary in order to detect abnormal beach conditions and as soon as possible and in
a responsible manner. Thus, Staff continues to recommend that Special Condition
Two (2), with the exception of the revisions made pursuant to this addendum, should
remain unchanged.

The applicant is also requesting other changes to the requirements of special condition
including that the applicant not be required to utilize both a GPS device and a standard
tape measure for conducting the monthly measurements. In response, staff notes that
these monthly measurements are intended to be performed by a non-surveyor or non-
engineer and that the use of both a tape measure and a GPS device would be required
to ensure accuracy and reliability, particularly given the variability in topography (some
survey monument/markers well landward of the sandy beach atop bluffs and may not
provide a measurable sight line to the water's edge. Thus, staff believes that this
condition is both feasible and necessary to ensure that the accurate and consistent
measurements are recorded overtime. Therefore, staff continues to recommend that
Special Condition Two (2), with the exception of the revisions made pursuant to this
addendum, should remain unchanged.

The applicant is also requesting that Special Condition Three (3), “Timing of
Operations” be revised to allow for dredging and beach nourishment activities to occur
on Saturdays. The letter from the applicant, dated July 3, 2009, asserts “dredging
operations should be allowed on Saturdays because of the time needed to dredge the
approximately 500,000 cubic yards of fill sand and the limited window of operation
established for the project to minimize impacts to public access and seasonal sensitive
species at the Beach Park, restricting dredging activities to the normal work hours would
dramatically increase the duration of the project.”

Currently, Special Condition Two requires that all project activities, with the exception of
monitoring, shall occur Monday through Friday. No work would be allowed on Saturday
or Sunday in order to minimize impacts to public access and recreation within Goleta
Beach County Park. This same timing restriction (precluding work on weekends to
avoid impacts to public access and recreation) has been previously required as a
special condition by the Commission for several other projects at Goleta Beach Park in
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the past, including CDP 4-02-074 (BEACON) which authorized beach replenishment
activities at Goleta Beach, CDP 4-02-054 (BEACON) for a one-time beach nourishment
demonstration program at Goleta Beach utilizing up to 150,000 cubic yards of sand, and
CDP 4-05-139 (S.B. County) which authorized the County to dredge between 20,000 —
200,000 cu. yds. of material per year from Goleta Slough and deposit the material at
Goleta Beach for the purpose of beach nourishment.

As explained in the findings contained of the staff report for this item, dredging and
beach nourishment activities require that some, or all, portions of the beach at the
County park be closed due to the use of construction equipment and increased turbidity
of the water. Further, although the winter and early spring season is the appropriate
time of year to implement project activities (as proposed) given the mild climate, the
park would still be expected to attract extensive public visitorship on any given
weekend. Since Goleta beach is subject to higher levels of public use during
weekends, sediment disposal/placement activities during these times would result in
significant adverse impacts to public access. Therefore, to ensure that maximum
access is maintained for the public in the project area consistent with Coastal Act
Section 30210, Special Condition Three (3) is necessary to ensure that all
construction operations, including any restrictions on public access, be prohibited on
any part of the beach and shorefront in the project area on Saturdays and Sundays,
thereby removing the potential for construction-related disturbances to conflict with
weekend visitor activities. In this way, scheduling operations outside of peak
recreational times will serve to minimize potential impacts on public access.

Further, in response to the applicant’s request, staff notes that no evidence has been
submitted by the applicant that compliance with the timing restrictions of Special
Condition Three (3) would not be feasible (including the restrictions that prohibit work
during the summer months, during grunion spawning season from March through
August, and during times of year when sensitive bird species would be present on from
March through August as well). Moreover, the applicant has previously submitted a
construction schedule, as part of the application for this item (included as Exhibit 2 of
this addendum) indicating that dredging and beach nourishment activities would only
occur for a 4-month period (November — February) during the 5 % month window
between the bird nesting/breeding season and the known Grunion spawning season.
Thus, as shown on Exhibit 2, dredging/beach nourishment could already be extended
beyond the proposed 4-month period within the allowable 5 % month construction
window (mid-September — February) while still avoiding any potential adverse impacts
to sensitive species. No information has been submitted by the applicant to
demonstrate why beach nourishment activities could not feasibly be accomplished in
this time period. Therefore, in order to ensure that adverse impacts to public access
and recreations are minimized Therefore, staff continues to recommend that Special
Condition Three (3) should remain unchanged.
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C. EX PARTE

One new Ex Parte communication has been included in the record since the staff report
was prepared and is included as Exhibit 3.

D. OTHER CORRESPONDENCE

Correspondence has been received from a large number of interested parties including
letters of both support and opposition. In total, 801 letters, emails, and petition
signatures have been received as of July 6, 2009, as listed below:

Letters — Neutral Position

A letter from the Sierra Club, dated 7/5/09 has been received which indicates that the
Santa Barbara Group of the Los Padres Chapter of the Sierra Club has decided to not
take any position in either support or opposition to either the proposed project or the
identified alternative regarding “park reconfiguration”. The Sierra Club’s letter has been
included as Exhibit 4.

Letters in Opposition

A total of 452 letters and emails in opposition to this project have been received as of
7/6/09 as follows: The Environmental Defense Center (EDC) has submitted a letter,
dated July 3, 2009, with several attachments in opposition to the proposed project,
which has been included as Exhibit 9 of this addendum. In addition, the EDC has also
requested that two letters addressed to the EDC from Coastal Tech dated July 3, 2009,
and Philip Williams and Associates (PWA) dated July 2, 2009 be included in the
addendum as well (Exhibit 8). Ten letters in opposition were submitted prior to the date
of the staff report. In addition, since the staff report for this item was prepared a total of
39 new letters in opposition to the project have also been received (including the letter
from the EDC) and 417 new emails in opposition to the project have also been received.
These letters include, among others, a letter from Santa Barbara Channel Keeper dated
July 2, 2009; Jessie Alstatt (a marine biologist) dated July 2, 2009; and a letter from
Michael Vincent McGinnis, Ph.D. dated July 1, 2009. In general, the issues raised in
these letters have been previously identified and discussed in the findings of the staff
report. For reference, in addition to the individually cited letters above, 5 of the other
recently submitted letters from members of the public and a representative copy of one
of the 418 form-based emailed letters submitted in opposition of the project have been
included as Exhibit 7 of this addendum.

Letters in Support

A total of 263 letters and petition signatures in support of this project have been
received as of 7/6/09. Staff notes that 85 letters in support of the proposed project were
submitted prior to the date of the staff report and since the staff report for this item was
prepared, a total of 16 new letters in support of the proposed project and a petition in
support of the proposed project with 162 signatures have also been submitted. New
letters in support of the project include a letter from the City of Goleta dated 7/2/09, the
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Beach Erosion Authority for Clean Oceans and Nourishment (BEACON) dated 6/24/09,
Santa Barbara County Taxpayer's Association dated 6/30/09, and The Southern
California Gas Company dated 6/25/09; these letters have been included as Exhibit 5
of this addendum. For reference, in addition to the individually cited letters above, 5 of
the other recently submitted letters in support of the project and a representative page
of the petition have been included as Exhibit 5 of this addendum.

Letters of Interest — Unspecified Recommendation

A total of 85 letters of interest which do not clearly indicate either support or
opposition to the proposed project have been received. Staff notes that 79 letters
which did not clearly indicate either support or opposition to the proposed project were
submitted prior to the date of the staff report and since the staff report for this item was
prepared a total of 6 new letters of interest which do not clearly indicate either support
or opposition to the proposed project have also been received. In regards to these
letters, the applicant has asserted in their letter dated July 3, 2009, that because many
of these letters indicate a desire to “save” or “preserve” the beach, that these letters
should be counted as letters of support for the proposed project. However, staff notes
that because of the unclear nature of the text of these letters, it is simply not possible to
determine their intent with certainty. For reference, 5 of these letters have been
included as Exhibit 6.




Exhibit 1

Letter from Santa Barbara
County dated July 3, 2009
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July 3, 2009

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

Subject: Goleta Beach Park CARE Program — Beach Sand Stabilization
- CDP Application No. 4-08-006

Dear Coastal Commissioners:

The County is pleased to have the Goleta Beach Park Coastal Access and Recreation
Enhancement (CARE) Program for the Beach Sand Stabilization Project before your
Commission on July 8, 2009. Your staff has worked closely and collaboratively with
County staff regarding the project technical details and conditions and we appreciate all
that they have done to get us to this point. The County is now pleased to have a
recommendation for approval of the project. As you are aware, the CARE program at
Goleta Beach County Park is designed to implement the Coastal Act provisions and the .
County’s LCP policies to protect natural resource areas and sensitive habitats, while
promoting public access and enhancing and maintaining coastal dependent and coastal
related recreational uses. For your reference; please find attached the Goleta Beach Park
CARE brochure that outlines the project background, design and benefits.

Although the County is in agreement with most of the conditions recommended by staff,
there are a few specific issue areas that need to be addressed. This letter is provided to
indicate which conditions of approval the County requests be revised and additionally,
offers responses to items raised in the Commission staff report. We will continue to work
with staff to resolve as many issues as possible prior to the hearing,

Recommended Condition Revisions

The County has prepared revised condition language for 2 out of the 18 conditions on the -
project. These are provided in “track changes” with annotated explanation comments in
an attachment to the letter. Briefly, the changes are necessary in order to increase the
feasibility of the project by modifying the following items:

e Permeable Pier —~ Triggers for Actions (Special Condition 2)
County concern is that the appropriate technical measurements and survey methods
are applied 1o the project during monitoring. The natural variation of area beach
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widths is 16% which exceeds the 15% monitoring measurement proposed by
Coastal Staff. Therefore, the County proposes a 20% monitoring measurement as
recommended by our coastal engineer and surveyor.

e Project Removal Advance Funding (Special Condition 2)
Since the project is expected to be successful, removal would not be warranted and
setting aside the funds prematurely and unnecessary. Therefore, the County
recommends modifying the timing to accrue removal ﬁndmg over a 10 year time
period instead of 5.

» Timing of Operations (Special Condition 3)
Dredging operations should be allowed on Saturdays because of the time needed
to dredge the approximately 500,000 cubic yards of fill sand and the limited
window of operation established for the project to minimize impacts to public
access and seasonal sensitive species at the Beach Park, restricting dredging
activities to the normal work hours would dramatically increase the duration of the.
project. Doing so would unnecessam’y increase the duration of impacts to the users
of the Beach Park.

With these recommended changes to the conditioné, the proposed project will effectively
implement the permeable pier project and adaptive management plan.

Staff Report Responses

This following provides the County’s technical responses to-several key items in the
Coastal staff report, including important information regarding the existing site
conditions, the alternatives:discussion, the assessment of the project modeling results by
PWA and Coastal Tech, cumulative impacts, and the publlc comments rccclvcd on the
proposed project. : -

1. Major Utility Lines

The Coastal Commission staff report does not provide a sufficient description of the

significant constraint—Ilegal, fiscal or physical—that the existing utility lines place on

any beach park solution for erosion. There is a wide utility line corridor and :

infrastructure running through the beach park and immediately northward of the beach

- park (high pressure gas line, sewer, water, reclaimed water and Caltrans Highway 217
right-of- way easement). :
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These lines serve a wide geographic area and represent legal and jurisdictional
impediments and liability to any design options that present risk of loss from strong
winter storm event erosion and thereby threatening public health, safety and welfare. It is
not feasible to relocate these lines, as documented in our CDP permit application.

2. Coastal Trail

Page 67 of your staff report assesses the proposed project against Public
Access/Recreation policies. In so doing, the existing public recreation of the Beach Park
is described. The report states: “an improved bicycle path (which is part of a larger
regional bicycle trail system) crosses the park from west to east”.

We would just like to highlight the fact that this bicycle path traversing Goleta Beach
Park serves as the Coastal Trail as certified in the County’s LCP. As such, this bicycle
path is more than just a local amenity, but a significant statewide recreational resource.

3. Project Alternatives

Retaining the Reveétment - Page 46, paragraph 3 of the staff report addresses impacts
from retaining the existing revetment. Certain statements need to be discussed.

The unpermitted revetment to be removed west of the pier occupies approximately
10,000 square feet of space, or 0.2 acres, so impacts on recreation from the footprint are
limited, contradicting the statement in the staff report, page 67, which states “removal of
the rock will also result in significant (emphasis added) benefits to public access and
recreation as sandy beach areas that was previously occupied by the rock structure will be
re-opened to public use”, The revetment effect, such as limiting beach access, only occurs
when the revetment is unburied. Moving some sand from the slough mouth to the back
beach would allow the revetment to be buried without the need for major beach
nourishment.

Passive erosion is acknowledged as an effect of revetments and would occur at Goleta
Beach if erosion reached behind (landward of) the revetment. However, this has yet to

Brrmumde Mmeln s sy Ml Moas s -
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occur and beach area presently exists seaward of the revetment. Sand supply should not
be affected by the presence of thc Goleta Beach revetment as sand is not im poundcd by.
the structure,

Also, active erosion by revetments is highly debatable. Dr. Gary Griggs of U.C. Santa
Cruz performed several studies to specifically identify erosion caused by revetments and
seawalls and concluded that beaches with revetments or seawalls behaved similarly to
control beaches without structures. No discernible or statistical differences between the
study beaches were noted. The Coastal Commission required Santa Barbara County to
monitor the effects of these revetments since 2003 for permit application number 4-02-
251, special condition 2. All momtonng reports show no measured effects of the
revetments on adjacent beaches (in both the One- and Two-Year Monitoring Reports for
the Goleta Beach Revetment Study by County Parks, 2005 and 2006, respectively). In
addition, the report by Coastal Frontiers titled “Goleta Beach Monitoring Program, 2006-
2007 Annual Monitoring Report” for the County Flood Control District indicates no
observablc impacts of the revetments on the beach.

The potential for the revetments to cause erosion at Goleta Beach Park was analyzed in
the DEIR provided with the CDP application. The various retreat alternatives do not
address the major disruption to the park during construction and assume that an eroded
park wiil translate into an equivalent amount of beach—as sand and not clay or other
material of the beach park’s original fill. Even without sea level rise, there appears to be
a loss of upcoast sand supply to replace seasonally eroded beach. This phenomenon has
occurred on numerous southern California beaches since the 1983/84 El Nino. Likely
there was a loss of sand during the EI Nino that has not been replaced because of a lack
of sources. Therefore, without beach nourishment the retreat altematlves likely would
result in less. upland park and less beach.

4. Project Modeling Review

The Coastal Commission staff report references engineering review on behalf of EDC of
the project modeling report, Goleta Beach Park Shoreline Morphology Study, which
states there are inadequacies in the methods. The following responds to their concerns
regarding:

1. Applicability of the Model to Goleta Beach;
2. Use of Wave Data; and
3. Model Calibration and Verification.

Specifically pages 53-55 'présent comments on the modeling addressed herein. The
GENESIS model has been used to successfully predict results of recent, high-profile -
coastal projects in Southern California. Examples are the:

¢ Bolsa Chica project with a new tidal inlet channel - The Bolsa Chica Steering
Committee (including representatives of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) has
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demonstrated that GENESIS results are suitably accurate for these analyses
(Moffatt & Nichol Engineers 1999);

¢ San Diego Regional Beach Sand Project with 2 million cubic yards of
nourishment;

s Encinitas/Solana Beach Shoreline Protection Study with more than 1 million .
cubic yards of nourishment;

e BEACON Demonstration Project by BEACON’s technical Director (Jim Bailard);
and

. Coney Island Beach Restoration Project in New York.

Numerical modeling of shoreline morphology is inherently difficult because of the
complexity of coastal processes. Although coastal processes are becoming increasingly
well understood, no comprehensive numerical model exists that accounts for the natural
processes of coupled longshore and cross-shore sediment transport. GENESIS models
only longshore sediment transport and assumes that cross-shore sediment movement is
mainly seasonal and averages out over the long-term. GENESIS is intended to provide a
.generalized long-term trend in shoreline response from a specific action or actions. It
generally indicates whether erosion, ac¢retion, or no effect will occur from an action.
The model is robust, reliable, and accurate in predicting general shoreline trends from a
project (erosion, accretion, or no change). It was calibrated to existing data adequately to
predict credible trends along the vicinity of Goleta Beach. The model was intended to
provide an initial assessment of the project for feasibility compared to other alternatives,
to be followed by physical modeling in a laboratory for refinement and final design if
determined feasible (as was the.case).

The DEIR indicates that physical modeling shall occur during design and prior to
construction, that monitoring shall occur, and that adaptive management may also be
necessary. Adaptive management may not be as challenging as stated by PWA, due to
the fairly uniform and predictable longshore sediment transport regime of Goleta Beach
due to the one directional longshore currents and consistent relatively low wave
conditions over time.

Any uncertainties regarding pier permeability can be resotved by the recommended
physical modeling, as the intended purpose for laboratory modeling is to betier define
permeability. Tt can also be effectively modified by adjusting pile spacing and number
through “tuning” after the structure is installed.

Assuming sediment pulses will pass through this site in the future would be conjectural,
and therefore using a time-varying boundary condition would be inappropriate for this
study. The Moffat and Nichol approach for this study used well-established longshore
sediment transport rates based on sediment budget analyses and is entirely appropriate,
and led to accurate model predictions for many other projects that have already been
constructed.

Potential sources of wave data were reviewed to identify which source was most
appropriate to develop the wave climate for input to GENESIS.  All available wave data
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sources were considered and several provided data that could potentially be used
including:

» NOAA Buoy 46053 in mid-Santa Barbara Channel;

e CDIP Gages 107 (Goleta), 01701 (Santa Barbara Harbor area), and 071 (Harvest
Platform of Point Conception); and

» Wave Hindcast Station 46054 outside of San Migue! Island.

Wave data sources were evaluated for proximity to the project site, island sheltering
characteristics, recording of energy and directional data, and duration of record. Wave
data sources located far from the project site require transformation of the wave records
across long ocean distances and around islands and shoreline features, which can
introduce error into the model input data. In addition, local seas are not included and.
must be measured or hindcast for the project area. Accordingly, wave data sources which
experience different sheltering than found at the project site were avoided.

Wave gages in the Santa Barbara Channel are the most appropriate data sources for the
shoreline modeling, and wave buoy 107 approximately 5 miles directly offshore of the
site was used in the modelmg work. The wave gage closest to the site experiences
similar exposure and is located in water deep enough to preserve wave properties prior to
shoaling. However, the wave record is relatively short, only being available for four
years from June 2002 to June 2006, so it was compared to the other wave records to
identify whether the wave data represent average conditions or anomalous conditions. It
was compared against the NDBC buoy that i is a longer-term record from 1994 to the
present (including the El Nino year of 1997-1998). The analysis showed wave heights
for these wave data sources are very similar with no significant variations. The 12-year
- NDBC record is sufficiently long to not be biased by severe events, and is assumed to
represent average conditions. Therefore, CDIP-107 wave data also represent average
conditions without severe events.

Long-term conditions reflect effects of more sigrnificant wave events and sea level rise.
Long-term and more severe wave conditions were approximated by increasing the wave
height in the wave record by 34% on 5 year intervals to represent occurrence of El Ninos.
Sea level rise was input by moving the shoreline landward at a rate equal to projected sea
level rise over 75 years. This approach was vetted by Coastal staff in spring 2008 with
approval and use in the Moffat and Nichol Goleta Beach Park Shoreline Morphology
Study. Model results show sensitivity to both El Nino conditions and sea level rise, but
still show beach widening under all scenarios. Confidence in the alternative was raised
higher by results of these modei tests, and referred to as “sensntlvxty analyses” by one
reviewer.

Calibration and verification of the model was very strong, as opposed to the “weak”
remark by Coastal Tech. Calibration is adjusting model variables over a certain historic
time period to render maximum accuracy, while verification is testing the calibrated
model’s accuracy over a different time period. The calibration and verification time
periods used were pre- and post-nourishment by BEACON and the County Flood Control
District, with frequent beach profile monitoring by the County. Therefore, abundant data
exist for beach widths during this period to compare model results, and nourishment
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!
activities are well-documented for use as model input data. A fter adjustment of model
variables during the calibration period, resulting shoreline changes modeled were very
similar to those measured during this period. Verification.of model results occurred over
a subsequent defined time period, and it showed very close agreement with measured
beach width data, indicating a high degree of accuracy for prediction.

As background and qualifications, M&N is an engineering firm established in 1946 that
focuses on coastal engineering, while providing a full suite of other complementary
engineering services. M&N coastal engineering practice in Southern California supports
a total of sixteen coastal engineers and scientists. The Goleta Beach project is being
worked on by this group. Specifically, staff involved with the Goleta Beach project
includes several coastal scientists and engineers, and structural engineers (with
experience, in marine conditions). M&N coastal engineering experience is broad and
diverse, and our firm is qualified to address the issues at Goleta Beach. Other M&N
experience at this site includes preparation of the:

Long-Term Shoreline Plan for the County (2001-2003);
South Central Coast Beach Enhancement Program (2000-2003);
Monitoring Program Report for the Goleta Beach Demonstration Program (2003-
2004);

e Coastal Permit Applications for Repair of East and West End Revetments (2002-
2003); and

» Monitoring Reports for Goleta Beach Required by Coastal for the Long-Term
Plan (2003- 2005)

M&N analyses indicate that this project appears to result in significant benefits realized
by fairly minimal modification of an existing pier coupled with monitoring and adaptive
management, while causing no downc¢oast impacts. M&N has high confidence in the
potential for success of this project due to:

Predictable longshore sediment transport at this site;
Similar effects of the prototype provided by the former Oil Piers farther east
under similar conditions;
clear benefits shown by numerical model results;
The ability to test this concept further in a physical modeling laboratory, and
e The opportunity to further “tune” the structure after construction for optimization.

5. Cumulative Project Impact Analysis

The staff report discusses cumulative impacts of beach nourishment from various
permitted activities at Goleta Beach Park on page 64, concluding “the Commission notes
that the cumulative impacts from the combined projects are not know™. This is incorrect.
The environmental information submitted with the County’s CDP application (DEIR,
Section 4.1.4.4) specifically addresses cumulative impacts, noting both the BEACON
SCCBEP and the County Flood Control District Goleta Slough Annual Maintenance
Programs and their contributions to beach nourishment efforts and associated impacts to
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Goleta Slough mouth and downcoast sand supply. Both the BEACON and County Flood
Control District permitted programs provided beneficial impacts because they provide
potential sand nourishment opportunities that could reduce theé amount of sand from the
proposed dredge site for the permeable pier project. The County included this as part of
the CDP application project description but does not object to Special Condition Two that
specifically conditions how the permitted programs are intended to operate with the
permeable pier project.

6. Public Comment Letters

Lastly, the staff report lists 174 letters of interest: 85 support letters, 10 opposition
Jetters, and 79 letters “which do not clearly indicate either support or opposition to the
proposed project”. The County believes this last category is an erroneous classification
of letters since the current proposal is for the proposed project to protect and “save”
Goleta Beach Park for coastal access and recreation. These letters should be identified in
the administrative record as support letters.

Lastly, it is important to note that the County’s approach since the 2003 Commission
directive to remove or permit the temporary rock revetment, or permit another long term
erosion management solution, has been a long and complex effort. The County has been
committed to a solution and the current proposal represents an cxpcnswe effort and
clearly shows the County s dedication to coastal recreation.

Thank you for your attention 10 our reSponses and the request for condition revisions as
shown in the attached “track changed” exhibit. The County tooks forward to successful

permitting of this innovative sand management system to preserve and protect coastal
access and recreation at Goleta Beach Park.

Sincerely

Nasiet O R

Daniel Hernandez -

Parks Director

cc: Coastal Commission South Central Coast District Staff
Attachments

- County Revision to CDP Special Conditions
- Goleta Beach Park CARE Program Brochure
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COUNTY REVISION TO

SPECIAL CONDITIONS
Revised July 2, 2009

1. Term of Permit Approval

This coastal development permit authorizes development on a temporary basis
only. The development is authorized for a period of ten (1 0) years from the date
of Commission action, after which time the authorization for continuation andfor
retention of any development approved as part of this permit {(including, but not
limited to, the permeable pier sand retention system, seasonal beach berm, and
all beach nourishment activities) shalt cease. Prior to the date that authorization
for the development expires (10 years from the date of Commission action), all
portions of the permeable pier sand retention system authorized by this permit
must be removed by the applicant, consistent with the requirements of Special
Condition Two {2) and timing restrictions of Special Condition Three (3), unless a
new coastal development permit, or amendment {o this permit, authorizing the
retention of the development (including any potential continuation of adaptive
management program actions and/or beach nourishment activities) is approved
by the California Coastal Commi§sion. The Executive Director may grant
additional time for good cause. o '

2. Final Adaptive Management and Monitoring Plan

A. Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall
submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a Revised Final
Adaptive Management and Monitoring Plan. The final plan shall incorporate all
provisions of the “Revised Draft Guideline Document Adaptive Management Plan
for the Goleta Beach Park Coastal Access and Recreation Enhancement Beach
Sand Stabilization Project” prepared by Moffatt & Nichol and dated March 2009,
except that it shall be consistent'with the following revisions:

{1} BASELINE SURVEY MONUMENTS:

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall provide
revised full-size plans, prepared by a licensed surveyor ar engineer, clearly
delineating the nine (9) Survey Monuments (6 baseline survey monument points
and 3 control survey monument points) as generally shown on Exhibits 11 and
12. The plans shall be of adequate scale to clearly delineate the precise location
of each of the nine identified Survey MonRumERISEMATKETS and include a physical |
description of each of the eighi-nine survey markers to be installed. For each
designated profile location, the pians shall be adequate to clearly delineate each
profile line, the distance between each of the survey markers and the surveyed
inland location of the sandy beach and, where bluffs are located, the
seawardmost top edge of the bluff on site for the purpose of measuring beach
width, bluff edge location, and shoreline profile changes over time.




(2) PRE-CONSTRUCTION PHYSICAL MODELING AND FINAL PLANS:

The applicant shall implement physical modeling of the permeable pier sand
retention system in an appropriate Iaboratory acceptable fo the Executwe
Director to examine the following:

» The sensitivity of the area to pulses of sediment and variable wave
climate. _ _ .

« The ability of at least one configuration of 250 to 330 piles with a 500 foot.
by 20 foot footprint fo mainfain a large beach salient at Goleta Beach with
no reduction in the rate of downcoast sediment fransport and no increase
in the rate of downcoast erosion of beaches and bluffs.

a) Prior fo the issuance of the coastat development permit, the applicant shall
submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a written report
of the model results which shall include documentation of the made! scaling,
wave and sediment conditions, pile configurations, salient development and
downcoast sediment {ransport rates for all tested pile confi igurations. The
applicant shall post the report on Santa Barbara County's public web site for
a period of at least 30 days for public review. The report submitted to the
Executive Director shall include the applicant’s responses to any substantive
comments, that have been received by the County from the pubfic prior to
the applicant's submittal of the report to the Executive Director, regarding the
results of the physical modeling. ~ The report shall identify at least. one )
configuration design that will meet the anticipated project goals of creating a’
wide beach seaward of Goleta Beach County Park without resuiting in any
increase in the rate of downcoast erosion of beaches and bluffs.

b) Prior to issuance of the coastal development pérmit, the applicant shall
submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, final detailed
project design plans (identifying number of piles and spacing for initial
installation) which, based on the results of the physical modeling, incorporate
all modifications/revisions to the project necessary to avoid any increase in
the rate of erosion of downcoast areas resulting from the project.

(3) MONITORING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS:

The Final Adaptive Management Plan shall be revised to require that all
monitoring shall be conducted for at teast one year prior to commencement of
development and for a period of 10 years after inttial construction, unless the
permeable pier sand retention system is removed prior that time. In addition, the
Plan shall also provide that the applicant shall conduct monitoring to provide an

- annual assessment of the shoreline, bluff edge location, and beach . width

-consistent with the following provisions:

a. Perodic Beach Profile Survays: A licensed surveyor or engineer shall
survey each of the nine identified beach profile transect lines (6
Baseline Survey fransects within the Project Reach Study Area and 3




C.

e.

Baseline Survey Confro! transects outside of the expected reach of the
project’s effects) on a semi-annual basis each spring and fall season for
one year prior to the commencement of development and for a period of
10 years after initial construction, unless the permeable pier sand
retention system is removed prior that time. The landward point of each
of the beach profile transects shall be a permanent logation that can be
identified by Baseline Survey Markers and GPS coordinates.

Beach Width and Bluff Edge Measurements: Beach width and bluff
edge measurements will be performed by the applicant using a tape
measure GRd-oN a differentially comected digital global positioning
system (GPS} unit to record the beach width and location of the
seaward top edge of the coastal bluffs on a monthly basis for at least
one year prior to the commencement of development and for a period
of 10 years after initial construction, unless the permeable pier sand
retention system is removed prior to that time. For each of the sandy

beach Baseline and Control Survey Points where no bluffs are present,

. measurements will cccur from the Baseline Survey Marker out to the

estimated mean sea level water line and shall be performed ‘in the

' same location as the beach profile surveys. For each of the Blufftop

Baseline Survey Points, bluff measurements will occur from the
Baselfine Survey Marker-out to the seawardmost fop edge of the biuff
(and within 25 feet of either side of the profile) and heach width
measurements shall occur from the K T (with &
loca ied) out to the estimated mean sea level water line and
shall be performed in the same location as the beach profile surveys.
The date, time and tidaf conditions for all measurements shall be
recorded. - - :

Slough Mouth Chénges: The applicant shall conduct visual surveys of
the slough mouth on a monthly basis for the pumpose of recording the.
frequency and duration of all slough mouth opening/closure events.

Aenal Photogrsphy: Aerial photographs of the subject reach (covering,
at a minimum, the reach of beach and bluffiop spanned by all &
Baseline Survey transects and the 3 Baseline Survey Control transects)
shall be taken concurrent with the fall season beach profile on an
annual basis to provide a confinuous assessment of the shoreline for
one year prior to the commencement of development and for a period of
10 years after initial construction, unless the permeable pier sand
retention system is removed prior that fime.

Post-Construction Reporting Raquiroments: The applicant shall submit
an annual monitoring report, for the review and approval of the

Executive Director, for a period of 10 years after initial construction is
complete (unless the permeable pier sand refention system is removed
prior that time). The monitoring report shall be submitted on annua!
basis and shall include all survey data and a written report prepared by
a qualified coastal engineer indicating the: results of the shoreline




profile, bluff erosion, and beach width monitoring program. The
monitoring report shall include conclusions regarding the level of
success of the project, a detalled analysis of any change in shoreline
position, increase or decrease in beach widths and bluff erosion rates
upcoast and downcoast of the permeable pier sand refention system,
details on any nourishment efforts undertaken during the vear with the
volume and placement location specified, and any adjustments to the
permeable pier sand retention sysiem with a plan showing specific
changes. The applicant shall post each monitoring report, on an annual
basis, on Santa Barbara County's publicly accessible web site for
review by interested public. More specifically, the report shall include,
but not be limited to, the following:

» Quantification of the volumetric change in the beach for-each survey
period, using the pre-project condition as the baseline.

nd i

« Analysis of the seasona nnual chang&s in width and
annual changes in jeng! ich, subaerial and nearshore
slope, offshore extent. of nourished toe for profiles within the
nourishment area, and overall volume of sand in the profile; changes
in downcoast bluff position; and, estimates of the rate and extent of
transport of - material up- and down-coast from the. beach
nourishment receiver site.

“« _Comparison of the actual changes to the shoreline in felation to the
predicted changes that were anticipated based on the results of the
Pre-construction numerical and physical modeling.

« Analysis of the expected time period over which the beach benefits
refated to the initial nourishment volume and permeable pier sand
retention project can be idenfified as distingt from background

.. - conditions; and qualify any abnormal wave and cument conditions
- that could account for changes to the beach oufside what was

anticipated.

'« . Provision of cumulative data detailing the annual quantity and
placement of matertal, including interaction of the replenishment
project with other beach replenishment projects or other ‘shoreline
projects that occur in the project area.

= Utilization of aeriat photographs, to the extent feasible, to prepare a
summary of beach width changes.

» Conclusions regarding the level of success and any adverse effects,
including any observed downcoast beach/bluff erasion and any
changes in the frequency that the Goleta Siough opens and closes
andfor changes to the duration the slough mouth remains
open/closed. The report shali also include a summary of whether
excessive entangling of wrack within the piles has occurred, :
including frequency and effects on penmeability.




¢ The report shall include a brief history of all previous years' ;
monitoring resutlts to track chanrges in shoreline, biuffs, and slough |
mouth conditions.

{(4) TRIGGERS AND ACTIONS FOR ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT ACTIONS:

- Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall
submit, for the review and approval of the Execulive Director, a written report,
prepared by a qualified civil engineer identifying the ambient rates of erosion for
the beach areas at each of the nine (9) identified beach/bluff profile transect
locations (6 Baseline Survey transects within the Project Reach Study Area and
3 Baseline Survey Control transects outside of the expected reach of the
project’s effects) and bluff erosion for the three (3) Baseline Survey transects
downgcoast of the pier. The report shall provide projected future beach width
for each transect location, as determined by the established ambient beach
shoreline retreat trend and the pre-project baseline beach width. Calculation of
the ambient rates of ambient beéach shorefine retreat trend at each of the beach
profile locations and rates of erosion at each of the bluff profile locations shall be
based on analysis of the results of: {1) at ieast Gneye: uff position and
beach profile surveys performed on a semi-annual basis each spring and fall
season for one year prior to the commencement of development (2) all available :
historic beach/bluff profile surveys for the subject areas, (3) comparson-oi-all
available-histeric-aerial-photegraphs;-LIDAR surveys, and all-4) other h:pprgpyjfa“ta
ava jata’ conceriing beach/bluff erosion/accretion rates. A - detatled
description and a summary of the findings for each of historic sources of data
used in determining the ambient rates of erosion. within the study area shall be
provided. Prior to or at the same time that the applicant submits this report to the
Executive Director, the applicant shall post this ambient beach and bluff change
report on Santa Barbara County’s publicly accessible web site for review by
interested public. . i

Ambient erosion rates shall be established for the downcoast beaches (at each’
of the baseline and control survey poinis). Changes to downcoast
beaches/bluffs, relative to Boni ches/biiffs, shall be used to establish (1)
triggers for implementation of identified adaptive actions including either
adjustments ' of the permeable pier sand retention system (including
reconfiguration, removal, or addition of piles) and/or implementation of additionat
beach nourishment, and (2) triggers for removal of the permeable pier sand
retention system. All adaptive actions including either adjustments of the
permeable pier sand retention system (including reconfiguration, removal, or
addition of piles) and/or implementation of additional beach nourishment shali be
implemented as soon as possible after the trigger condition has been reached,
within the timing constraints of Special Condition Three {3); but in no case shall
action be delayed more than 12 months after occurrence of a frigger condition.




in the event that supplemental beach nourishment is necessary affer the initial
placement of 500,000 cu. yds. of material, then the applicant shall, to the extent
that such material is readily available, utilize donor beach nourishment material
generated as a result of the ongoing opportunistic beach nourishment program
previously approved by the Commission pursuant to CDP 4-02-054 (BEACON)
and CDP 4-05-139 (Santa Barbara Flood Control) or other similar projects
approved by the Commission pursuant to a separate coastal development
permit. In the event that an adequate supply of donor beach nourishment
material is not readily available pursuant to COP 4-02-054 (BEACON) and CDP
" 4-05-139 (Santa Barbara Flood Control) or other similar projects approved by the
Commission pursuant to a separate coastal development permit, then offshore :
dredging within the identified donor area may be used as a source of material. In -
no event shall supplemental offshore dredging exceed 100,000 cu. yds. of :
‘material per year. In addition, the total amount of beach nourishment material :
deposited at Goleta Beach pursuant to this permit, in combination: with any other :
sediment disposal/beach replenishment projects (including, but not limited to, all :
deposition activities implemented pursuant fo CDPs 4-02-074 and 4-05-139)
shall not exceed a cumulative total of 200,000 cu. yds. of sedimentiyear, with the :
exception of the initial placement of 500,000 cu. yds. of material pursuant {o this :
_permit. The applicant shall be responsible for coordinating with all other potential
sediment disposal/beach replenishment projects at Goleta Beach,

Adaptive actions shall be taken if the annual monitofing' |"ep_ori indites that:

» any of the identified Baseline Survey Monitoring Points located downcoast
of the pier experience bluff relreat greater than the ambient trend for two :

+ __any of the measured beach mdths at the ndenhﬁed Baselme Survey-
Monitoring Points located downcoast of the pier is 2095% or more
namower than the pro;ected future beach width during two consecutive fall

g-beach profile surveys and the calculated

.percentage is greater than the average of the percent:namowing of the

beach widths, relative to projected future beach widths at the two :

e gl

downooast Control Survey Monitoring Points_fhe“deliationi-fror

If any of the above trlggers are reached then the appfcant shall |mplement
adaptive management actions including adjustments {o the permeable pier
sand retention system (addfremove piles), beach nourishment, or a
combination of these actions. if any adverse downcoast conditions persist
according to monitoring, the applicant shall impiément any necessary
additional adaptive management actions (including further adjustments to the -
permeable pier sand retention system and/or beach nourishment). Finally, if
the annual monitoring report indicates that downcoast beaches or biuffs within
the identified project monitoring area {at any of the identified Baseline Survey




Monitoring Points located downcoast of the pier) expenenoe~a beach wadths _
that are 20% or more narrower :th

consecutive 1ears after initial constructlon is oompleted or if the appl:unt E
fails to submit any of the required annuai monitoring reports, then the |
applicant shall immediately remove ali portions of the permeable pier sand :
retention system consistent with the timing restrictions of Special Condition
Three (3).

(5) PROJECT NOTIFICATION REPORT FOR SUPPLEMENTAL ACTIONS:

In the event that future modifications/adjustments to the number/configuration of :
the permeable pier sand retention system, additional offshore dredging/beach :
nourishment acfivities, or construction of the seasonal sand berm are required to
prevent downcoast erosion or to maintain the target beach width after initial
construction is completed, then the applicant shall submit-a Project Notification
Report prior to the commencement of any supplemental activities, for the review
and approval of the Executive Director. The Project: Notification Report shall
describe all supplemental acticns, timing of work, staging areas, equipment to be
used and method of construction and shall include ail relevant monitoring reports
required pursuant to this permit for the project site to ensure that the operations
are in substantial conformance with the resource protéction and public access
conditions of this penmnit. All supplemental actions and work shall be in
accordance with ali conditions of this coastal deveiopment permit. No change to
the program beyond the supplemental actions outfined by the approved Final
Adaptive Management Plan shall occur without a Commission-approved
amendment {o the permit, unless the Executive Director determines that no such
amendment is required

(6) REMOVAL PLAN:

Prior to the issuance of the coastal developmenl permrt the applicant shall
submit detailed plans for the potential demolition and removal of the permeable
pier sand retention system in the event that system is shown to result in an
increase in the rate of erosion for downcoast beaches or bluffs pursuant to the
above referenced monitoring and reporiing requirements of this condition or if a
new coastal development pemit, or amendment to this permit, authorizing the
retention of the development and continuation of an adaptive management
program is not approved by the California Coastal Commission prior to the date
that authorization for the development expires (10 years from the date of :
Commission action on this permit). The Executive Director may grant additional
time for good cause.

“ (7) EUNDING ASSURANCE FOR MONITORING!IMPLEMENTAT!ON
ACTIONS




A. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall
provide a detailed cost estimate for the potential demofition and removal of
the permeable pier sand retention system. In addition, by acceptance of
this permit, the applicant agrees to deposit all necessary funds for the
complete removal of the permeable pier sand retention system in an
interest-bearing bank account, held by Santa Barbara County, which shall
be reserved exclusively for this purpose. The funds shall be deposited by
the applicant on an annual basis beginning_in_year one for a period of
tenfive-years—after-the-date-that-initialconctruction—of1h
eand-retention—system-is—completed, so that
period, sufficient funds are available for demolition and removal of the
permeable pier sand retention system. The applicant shall be responsible
for adding additional funds to the account as necessary to fund the actual
removal of the permeable pier sand refention system if costs exceed the
original estimate. The applicart shall :provide evidence to the Executive
Director of each annual deposit to the account. These funds wholly, or in
combination with other County funds shall ensure adequate funding remains
available for removal of the permeable pier sand retention system if
necessary pursuant to the provisions of Special Condition 2.A.4 of this .
coastal development permit or prior o the date that authorization for the |
development approved by the permit expires {10.years from the date of :
Commission action) uniess a new coastal development permit, or
amendment to this permit, authorizing the retention of the permeable pier
sand retention system, is approved by the California.Coastal Commission.
PRIOR TO EXPENDITURE OF ANY FUNDS CONTAINED IN THIS .
ACCOUNT, the Executive Director shall review and approve, in writing, the °
proposed use of the funds as being consistent with the intent and purpose
of this condition.

B. The Permitfee shail undertake development and program management in :
accordance with the final approved plans, Any proposed changes to the :
approved final plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes
o the approved final plans shall occur without. a Coastal Commission -
approved amendment to the coasfal development permit, unless the
Executive Director determines that no amendment is legally required.

i

3. Iiming of Operations

It shall be the applicant's responsibility to assure that the following trmlng
restrictions and temporally-based requirements are observed, both concurrent
with, and after completion of, all project operations:

{a) All project activities, with the exception of monitoring_and_onily dredge
pipeline discharge at the beach with no earthmoving or heavy equipment
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(e)

operation, shall occur Monday through Friday, excluding state holidays.
No heavy equipment work shall occur on Saturday or Sunday._Discharge
of the sand slurry from the dredge discharge line at the beach shall be

able to occur on Saturdays, but all operations will cease on Sundays.

Construction and adjustments of the permeable pier sand retention
system and beach nourishment activities shall only occur between Labor
Day and February 28th.

The seasonal sand berm may be constructed in accordance with project
plans on an annual basis for a period of 5 years after commencement of
development. Construction of the berm shall occur prior to November 1
of each calendar year.

The seasonal sand berm shall be lowered prior to Memoria! Day each
year that it is constructed. The sand berm shall be graded to natural
beach contours (in connection with its fowering) to restore the shoreline
and to facilitate recreational use. if the sand berm has already eroded to
an approximation of natural beach contours prior to' Memorial Day, then
no restorative grading will be necessary.

All construction operations, including operation of equipment, material
placement, placement or removal of equipment or facilities, restricting
public access, and seasonal sand berm constructionfremoval or other
activities (with the exception of habitat restoration and wrack habitat
management activities) shali be prohibited as follows:

i.  From the Friday prior to Memorial Day in May through Labor Day in
September to avoid impacts on public recreational use of the beach
and other public amenities in the project vicinity. '

ii. On any part of the beach and shorefront in the project area when
California grunion (including eggs) are present during any rn
periods and corresponding €gg incubation periads, as documented
by the surveys conducted pursuant to Special Condition Nine (9), to -
avoid impact on the spawning of the Califomia Grunion.

ii. On any pant of the beach and shorefront in the project area when

. western snowy plover are present, as identified by the surveys

- conducted pursuant to Special Condition Nine (9), to avoid adverse
effects to western snowy plovers.

iv. On any part of the beach and shorefront in the project area when
Beldings savannah sparrow are present, as identified by the surveys
conducted pursuant to Special Condition Nine (8), to avoid adverse
effects to Beldings savannah sparrow.




4. Removal of Existing Rock Rip Rap

The applicant shall remove all existing rip rap {approximately 1,500 linear feet)
on site located west (upcoast) of the Goteta Beach Pier and existing restaurant
structure concurrent with, or prior to, the construction of the permeable pier sand
retention system and the initial placement of 500,000 cu. yds of sand for beach
nourishment.

‘5. Limitations on Beach Grooming and Wrack Manag_ ement

-Mechanized beach grooming, including raking, cleaning, and recontouring of
sand shall be prohibited at Goleta County Beach with the exception of grooming
associated with the placement of sand material for .the purpose of beach
nourishment or construction/demolition, of the seasonal berm or those areas of
the beach above the high high water line during summer months. No
mechanized beach grooming activities shall aceur, at any time, within areas that
would result in disturbance or removal of existing coastal sirand vegetation.
During summer months, beach grooming aclivities above the high high water line
shall be limited to once immediately before Labor Day, Fourth of July, and
Memorial Day. Grooming activities shall be implemented in a manner that avoids -
the removal or disturbance of wrack to the maximum extent feasible. Wrack 'shall
not be removed from this area during grooming or beach nourishment activities
with the exception that debris that is entangled in the wrack, and which poses a
clear threat to public safety. may be removed as needed. Trash. shall be -
removed by hand to the maximum extent feasible and the mechanical removal of ;
large debris that poses a clear threat to public safety shall be allowed.

6. Plans Conforming to Geotechnical Engineer’s Recommendations

By acceptance of this permit, the applicant agrees to comply - with the
recommendations contained in all of the coastal engineering, geology,
geotechnical, andfor soils reporls referenced as Substantive File Documents.
These recommendations shall be incorporated into all final design and
construction plans, which must be reviewed and approved by the consultant prior :
to commencement of development.

The final plans approved by the consultant shall be in substantial conformance
with the plans approved by the Commission. Any substantial changes in the ;
proposed development approved by the Commission that may be required by the
consultant shall require amendmeni(s) to the permii(s) or new Coastal
Development Permit(s).




7. Operations & Maintenance Responsibilities

It shall be the applicant's responsibility to assure that the following requirements
_ are observed both concurrent with, and afier completion of, all project operations:

(@) All offshore dredging operations shafl be conducted using a hopper
dredge. Use of a cutter/suction dredge barge shall be prohibited.

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

. {c) Staging areas at Goleta Beach County Park shall be used only during
active construction operations and will not be used to store materials or
equipment between operations.

(d) The applicant shall not store any construction materials or waste where it
will be or could potentially be subject to wave erosion and dispersion. In
addition, no machinery shall be placed, stored or otherwise located in the
intertidai zone at any time, except for the minimum necessary to
implement the preject.

{e) Construction equipment shall not be cleaned on the beach or in the
beach parking lots.

() Construction debris and. sediment shall be properly contained and
' secured on sile with BMPs to prevent the ‘unintended. transport of
sediment and other debris into coastal waters by wind, rain or fracking.

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

(n} During all berm construction and beach nourishment activities authorized
pursuant to this permit, the applicant shall be responsible for removing all
unsuitable material or debris within the area of placement should the
material be found to be unsuitable for any reason, at any time, when the
presence of such unsuitable materiat/debris can reasonably be attributed
1o the placement material. Debris shall be disposed at a debris disposal
site outside of the coastal zone or at a location within the coastal zone
authorized to receive such material,




Sediment Analysis and Monitoring

. Prior to the issuance of the coasta! development permit and prior to the -
commencement of work each subsequent year that beach nourishment is -
necessary, an engineer(s) or environmental professional(s), with
appropriate qualifications acceptable to the Executive Director, shall: (1) .
prepare a Sampling and Analysis Plan and conduct testing at the source
and receiver site for the review and approval of the Executive Director and -
{2) monifor the site during all beach hourishment activities. The Samp!tng ;
and Analysis Plan shall be consistent with the following: :

(1} Sampling Freguency — Samples shall be collected from both the
receiver sites and the source sites. For the receiver site, samples
shall be collected along transects that are approximately
perpendicular to the shoreline, with one (1) transect per each 0.5
miles of receiver beach length. For the source sites, samples shall
be collected throughout the source area, with one (1) sample per 0.5
acres, and a minimum of five (5) samples per source site for
contaminant testing and a minimum of three (3} samples per source
site for alt other sediment festing. For the source site samples, the
boring depth shall extend approximately one-foot (1-fi) below the
anticipated excavation depth.

(2) Grain Size — Physical analysis shall be conducted on representative
samples of each source material proposed for placement at the
Goleta Beach deposition site and on samples from each transect of
the receiver beach. The material shall be analyzed for consistency
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) / Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), State Water Resources Control Beard
and California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
criteria for beach replenishment. Deposition of source material shall
occur consistent with the following:

i. Source material meeting all applicable federal and state beach
nourishment requirements, and for which an average of 75% or
more of the material is coarse grained (retained on a Standard LS.
Sieve Size No. 200), may be deposuted below the mean hlgh tide
for the purpose of beach nourishment.

. Source material meeting afl appllcable federal and state beach
nourishment requirements, and for which an average of 80% or
more of the material is coarse grained {retained on a Standard U.S.
Sieve Size No. 200}, may be deposited above the mean high tide
line for the purpose of beach nourishment.

iii. Source material that does not meet the apphcable phys:ca!
chemical, color, particle shape, debris, andfor compactability
standards for beach replenishment shall not be used.
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Contaminants — Based on U.S. EPA Tier | analyses resuits, Tier li
bulk chemical analysis shali be conducted on representative
composite samples of each source material proposed for placement
at the Goleta Beach deposition site. The material shall be analyzed
for consistency with. EPA, ACOE, State Water Resources Control
Board and RWQCB requirements for beach replenishment. At a
minimum, the chemical analysis shall be conducted consistent with
the joint EPA/Corps Inland Testing Manual. If the ACOE [ EPA,
State Water Resources Board or RWQCB determine that the
sediment exceeds Effects Range Medium (ER-M) contaminant
threshold levels as specified by the U.S. EPA, the materials shall not
be placed at the site.

Color - Color classification shall be conducted on representative
samples of each upland source material proposed for placement at
the Goleta Beach deposition site. The color shall reasonably match
the color of the receiving beach after reworking by wave action.
Color is only an issue. for upland sediment, but is not as significant
for marine-derived sediment sources.

Particle Shape — Particle shape classification shall be conducted on
representative samples of each source material proposed for
placement at any of: the five deposition sites. For beach
replenishment, the source material shall consist of a minimum of
90% rounded particles (i.e., maximum of 10% angular particles).

Debris Content — A visual inspection of the source location shall’'be
conducted to determine the presence and types of debris such as
trash, wood, or vegetation. The amount of debris within the material
shall be estimated, as a percentage of the total amount of source
material. Prior to placement of opportunistic sand at any
beach/shoreline receiver site, all such debris material shall be
separated from the sand material (by mechanical screening, manual
removal or other means) and taken to 2 proper disposal site
authorized fo rece:ve such material.

Compactability — Chemical and visual inspections of the source
location shall be conducted to determine the presence of elements -
such as iren oxides which can compact to form a hardpan surface.
Source material with compactable material shall be oonsndered for
placement below the mean high tide only.

Turbidity. The monitor shall observe and document the turbidity of
coastal waters during all consfruction acfivities related to the
permeable pier sand retention system and beach nourishment
activities. The extent of turbidity plumes shalt be recorded/mapped
by the monitor. Monitoring of turbidity shall occur during and
immediately after beach fill placement. {n regards to beach
nourishment activities, if the monitoring indicates that turbidity




attributed to the project is not completely diminished immediataly
following construction (1-2 days), then the rate of placement of sand
will be modified so that large, long lasting turbidity plumes are no
longer created. In such cases, construction methods shall be
modified to reduce levels, by such means as: use of coarser beach
nourishment material, avoidance of periods of high surffhigh tides,
and monitoring

B. The analysis shall include confirmation by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
and Califonia Regional Water Quality Control Board that the material
proposed for beach replenishment meets the minimum criteria necessary for
placement on the sandy beach.

9. Biological Monitoring During Construction and Pre-Construchon
Surveys

The applicant shall retain the services of a qualified biologist or environmental
resources specialist {(hereinafter, “environmental resources specialist) with
appropriate qualifications accepiable to the Executive Director, to monitor the site
during construction activities and conduct sensitive species pre-construction
surveys. Prior to commencement of development, the applicant shall submit the
contact information of ail monitors with a description of their duties and their on-
site schedule to the Executive Director for review and approval. The applicant
shall ensure that the Environmental Specialist shall perform all of the following
duties, and the applicant shall observe the following requ:rements

A. The environmental resource specialists shall: (1) conduct a- sunrey of the
project site to determine. presence and behavior of sensitive species one
day prior to commencement of any: activities related to the construction of
the permeable pier sand retention system, a seasonal beach berm, and/or
the commencement of any beach nourishment activities on the project site,
(2} immediately report the results of the survey to the applicant and the
.Commission, and (3) monitor the site during all construction actlivities
related to the permeable pier sand retention system, the seasonal beach
berm, and/or the of any beach nourishment activities on the project site.

B. In the event that the environmental resources specialist reports finding that
any sensitive wildlife species (including but not limited to Califommia least
tern, western snowy plover, California grunion, Beldings savannah sparmow)
exhibit reproductive or nesting behavior, the applicant shall cease work and
immediately notify the Executive Director and local resource agencies.
Preject activities shall resume only upon written approval of the Executive
Birector.

C. Prior to construction of the permeable. pier sand retention system, the
seasonal beach berm, and/for the commencement of any beach
nourishment activities, the applicant shall have the environmental resource
specialist conduct a survey of the project site, to determine presence of




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

Prior to initlation of daily project activities, the resource specialist shall
examine the beach area to preclude impacts to sensitivé species. Project
activities, including construction, reconstruction, maintenance, other
" placement activities, or grading or groeming of the beach, shafl not occur
until any sensitive species {e.g., western snowy plovers, Belding's savannah
sparrows, etc.) have left the project area or its vicinity. In the event that the
environmental resource specialist determines ‘that any sensitive wildlife
species (including but not limited to western snowy plover, Belding’s
savannah sparrow, Califomia grunion, steelhead trout) exhibit reproductive
or nesting behavior, the applicant shall cease work, and shall immediately
notify the Executive Director and local resource agencies. Project activities
shall resume only upon written approval of the Executive Director. The
applicant shall cease work should any breach in permit compliance accur or
if any unforeseen sensitive habitat issues arise. The environmental resource
specialist(s) shall require the applicant fo cease work should any breach in
permit compliance occur or i any unforeseen sensitive habitat issues arise.
The environmental resource specialist(s) shall also immediately notify the-
Executive Director if development activities outside of the scope of Coastal
Development Permit 4-08-006 occur. If significant impacts or damage occur
to sensitive wildlife species, the applicant shall be required to submit a
revised, or supplemental program to adequately mitigate such impacts.

The envirenmental resource specialist will conduct surveys of trees and
beach areas on and adjacent to the project site {(within 500 feet of any
construction activities), just prior to any construction activities and once a
week upon commencement of construction activities including pile driving,
grading/beach nourishment, or use of other heavy equipment, and that will
be caried out between December 4st and September 30th, inclusive.
Such surveys shall identify the presence, nests, and eggs or young, of
black-crowned night herons, snowy egrets, great egrets, great blue herons,




raptors, western snowy plover, Belding's savannah sparrow, or other
sensitive species in or near the project site. All surveys shall be submitied
to the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission.

F. The environmental resource specialist shall be present at ali weekly
construction meefings and during all significant construction activities
including pile driving or grading/beach nourishment acfivities to ensure that
nesting birds are not disturbed by construction related noise. The
environmental resources specialist shall be onsite monitoring birds and
noise every day at the beginning of the project during heavy equipment use. :
The environmental resources specialist must review the 2006 guidance .
issued by the United States Fish. and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for -
estimating the effects of auditory and visuat disturbance to northem spotted
owls and marbled murrelets. The USFWS document provides guidance for :
making determinations with regard to potential effects of construction noise
on owis and mumelets. While these two species are not expected to be
impacted by this project, the guidelines and procedures apply to the herons,
egrets, and raptors that potentially could be impacted.

G. The environmental resource specialist shall be present during all pile driving :
operations and a safety radius of no less than 500 ft. shall be established. on :
the seaward side of the Pier to serve as a protection zone for marine :
mammals. The size of the safety radius may be increased based on further :

- consultation with NOAA Fisheries. If marine mammais are observed to
enter this safety zone, all pile driving activities shall cease.immediately until .
all marine mammals have vacated the safety zone. No pile driving shall
occur if the visibility of the observers is less than the 500 feet radius. '

H. Hydroacoustical monitoring shall be performed to ensure that underwater :
noise generated by pile driving activities shall not exceed an accumulated
187 dB SEL as measured 5§ meters from the source and that at no time shall
peak dB rise above 206 at 10 meters from the source for the protection of
marine fish including salmon that utilize Goleta Slough. The applicant shall
consult with the United States. Fish and Wildlife Service and NOAA -
Fisheries to development a monitoring program that meets this objective.
The applicant shall submit a hydroacoustical monitering plan for the review
and approval of the Executive Director, prior fo the commencement of pile
driving activities.

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

10. Construction and Pife Driving Noise Level Restrictions

it shall be the applicant's responsibility to assure that the following occurs
concurrent with all project operations:




11.

Noise generated by consiruction {including, but not limited to, pile driving)
shall not exceed 85 dB at any active nesting site for black-crowned night
herons, snowy egrets, great egrets, great blue herons, raptors, or other
sensitive species in or near the project site. If construction noise exceeds
85 dB, then alternative methods of pile driving (including, but not jimited to,
vibratory pile driving, press-in pile placement, drilling, dewatered isolation
casings, etc.) or other sound mitigation measures (including, but not limited
to, sound shielding and noise attenuation devices) shall be used as
necessary to achieve the required dB threshold levels. If these sound
mitigation measures do not reduce noise levels, construction within 300 feet
of the nesting trees shafl cease and shall not recommence until either new
sound mitigation can be employed or nesting is complete.

Underwater noise generated by pile driving activities shall not exceed an
accumulated 187 dB SEL as measured 5 meters from the source. At no
time shall peak dB rise above 206 at 10 meters from the source. if
construction noise exceeds the above thresholds, then altemative methods
of pile driving (including, but not fimited to, vibratory pile driving, press-in pile
placement, drilling, dewatered isolation casings, etc) or other sound
mitigation measures (including, -but not limited fo sound shielding and other
noise attenuation devices) shall be used as necessary to achieve. the
required dB threshold levels.

Underwater noise generated by pile driving acilvities shall not exceed 160.
dB at 300 or more feet from the project. -if construction noise exceeds the
160 dB threshold, then alternative methods of pile driving (including, but not
limited to, vibratory pile driving, press-in pile placement, drilling, dewatered
isolation casings, etc.) or other sound mitigation measures {including, but
not limited fo sound shielding and other noise attenuation devices) shall be
used as necessary to achieve the required dB threshold level.

Long-Term Biological Monitoring Program

. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shal

submit to the Executive Director for review and written approval, a long-term
biological monitoring program for the Project Site which describes the
methodology the annual monitoring reporting requirements. The program
may be prepared in coordination with similar reports prepared by BEACON
and Santa Barbara County to safisfy the required conditions of approval for
other beach replenishment projects at the subject site. The program shall
outline the procedure for the pecessary. surveys, report preparation and
submittal, and the skills and qualifications for all personne! and shall
incorporate the following:

(1} The monitoring program shall include surveys of habitat areas for
California least tern, western snowy plover, -raplors, California




grunion, Beldings savannah sparrow, globose dune beetle, coastal
strand, wrack, kelp, surfgrass, and eelgrass, as applicable at the
subject site, approximately one month prior to initial and any future
beach nourishment activities as well as 3 months, 6 months, and 1
year after completion of beach nourishment activities. The one-year
monitoring survey may be adjusted to coincide with the following
year's survey requirements, where feasible.

{2) The monitoring program shall include visual surveys of the slough
mouth approximately one month prior to construction andfor beach
hourishment activities as well as 3 months, 6 months, and 1 year
after completion of any beach nourishment activities. The monitor
shall record and report any change in the frequency and duration of
all slough mouth openings/closures each year. The one-year
monitoring survey may be adjusted to coincide with the following
year's survey requirements, where feasible,

{3) The monitoring program shall specify the criteria that viould indicate
the program’s effectiveness/success in avoiding adverse impacts to .
sensilive biological resources {including, but not Iimited to, California
least tern, weslern snowy plover,: raptors, California grunion,
Beldings savannah spamow, globose dune beetle, coastal strand,
wrack, kelp, surfgrass, and eelgrass, etc). The criteriz shall :be
specific enough to provide a mechanism fo determine when/how a-
project results in adverse impacts to biological resources and a
mechanism for making adjustments to all project activities including,
but nof limited to, any necessary adaptive management actions
including pile driving, pile removal, and supplemental beach
nourishment activities. : '

(4} The monitoring program shall consider potential impacts to
previously unidentified or new resources in the project vicinity. If the
beach replenishment operations could potentially impact such
resources, the monitoring program shall be revised to assess
impacis to those resources.

(5) In addition, the applicant shall monitor on a monthly basis to ensure
that the permeable pier sand retention system does nét result in
excessive entangling of wrack within the piles, or immediately
upcoast. If excessive wrack becomes entangled in the piers, or
entrained immediately upcoast of the pier and results in a reduction
of wrack on the downcoast beach area, then the applicant shall
relocate the entangled wrack downcoast of the pier in a manner
consistent with the establishment and mamtenance of beach wrack
habitat.

B. If the Executive Director determines that adverse impacts have occurred to
any sensitive biological resources or habitat areas (including, but not limited




to, habitat for California least tem, western snowy piover, raptors, California -
grunion, Beldings savannah spamow, globose dune beetle, coastal strand, .
wrack, kelp, surfgrass, and eelgrass) then the Executive Director shall notify
the applicant of such determination. The applicant shall cease work at the :
subject project site, and shall immediately notify local resource agencies. The
applicant shall be required to submit a revised, or supplemental program, for -
the review and approval of the Executive Director, to adequately mitigate :
such impacts. Project activities shall resume only upon written approval of
the Executive Director. '

C. The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the
approved monitoring program. Any proposed changes to the approved
program shall be reported to the Executive Director. No change to the
program shall occur without a Commission-approved amendment to the
permit unless the Executive Director determines that no such amendment is
required. : :

12. Coastal Strand Habitat Restoration_and Monitoring Program

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit,
for the review and approval of the . Executive Director, a Coastal Strand Habitat
Restoration and Monitoring Pragram. The Program shall provide for the
revegetation and restoration of all areas of existing coastat strand habitat on site
that will be temporarily disturbed as a result of the removal of the approximately
1,600 ft. long rock revetment at the upcoast end of the park, repair of the existing
rock revetment at the downcoast end of the park, initial and supplementa! beach
nourlshment activities, and seasonal sand berm constructionfremoval. The
program shall be prepared by a qualified biologist(s), ecologist(s), or resource
specialist(s), hereafter, referred to as the Environmental Resource Specialist(s),
with experience in the field of restorafion, beach ecolagy, and marine biology.
The permittee shall provide the resource specialist’s qualifications, for the review
and approval of the Executive Director, prior to plan development. The Program
shall provide, at a minimum, for the following:

A. Coastal Strand Restoration Plan

1. A baseline assessment of all coastal strand vegetation and habitat on site,
including detailed documentation of existing conditions on site pror to
disturbance by any development .authorized by this coastal permit
{including photographs taken from pre-designated sites annotated to a
copy of the site plans. The plan shall delineate existing vegetation types,
show the distribution and abundance of any sensilive species, and shali
identify the area(s) of existing coastal strand vegetation/habitat that will be
temporarily disturbed as a resuit of approved development.




. A description of the goals of the restoration plan, including, as appropriate,
topography, hydrology, vegetation types, sensitive species, and wildlife
usage. The plan shall also document the performance standards, which
provide a mechanism for making adjustments to the mitigation site when it
is determined, through monitoring, or other means that the restoration
techniques are not working and the necessary management and
maintenance requirements, and provisions for timely remediation should -
the need arise.

. A description of the methodology of how any existing coastal strand plants
that would be impacted as a result of the approved development will be
collected, stored, and used for revegetation of the site. Prior to the
commencement of the initial beach nourishment activities and/or removal
of the approximately 1,500 linear ft. of-rock revetment on the upcoast end °
of the park, the Environmental Resource Specialist{s) shail collect the
native coastal strand plants that would be disturbed by these activities and
maintain them for future planting. Native coastal strand plant seeds shall
also be collected in anticipation of future plantings. The plan shall specify :
the planting palette (seed mix and collected plants), -planting design, :
source of plant material, and plant installation. The planfing palette shall :
be made up exclusively of native plants that are appropriate to the habitat
and region or grown from seeds or vegetative materials obtained from the .
site or from an appropriate nearby beach location so as to protect the :
genetic makeup of natural populations. Horticuttural varieties shall not be
used. Plantings shali be maintained in good growing condition throughout ;
the life of the project and, whenever necessary, shall be replaced with new
plant materials to ensure continued compliance with the revegetation
requirements. : o

. Sufficient technical detail on the restoration design including, at a
minimum, a planting program including a description of planned site
preparation, methed and location of exofic species removal, timing of
planting, plant locations and elevations on the baseline map, and
maintenance timing and techniques. )

- Restoration shall be implemented in a manner consistent with the
continued provision of public pedestrian access between upland areas
of the park and the sandy beach. if temporary fencing or informational
signage is necessary to facilttate restoration efforts, then the applicant
shall submit a plan indicating the focation, type, and height .of any
temporary fencing and a detailed description of any signage that will be
used. Paths and breaks in any temporary fencing shall be provided to
ensure adequate public access is maintained between existing parking
and upland areas of the park and the sandy beach.

. The Environmental Resource Specialist(s) shall coliect and transplant
any observed Globose dune beetles within the area to be impacted by
beach nourishmentirevetment removal to an appropriate nearby coastal
strand/southern foredune iocation.




7. The applicant shall revegetate all disturbed coastal strand habitat areas
on site pursuant to the approved Coastal Strand Restoration Plan within
80 days after the removal of the approximately 1,500 linear ft. of rock
revetment at the upcoast end of the park, repair of the rock revetment
at the downcoast end of the park, and initial beach nourishment
activities are completed. The Executive Directar may grant additional
time for good cause,

8. In the event that disturbance to coastal strand habitat on site results
from future supplemental beach nourishment andfor seasonal sand
berm construction/demolition pursuant to this coastal development
permit, then the applicant shall revegetate all disturbed Coastal strand
habitat areas on site pursusnt. fo the approved Coastal Strand
Restoration Plan within 90 days -after those activities are completed.
The Executive Director may grant additional time for good cause.

9. Provisions for on-going coastal strand habitat malntenance and/or
management for the term of this coastal development pemit. At a
minimum, semi-annual maintenance and/or management activities shall
include, as necessary, debris removal, periodic weeding of invasive and
non-native vegetation and revegetation consistent with the approved
restoration plan.

8. Monitoring

A monitoring program shall be implemented to monitor the project for compliance
with the specified guidelines and performance standards and shall provide the
following: '

1. Initial Monitoring Report: The permittee shall submit, upon completion of
the initial revegetation, a written report prepared by a qualified resource
specialist, for the review and approval of the Executive Director,
documenting the completion of the initial revegetation work. This report
shall also include photographs taken from pre-designated sites {annotated
to a copy of the site plans) documenting the completion of the initial
planting/revegetation work. '

2. Interim Monitoring Reporis: After initial revegetation is completed, the
applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive
Director, on an annual basis until the authorization for the approved
development expires {10 years from the date of Commission action) a
written monitoring report prepared by a monitoring resource specialist
indicating the progress and relative success or faflure of the restoration on
the site. This report shall also include further recommendations and
requirements for additional enhancement/restoration activities in order for
the project to meet the criteria and performance standards. This report
shall also include photographs taken from predesignated sites (annotated




to a copy of the site plans) indicating the progress of recovery at each of
the sites. Each report shall be cumulative and shall summarize all
previous results. Each report shall also include a “Performance
Evaluation™ section where information and resuits from the monitoring
program are used to evaluate the status of the enhancement/restoration
project in refation to the interim performance standards and final success
criteria.

Final Repori: Prior to the date fhat authorization for the approved
development expires (10 years from the date of Commission action), a
final detailed report on the restoration shall be submitted for the review
and approval of the Executive Director. If this report indicates that the
restoration project has, in part, or in whole, ‘been unsuccessful, based on
the performance standards specified in the resforation plan, the
applicant(s) shall submit within 90 days a revised or supplemental
restoration program to compensate for those portions of the original

- program which did not meet the approved success criteria. The revised or

supplemental program shall be processed as an amendment. to this
permit. o

The Permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the final
approved plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shail
be reported to the Executive Directer. Neo changes to the approved final :
plans shall occur without a Coastal Commission - approved amendment :
to the coastal development permit, unless the Executive Director :
determines that no amendment is legally required. )

13. Eelgrass Surveys

A,

Pre-Construction Eelgrass Survey. Prior to the commencement of any
offshore dredging activities, a pre-construction eelgrass (Zostera marina) '
survey of the transport pipeline route shall be completed by a qualified :
marine biologist(s) during the period of active growth of eelgrass {typically
March through October). The pre-construction survey shall be completed
prior to the beginning of dredging activities and shall be valid until the next |
period of active growth. The survey shall be prepared in full compliance
with the “Southemn California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy" Revision 8
(except as modified by this special condition) adopted by the National
Marine Fisheries Service and shall be prepared in consultation with the °
California Depariment of Fish and Game, The applicant shall submit the :
eelgrass survey for the review and approval of the Executive Director
within five (5) business days of completion of each eelgrass survey and in
any event no later than fifteen (19} business days prior to commencement :
of any development. Based on the Pre-Construction Eeigrass Survey, a
pipeline route shall be selected that avoids contact with eelgrass and kelp :
habitat to the extent feasible. Immediately following beach filt activities,




another survey of the pipeline area shall be conducted to determine
whether any kelp and eelgrass were disturbed.

B. Post Construction Eelgrass Survey. If any eelgrass is identified within ;
any portion of the pipeline route by the survey required in subsection A of :
this condition above, within one month after the conclusion of dredging
activities, the applicant shall survey the praject site to determine i any
eelgrass was adversely impacted. The survey shall be prepared in full
compliance with the "Southem Califomia Eeigrass Mitigation Policy"
Revision 8 (except as modified by this special condition) adopted by the
National Marine Fisheries Service and shall be prepared in_consultation
with the California.Department of Fish and Game. The applicant shail
submit the post-construction eelgrass survey for the review and approval
of the Executive Director within thirty (30) days after completion of the
survey. If any eelgrass has been impacted, the applicant shall replace the
impacted eelgrass at a minimum 1.2:1 ratio in accordance with the

. Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy. Al impacts o eelgrass
habitat shail be mitigated at a minimum ratio of 1.2:1 (mitigationzimpact).
The exceptions to the required 1.2:1 mitigation ratio found within SCEMP
shall not apply.

14. Final Public Access Program

A. Prior to the issuance of the coastal development pemmit, the applizant
shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a
Final Public Access Program that describes the methods (including signs,
fencing, posting of security guards, etc.) by which safe public access to
or around construction areas, beach deposition sites, andfor staging
areas shall be maintained during all project operations. The applicant
shali maintain public access pursuant to the approved version of the
report. Any proposed changes to the approved program shall be
reported to the Executive Director. No change to the program shall occur
without 2 Commission-approved amendment to the permit unless the
Executive Director determines that no such amendment is required.

B. Public parking areas shall not be used for staging or storage of
equipment and materials, unless there is no feasible alternative. Where
use of public parking spaces is unavoidable, the minimum number of
public parking spaces {(on and off-street) that are required at each
receiver site for the staging of equipment, machinery and employee
parking shall be used. At each site, the number of public parking spaces
utilized shall be the minimum necessary to implement the project.

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




By acceptance of this permil, the applicant acknowledges and agrees (i} that the .
site may be subject to hazards from erosion, liquefaction, waves, flooding, and -
sea level rise; (if) to assume the risks to the applicant and the property that is the :
subject of this permit of injury and damage from such hazards in connection with :
this permitted development; (iii) to unconditionally waive any claim of damage or
liability against the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for injury or
damage from such hazards; and (iv) to indemnify and hold harmfess the
Commission, its officers, agents, and employees with respect to the ;
Commission’s approval of the project against any and all [iability, claims,
demands, damages, costs (including costs and fees incurred in defense of such
claims), expenses, and amounts paid in seltlement arising fromn any injury or
damage due to such hazards.

Prior fo issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall

submit a written agreement, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive
Director, incorporating all of the above terms of this condition.

16. Required Approvals

Prior to the issuance of this permit, ihe applicant shall obtain ail other necessary
State permits that may be necessary for all aspects of the proposed project .
(including approvals from the California Department of Fish and Game, California. :
State Lands Commission, and Regional- Water Quality Control Board, unless
evidence is submitted that such approval(s} are not required). In addition, by
acceptance of this permit, the applicant agrees to obtain all necessary Federal
permits that may be necessary for all aspects of the proposed project (including,
but not limited to, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers).

17. Indemnification by Applicant

Liability for Costs and Aftorneys Fees: By acceptance of this permit, the
Applicant/Permittee agrees to reimburse the Coastal Commission in full for all
Coastal Commission costs and aftorneys fees — including (1) those charged by
the Office of the Attomey General, and (2) any court costs and attorneys fees
that the Coastal Commission may be required by a court to pay -- that the
Coastal Commission incurs in connection with the defense of any action brought :
by a party other than the Applicant/Permittee against the Coastal Commission, #ts
officers, employees, agents, successors and assigns challenging the approval or °
issuance of this permit. The Coastal Commission retains complete authority to -
cortduct and direct the defense of any such action against the Coastal
Commission. . o o




18. Condition Compliance

Within 18 months of Commission action on this coastal development permit .
application, or within such additionai time as the Executive Director may grant for -
goad cause, the applicant shall satisfy all requirements specified in the conditions -
hereto that the applicant is required to satisfy prior to issuance of this permit,
Failure to comply with this requirement may result in the institution of :
enforcement action under the provisions Chapter 9 of the Coastal Act.







Exhibit 2

Construction Time Table
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Exhibit 3

Ex Parte Communications
By
Commissioners



P #E541; PAGE 1

Jul D3 09 01:33p Ors. Dan & Mary Secord 805~-587-0162 p-1

WEDNESDAY, ITEM 8B

DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of project:

Application No. 4-08-006 (Santa Barbara County, Goleta Beach) Application of Santa
Barbara County to construct 500-ft. long, 20-ft. wide, permeable pier sand retention system
as addition to existing Goleta Beach Pier consisting of 250-330 timber piles (18 to 20” in
diameter) and timber decking, seasonal installation of approximately 1,200-f, long, 3-5 ft.
high winter sand berm; removal of approximately 1,500 linear ft. of existing rock rip rap
upcoast of Goleta Pier; and implementation of beach nourishment program involving initial
oflshore dredging of approximately 500,000 cu.yds. of sand and placement of dredged
material on beach upcoast of pier for beach nourishment with additional periodic offshore
dredging/beach nourishment on as-needed basis not exceeding 100,000 cu.yds. of matesial
per year, at 5986 Sandspit Road, Goleta Beach County Park, Santa Barbara County.

Date and time of receipt of communication:
July 2, 2009 @ 1:30 pm

Location of communicafion:
Phone

Type of communication:
Teleconference

Person(s) in attendance at fime of commuuicafion:
Susan McCabe, Anne Blemker

Person(s) receiviog communication:
Dan Secord

Detailed substantive description of the content of communication:

(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.)

I received an update from the project representatives jn which they informed me they were in
agreement with staff’s recommendation of approval, but stil] had issues with 2 few of the
special conditions, Concerns relate to the triggers for action in the Adaptive Management
Plan, timing restrictions related to weekend dredging operations, and the project removal
funding structure. The representatives were hopeful to work out as many {ssues as possible
~with staff prior to the hearing.

Date: - -

s

Signatare of Commissioner: .. A, <" QN AN




Exhibit 4

[ etter from Sierra Club
— Neutral Position

NOTE: A letter from the Sierra Club, dated 7/5/09 has been received which
indicates that the Santa Barbara Group of the Los Padres Chapter of the Sierra
Club has decided to not take any position in either support or opposition to either
the proposed project or the identified alternative regarding “park reconfiguration”.
The Sierra Club’s letter has been included as Exhibit 4.




FOUNDED 18%2
Santa Barbara Group

Chatr
James Childress

Vice-Chair
Fran Farina

Secretary
Sally Foushe

Treasurer
Virginia Turner

At Large

Robert
Bernstein

At Large
Stephen
Dougherty

At Large
Jim Balter
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JUL 08 2009
walifunns,
COASTAL COMMISSION PO Box 31241
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DiSTRICT Santa Barbara 93130-1241
71509

To: California Coastal Commission

' Concerning: Sierra Club Santa Barbara Group position on proposed Goleta Beach

plans

From: Santa Barbara Group Executive Commiltee, Los Padres Chapter, Sierra
Club

Statement of Position:

The Santa Barbara Group of the Los Padres Chapter of the Sierra Club has
considered the two plans put forward for Goleta Beach Park. We have decided not
to take any position in support based on environmental issues.

We believe that the two proposals are not equivalent in terms of the preservation
of the current services and amenities of the park. Therefore a simple decision of
which is “environmentally preferable” or “least environmentally damaging
solution” cannot be made in isolation from the issues concerning use of the park
and community desires. We believe that the “park reconfiguration plan™ is
unlikely to effectively retain the current level of amenities and services of the
park as is shown by the need for and difficulty of “reconfiguration” within this
very small area. While the county plan has the intent to retain the current level of
amenities and services, we do not believe we are qualified to judge the technical
merit of this plan.

We would also note that much of this area is a long-standing human construct
including a restaurant and pier. We find it ironic and perhaps inappropriate that
the revetment whose removal from the public use area at the west end of the park
1$ being demanded is being left around the restaurant. This leads to a concemn that
commercial interests are being favored over public interests.

We also believe there is a very serious environmental justice issue with regard to
the users of this, the only readily accessible beach and the only beach park in the
Goleta area. The users of this beach represent a wide spectrum of local residents
and visitors but for many it is the only reasonably available such facility in the
area.

The community is apparently strongly in support of retaining the full functionality
of this facility and we too support the concept that the final plans should attempt
to do that.



Background:

The Group executive committee heard presentations from County and EDC
representatives at its June 1, 2009 meeting. It has since considered documents and further
communications from the EDC and the County. It has also had communication with
Mark Massara of the Sierra Club. All members of the group executive committee are
quite familiar with this park. One member of the executive committee, Fran Farina
recused herself from these deliberations due to a conflict of interest due to her
employment by the Goleta Water District, which has service lines to UCSB routed
through this park.

Sincerely,

James Childress
Chair, Santa Barbara Group, Los Padres Chapter, Sierra Club



Exhibit 5

Letters in Support of Project

NOTE: A total of 263 letters and petition signatures in support of this
project have been received as of 7/6/09. Staff notes that 85 letters in support of
the proposed project were submitted prior to the date of the staff report and since
the staff report for this item was prepared, a total of 16 new letters in support of
the proposed project and a petition in support of the proposed project with 162
signatures have also been submitted. New letters in support of the project
include a letter from the City of Goleta dated 7/2/09, the Beach Erosion Authority
for Clean Oceans and Nourishment (BEACON) dated 6/24/09, Santa Barbara
County Taxpayer's Association dated 6/30/09, and The Southern California Gas
Company dated 6/25/09; these letters have been included as Exhibit 5 of this
addendum. For reference, in addition to the individually cited letters above, 5 of
the other recently submitted letters in support of the project and a representative
page of the petition have been included as Exhibit 5 of this addendum.

All letters received are included as part of the administrative record and are
available for review in the California Coastal Commission’s Ventura Office. Five
of the received letters have been inciuded here for reference.
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July 2, 2009 - ‘%ﬁ%,
. WUy
Bonnie Neely, Chair
CITY COUNCIL California Coastal Commission
Michael T. Bennet South Central Coast Area Office
Mayor 89 S. California Street, Suite 200
Roger S. Aceves Ventura, CA 93001

Mayor Pra Tempore .
RE: SUPPORT FOR GOLETA BEACH EROSION STABILIZATION PROJECT

Jean W. Blois

Councimember Dear Chair Neely and Members of the Commission,

Eric Onnen '

Councilmember Goleta Beach Park offers coastal recreational opportunities important to
Jonny Wallis the residents of Goleta Valley and much of the county. In response to
Councilmember shoreline erosion and related threats to beach and park resources, the

County of Santa Barbara released a Draft Environmenital Impact Report
(EIR) regarding the Goleta Beach County Park Long-Term Protection
Plan. In January 2008, the Board of Supervisors approved an erosion
prevention approach known as a ‘Permeable Pier” that would create
and maintain a wider beach for shore protection and recreation.

CITY MANAGER
Daniel Singer

At a public meeting on June 2, 2009, the Goleta City Council voted
unanimously to support the Beach Stabilization/Permeable Pier Project
as it offers the best opportunity to protect the park facilities and
preserve the shore, while eliminating potential adverse down coast
effects. Additionally, the project was identified as the environmentally
superior alternative in the EIR, further justifying Goleta's support.

Again, we appreciate this opportunity to provide support for this critically
important project. Councilmember Michael T. Bennett will speak to this
matter at your hearing in San Luis Obispo on July 8, 9, & 10, 2009.

Sincerely,

b
s

-~ T T, .

3] 'r'g.q:&'beves
Mayor

C: Peter M. Douglas, Commission Executive Director
Goleta City Council

130 Cremona Drive, Sujte B,Golera, CA 93117 ¢ 805.961.7500 F B05,685.2615 wwyr.cityolgoleta.org
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Steve Chase, Planning & Environmental Services Director
. Deborah Constantino, City Clerk
Tim Giles, City Attorney
Mike Brown, Chief Executive Officer, County of Santa Barbara
Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors
Daniel Hernandez, Santa Barbara County Parks Department Director

CITY CF
G o L ETA 130 Cremona Drivé. Suite B, Goleta, CA 93117 p 805.961.7500 F 8056852635 www.cityofgoletaorg
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June 24, 2009 ST T, ot

California Coastal Commission

Steve Hudson, District Manager

89 South California Street, Suite 200

Ventura, CA 93001-2801

Subject: Goleta Beach shoreline Project

Dear Mr. Hudson,

The BEACON Board would like to express its support of the
Permeable Pier project proposed at Goleta Beach in the County of
Santa Barbara. The Permeable Pier and accompanying back-fill
nourishment represents an innovative and long term solution to
the ongoing erosion of this important beach and park. As you
know, BEACON's mission is to address beach erosion in the
Central Coast of California and this project is consistent with our
long term Coastal Regional Sediment Management Plan.

Sincerely

i ,
w{%_‘c \.._DWQ, 4
Jon Sharkey
Chair, BEA

ce: Brian Brennan, Executive Director - BEACON
David Ward, County of Santa Barbara

A

TRy

T A

?
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_BEACON

Beach Erosion Authority for
Cieanw Qceans and Nourishment

A Calilornia Joint Powers Agency

Member Agencies
Cily of Carpinteria
City of Goleta
City of Oxncrd
Cily of Port Hueneme
City of Son Buenaventura
Cily of Santa Barbara
County of Santc Borbaro
Counly of Venluro

Sanje Barbara Address:
1035 Eost Angpamuy, Suvite 201
Sontfo Barbara, CA 93103
Ventura Address:

501 Poli 5t
P.O. Box 9%
Venturq, CA 93001
Telephone:

{B05) 662-6890
Facsimite:

{BOS} 548-2982
Emall:
Beqoonca.gov
internet;

hitp:fArerw . beogon.ca.




Santa Barbara County Taxpayers Association
www.sbcta.org

"$212 Carpinteria, Avenue Phone: 805-684-0678 Suma b Compry Trpeyen proclnton
Carpinteria, California 93013 E-mail: sheta@cox.net
www._shetaorg

JUL 0§ 2009 @

- . CGHSFATE&‘I:}:ESJGH
. . ST CENTRAL CONST Dty
Chair Bonnie Neely

California Coastal Commissioners
California Coastal Commission Office
89 South Califomnia Street

Ventura, CA 93001

Re: Support Park and Beach Protection ~ Goleta Beach Park
Dear Chair Neely and Honorable Commissioners:

The Santa Barbara County Taxpayers Association (SBCTA) encourages you to support structures that
_ will ensure public access and the protection of the beach and grass park at Goleta Beach Park in Santa

Barbara County (5986 Sandspif Road). -~

Santa Barbara County's application to construct a permeable pile sand retention system at the existing
pier is a good start. We do not support the removal of 1,500 feet of buried rock rip rap up coast of the
pier. These existing rocks have been keeping the beach, art in public place, park, restrooms, BBQ/pichic
areas, utilities-and. horse-shoe pits safe for years and must remain in order to protect the parking lot,
public access and restaurant.

Likewise the installation of a seasonal 5 foot high sand berm and beach nourishment program of
dredging offshore sand to be placed on the beach up-coast of the pier will assist in protecting these
amenities.

We urge you to reject the idea of a “managed retreat™ as that will take away this valuable public asset,
paid for by tax dollars, and used by over one million people every year.

As always you are invited to attend our bi-monthly meetings held on the second Thursday of the month
in Buellton. Please contact me if you have questions or comments. -

Sincerely,

7

Joe Armendariz _
Executive Director... . .~ - -
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June 25, 2009
Ms. Bonnie Neely, Chair
California Coastal Commission
- 89 South California Street
Ventura, CA 93001

Re: Support Goleta Beach Park Protection — Santa Barbara County

Dear Ms. Neely and Honorable Coastal Commissioners:

The Southern California Gas Company supports Santa Barbara County’s
application to protect Goleta Beach Park from erosion.

Gas Company representatives have spent the past few years participating on
the Goleta Beach Working Group and partnering with Santa Barbara County
on beach and park protection as well as restoring Goleta Beach Park to its pre-
storm condition.

Our involvement with the park goes back decades as we have high pressure
natural gas Pipeline #80 that traverses Goleta Beach Park. If we were forced
to relocate Line #80 due to unmitigated erosion of the park, we wonld
anticipate significant difficulties and expense related to the following factors:

o Line #80 is located in an environmentally sensitive habitat area
(ESHA), and both abandonment/removal of the existing line and
instaliation of a replacement line would involve extensive multi-
jurisdictional agency permitting and review.



Page?

¢ A new route for the high pressure gas pipeline would need to be
identified and studied, and new easements/rights of way/land for the
new route secured.

o Environmental impacts associated with the abandonment/removal of
the existing line and instatlation of the replacement line would need to

be identified and mitigated. Impacts may include temporary disruption
of public access to Goleta Beach Park facilities.

Based on the above factors and the uncertainty of their outcome, we cannot
conciude that relocation of The Gas Company’s Pipeline #80 is reasonably
feasible. Therefore we urge you to vote in favor of protecting Goleta Beach
Park.

Sincerely,

Glenn D. La Fevers
Storage Operations Manager

o SB County Board of Supervisors
T. Mshoney (SCG)



Sa.ve Goleta Beach

To the California Coastal Commission:

ECEIVE )
JUN 3 0 2009

CALIFORNIA

. : . STAL COMMISSION
We, the undersigned residents and visitors to Goleta Beach County Park strongly %@gﬁ&%ﬁpﬁg%ﬁ&r OISTRICT
advanced by Santa Barbara County to stabilize this priceless beach park from further erosion. Specifically,
we support the county’s proposal for additional permeable pilings and pier decking as an elegant approach to
retaining sand, without constructing impervious revetments or other armored structures along the shoreline.

At your upcoming hearing, please approve this carefully crafted solulion that has also been endorsed by leading
environmental scientists, local governments, community leaders, and concerned citizens.
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Citizens to Save Goleta Beach 805-967-1670
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CALIFORNIA

: ASTAL COMNMISSION
ggpﬁ; %ﬁ?cstgf hl soumocemm COAST DISTRICE
California Coastal Commission
89 S. California Street
Ventura, CA 93001

Subject: Goleta Beach Care Program and Beach Stabilization Project
Dear Mr. Ainsworth:

As a public member of a citizens working group appointed by former Santa Barbara
County Supervisor, Susan Rose, five years ago, | strongly recommend that you approve
the application and permit No. 4-08-006 for the Goleta Beach Park Care Program and
Beach Stabilization Project. After extensive research and study, the conclusion reached
by the majority of the working group was that the sand supply to Goleta Beach had
decreased so that there is diminishing protection for the park land, utilities, and other
infrastructure during annual storm events. The potential for sea water intrusion into the
fresh water aquifer of the Goleta Valley could occur should the park land be allowed to
erode further. After a decade of studies, engineering opinions, and considerable
taxpayer doliars, the permeable pile pier expansion plan is the most natural and
environmentally safe long-term solution to protect the park and prowde beach
stabilization and sand supply.

Great efforts have been made by consultants and Santa Barbara County staff to avoid
or mitigate any and all negative environmental impacts. Sound science and engineering
practices have been utilized to put forth this project, which is basically the expansion of
an existing recreational pier and provides protection by the natural accretion of sand
along the front of the park land.

On behalf of the more than a million annual users of the no-fee Goleta Beach Park, |
request that you approve this application and permit for the Permeable Pile Pier Beach
Stabilization Project and save this vital public asset.

Sincerely,
&S Zﬂ{
Ed de la Torre

EddelaTore P.O. Box&801 Santa Barbara, CA 93160
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Jack Ainsworth, Deputy Director U 29 2008

California Coastal Commission U "

89 South California Street CALFORMIE o
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Dear Director Ainsworth:

1 would like to comment on the recent proposal to "save" Goleta Beach,
which will come before your Commission next month.

1 am a local resident since 1948, intimately acquainted with the waxing and
waning of Goleta Beach since then as a fisherman, diver, birdwatcher, etc;
I am also a retired biologist with 41 years of experience, and 1 consider
myself a strong environmentalist.

Yet I am in favor of this particular proposal. My feeling is that Goleta
Beach Park is built on an unstable sandbar that, without some intervention
by man, will eventually wash away, and I see no reason to let that happen
Just because it is "nature's way." Man has already intervened in the
formation of that particular beach, causing a sand accumulation that has
already required lengthening of Goieta pier at least twice, so the current
Goleta Beach is already "artificial" and largely due to the actions of man.

I think that now our job should be to stabilize what we currently have, to
protect the recreational values of the beach, the park, the restaurant, the
parking, and the restrooms. This proposal would seem to offer a chance for
such stability, short of hard-armoring the beach, and is thus a reasonable
compromise between the opposing camps of the Protect the Beach At All
Costs crowd and the Absolutely No Human Intervention folks. It is time to
reach a compromise, and then, finally, to act.

Sincerely yours,

Mot Sl ——

Michel Masson
568 Pintura Drive
Santa Barbara, CA 93111
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June 30, 2009 App No 4-08-006

Mr. John Ainsworth, Deputy Director
California Coastal Commission
- South Central Coast District Office
- 89 South California Street, Suite 200
Ventura, CA 93001-2801

Dear Mr. Ainsworth,

T am writing to express my strong support for the application to implement a Permeable
Pier solution to the beach erosion problem at Goleta Beach County Park. 1 attended most
of the meetings of the working group convened by Supervisor Rose to evaluate
alternative approaches to preservation of Goleta Beach and the Park behind it.

Based upon the presentations made and the materials provided at and subsequent to these
meetings, and on my 30 years experience as a Professional Geolagist, it is clear to me
that the Permeable Pier solution has the greatest likelihood of successfuily preserving the
beach and the park. The primary alternative of “Managed Retreat” involves permissive
erosion until an ill defined equilibrium is achieved. No evidence and scant analysis were
presented to support the efficacy of this approach. Indeed the meager presentation
consists largely of ill defired lines purporting to show erosion advances that would
essentially destroy most of Goleta Park.

As you are aware, this Beach Park is one of the most heavily used Beach access areas in
Santa Barbara County. 1 urge you to approve Santa Barbara County application.

Very Traly Yours,
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Tim & Myra Mahoney JUN 19 2008
3220 Calle Mariposa CALFORNIA
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COASTAL COMMISSION

Santa Barbara, CA 93105 SOUTH CENTRAL COAST

Chairperson Bonnie Neely June 17, 2009
California Coastal Commissioners

California Coastal Commission Office

89 South California Street

Ventura, CA 93001

Re: Support Goleta Park and Beach Enhancements
Dear Chairperson Neely and Commissioners:

As a family that enjoys Goleta Beach Park in Santa Barbara County, we
urge you to support hard structures that will protect the beach, grass, and
parking lot as well as ensure public access.

We do fiot support the removal of 1,500 feet of existing buried rock north
of the pier because these rocks are protecting the beach, art work, grass,
restrooms, picnic/BBQ tables, restaurant, horse-shoe pits, bike path and
other amenities. We do not support "maraged retreat”.

Since every year, over one million people use Goleta Beach Park, we would
like to see more visitor serving uses such as volleyball and basketball courts
as well as a ramp for boaters to launch their crafts.

Goleta Beach Park is a community treasure that for decades has provided
enjoyment for residents and visitors. There are not enough parks that offer
all the amenities (restaurant, pier, parking, restrooms, BBQ/picnic, etc.) like
Goleta.

Fim' & Myrﬁ Mahoney ~

DISTRICT
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Exhibit 6

[ etters of Interest:
Unspecified Recommendation

NOTE: A total of 85 letters of interest which do not clearly indicate
either support or opposition to the proposed project have been received. Staff
notes that 79 letters which did not clearly indicate either support or opposition to
the proposed project were submitted prior to the date of the staff report and since
the staff report for this item was prepared a total of 6 new letters of interest which
do not clearly indicate either support or opposition to the proposed project have
also been received. For reference, 5 of these letters have been included as
Exhibit 6.

All fetters received are included as part of the administrative record and are
available for review in the California Coastal Commission's Ventura Office.
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Exhibit 7

Letters in Objection to Project

NOTE: A total of 452 letters and emails in opposition to this project have
been received as of 7/6/09 as follows: Ten letters in opposition were submitted
prior to the date of the staff report. In addition, since the staff report for this item
was prepared a total of 39 new letters in opposition to the project have also been
received (including the letter from the EDC included separately as Exhibit 9) and
417 new emails in opposition to the project have also been received. These
letters include, among others, a letter from Santa Barbara Channel Keeper dated
July 2, 2009; Jessie Alstatt (a marine biologist) dated July 2, 2009; and a letter
from Michael Vincent McGinnis, Ph.D. dated July 1, 2009. In general, the issues
raised in these letters have been previously identified and discussed in the
findings of the staff report. For reference, in addition to the individually cited
letters above, 5 of the other recently submitted letters from members of the public
and a representative copy of one of the 418 form-based emailed letters
submitted in opposition of the project have been included as Exhibit 7 of this
addendum

All letters received are included as part of the administrative record and are
available for review in the California Coastal Commission’s Ventura Office.
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SANTA BARBARA
CHANNELKEEPER*

Protecting and Restoring the Santa Barbara Channel and its Watersheds
714 Bond Avenue  Santa Barbara, CA 93103 - Tel (805) 563 3377 = Fax (805 687-5635 - www.shek.org
California Coastal Commission

ECEIVIE
Steve Hudson, District Manager

89 South California Street, Suite 200 JUL 3 2869
Ventura, CA 93001-2801 CALFORMA
: COASTAL COMMISSION

July 2, 2009 - SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT

Re: Agenda item 8b. Application No. 4-08-006 (Santa Barbara County, Goleta Beach)
Dear Mr. Hudson,

This letter is submitted by Santa Barbara Channelkeeper (SBCK) in response to the
California Coastal Commission’s upcoming decision to act on Agenda Item 8b.
Application No. 4-08-006 (Santa Barbara County, Goleta Beach), which proposes to
construct an experimental groin to trap sand along Goleta Beach.

SBCK is a local non-profit 501(c¢)3 organization whose mission is to protect and restore
the Santa Barbara Channel and its watersheds through citizen action, education and
enforcement. To carry out this mission, SBCK has established five essential goals for the
organization: 1) Eliminate industrial and other pollution to the Channel; 2) Eliminate
beach closures; 3) Protect local wetlands; 4) Monitor water quality; and 5} Monitor and
restore aquatic ecosystems.

We welcome this opportunity to urge that the Commission vote to deny the project as
proposed, and instead consider adopting the much more precautionary and scientifically
sound Alternative as prepared by Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd. 2008 (“Goleta
Beach County Park Reconfiguration Alternative”).

We remain very concerned over the following issues contained within the Application
and proposed groin construction project:

1. Assumptions used in the model are very limited in scope and thus the model is
flawed. The groin is presented as an “experiment” and the outcomes are uncertain.

2. Unpredictable changes in sand movement may affect spawning of the California
-Grunion (Leuresthes tenuis). Goleta Beach is one of only a few area beaches
where Grunion spawn regularly and thus any activity that may affect beach shape
and slope could negatively affect grunion.

Fowredad Blzovton Abehoeby Snmen Hpvadmr Jeih Mapwedtiaonn, Tauueer © Renbabvim, Sevncdan 0 T 1L Aoy © Deod Coanen 0 [l A4 Bt = , y

Spanfoalin | Baen Adem ey Mo beten Moneg C FanBdenwe 0 Kaba B 0 Iy Shenaw 0 Bt Waetsr 0 B fungeridor W&Tll‘mlﬁm



3. Abrupt changes in sand movement offshore may affect the native eelgrass
(Zostera pacifica) beds found throughout Goleta Bay. This bed is one of the
largest along our coast and provides valuable habitat for recreatlonally and
commercially important fishes and invertebrates.

4. There is no protocol given for how the piles will be removed or replaced to “fine-
tune” the groin structure as presented. Who will make this decision and how much
will it cost? What is the time lag between determination that the configuration
needs to be changed and pile removal/additions? What will the eﬂ‘ects be on park
users?

5. Impacts can only be mitigated partially and after-the-fact. What is to determine if
management measures are effective as implemented?

6. Offshore dredging and placement of such a large volume of sediment near-shore
may negatively affect the eelgrass beds, by either reduction of water clarity, or
burial, or both. There appear to be no measures in place to ensure monitoring of
water clarity pre, during or post construction, nor for monitoring eelgrass other
than adherence to the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy, which does
not entirely apply to this project other than in regards to placement of the dredge -

-pipeline. There is no mention of monitoring for deposition of fine sediments back
offshore as a result of either dredging or of movement of sand offshore rather than
side-shore. What will be the mitigation in case deleterious effects are found?

In conclusion, we oppose the County of Santa Barbara’s proposcd pro_; ect to construct a

- permeable sand groin alongside Goleta Pier, with all associated offshore dredging,

nearshore filling and related activities. Instead, the Commission and the County of Santa
Barbara should pursue a more precautionary, less-costly future for the beach park, that
relies on sound science with adequate modeling, that takes into account the dynamic
long-term patterns of ocean wave climate. Most importantly, we urge you not to
compromise the ecological health of our vital yet sensitive ocean resources.

Thank you very. much.

Respectively,

?‘.\Mhﬂw

Jessie Altstatt
Science Director
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89 South California Street, Suite 200

California Coastal Commission E C E DV E :
Attention: Steve Hudson : D

Ventura, CA 93001-2801 JUL 3 72089
CAUFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
July 2,2009 SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISIRICT

Dear Mr. Hudson:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide personal comments on Agenda item 8b. Application No.
4-08-006 (Santa Barbara County, Goleta Beach). I am asking that Commissioners DENY the
Project as proposed, and consider adoption of the Reconfiguration Alternative instead.

I am providing these comments based upon my personal experience as a local Goleta resident and
user of Goleta Beach since 1985. Goleta Beach is the closest coastal access point from my house and
I visit the beach on average 4 days a week to walk on the beach, walk my dog, paddle my surfboard
or metely look at the ocean. In addition, I have on many evenings observed the seasonal grunion
runs along the sandy beach on both sides of the pier.

I also speak from my professional experience as a marine biologist. T hold a Master’s Degree in
Marine Biology from UC Santa Batbara, I have performed more than 1300 dives in local waters and
I have been employed since 1999 as the Science Director at Santa Barbara Channelkeeper.
Channelkeeper has submitted comments on this Agenda item and recommends denial of the
project. Aside from my employment, T have very strong personal feelings about this project as it
stands to ditectly impact a place that is very special to me.

I feel that given my background as a long time Goleta resident and one whom actually uses the
Beach Park for recreation and not just as a restaurant customer, I am qualified to speak to the
inadequacy of the proposed project to address potental impacts to valuable marine and coastal
resources. There appear to be major questions and doubts over the adequacy of the assumptions and
model used. I do not believe that the Coastal Commission should approve this costly ‘experiment’
when the cutcome is so iffy.

Goleta Beach is too valuable a resource — both cultural and ecological- to squander in this manner.
Instead, I ask the Commission to please consider adopting a more precautionary Alternative
such as that prepared by Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd. 2008 (“Goleta Beach County Park
Reconfiguration Alternative®).

I have included my original comments for the SB County DEIR dated Aprl 2007 to this letter.
Thank you very much for consideration of the much preferable Alternative to this project.

Jessie Altstatt
102 Orange Ave
Goleta, CA 93117



3865 Sterrett Avenue
Santa Barbara, CA 93110

MICHAEL VINCENT MCGINNIS, Ph.D. in Coastal Policﬁ E @E g "\& yg

U2 4000
July 1, 2009

APPLICATION NO.: 4-08-006
APPLICANT: Santa Barbara County Parks Department ST OISRy
AGENTS: Dave Ward, Santa Barbara County Planning and Development Department
Chris Webb, Moffatt & Nichol

McCabe and Company

Chambers Group

PROJECT LOCATION: Goleta Beach County Park at 5986 Sandspit Road, Santa Barbara
County .

My name is Michael Vincent McGinnis, Ph.D. and I teach undergraduate and graduate courses in
coastal processes, coastal marine policy, and other courses at UCSB. These are the only graduate
and undergraduate courses offered at UCSB on coastal management and planning. I have also
worked with local, state, federal and international resource agencies on a number of
environmental planning documents, including required NEPA and CEQA documents for
important coastal and marine areas associated with the Southemn California Bight.

My area of expertise is in coastal marine science and policy. More recently, I have been working
on studies that include analysis of climate change impacts on coastal marine biodiversity in the
south coast. These studies also include analysis of alternative policy tools that can be used to
respond to the expected impacts from climate change on coastal marine areas,

I have been following the planning process for Goleta Beach for the past 13 years, and am very
familiar with the proposed action under consideration by the California Coastal Commission to
permit the construction of an approximately 500 ft, long, 20 ft. wide, permeable pier sand
retention system at the project site. {am also very familiar with the expected impacts of climate
change on coastal marine ecosystems of the south coast, including beach loss, coastal erosion,
among other impacts. The proposed action sets an important precedent - it is essential that
policymakers and planners begin to address the increasing threats to coastal marine ecosystems
that do not emphasize coastal engineering (e.g., sea walls, groins,) options to threats or pressures
associated with sea level rise, beach loss, and coastal erosion. Policy responses that emphasize
coastal engineering options have been shown to be costly and more ecologically-damaging
alternatives to more progressive altermatives, such as non-structural solutions.

When coastal buildings or roads are threatened, the typical response is to harden the coast with a
seawall or some other armoring devise, such as the proposed sand retention system. It is assumed
that the proposed action will halt, to some degree, the shoreline erosion caused primarily by wave
action. However, it is important to note that the proposed action may cause a number of other
impacts to associated beach and nearshore marine environments. Many of these impacts have
been described in my previous comment letters to the County of Santa Barbara on the Goleta
Beach issue. (Attachment #1) It is also important to note that there are several problems in the
model used to support the proposed action, including failure to consider the natural range of wave
energy and sand supply conditions, and failure to include El Nino events in the model inputs. I
support the EDC’s and Surfrider’s Park Reconfiguration Alternative to the proposed action under
consideration by the Commission. A managed retreat option is the prudent coastal management
solution to the long-term threats posed by climate change on coastal ecosystems.



By the 1980s, the role of engineered structures along the coast as a destructive force on beaches
‘was recognized by most coastal scientists and residents but not by the coastal engineering
community. Most estimates indicate that eighty percent or more of the U.S, shoreline is eroding.
Areas where the shoreline is either stable or accreting are probably temporary states, and, for all
practical purposes, the U.S. shoreline is eroding everywhere. The causes of shoreline erosion are
numerous and difficult to establish in a quantitative manner. The fundamental force behind
shoreline erosion is the ocean “chewing” at the edges of the continent,

The U.S, coastline is subject to a variety of coastal storm threats. Wind, waves, and currents from
storms move material from the shoreline to the continental shelf. Compounding these forces are
other factors, such as sea level rise and human activity. Human activity exacerbating the shoreline
erosion problem include the interruption of sediment supply to beaches, coastal engineering
projects (seawalls, jetties, groins, breakwaters, navigation channel deepening, inlet formation),
and sand mining. While coastal armoring may support a “quick fix” for shoreline erosion, they
ultimately cause additional shoreline erosion such as down-coast erosion in the long term and at
significant cost to the taxpayers. Local erosion, for instance, often occurs to a beach that is down-
coast from coastal engineering structures such as groins.

Sea level rise is a characteristic of global warring. The increased atmospheric temperature
associated with global warming will melt portions of the ice caps, raising the sea level.
Quantifying the exact contribution of sea level rise to shoreline erosion is not possible.
Nevertheless, the effects of sea level rise can be seen with absolute certainty on rapidly subsiding
coasts.

Philip Williams and Associates (PWA) accounted for the most up-to-date estimates in sea level
rise when developing the Park Reconfiguration Alternative, but the County’s modeling utilized
outdated underestimates of sea level rise.

When viewed over a period of decades, the cost of most efforts to stabilize an eroding shoreline
with some type of armoring exceeds the value of the property to be saved. When the cost of the
eventual degradation of the public beach and the environment is added, the expense of
maintaining that fixed point in the shoreline with an armored device is orders of magnitude
greater than the value of the property. Shoreline engineering structures are inevitably damaged or
destroyed and are replaced with bigger ones. Often the reason a structure is damaged is because
the waves have removed the protective beach; as the protective beach is diminished, the armored
device must increase in size,

The Park Reconfiguration Altemative is ideal because unlike managed retreat it will not sacrifice
park land to erosion, and unlike the proposed groin the alternative does not entaijl a structure
which according to engineering consultants Coastal Tech and PWA robs down-coast beaches of
sand.

As noted by Dr. David Revell of Philip Williams and Associates in correspondence to the Coastal
Commission, there are a number of problems with the proposed permeable pile groin, including:

¢ Increasing the size of the Goleta Beach sand box by construction of the groin (if it is
effective in widening the beach) will increase the amount of time that Goleta serves as a
sand sink (trap) following erosion events. This will increase the magnitude of future
erosion waves (length of time and severity) and thus magnify downcoast beach and
bluff erosion impacts.



Robert Kiel
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3306 SW 112™ Place JUL 062008 Agenda Number: W 8b
Seattle, WA 98146 i Application Number: 4-08-006
206-244-5154 CORGTAL CONMISSION

Kiels@comcast.net SOUTH CEHTRAL DOAST LISTRIET Position: Oppose

robert kiel@seattle.gov

‘Response to Coastal Permit Application Number 4-08-006

Justification:

The proposed permeable pier sand retention system, in conjunction with initial and repeated future
beach nourishment, is directed toward treating only a symptom of beach erosion experienced at
Goleta Beach County Park over the past 2.5 decades, but fails to address a very-likely cause of the
problem.

In the years prior to the addition of fill material used in construction of the Park, flushing and transport
of sediment from the Goleta Slough and Atascadero Creek would have prevented the accumulation of
sediments from occurring afong the inner coastline east of Goleta Point. This is evident in historic
photos (circa 1930's). The creek systems were diverted eastward after fill was added to construct the
Park in the mid-1940's, and a relatively wide beach formed along the shoreline of the inner-bay. This
occurred naturally without structures such as such as the proposed pier modifications being added to
the coastline. Seasonal fluctuations in beach size occurred, as did periodic large-swell and storm
events, and yet a wide beach existed for more than three decades.

Narrowing of the beach and subsequent erosion of the Park began during the Ei Nifio winter of
1982/'83 and has persisted to varying degrees ever since. Concurrently, the sand-dwelling kelp bed
offshore was dislodged during the time period of this event and has failed to recover naturally to date.
The likely influence this kelp bed had on altering coastal processes, and the method by which it did so,
should be investigated and understood prior to commencing any project attempting to address beach
erosion in Goleta Bay.

The dynamic forces acting on any coastline are numerous. The frequency, timing, duration, and
intensity of these forces vary over time and determine the quantity, method, and location of sediment
transport and accretion. The coastline inside Goleta Bay is unique in that it is defined by a very
prominent point (Goleta Point), which affects localized coastal processes within the bay.

Hypothesis:

Current produced from wind common to the area is concentrated and accelerated as it moves across
Goleta Point. | have personaily observed this condition frequently while SCUBA diving off the point

and within the zone once occupied by the kelp bed offshore of Goleta Bay. This primary current draws
water toward it from the east side of the point resulting in the formation of a secondary
counterclockwise eddy current within the bay. Sediment particles, lifted into suspension by passing
swells, are eventually transported offshore by these currents. Over time, this condition results in less ‘

1



sediment deposited on the heach and more sediment deposited in the nearshore subtidal zone. This
has been a common condition occurring within Goleta Bay since the dislodgement of the kelp bed in
the early 1980's.

The kelp bed produced a boundary of resistance to the flow of water during the time period in which it
existed offshore. By separating the water inside Goleta Bay from the current running outside the bay,
it effectively prevented the secondary eddy current from forming. Historical aerial photos depict this
by revealing different colored water inside and outside the bay, and a very well-defined outer
boundary of the kelp bed. With no abrupt change in bottom morphology or depth occurring at this
boundary location, it is likely the formation of this outer boundary resulted from the frequent
occurrence of current moving past the outside of the kelp bed. Kelp plants attempting to grow outside
the established outer boundary of the kelp bed would be drawn downward by current. This
compromises the plants ability to reach the sunlight necessary for optimal growth and the
establishment of a suitable size holdfast.

Dislodgement of the plants occurs when the increasing buoyancy and drag of the growing plants
exceeds the holdfasts ability to anchor them to the seafloor. This process is observable today when
diving within the zone once occupied by the kelp bed in Goleta Bay. On sand bottom, kelp plants grow
on (Diopatra ornata) worm tubes within the optimal zone, but soon succumb to dislodgement when
the frail worm tubes break. By mid-summer each year, many of these plants end up on the beach. The
flattened appearance of the holdfasts {characteristic of plants growing on sand bottom) can be
observed harboring a remnant of the worm tube in the center of each holdfast. If optimal conditions
were to occur for at least a couple consecutive years, it's conceivable that reestablishment of the kelp
bed would occur naturally. Unfortunately, this has not been the case since the early 1980's.

When the holdfasts are able to compound in size, sediment surging on the seafloor filis the voids
within the holdfast structures anchoring them to the seafloor. Additionally, perimeter scouring during
larger swell events creates a depression around each holdfast. The actively growing haptera {root-like
projections of the holdfast) at the perimeter bend downward into the depression. Sediment fills in this
depression as the swells subside, burying the haptera below the plane of the seafloor. This process
continues as the holdfast grows outward, providing an additional hold onto the seafloor. Asthe
holdfasts increase in size, numerous Diopatra can be observed colonizing around their perimeters,
which may also provide a benefit to the plants anchoring ability. Individual ‘growth-centers’, each
comprised of dozens of fronds, eventually develop as subsequent generations of plants recruit and
grow on the structures. The increasing size and density of the kelp bed alters the localized conditions,
which favor the continued survival of the plants. Through the deflection of current by the keip bed,
individual plants are able to remain vertical in the water column and receive the sunlight necessary for
optimal growth. '

Reestablishment of the kelp bed in Goleta Bay would aiter the hydrodynamics of the bay, resulting in
the redistribution of sediment from the nearshore subtidal zone to the shoreline through normally
occurring wave and tidal activity.



Proposal:

| have developed a surface-deployable module consisting of a concrete base supporting a single granite
column, which acts as a nucleus for aiding in the establishment of Macrocystis kelp growth-centers on
sand bottom. | would like the opportunity to demonstrate the performance of these modules through
~ a small demonstration project in Goleta Bay.

Each module weighs ~ 50 Ibs in air. When the modules are deployed from a surface vessel, they orient
themselves correctly as they fall through the water column and land upright on the seafloor. A
depression forms around each base as sediment is scoured away by surge (created by passing swells)
moving around the base. This process continues until the base settles below the plane of the seafloor.
Once fully-subsided, sediment fills in over the top of the module base as the swells decrease in size. A
fully-subsided module develops a strong cohesion with the seafloor and is left with approximately 4” of
the granite column protruding from the sediment. The small profile of the exposed granite node
prevents further scouring from occurring around the module.

The natural recruitment of kelp on the exposed granite nodes occurs within a few months.
Deployment of the modules in [ate summer or fall ensures the newly-established plants will not be too
large before the modules become fully-subsided from the energy provided by winter swells. The
modules enable the plants to grow to the surface without becoming dislodged. The plants will reach
the surface in 40 feet of water depth within one year. Characteristic growth-centers develop as the
plants and holdfast structures grow. If an episodic event resulting in the dislodgement of plants were
to occur in the future, the granite nodes would become exposed and the natural recruitment of kelp
would occur again as soon as conditions were favorable.

A large-scale project in Goleta Bay would conceivably consist of modules deployed on ~ 20-foot centers
within the zone once occupied by a sand-dwelling kelp bed (~ 1.5 miles long by 2,000 feet wide,
extending eastward from Goleta Point, within water depths ranging from 35-55 feet). The ~ 40,000
modules required to cover the ~ 363 acres would cost a fraction of other proposed alternatives, would
not have any negative environmental impacts, could potentially last for thousands of years, would
provide habitat for a myriad of marine life and a renewabie resource suitable for periodic harvesting;
and unique to this particular location, would create a buffer {proven in the past!) to be capable of
altering shoreline processes in a manner resulting in the formation of a wide beach along the shoreline
of the bay. |
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Steve Hudson

From: britney_loren@hotmail.com

Sent: Thursday, July 02, 2009 9:38 AM

To: ' Steve Hudson

Subject: Please Deny Destructive Groin Project at Goleta

Coastal Commissioners

Dear Coastal Commissioners,

I am writing to urge you to deny the Goleta Beach Permeable Pile Groin Project. The
Project would trap sand and keep it from reaching down-coast beaches. This would set a
negative precedent for coastlines throughout California.

Coastal Experts agree that the groin will cause down-coast beaches to ercde and will
threaten to erode the Coastal Bluffs. The groin will also damage "Environmentally
Sensitive Habitats" in wviolation of the state Coastal Act.

The less expensive Park Reconfiguration Alternative fully protects Goleta Beach Park
without causing down-coast impacts. This alternative should be approved instead of the
groin.

Ironically, while the groin project purports to protect access and recreation, the
County's files describe plans to charge "parking fees" at Goleta Beach to pay for
construction and upkeep.

Please uphold Coastal Policies by denying the Permeable Pile Groin Project and approving
the Park Reconfiguration Alternative.

Sincerely,

Britney HNucci

11511 Mayfield ave. #201
Los Angeles, CA 90049
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Bonnie Neely, Chair | -
California Coastal Commission JUN 25 2009

Attn: Steve Hudson CALIFOR,

89 S. California Street, Suite 200 Somﬁ%‘gsw co;éms;ow
Ventura, CA 93001 NIRAL COAST tisticy

shudson(@coastal.ca.gov

Re: Goleta Beach Park — Support for Environmental Alternative
Chair Neely and Commissioners,

As someone who lives in Santa Barbara County just a few miles from Goleta Beach, I feel
strongly that the Coastal Commission should approve the environmental alternative for
protecting Goleta Beach County Park. Please support the Park Reconfiguration Alternative
which protects Goleta Beach Park without depriving down-coast beaches of sand.

I am writing to urge you to deny the Goleta Beach Permeable Pile Groin Project. The Project
would trap sand and keep it from reaching down-coast beaches. This would set a bad
precedent for coastlines everywhere.

Permeabie pile groins are hard structures which capture sand on their up-coast sides. The
Goleta Beach pile groin is designed to trap sand in front of Goleta Beach Park. Unfortunately,
down-coast beaches will narrow as a result, exposing steep coastal biuffs to more erosive
energy of waves and storms and reducing the size of the beach for people, shorebirds and
other wildlife.

The pile groin project would “pre-fill” Goleta Beach with 500,000 cubic yards of sand
dredged from a 71 acre area off More Mesa. This causes water pollution and air pollution, and
the County closes the beach during beach nourishment. Subsequent and repeated dredging to
nourish the beach will cause ongoing impacts. The pile groin is an environmentally damaging
project that violates California’s Coastal Policies regarding Environmentally Sensitive
Habitats and shoreline structures.

The feasible Park Reconfiguration Alternative was prepared by Philip Williams and
Associates and peer-reviewed by geologists and engineers including Coastal Tech, Inc. This
alternative will protect all of Goleta Beach Park, but it will avoid damaging down-coast
beaches, and it will reduce dredging and related impacts to habitats, air and water quality, and
project-related beach closures by around 95 percent.

Please uphold Coastal Policies by denying the Permeable Pile Groin Project and approving
the Park Reconfiguration Alternative.

C g Muppry DS Iwin Craus, SR, 13196
Print Name Address with Zip Code
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July 2, 2009

Brian Trautwein, Environmental Analyst
Environmental Defense Center

906 Garden Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Subject: Opinion of Likely Performance of Permeable Groin at Goleta Beach, CA
CCC Application No: 4-08-006

a
T

Dear Brian:

CoEEm

In my professional opinion, the effects and effectiveness of the proposed permeable groin are
uncertain and therefore the project may not fulfill the objectives and/or will likely result in down-
coast impacts. The question before the Coastal Commission is whether to approve a project
with uncertain effects and effectiveness. | am concemed that the project documents provide an
impression that the project will perform better than I think it will, and hence 1 am concemed that
that the public trust may not be fully served by moving forward with the project. | thersfore '
request that this letter be provided to the Coastal Commission prior to the project hearing.

It is important to understand the implications of downdrift erosion, such as that caused by the
construction of Santa Barbara Harbor in the 1930's. Also, impermeable groins and permeable
groins have a mixed track-record: “Permeable groin structures permit some sand to pass
through the groin, but experience has shown that such structures are generally ineffective and
are difficult to design, operate and maintain.2"

As | understand it, the project proponents acknowledge the project performance is uncertain,
and expect to address performance problems by installing and removing piling as needed in
response fo observed performance. However, the project proponenis do not articulate a
conceptual model linking the permeable groin design parameters and beach response, and
hence have litile likelihood of effectively monitoring, adapting or managing. Note that the
modeling done so far does not consider the mechanism by which the permeable groin is

-y

' Wiegel, Robert L., Qceanographical Engineering, Chapter 18 * A Case History™, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Inglewood
Cliffs, N.J., 1964,

2 USACE, 1981. Groins — Their Applications and Limitations, Coastal Engineering Technical Note, CETN-III-
10, 3/81, by U.8. Army Corps of Engineers, Coastal Engineering Research Center (quote from Page 4),
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Brian Trautwein
July 2, 2009
Page 2

theorized to work, and key performance parameters such as beach width have not been linked
to design parameters such as pile spacing.

It is my opinion that groins may be appropriate in some situations where either (1) srosion
downdrift is not a concemn, or (2) where sand transport is supply limited at the project site and
becomes transport limited downdrift due to changes in shore orientation or other factors. In
either of these cases, slowing the longshore transport rate may not have an adverse effect.
Goleta Beach does not fit these limited conditions. Hence | expect the experiment to cause
adverse effects in proportion to the extent that the groin actually slows transport and traps sand
or deflects it offshore in a rip current.

Adverse effects will become more noticeable after the initial sand placement is denuded and
one or more severe wave energy events occur. The County will then need to re-nourish

and take other action to mitigate adverse effects to the park and shores to the east. However
as | understand the proposed Special Conditions, this mitigation would only be implemented
within a year after initial beach narrowing is observed. The mitigation woulid therefore be after-
the-fact and would only partially mitigate down-coast impacts because, for example, bluff
erosion may have already occurred.

| think it is extremely unlikely that the project will protect the western part of the park, as
implied by the modeling study.

| provide these comments as an experienced coastal engineer, and a licensed professional civil
engineer in California. As an employee of PWA, | have contributed to reports on Goleta Beach
for Santa Barbara County Parks Department and Environmental Defense Center / Surfrider
Foundation. In these prior works, PWA recommended consideration of an alternative termed
the Park Reconfiguration Altemative. PWA continues to recommend that the Commission
approve the Park Reconfiguration Alternative because it feas:bly protects the entire park while
avoiding any chance of down-coast impacts.

Sincerely,
PHILIP WILLIAMS & ASSOCIATES, LTD.

Bob Battalio, PE
Principal

o PWA
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July 3, 2009
Mr. Brian Trautwein, Environmental Analyst »; f::; N e
Environmental Defense Center H ” Q 1§ [/ V E
906 Garden Street NI
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 - U3 7009
CALF QA
o COAST A
Re: Goleta Beach County Park S0y CE!-‘IELC g‘gjﬁfffﬁ 3
CCC Application No.: 4-08-006 — Santa Barbara County Parks Depari:rr“gmf -
Dear Brian:

This letter is
(a) in response to your request to the Surfrider Foundation Environmental Issues Team (EIT)
for review and comment relative to the referenced ‘project to be considered by the
California Coastal Commission (CCC) at their meeting of July 8, 2009, and
(b) rendered on behalf of the Santa Barbara Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation and solely
reflects my professional opinions as a coastal engineer based on review of documents as
provided by EDC and as generally referenced below.

The CCC Staff Report (dated June 25, 2009) cites the primary Project Purpose as follows:
“The primary purpose of the proposed project is to create a widened public sandy beach at
Goleta Beach County Park to reduce the potential for periodic wave-caused erosion to upland
park areas and facilities and enhance public access and recreational opportunities while also i
maintaining existing sediment supplies to all areas downcoast of the project site to ensure
that the project does not result in any increased erosion of downcoast beaches and biuffs.”

A key element of the proposed project is a proposed “permeable pier sand retention system” or

permeable groin that is intended to “hold” sand on the updrift beach within the park.

In general: fundamentally, the proposed project cannot fulfill the above cited Project Purpose
because: '

* At such point that the permeable groin “holds” sand on the beach within the park, the
permeable groin will deprive sand from the downdrift beaches leading to “increased
erosion of downcoast beaches and bluffs” - contrary to the Project Purpose.

* Even if the beach within the park is “pre-filled” with sand via beach nourishment, during
likely future severe storm conditions, the “pre-fill sand” will erode away and the groin
may perform - as intended - to hold sand and correspondingly increase “erosion of
downcoast beaches and bluffs” as described above - contrary to the Project Purpose. "?igf

In addition, please note the following:

VERO BEAGH + MELBOURANE » SARASOTA » DESBARY + ALSTIN
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CCC Application No.: 4-08-006 — Santa Barbara County Parks Department
Page20f2
July 3, 2009

Modeling of Groin Effects: As identified in the May 11™ Memo by Coastal Tech (attached
as Exhibit 20 to the CCC Staff Report), “the GENESIS modeling results appear to be
inadequate for this particular application due in part to anomalous El Nifio storm effects” and
“an alternate modeling strategy involving ‘sensitivity analysis’ would likely have yielded a
more broad range of feasible results within the limitations of GENESIS. In any event, it is
likely that, even based upon the M&N analysis, the permeable pile-groin is llkely to
adversely affect the downdrift beaches.”

Special Conditions: As identified in the CCC Staff Report, “the proposed permeable pier
sand retention system is an experimental effort.” The experimental nature of the proposed
project is directly related to uncertainties associated with the future performance of the
permeable groin. There is very little uncertainty that the groin will “hold” some sand on the
beach within the park, and comespondingly deprive sand from the downdrift beaches leading
to “increased eroston of downcoast beaches and bluffs”; however, there is great uncertainty
as to the extent of this “holding” and associated adverse “downcoast” erosion effect. I the
Commission approves the proposed project, the Special Conditions associated with
monitoring and potential removal are fully warranted. However, as has been seen with other
“permeable groin structures” (in Michigan & Florida), the ability to hold sand - and any
“downcoast” erosion — may be insignificant or minimal and indiscernible from natural
changes in the littoral system. In this “minimal effect” scenario, the proposed project:

» would not significantly “reduce the potential for periodic wave-caused erosion to
upland park areas and facilities” - contrary to the Project Purpose.

» could establish a precedent whereas other property owners may seek Commission
approval for similar structures — based upon inconclusive monitoring associated with
the proposed project and a claim that such structures have no significant effect upon
“downcoast beaches and bluffs.”

Alternatives: EDC has espoused the “Park Reconfiguration Alternative” as developed by
Philip Williams & Associates, LTD (PWA). In general, this alternative more fully meets the
Project Purpose in that it would “create a widened public sandy beach at Goleta Beach
County Park” and avoid “increased erosion of downcoast beaches and bluffs.”

Based upon the above it is my recommendation that the Commission reject the proposed project,
and embrace the “Park Reconfiguration Alternative” developed by PWA and espoused by EDC.
If you have any questions, or if we may assist you further, please contact me.

Sincerély,
COASTAL TECH
l'{l:t"l'ul-] 1 t*+ s

Michael Walther, P.E.
(FL,TX, LA, NC)
President
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| Exhibit 9

Click here for Exhibit 9

Letter in Objection to Project by
- Environmental Defense Center
(EDC) dated July 3, 2009
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