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ADDENDUM 
 
DATE:  July 6, 2009 
 
TO:  Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM:  South Central Coast District Staff 
 
SUBJECT:  Agenda Item 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 line out): 
 
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 monthlyweekly 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: 

 
• The sensitivity of the area to pulses of sediment and variable wave climate, 

including El Nino/La Nina events. 
 



ADDENDUM 
CDP 4-08-006 (Santa Barbara County Department of Parks & Recreation) 

Page 2 
 
4. 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 
eightnine 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. 

 
5. 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): 

• 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 or two 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 GPS 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 override any potential prohibition found in Section 30233(a) 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 overall park uses, including grassy lawn 
and picnic areas, public restrooms, utility pipelines, and public parking lots.   

 
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 development on site (including 
the public restrooms, picnic facilities, a grassy lawn area, various utility 
pipelines, and parking facilities and other upland areas of the park) 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 6th 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 ½ 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 ½ 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. 
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