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December 8, 2011 
 
TO:  Coastal Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM: Alison J. Dettmer, Deputy Director / Tom Luster, Staff Environmental Scientist – 

Energy, Ocean Resources, and Federal Consistency Division 
 
SUBJECT: ADDENDUM to Staff Report for CD-047-11: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – 

Geotechnical and Geophysical Studies in Cambria.  
 
 
This addendum provides revisions to the above-referenced staff report and correspondence 
received regarding the proposed project.  The revisions and comments received do not change 
staff’s recommendation that the Commission conditionally concur with the consistency 
determination.  The proposed revisions are provided below, followed by approximately two 
dozen letters. 
 
REVISIONS TO STAFF REPORT 
 
Staff’s recommended revisions are shown below in strikethrough and bold underline text, with 
several accompanied by explanatory text.  Revisions to staff’s recommended conditions are 
provided first, followed by revisions to other sections of the staff report. 
 

REVISIONS TO STAFF’S RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
The Corps requested a number of changes to the recommended conditions on pages 17-21 of the 
staff report.  Staff’s proposed modifications are shown below in strikethrough/bold underline 
text.  Several of the proposed changes are accompanied by explanatory text, and those with 
which the Corps has not yet concurred are noted. 
 
Proposed changes applying to more than one condition:  
 

 Corps’ request to delete Executive Director “approval” and “concurrence”: 
Conditions 2, 5, 6, and 13 in the staff report included a provision that the Corps was to 
provide various submittals for “Executive Director review and approval” or “Executive 
Director review and concurrence”.  Pursuant to the Corps’ request, and as shown below, 
staff has deleted “approval” or “concurrence”, and those conditions now include the 
following sentence: 

 
“The Corps will carefully consider all comments resulting from the Executive 
Director’s review and will make all reasonable efforts to ensure that the concerns 
expressed are resolved prior to conducting the relevant activities.” 
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For some of these conditions, staff recommends adding language that specifies the 
information or standards the Corps is to incorporate into its submittals for Executive Director 
review.  For example, Condition 2 initially stated that a “qualified biologist” is to provide 
environmental training to project personnel; it now specifies that the “qualified biologist” is 
to have at least a Master’s of Science degree in biological sciences and at least five years 
experience in field work related to sensitive species protection. 

 
 Corps’ request to delete conditions: The Corps requested staff delete Conditions 7, 8, 9, 

10, 11, and 12 and instead accept additional information about specific provisions of the 
project addressed by those conditions that would be included as part of the Corps’ project 
description.  As shown below, staff added the new information to the staff report’s 
project description and findings and recommends deleting these conditions. 

 
Proposed Revisions to Condition 2 – Environmental Training and Monitoring: 
 

“Prior to starting on-site project activities, the Corps shall submit, for Executive Director 
review and approval, documentation of the environmental training to be provided to all 
onsite project personnel.  The Corps will carefully consider all comments resulting 
from the Executive Director’s review and will make all reasonable efforts to ensure 
that the concerns expressed are resolved prior to conducting the relevant activities.   

 
Training shall be provided by one or more qualified biologists that have a Masters 
of Science degree in biological sciences, at least five years experience in field work 
related to sensitive species protection, or equivalent education and experience 
acceptable to the Executive Director and the Corps.  The documentation submitted 
shall include a description of the relevant education, training, and experience of the 
biologist(s).   
 
The documentation shall describe conditions contained in all project-related permits 
and approvals, the project’s environmental requirements and constraints, shall identify 
sensitive species known to occur or potentially occurring at the site, and shall describe all 
measures that will be implemented to avoid and minimize impacts to those species.  
Training shall be provided by a qualified biologist.  The Corps shall also keep records 
showing which personnel have received the training and shall make those records 
available upon the Executive Director’s request. 

  
Before starting daily activities at the project site, the Corps shall conduct mandatory 
meetings for all onsite project personnel to cover any additional changed site constraints 
or characteristics that could affect the day’s activities and result in adverse environmental 
effects.” 
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Proposed Revisions to Condition 4 – Beach Conditions and Project Activities: 
 

 “Mechanized project activities on the beach, including use of vehicles, rotosonic drilling 
rigs, cone penetrometer rigs, and motorized hand-held equipment shall be consistent with 
all of the following: 
 
a) Beach slope: Prior to starting each day’s activities, the Corps shall conduct a survey 

to determine the slope of beach areas to be used by project equipment and vehicles, 
including areas of the beach to be used for access to and from survey and test sites.  
The Corps shall not place or transport drilling equipment or vehicles on any areas 
of the beach that are greater than 26% slope and shall not operate equipment or 
vehicles on the beach when any of those on beach areas are at of greater than 1213% 
slope.  During activities on the beach, the Corps shall continually monitor the beach 
slope, and if the beach slope.  If any area of the beach needed to transport drilling 
equipment to or from the Shamel Park access ramp increases to greater than 
26%, or if any area of the beach used to operate drilling equipment increases to 
greater than 13% slope increases to greater than 12% slope (e.g., due to wave 
action, breakthrough of the creek, etc.), the Corps shall remove equipment and 
vehicles immediately or as soon as it is safe to do so.  The beach slope shall not be 
altered by grading or digging unless it is necessary to safely remove equipment or 
vehicles from the beach. 

 
b) Beach width: Project equipment shall be on the beach only when there is a 

continuous stretch of dry exposed sand at least 150125 feet wide to provide a 100foot 
safety zone around equipment and at least 50 feet for lateral public access.  The 
safety zone shall include at least 25 feet between project equipment and the line 
of high surf (i.e., the line of wetted sand caused by immediate wave runup) and 
at least 50 feet landward of the project equipment.  The beach width provided for 
the landward safety zone and lateral public access may be above the MHTL. 

 
In addition, the Corps shall place or operate equipment and vehicles on the beach 
only when all areas of the beach to be used for project activities, including access to 
and from survey and test sites, provide a width of at least 5025 feet between the 
surveyed MHTL and the line of high surf (i.e., wetted sand caused by immediate 
wave runup).  During activities on the beach, the Corps shall continually monitor this 
beach width, and if the width decreases to less than 5025 feet, the Corps shall remove 
equipment and vehicles immediately or as soon as it is safe to do so. 

 
c) Weather and, surf, and streamflow conditions: The Corps shall monitor local 

weather and surf forecasts and streamflow data and shall not schedule project 
activities during a National Weather Service “high surf advisory”, or during periods 
of predicted rainfall of greater than 0.5 inches in a 24-hour period, or when 
streamflows at the San Luis Obispo County Stream Sensor 716 (at Cambria’s 
Main Street and Santa Rosa Creek Road) are at or above 1800 cubic feet per 
second. 
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d) Beach locations for cone penetrometer (CPT) and rotosonic sampling: After 
completion of the MHTL survey required by Condition 21 above, the Corps shall 
identify fixed GPS coordinates for CPT and rotosonic sampling that are at least 50 
feet outside wetted portions of the Santa Rosa Creek channel that cross the beach as 
identified in the MHTL survey.  Prior to starting CPT and rotosonic sampling, the 
Corps shall provide for Executive Director review a map showing these 
coordinates and showing the surveyed location of the creek channel.  The Corps 
will carefully consider all comments resulting from the Executive Director’s 
review and will make all reasonable efforts to ensure that the concerns expressed 
are resolved prior to conducting the relevant activities. 

 
e) Beach vegetation: Project activities shall not occur on vegetated areas of the beach. 

 
f) Beach protection: The Corps shall place fiberglass mats under the cone penetrometer 

rig and rotosonic drill rig during movement of the rigs along the beach and during 
survey and testing activities.” 

 
Proposed Revisions to Condition 5 – Water and Sediment Quality Sampling, Testing, and 
Reporting: 
 

“Prior to starting project activities, the Corps shall submit for Executive Director review 
and concurrence a proposed Water Quality and Sediment Sampling and Analysis Plan 
that describes collection, sampling, and testing protocols that will be implemented to 
identify potential contaminants.  The Corps will carefully consider all comments 
resulting from the Executive Director’s review and will make all reasonable efforts 
to ensure that the concerns expressed are resolved prior to conducting the relevant 
activities. 

 
In addition to the proposed sampling and testing described in the CD, the Plan shall 
include sediment sampling and testing for mercury and methylmercury and shall identify 
protocols that will be used to detect those contaminants in water and sediment samples at 
concentrations at or below allowable discharge limits (e.g., 0.012 parts per billion for 
mercury, pursuant to the NPDES Low Threat Water Quality Criterion).  The Plan shall 
also describe chain of custody protocol the Corps will implement to ensure sampling and 
testing is consistent with the U.S. EPA protocols referenced in the CD.  Upon receipt of 
the test results, the Corps shall provide a copy to the Executive Director. 

 
 Water quality sampling and testing shall include the following: 

 EPA Method 1631E for total mercury 
 EPA Method 1630 for methylmercury 
 EPA Method 200.7 for dissolved metals 
 pH, temperature, and conductivity 

 
Sediment quality sampling and testing shall include at least one composite sample of 
sediments collected from each borehole to be tested using the following: 
 EPA Method 1631 (Appendix A1) for mercury 
 EPA Method 245.5 for methylmercury” 
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Proposed Revisions to Condition 6 – Spill Prevention and Response Plan: 
Note: The Corps requested deletion of Condition 6.a below because the project will not store 
hazardous materials.  The Corps also requested that Condition 6.c’s reference to the Safety 
Manual Section 18.G be deleted, as that section of the Safety Manual applies only to 
construction and industrial projects.  The Corps has not yet concurred with the recommended 
addition in Condition 6.b below of required equipment retrieval methods. 
 

“Prior to starting on-site project activities, and in addition to the Spill Prevention and 
Response Plan provided with the CD, the Corps shall submit for Executive Director 
review and concurrence modifications to that Plan.  The Corps will carefully consider 
all comments resulting from the Executive Director’s review and will make all 
reasonable efforts to ensure that the concerns expressed are resolved prior to 
conducting the relevant activities.  The modified Plan shall include the following: 
 
a) Hazardous material inventory: Consistent with the requirements of Section 01.A of 

the Corps’ September 15, 2008 Safety and Health Requirements Manual No. 385-1-1 
(herein referred to as the Safety Manual), the Plan shall include an inventory of the 
hazardous materials to be used during the project, including their proposed use, the 
approximate quantities of each, and a site map showing the locations where they will 
be stored and used.  The Plan shall also identify all specific handling, storage, and 
safety management methods to be used for these materials (pursuant to the 
requirements of the Safety Manual’s Sections 06.B.01 – 06.B.04 – Hazardous or 
Toxic Agents). 

 
b) Spill avoidance and minimization: The Plan shall identify measures needed to avoid 

and minimize potential hazards identified in all Activity Hazards Analyses (AHAs) 
produced for the project (pursuant to the Safety Manual’s Section 01.A).  The Plan 
shall include copies of all project AHAs, which shall include analyses for potential 
mercury and methylmercury hazards that may be present at the project site.  The Plan 
shall also include the hazard evaluations required pursuant to the Safety Manual’s 
Sections 06.A.02 (Hazard Evaluation) and 18.H (Drilling Equipment).  The Plan shall 
also describe equipment retrieval methods that will be implemented if project 
equipment becomes stuck or stranded on the beach.  Equipment retrieval methods 
shall be adequate to remove equipment weighing up to 20 tons over a distance of 
up to 1000 feet of beach within one hour.  For those equipment retrieval 
methods, the Plan shall include documentation from the land-owning and land-
managing agencies (i.e., State Parks, State Lands Commission, San Luis Obispo 
County, and Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary) showing their 
concurrence with the selected methods.  

 
c) Inspections: The Plan shall identify the pre-project and daily inspection measures 

that will be used to help ensure safe operation of, and prevent spills from, the 
machinery and mechanized equipment to be used during the project.  The measures 
shall be consistent with those required pursuant to the Safety Manual’s Sections 18.G 
(Machinery and Mechanized Equipment) and 18.H (Drilling Equipment).  Upon 
request, the Corps shall provide all records of inspection, maintenance, or repairs to 
the Executive Director. 
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d) Contact information: The Plan shall identify and provide contact information for the 
Corps’ selected Site Safety and Health Officer (SSHO) and shall document the 
SSHO’s credentials (pursuant to the Safety Manual’s Section 01.A.17 – Site Safety 
and Health Officer). 

 
The Corps will carefully consider all comments resulting from the Executive 
Director’s review and will make all reasonable efforts to ensure that the concerns 
expressed are resolved prior to conducting the relevant activities.” 

 
Proposed Deletion of Condition 7 – Lighting:  
 

“Prior to starting on-site project activities, the Corps shall provide a Night Operations 
Lighting Plan that describes lighting methods to be used for any project activities that 
may occur at night – i.e., the geophysical survey and the security/safety measures 
associated with rotosonic drill casings that may remain in place overnight.  The Plan shall 
incorporate measures to minimize the effects of project lighting on coastal biological 
resources and on public access, and shall conform to the requirements of the Safety 
Manual’s Sections 07.A and 11.E.06.” 

 
Proposed Delection of Condition 8 – Public Access and Safety Fencing: 
 

“Prior to starting on-site project activities, the Corps shall identify the type and location 
of safety fencing, warning signs, and other material to be used to demarcate the exclusion 
zone around project activities pursuant to the Safety Manual’s Section 04.A.04.  All 
materials used shall meet the minimum requirements of that section.  If the GDA 
determines fencing is not required, the Corps shall provide the risk assessment associated 
with that determination pursuant to the Safety Manual’s Section 04.A.04.d.  Development 
proposed that is in addition to that described in the CD may require submittal by the 
Corps of an additional CD for Commission review.” 

 
Proposed Deletion of Condition 9 – Project-related Noise: 
 

 “Prior to starting project activities, the Corps shall provide for Executive Director 
review and concurrence documentation of sound attenuation measures to ensure noise 
generated during project activities does not exceed 75 decibels at 50 feet distance from 
those activities.  The documentation shall describe the measures to be used and the 
effectiveness of those measures in maintaining noise levels at or below 75 decibels at 50 
feet.” 

 
Proposed Deletion of Condition 10 – Public Access and Required Safety Measures: 

 
“Prior to starting on-site project activities, the Corps shall provide for Executive 
Director review and approval documentation describing all measures that will be 
implemented pursuant to the visitor safety requirements of the Safety Manual’s Section 
01.B.04 (Visitors and Authorized Entrants). 

 
 



Addendum to CD-047-11 – Corps of Engineers Cambria Geotechnical Investigation 
December 8, 2011 

Page 7 of 16
 

The document shall include a copy of the briefing required to be provided to all project 
site visitors and shall describe how the Corps will provide the required visitor escort and 
will ensure all visitors have the Personal Protective Equipment required by this section of 
the Safety Manual. 

 
Upon the request of the Executive Director, the Corps shall provide a copy of the visitor 
sign-in/out logs required pursuant to the Safety Manual’s Section 01.B.04.  Those logs 
shall identify whether the visitors received the safety briefing.” 

 
Proposed Deletion of Condition 11 – Public Access and Traffic Control: 
 

“Prior to starting on-site project activities, the Corps shall submit for Executive Director 
review and concurrence a Traffic Control Plan that is consistent with the requirements of 
the Safety Manual’s Section 08.C.  The Plan shall fully describe all anticipated road 
closures or restrictions and shall include proof of any approvals needed from local 
authorities for such closures or restrictions.  The Plan shall also describe all measures 
proposed to maintain public access safety, including signage, barricades, and traffic 
control personnel to be used during project activities.  Development proposed in this Plan 
that is in addition to that described in the CD may require submittal by the Corps of an 
additional CD for Commission review.” 

 
Proposed Deletion of Condition 12 – Public Access and Access Routes: 
 

“Prior to starting on-site project activities, the Corps shall submit for Executive Director 
review and concurrence an Access/Haul Road Plan that is consistent with the 
requirements of the Safety Manual’s Section 04.B.  The Plan shall include the required 
descriptions of relevant access elements in the Safety Manual’s Sections 04.B.01-15 
(road layout and widths, maximum grades, drainage features, adjacent hazards, etc.).  
Any changes or improvements to the accessway that may be required due to Safety 
Manual provisions but are not described in the current CD may require the Corps to 
submit an additional CD for Commission review.” 

 
Proposed Revisions to Condition 13 – Posting Requirements: 
 

“At least 72 hours before planned project activities on the beach or within Shamel Park, 
the Corps shall conspicuously post a notice at the Park describing the type, location, and 
duration of the planned activities.  The notice shall also include the Corps’ contact 
information for members of the public that would like additional information.  Prior to 
starting project activities, the Corps shall submit for Executive Director review and 
concurrence the proposed notice.  The Corps will carefully consider all comments 
resulting from the Executive Director’s review and will make all reasonable efforts 
to ensure that the concerns expressed are resolved prior to conducting the relevant 
activities.” 
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REVISIONS TO OTHER SECTIONS OF STAFF REPORT 
 
SECTION 1.C – PROPOSED PROJECT ACTIVITIES 
 
Page 6, first paragraph, fourth sentence: 
 

“Project activities would be conducted in conformity with applicable provisions of the 
Corps’s 2008 Safety and Health Requirements Manual #EM 355-1-1 (Safety Manual).” 

 
Page 6, second paragraph, last sentence: 
 

“It would establish a 100-foot safety zone (50 of at least 25 feet on each side) around all 
project equipment.” 

 
Page 6, fourth paragraph: 
 

“Surveying the Mean High Tide Line: The Corps proposes to start each day of project 
activities on the beach by surveying the location of the MHTL and marking its location 
by placing stakes on the beach that will be removed at the end of each day’s activities.  
The Corps proposes to conduct all geotechnical work seaward from the MHTL on 
areas of exposed beach during low tides and low surf conditions.  As described in 
Section 1.D of these Findings, the MHTL serves as a jurisdictional boundary for the 
above-referenced agencies, and several of the Corp’s proposed activities may be allowed 
or prohibited based on whether they are proposed to occur above or below the MHTL.” 

 
Page 6, footnote 6: 
 

“The Corps has not yet obtained all necessary permits or landowner approvals to work in 
these areas.  Condition 1 requires the Corps to submit documentation that it has obtained 
the necessary approvals from these entities and from the State Lands Commission.” 

 
Page 7, third line of first partial paragraph:  
 

“Condition 21 requires that the Corps, prior to starting project activities on the beach, 
provide documentation to the Executive Director showing that it has completed an 
MHTL survey…” 

 
Page 8, first paragraph: 
 

“The Corps proposes to conduct up to seven CPT tests, at a rate of one or two per day, 
over a period of two to three up to four days.  It expects the four to six rotosonic test 
holes to take a total of one to four days each, for a total of four to twenty-four work days.  
The CD proposes that this total of up to 2728 work days take place between November 
2011 and February 2012 and between September and November of 2012.” 
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Page 8, second paragraph: 
 

“The Corps proposes to conduct these geotechnical investigations on the beach only 
during low and minus tides.  The Corps states that the CPT and rotosonic rigs can be 
driven on slopes of up to 26% and can conduct sampling on slopes of up to 13%.  It 
notes that the rigs, being tracked vehicles, exert a relatively low ground pressure of 
about 5 to 7 pounds per square inch on the beach, which is similar to that of a 
standing human.  The CD estimates that the long-term average beach slope of 6%...” 

 
Page 8, “Groundwater sampling and testing” section: 
 

“Groundwater and sediment sampling and testing: The Corps proposes to collect 
water quality samples during the CPT sampling.  It will collect four grab samples from 
four separate CPT boreholes and will test for the following: 
 pH, temperature, and conductivity 
 mercury (using EPA Method 245.1 1631E) 
 methylmercury (using EPA Method 1630) 
 dissolved metals (using EPA Method 200.7). These will include tests for twenty-three 

metals at four locations (two samples from paleochannel C and one each from 
paleochannel A and B), and tests for iron and manganese at the remaining locations. 

 
The Corps has also agreed to conduct sediment quality sampling and testing.  It will 
test at least one composite sediment sample collected from each borehole using the 
following: 
 EPA Method 1631 (Appendix A1) for mercury 
 EPA Method 245.5 for methylmercury” 

 
SECTION 1.D – SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
 
Page 10, add text and footnote (FN) to end of first full paragraph: 
 

“The creek mouth and estuary are generally closed to the ocean during those parts of the 
year with low rainfall and calm surf; however, they can open to the sea during any time 
of year due to storms, changes in wave direction or energy, or other factors.  Sandbar 
breaching is due primarily to high streamflows, though it is also influenced by 
periods of high wave energy.FN  About half the average annual Santa Rosa Creek 
flow is discharged during January and February.” 

 
“Footnote: From page 89 of Santa Rosa Creek Watershed Geomorphology 
Assessment, San Luis Obispo County, CA – Final Technical Report, May 2010.” 

 
Page 11, add to end of Footnote 11: 
 

“Note: The Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary describes its jurisdictional 
boundary as “Mean High Water”, which represents the same elevation as the Mean 
High Tide Line.” 
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SECTION 1.E – ADEQUACY OF PROPOSED ACTIVITIES FOR DETERMINING SITE FEASIBILITY 
 
Page 15, second paragraph: 
 

“As part of determining the site’s feasibility as a water supply source, the Corps will need 
to conduct additional site characterization to determine mercury and methylmercury 
concentrations beneath the site and will need to identify exposure and risk factors for 
possible releases to the environment and to drinking water.  The Corps has proposed to 
conduct testing for dissolved metals, including mercury, but the proposed method 
(EPA Method 200.7) is for water samples only and is not sensitive enough to detect 
all environmentally harmful concentrations of mercury.  The Corps will also 
conduct some sediment sampling for mercury and methylmercury, but not enough 
to characterize the potential for future water supply activities to release those 
contaminants into the environment.  While the Commission’s conditional concurrence 
for this current CD includes some of the needed contaminant sampling and testing, it 
appears that the Corps will not be able to conduct the pump test necessary to identify 
possible mobilization of contaminants that may be present.” 

 
SECTION 5.A – MARINE RESOURCES, WATER QUALITY, AND SPILL PREVENTION 
 
Page 25, last paragraph: 
 

“The current CD proposes that the Corps conduct tests and surveys on the beach between 
November 2011 – February 2012, and between September – November 2012, which 
would avoid critical times for most of the sensitive species, but would include the 
steelhead run and the period of peak winter storms.  As noted above in Section 1.D, 
work would occur in January and February, a period during which about half of 
the creek’s total annual discharge typically occurs and when the creek is likely to 
break through the beach to the ocean.  The Corps proposes to have its heavy 
equipment operate almost entirely below the MHTL, due to the prohibition on motor 
vehicles in the Natural Preserve above the MHTL.  However, this increases the risk that 
those activities would cause adverse water quality or biological effects due to their 
increased proximity to the water and location on a less stable beach surface.  It also puts 
the activities within the jurisdiction of the federal marine sanctuary, state marine park, 
and designated essential fish habitat under three separate fishery management plans.  
Two of the Corps’ proposed drilling locations would result in heavy drill rigs operating 
within the portion of the Santa Rosa Creek channel that crosses the beach.” 

 
Page 27, last line of first partial paragraph: 
 

“This proposed beach width would also be inconsistent with another of the project 
elements proposed by the Corps, that of establishing a 50-foot safety zone of at least 25 
feet around each side of the equipment operating on the beach.” 
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Page 27, first full paragraph: 
 

“To provide additional risk reduction, Condition 4 acknowledges that equipment may 
operate conduct drilling and sampling up to the maximum 1213% slope allowed in the 
Corps’ Safety Manual, but only when there is at least 10025 feet of beach width between 
the MHTL and the highest point of wave uprush (and an additional 50-foot width for 
lateral public access, as described in Section 5.B below).  This additional beach width 
provides a reasonable margin of safety, when combined with other provisions of this 
and other agreed-upon conditions. considering the actual beach conditions likely to be 
encountered and recognizing that the Corps might work on grades of up to 12% rather 
than the cited 6% average slope.18  Condition 4 also requires the Corps to remove 
equipment when the beach slope upon which sampling or drilling occurs exceeds 
1213%, when any portion of the beach needed for drilling equipment transport 
exceeds 26%, or when the beach width between the MHTL equipment and the highest 
point of wave uprush falls below 10025 feet.  It further prohibits activities on vegetated 
portions of the beach.  Additionally, and similar to a measure included in the 
Commission’s previous CD concurrence, Condition 4 reduces potential disturbance of 
beach habitat by requiring the Corps to place weight-absorbing mats under the two drill 
rigs when they are moving or operating on the beach.  Condition 4 also requires the 
Corps to monitor weather and surf forecasts and streamflows in Santa Rosa Creek to 
ensure it does not conduct activities on the beach during periods of predicted rainfall of 
more than 0.5 inches, or high surf, or when the creek flows are at or above 1800 
cubic feet per second, which is the “bankfull discharge” rate for the lower Santa 
Rosa Creek watershed.FN  Finally, to ensure project equipment does not operate in the 
portion of the Santa Rosa Creek channel that crosses the beach, Condition 4 requires the 
Corps to use the approved MHTL survey to identify fixed sampling locations that are and 
to operate at least 50 feet from wetted portions of that channel.” 

 
“FN As defined in Dunne and Leopold (1978), “bankfull discharge” is the momentary maximum flow 
that has an average recurrence interval of 1.5 years, as determined using a flood frequency analysis.” 

 
Page 27, last partial sentence:  
 

“During the October 2010 sampling, the Corps did not test for methylmercury…” 
 
Page 28 (Spill Prevention), first full paragraph: 
 

“The beach condition restrictions of Conditions 3 and 4 are expected to provide some 
reduction of potential spill risks for project activities on the beach.  Additionally, the 
Corps provided with its CD a Hazardous Spill Contingency Plan, which includes a 
number of measures meant to avoid spills or reduce adverse impacts in the event of spills.  
However, due to the proximity of project activities to highly sensitive coastal waters and 
marine life, Condition 6 requires the Corps to provide a more detailed Plan for Executive 
Director review and concurrence that includes additional protective measures.  These 

                                                 
18 While the 6% grade provides about 17 feet of beach for every one-foot drop in tidal level, a 12% grade provides 
only 8 feet of beach for every one-foot drop. 
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additional measures are based in part on requirements of the Corps’ Safety Manual, 
which the CD references as applying to project activities.  Condition 6 requires that the 
Plan include a hazardous material inventory with specific measures to be used for each 
type of hazardous material used in the project, spill avoidance and minimization 
measures, a description of inspections to be implemented during the project, and 
necessary contact information, all to be consistent with its Safety Manual requirements.  
In recognition that the beach could present unstable surfaces for the equipment, 
Condition 6 also requires the Plan to identify measures that would be used to retrieve 
any equipment that becomes stuck or stranded on the beach due to unanticipated sand or 
water movement.  These equipment retrieval measures are to identify methods the 
Corps will use to remove equipment weighing up to 20 tons from a distance of up to 
1000 feet of beach within one hour.  These proposed removal methods may also be 
subject to separate review and approval by other involved agencies.” 

 
Page 28, last paragraph: 
 

“To ensure these measures minimize the risk to marine life and do not cause additional 
adverse effects, Conditions 7 and 8 require the Corps to submit for Executive Director 
review and concurrence a detailed description of the above measures that shows the 
proposed lighting, signage, and barricades are the minimum needed to secure the casing 
while not adversely affecting marine life.” 

 
Page 29 (Noise): 
Note: Footnotes 19 and 20 of this section remain unchanged. 
 

 “Potential Effects of Project Noise on Marine Life: Although the CD states that the 
Corps does not expect the project to adversely affect marine mammals, some elements of 
the project activities could cause adverse effects to those species.  In addition to the 
requirement of Condition 3 that project activities not take place when marine mammals 
are present on the beach, Condition 9 requires the Corps to submit for Executive 
Director review and concurrence a proposed noise reduction measures to lessen the 
potential harm to marine mammals in nearby coastal waters. 

 
As noted previously, the Corps proposes to use a CPT rig that produces about 89 decibels 
at 70 feet distance and 83 decibels at a 140-foot distance.  The rotosonic drill rig 
produces about 85 decibels at a 100-foot distance.  These levels are somewhat higher 
than the approximately 60-75 decibels produced by the sound of surf along the project 
site. 

 
The CD identifies the nearest sensitive noise receptors as the County Park, about 250 feet 
from the study site, and several residences that are about 580 feet from the study site.  
The Corps proposes to reduce potential noise-related impacts by limiting project 
activities to no more than about 27 days over a six-month period and by limiting noise-
generating activities to daylight hours of non-holiday weekdays. 

 
Several conditions are needed to further reduce potential noise-related impacts to 
sensitive receptors that may be closer to the project site than described in the CD.  For 
example, tThe Corps states that expected noise levels are not likely to disturb sea otters 
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that may be present offshore, though it does not cite evidence for this assertion and does 
not evaluate the effects of project-related noise on other marine mammals or wildlife.  As 
noted in U.S. Navy research, marine mammals may have a stronger response to loud 
noises in areas with a high ambient noise level, such as near a surf zone.  The ambient 
noise may mask louder noises until the sound source is very close, which may elicit a 
“startle” response from any animals that may be present.  In its CD for the previous 
proposed project (CD-002-10), the Corps included sound attenuation measures meant to 
maintain noise levels at or below 75 decibels at a 50-foot distance; however, its current 
CD does not include this measure.   

 
To avoid and reduce potential noise-related impacts on nearby marine wildlife,  
Condition 9 would require the Corps to meet that same standard – i.e., to maintain noise 
levels at or below 75 decibels at 50 feet distance from project activities – by using sound 
attenuation measures or devices.  It also requires the Corps to submit those proposed 
measures for Executive Director review and concurrence to ensure the measures do not 
adversely affect other coastal resources (see Section 5.B – Public Access, Recreation, and 
Visual Resources for additional discussion). the Corps will use sound attenuation 
measures to the extent practicable, to minimize noise effects from the rigs.  Further, 
the timing restrictions of Condition 3 will further reduce potential effects, since the 
project’s main sound-producing activities would occur outside of breeding, nesting, 
or pupping seasons of sensitive species that may be present in the project area.” 

 
SECTION 5.B – PUBLIC ACCESS, RECREATION, AND VISUAL RESOURCES 
 
Page 31, first paragraph, sixth sentence: 
 

“The Corps expects activities on these areas of the project site to take a total of up to 
about 3738 days over a work window of up to about six months (December 2011 – 
February 2012 and September – November 2012), with the geophysical survey taking up 
to about 10 days, the CPT activities taking up to threefour days, and the rotosonic 
drilling taking up to 24 days.” 

 
Page 31, second paragraph: 
 

“Project activities, including vehicle and equipment access and the geophysical and 
geotechnical surveys and tests on the beach, would adversely affect public access, 
recreation, and visual resources by excluding or displacing beachgoers and by creating 
noise and visual disturbances.  During those activities, the Corps proposes to establish a 
50-foot safety zone of no less than 25 feet on each side of equipment operating on the 
beach, which would additionally limit the area available for public use.  The movement 
of equipment and vehicles to and from the beach would similarly create adverse effects 
on access and recreation on Windsor Drive and on nearby upland portions of Shamel 
Park.  The Corps would use the Park’s access road and ramp for beach access and would 
use up to 10 of the Park’s 44 parking spaces for daytime staging of equipment and 
vehicles.  The up to 2738 days of vehicle and equipment movement along Windsor Drive 
would cause short-term disruption of public access.” 
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Page 32, last sentence of first partial paragraph: 
 

“Condition 4 ensures continued lateral access by allowing project activities only when 
there is a continuous dry area of exposed beach at least 150125 feet wide, which provides 
a width of at least 50 feet for lateral public access in addition to the Corps’ 100-foot 
safety zone around project equipment (at least 25 feet waterward of the equipment and 
at least 50 feet landward of the equipment).” 

 
Page 32, Addressing Other Access Limitations: 
 

 “Addressing Other Access Limitations: The project includes a number of measures 
that will adversely affect recreation and public access along the shoreline.  For 
example, the Corps is required through its Safety Manual to demarcate the safety 
boundary around project activities with fencing and signs, and must ensure the safety 
of visitors to the project site by providing them a safety briefing, safety escort, and 
any necessary safety equipment, and to maintain a visitor sign-in/sign-out log.  To 
ensure these aspects of the project do not cause substantial adverse effects, Condition 
8 requires the Corps to provide documentation of the proposed fencing and signage 
for Executive Director review and concurrence, and Condition 10 requires the Corps 
to provide for Executive Director review and concurrence documentation of how it 
proposes to implement the safety briefing escort, equipment, and visitor log measures. 
will establish a safety zone around project equipment that will reduce the area of 
beach available to the public.  The Corps will place safety tape at the safety zone 
boundary and the public will not be allowed within that zone. 

 
Project activities away from the beach are also likely to adversely affect public access 
and recreation.  The Corps Safety Manual requires a Traffic Control Plan and an 
Access/Haul Road Plan be developed identifying how vehicles and equipment will 
access the project site, and Conditions 11 and 12 require the Corps submit these 
Plans for Executive Director review and concurrence to ensure potential impacts are 
minimized will ensure that equipment movement on public streets will be 
consistent with the State of California Vehicle Code, and will have project 
personnel accompany the moving equipment to warn drivers and pedestrians 
and to provide a safety zone around the equipment.” 

 
Pages 32-33, “Effects of Project Noise on Public Access, Recreation, and Visual Resources: 
Note: Footnote 21of this section remains unchanged. 
 

 “Effects of Project Noise on Public Access, Recreation, and Visual Resources: 
Regarding the effects of project noise on public access and recreation, the CD 
asserted that project-related noise would not disturb the nearest sensitive receptors, 
though it defines those receptors as residences located 385 to 554 feet from the 
nearest rotosonic borehole.  Other sensitive receptors that could be disturbed by 
project noise include marine life (as described in Section 5.A above) and members of 
the public that might use Santa Rosa State Beach or Shamel County Park during 
project activities.  Without additional noise-reduction measures, beach users could be 
subject to noise levels of about 91 decibels at the edge of the 50-foot safety zone the 
Corps will establish around project equipment. 
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To minimize potential impacts, the Corps plans to conduct noise-producing activities 
only during non-weekend daylight hours, when public use of the beach is presumably 
reduced, and would not conduct activities during the higher summer use period.  
Additionally, the sound attenuation requirements needed to protect marine wildlife 
described above in Condition 9 would also further minimize potential impacts to the 
public’s use of the project area by limiting equipment noise to no more than 75 
decibels at the edge of the safety zone.  The Corps will also use sound attenuation 
measures, to the extent practicable, to reduce potential noise effects from project 
equipment. 
 
Further, the posting requirements of Condition 13 would alert the public of these 
activities, which could reduce potential conflicts between the project and use of the 
beach for access or recreation.  During noise-generating activities, the equipment will 
likely be shielded to reduce noise levels, though the method selected for shielding 
may increase adverse visual effects – for example, the Corps’ 2010 drilling activities 
included installing a 10-foot opaque barrier around the drill rig.  To ensure adverse 
visual effects are minimized, Condition 10 requires the Corps to submit its proposed 
noise-reduction measures for Executive Director review and concurrence prior to the 
start of project activities.  The posting requirements of Condition 14 would 
additionally allow park and beach users to choose other shoreline areas to avoid the 
anticipated adverse visual effects of the project.” 

 
Page 33, last two sentences of first partial paragraph: 
 

“To ensure adverse visual effects are minimized, Condition 10 requires the Corps to 
submit its proposed noise-reduction measures for Executive Director review and 
concurrence prior to the start of project activities.  Tthe posting requirements of 
Condition 1413 would additionally allow park and beach users to choose other shoreline 
areas to avoid the anticipated adverse visual effects of the project.” 

 
SECTION 5.C – ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITAT AREAS (ESHA) 
 
Page 33, last paragraph: 
 

“The Corps has proposed conducting its activities outside the Preserve and below the 
MHTL.  To ensure this occurs, Condition 21 requires the Corps conduct the survey 
necessary to identify the Preserve boundary to ensure its activities occur outside of areas 
that may be ESHA.  To ensure project activities do not affect areas that may include 
sensitive vegetation, Condition 54 prohibits project activities from occurring on 
vegetated areas of the beach.” 
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SECTION 5.D – GEOLOGIC RISK 
 
Page 34, third paragraph: 
 

“The CD states that risks related to these hazards are relatively low due to the short-term 
nature of the study and the low recurrence intervals of these types of events.  The 
minimum beach widths and maximum beach slopes required by Condition 54 will 
further reduce risks by providing an additional margin of safety should the Corps need to 
respond to geologic hazards during project activities.  Additionally, requirements of 
Condition 76 will further reduce potential risks through measures that limit spills that 
may occur during these events.” 

 

APPENDIX A – SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS (PAGE 35): add the following references to the 
list of documents: 

“Cambria Community Services District, Fiscalini Ranch Preserve Final Master 
Environmental Impact Report, November 2009. 
 
Dunne, Thomas, and Luna Leopold, Water in Environmental Planning, W.H. Freeman and 
Company, 1978. 
 
Greenspace – The Cambria Land Trust, Santa Rosa Creek Watershed Management Plan – 
Summary of Watershed Conditions and Voluntary Recommendations, (n.d.) accessed 
December 6, 2011 at http://www.greenspacecambria.org/reports_menu.htm 
 
Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc., Fiscalini Bank Stabilization Hydraulic Analysis 
and Preliminary Design Evaluation Report, prepared for California State Coastal 
Conservancy & Greenspace – The Cambria Land Trust, February 2005 
 

Stillwater Sciences, Santa Rosa Creek Watershed Geomorphology Assessment, San Luis 
Obispo County, CA – Final Technical Report, prepared for Greenspace – The Cambria 
Land Trust, May 2010.” 

 
 

http://www.greenspacecambria.org/reports_menu.htm
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Tina S. Dickason 
574 Leighton St. 
Cambria, CA 93428 
 
 
December 3, 2011 
 
 
Commissioners and Alternates of the California Coastal Commission 
 cc: Tom Luster, Staff, California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St., Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA  94105 
 
RE:  Agenda Item for December 9, 2011 

12. FEDERAL CONSISTENCY 
c. CD‐047‐11 (Corps of Engineers, San Luis Obispo Co.) Consistency Determination by Corps of 
Engineers for geophysical and geotechnical testing to determine feasibility of site for subsurface 
desalination intake and/or outfall, at Santa Rosa State Beach and Shamel  County Park in 
Cambria, San Luis Obispo County.  (TL‐SF) 
  
 

Dear  Commissioners : 
 
I am writing today to voice my concerns in regard to the Consistency Determination, requested by the 
Army Corps of Engineers for proposed testing at the above referenced sites in Cambria. 
 
As a member of the Cambria community, and one who has been paying close attention to the 
Desalination issue, I would like to share my observations of what I, ( and others) saw take place during 
the Army Corps of Engineers geotechnical/geophysical investigation on September 22 and 23, 2010. To 
aid in my testimony, and for you to have a better perspective, I have enclosed with these comments, 
(11) pages of photos that refer to the above investigation, taken by me, Mary Webb, Brian Runcie, John 
Dickason, and used with their permission. I will refer to the pictures by page number and individual 
picture number, where necessary. (Photos have the initials of the aforementioned photographers in the 
corner of each photo). 
 
 
POSTING REQUIREMENTS NOT ADHERED TO 
 
On the first day of the geotechnical/geophysical investigation taking place at Shamel Park/Beach in 
Cambria, CA, on 9‐22‐10, I was shocked to see that no evidence of signage/postings was in place for the 
public’s awareness and safety.  I asked a San Luis Obispo County maintenance worker if he knew of any 
signs being posted; (SLO County had issued the permit for the ACE access to Shamel Park/Beach for the 
project); he said he was not.  I asked him if he could find a way to have some signs posted, and he said 
he would see what he could do.  It wasn’t until the next day, Sept. 23, that I saw a letter size sheet of 
paper attached to the wood fence at the rear of the park, (between the beach and the park), indicating 
what activities were being conducted on the beach. I believe it was printed out on Cambria Community 
Services District letterhead stationery. The Diaz‐Yourman/Fugro 129‐page report of May 2, 2011 
(available to the public on 8‐25‐11 via CCSD’s website), p.77, has an image of a Public Notice, dated 10‐
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14‐10, on Cambria Community Services District’s letterhead, (see attached).  This image relates to 
activities conducted on October 19, 2010, as indicated in the report, and is shown stapled to a wooden 
fence, (which I’m assuming is the rear fence at Shamel Park).  Clearly, this Public Notice was not for the 
geotechnical investigation of September, 22‐23, 2010, and I saw no evidence of an image re: a Public 
Notice for the September 2010 project in the 129‐page report. 
 
 For anyone entering the park during the first day of testing (Sept. 22, 2010), there was no evidence of a 
sign/s posted during the several hours I spent there.  And for anyone entering the park on the second 
day (Sept.23, 2010), a small posting on the fence at the rear of the park, dividing the beach from the 
park, would have been very difficult to see.  No signs were placed at the two entrances at the front of 
Shamel Park, (see p. 3)  CAUTION tape was used in two areas:  1) at the south parking lot, toward the 
ocean (see pp. 4  and5).   2) at the beach site, where a sandwich board was also placed, (see p. 10, #’s 1, 
2 and 3).  
 
The Coastal Commission’s condition for conspicuous posting of a notice at Shamel Park, describing the 
type, location, and duration of the planned activities was not adhered to.  It was my understanding, 
according to the conditions placed for these activities by the California Coastal Commission, that a 
minimum of 72 hours was required for posting a notice, so that the public could be warned of activities 
taking place at Shamel Park/Beach.   I arrived at Shamel Park on 9/22/10, before the Army Corps and 
contractors,  and was able to photograph the various trucks, vans, Prosonic drill rig, and other 
equipment being brought in to the south parking lot area, (pp. 1‐2).  I saw no sign(s) posted anywhere, 
either prior to the equipment being brought in to the park, or after, (see pp. 2&3).  The various crew 
members gathered in the parking lot, and then began preparations for the Prosonic drill rig to be moved 
into the emergency access area, and onto the beach, (see p.4).   
 
Pages 6/ 7, show crew members (9‐22‐10), guiding the Prosonic drill rig through the emergency access 
area to the concrete pad, and onto the beach.   Page 6‐#3, shows the Prosonic drill rig directly next to 
the Children’s Playground.  No warning signs were posted there either! 
 
Page 8 shows the “Cambria Irregulars” (9‐22‐10), a group of artists in Cambria, who gather to paint on 
Wednesday’s.  The group is shown facing west, and just to the left of where testing was being 
performed on the beach.   Note in picture #1, the yellow Caution tape in back of the artists, but in 
picture #2, it is not there!  No signs were visible to warn these folks, or any other members of the public 
entering the park, of unusual activities taking place there.  No signs were posted at any entrance to 
Shamel Park. (As referred to above, a posting was visible on the fence at an entrance to the beach on 
Sept. 23, 2010). 
 
Page 8‐#3, shows a group of school children who arrived at Shamel Park in the afternoon of 9‐22‐10.  No 
signs were posted to warn the children, or the adults accompanying them, of any unusual or potentially 
dangerous, activity/activities at the park.   
 
Page 9‐#1, shows the Prosonic drill rig, passing the Children’s Playground.  Here, playground structures 
are visible from the picture, as is the concrete curb/boundary, separating the playground from the 
access area.  No posting of a sign/s, or cordoning off this area with tape, were addressed. 
 
 Page 9‐#1, shows a man with a beige shirt and blue jeans; his name is Todd Steeb, and he is a Deputy 
Sheriff in the San Luis Obispo County Sheriff’s Dept.  Deputy Steeb arrived at Shamel Park, shortly after 
ACE team members and other crew members were on site.  Sheriff Steeb spoke to me, Rick Hawley and 
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Mahala Burton, advising us of our rights as members of the public during the Army Corps’ investigative 
process.  (He was wearing plain clothes, and arrived in a personal vehicle). 
 
Page 9‐#’s 2, 3, and 4, show a child playing on the playground equipment, accompanied by an adult.  The 
concrete curb is obviously noticeable in these pictures, and shows how close the drill rig (see #1), was to 
the playground area. (The pictures are of me and my grandson, and were taken by my husband, John 
Dickason on 9‐23‐10).  
 
CHAIN of CUSTODY 
 
On the afternoon of September 23, I returned to Shamel Park with my three‐year old grandson and my 
husband.  We took our grandson to the playground, and shortly after, I took my grandson onto the 
beach.   After leaving the beach, and on our way to exit the park, I saw two friends, Mary Webb and 
Steve Figler.  They were standing on the access road between the park and the beach, and near a white 
pick‐up truck, parked on the access road.   Mary Webb told us she had just observed, and taken pictures 
of a project crew member, who had brought a boring sample up from the beach and deposited it in the 
white pick‐up truck, and then returned to the testing site at the beach (see p.10).  We walked toward 
the pick‐up truck, which bore the name FUGRO on the side, and observed in the back of the pick‐up, 
quite a lot of bagged and tagged boring samples.  NO ONE from ACE, Diaz‐Yourman, Fugro, or Bart‐
Longyear was in sight as we observed the contents in the truck, (see p.11).  The pictures show very 
clearly that the only persons in, or around the Fugro truck, were Steve Figler, Tina Dickason and my 
(barely visible) grandson.  Mary Webb was taking the photos. 
 
When I arrived at Shamel Park on September 23, 2012, ACE’s Project Manager, Kathleen Anderson was 
not at the park, (see attached‐mail with her explanation).  I also do not recall seeing Thomas Keeney on 
Sept. 23, 2010. 
 
After reading the Diaz‐Yourman, Fugro report from the September 22/23, 2010 testing, I sent comments 
and some photos to Tom Luster relating to the “chain of custody” item. Mr. Luster asked if I would mind 
him forwarding my comments and photos to the Corps; I told him I would not.  ACE Senior Ecologist, 
Thomas Keeney, responded to Mr. Luster, disagreeing with my comments and observations. (Both my 
comments and Mr. Keeney’s response to such, are attached). 
 
Regarding the “Chain of Custody” issue, Steve Figler, Mary Webb and I, have agreed to sign affidavits 
supporting the claim that NO ONE was in the vicinity of the Fugro truck bearing the bored, bagged and 
tagged samples.  Since these samples were being tested for contaminants, (including mercury), it was 
quite shocking and disconcerting to see that they were left unguarded and unprotected.  (Please see 
attached e‐mails from Steve Figler, Mary Webb and myself, agreeing to sign affidavits). 
 
INFORMATION RETRIEVAL FROM ACE 
 
On Monday, Sept. 27, 2010, I e‐mailed ACE Project Manager, Kathleen Anderson, with some questions 
re:  why the Corps left the site one day prior to the scheduled testing from Sept. 22‐24,2010, and when 
the results from testing would be reported on (see attached copies of e‐mails).  Ms. Anderson 
responded on Sept. 28, 2010, saying that test results from the testing performed on 9/22 and 9/23/2010 
would be back within two weeks.  On October 19, 2010, I again e‐mailed Ms. Anderson, re:  test results.  
On the same day, Ms. Anderson replied that results were not available, but when they were, she would 
be sure to send a copy, (see attached e‐mails).  I never received a report from Ms. Anderson. 
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It wasn’t until August 25, 2011, that a report from the ACE’s geotechnical/geophysical testing of 
September, 2010, was made available to the public. It was posted on the Cambria Community Services 
District’s (CCSD’s) website.  One has to wonder why the Army Corps of Engineers, whose Project 
Manager had thought results would be available in 2 weeks, would take months before a report was 
made available. 
 
OTHER CONCERNS 
 
CCC Staff has addressed a myriad of issues regarding the Consistency Determination requested by the 
Army Corps of Engineers for the proposed geophysical and geotechnical testing in Cambria, and in my 
opinion, has provided thorough and meticulous analysis of the CD.  In the Staff Recommendation of 
Consistency Determination from November  17, 2011, it is stated on page 17, (1.E) that “Existing Site 
Data And Data Expected From The Proposed Activities Are Not Sufficient To Determine Site Feasibility.”  
In addition, this same site was declared by the Cambria Community Services District Desalination 
Facility, in a 1993 Preliminary Site Analysis to “offer both the least costly projects coupled with the most 
uncertainty of overcoming obstacles.  Fundamentally, this area appears too cramped for a full sized 
desalination facility.” 
 
In my opinion, the previous project/ testing (Geotech. 1), and the current CD request from the Army 
Corps, are nothing more than exercises in futility.  They represent a huge waste of taxpayers’ dollars.  It 
would seem the only exercise that is being conducted here, is the spending of tax dollars for not the 
“bridge to nowhere,” but the Desalination plant that is going nowhere, and likely never will. 
 
 (Please see attached, a copy of a report from the Cambrian, dated December 1, 2011, in which the CCSD 
Board of Directors’ has decided not to renew the lobbyist’s contract in Washington, DC.  Furthermore, 
Director Allan MacKinnon is quoted as saying: “This project is dead in the water.  It’s quite reasonable to 
defer this next phase” of using a federal advocate until the district learns if the permits for the tests 
have been approved or denied). 
 
The project site is located within Santa Rosa State Beach, Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary,   
Cambria State Marine Park, and Shamel County Park and Beach.  This area represents some of the most 
amazing and stunningly beautiful sections of the California coast.  It is home to many wildlife and marine 
species, as well as protected and threatened species.  As such, the area needs, and deserves protection 
from any potentially harmful intrusions, as do visitors and local residents, who frequent the park on a 
daily basis. 
 
Shamel County Park is truly the People’s Park in Cambria.  Not only does it provide access to Shamel 
Park and Beach, but also to Santa Rosa State Beach, and San Simeon State Beach.  The park has a 
swimming pool, picnic tables, BBQ’s, public restrooms, a gazebo, (where many weddings take place), a 
Children’s Playground, a large, grassy area for recreation.  Many events are held at the park, including 
major holiday celebrations, including July 4, with firework displays on the beach, (under the protection 
of the local fire dept.).   Groups of school children frequently come for visits to the park and beaches to 
learn of the ocean and beaches many wonders.  Dog owners’ use the park for a fun and recreational 
resource for their animals.  This is not an appropriate site for the project the Army Corps is requesting. 
 
 
WEATHER CONDITIONS   
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Of concern also, are threats of potential earthquake/tsunami activity.  When the Chilean earthquake of 
Feb.27, 2010, (magnitude 8.8) occurred; tsunami warning signs were posted at the entrances to the 
Fiscalini Ranch Preserve, warning the public not to walk on the Ranch trails.  When the Japanese 
earthquake (magnitude 9.0) and tsunami occurred on March 11, 2011, warning signs (sandwich boards) 
were posted at Shamel Park, and on Moonstone Beach Dr., as well as Windsor Dr. (access street to 
Shamel Park).  In addition, County Sheriffs’ were deployed to monitor traffic and advise for possible 
evacuations from Moonstone Beach Dr. and low lying areas of Park Hill. Residents of Park Hill, (and I am 
one), where Shamel Park is located, could neither gain access to their homes from Hwy. 1, or leave their 
homes, to gain access to Hwy. 1 or Main St., until tsunami activity was no longer considered threatening. 
 
Cambria is highly vulnerable to earthquake/tsunami activity, as we are certainly aware, and have been 
made even more aware during the last several years.  In December of 2005, we experienced a 
magnitude 6.5 earthquake, whose epicenter was just 6 miles northeast of Cambria. (Two individuals in 
Paso Robles, died from this earthquake).  So again I have to ask, why would Shamel Park Beach/Santa 
Rosa Beach sites in Cambria even be considered for further testing, yet alone an actual Desalination 
Plant?  
 
I am providing (4) pages of photos, depicting various changes in the Santa Rosa Creek/Lagoon from 2010 
and 2011, (see pp. 12‐15).  Note on p. 12‐#3, where the ocean has completely covered the Shamel Park 
Beach area.  The photos are labeled and dated, so are self‐explanatory.  Weather patterns have been 
changing dramatically, and do not seem as predictable as in the past. 
  
 
SUMMARY 
 
 Living in Cambria, and especially being in close proximity to Shamel Park, gave me the opportunity to 
access the park during the geotechnical testing of September 22/23, 2010. I observed much of the 
activity, both prior to, and during, the testing, and have shared with you in my comments and photos, 
what I witnessed.  In my opinion, the lack of postings/signage and the unguarded boring samples, clearly 
indicate the project was handled irresponsibly and neglectfully from the outset.   Disregard for the 
public’s safety should not be taken lightly. 
 
 It should be clear from my comments that I do not support any further testing, or any further action 
that would support a Desalination facility, based on reasons I have given, and also based on information 
included in the California Coastal Commission’s Staff Report, Consistency Determination‐F12c., of 
November 17, 2011.  I trust my comments and photos will be of some aid to you, as you make your 
decisions regarding this agenda item on December 9, 2011. 
 
 
Respectfully yours, 
 
 
 
 
Tina S. Dickason 
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