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ADDENDUM 

 
DATE: May 12, 2015 
 
TO:  Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM: South Central Coast District Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Item 22a, Wednesday, May 13, 2015 
 Coastal Development Permit 4-14-0687 (Santa Barbara County)  
 
 
 
The purpose of this addendum is to make corrections/revisions to the staff report, include and 
respond to correspondence received to date, and attach documentation regarding Ex Parte 
Communications from Commissioners. 
 
A. Revisions/Corrections to the Staff Report 
 
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. Subsection A of Special Condition 1 (Development Authorization Period) on page 7:  
 

A. This coastal development permit authorizes the approved development for a period of 
twenty (20) years from the date of Commission action on this permit, or until the re-
evaluation triggers of Special Condition 2(E-F) are reached and the deadline for 
submittal of a new application has passed, whichever occurs first. After such time, 
the authorization for retention of the approved rock revetment provided by this 
permit shall cease and continued retention will require a new coastal development 
permit shall be required for retention of the approved rock revetment or an alternative 
shoreline protection plan. The new coastal development permit application shall be 
submitted no later than six months prior to the end of the permit term or within six 
months of notice that one of the re-evaluation triggers has occurred, and shall include 
at a minimum the results of the required beach and revetment monitoring reports in 
order to evaluate the effectiveness and impacts of the project and to address changed 
circumstances and/or unanticipated impacts. Provided the new permit application is 
received before the permit expiration and not withdrawn, the expiration date shall be 
automatically extended until the time the Commission acts on the new application. 
Failure to obtain a new coastal development permit for an additional term to retain 
the rock revetment shall constitute a violation of the terms and conditions of this 
coastal development permit, unless the Executive Director grants additional time for 
good cause. 

W22a 
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2. Subsections D and E of Special Condition 2 (Beach and Revetment Monitoring and 

Adaptive Management Plan) on pages 8-10: 
 
D. Maintenance Actions: The plan shall reflect that future maintenance and repair of the 

approved rock revetment may be completed for the term of this permit consistent with 
the following limitations: 

 
1.  If monthly revetment monitoring identifies that 200 120 linear feet or more of the 

approved revetment rock is exposed for 6 consecutive months, sand cover shall be 
placed on the exposed area and where appropriately, planted with native coastal 
strand/southern foredune vegetation to help stabilize the placed sand. Any rock or 
other debris from the revetment that becomes dislodged through weathering, wave 
action, or settlement shall be removed from the beach or deposited on the revetment on 
an as-needed basis.  

 
2.  The rock revetment and/or sand cover may be maintained in its approved size, 

location, and configuration. The importation of a minor amount of new rock and/or 
beach-compatible sand may be allowed, if necessary, to maintain the approved size, 
height, footprint of the revetment and/or sand cover. The amount of beach-compatible 
sand that is imported for maintenance shall not exceed that necessary to cover more 
than 10% of the length of the approved revetment (up to approximately 1,000 cu. 
yds.). In no event shall more than 10% of the approved volume of the rock revetment 
be imported for any individual revetment repair project. (tThe addition of more than 
this these maximums for any individual repair maintenance project shall require a new 
coastal development permit and is not exempt pursuant to this condition). No future 
repair or maintenance, enhancement, reinforcement, or any other activity affecting the 
rock revetment shall be undertaken if such activity extends the seaward footprint of the 
revetment or expands the size, height, or footprint of the approved revetment.  

 
3.  Minor sand backpassing activities may be conducted to place beach-compatible sand 

on the exposed portions of the revetment on an as-needed basis, consistent with the 
sand coverage limitations of D.2 above. Where feasible, any planned minor sand 
backpassing activities to maintain sand coverage on the revetment shall be coordinated 
to coincide with routine beach grooming activities in order to minimize the use of 
mechanical equipment on the beach. Appropriately-sized donor beach nourishment 
material generated as a result of an opportunistic beach nourishment project or 
program that is approved by the Commission pursuant to a separate coastal 
development permit may also be utilized to bury exposed portions of the approved 
rock revetment on an as-needed basis. 
 

4.  Prior to any placement of imported sand at the subject site for maintenance 
purposes, the applicant shall conduct the following physical and chemical sediment 
testing for the review and approval of the Executive Director to ensure that the 
imported sand is safe and compatible with the subject site: 
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 Grain Size -- Physical analysis shall be conducted on representative samples of the 
source material proposed for placement at the site and on representative samples from 
the receiver beach. The material shall be analyzed for consistency with the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (ACOE) / Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), State Water 
Resources Control Board and California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) criteria for beach replenishment.  Deposition of source material shall occur 
consistent with the following: 

- The average grain size for source material shall be in substantial 
conformance with the average grain size for the receiver beach, i.e. +/- 10% 
of average grain size of the receiver beach. 

- Source material that does not meet the applicable physical, chemical, color, 
particle shape, debris, and/or compactability standards for beach 
replenishment shall not be used. 

Contaminants -- Based on U.S. EPA Tier I analyses results, Tier II bulk chemical 
analysis shall be conducted on representative composite samples of the source material 
proposed for placement at the site.  The material shall be analyzed for consistency with 
EPA, ACOE, State Water Resources Control Board and RWQCB requirements for 
beach replenishment.  At a minimum, the chemical analysis shall be conducted 
consistent with the joint EPA/Corps Inland Testing Manual.  If the ACOE / EPA, State 
Water Resources Board or RWQCB determine that the sediment exceeds Effects 
Range Medium (ER-M) contaminant threshold levels as specified by the U.S. EPA, 
the materials shall not be placed at the site. 

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

Particle Shape -- Particle shape classification shall be conducted on representative 
samples of the source material proposed for placement on the site. The source material 
shall consist of a minimum of 90% rounded particles (i.e., maximum of 10% angular 
particles).  

Debris Content -- A visual inspection of the source location shall be conducted to 
determine the presence and types of debris such as trash, wood, or vegetation.  The 
amount of debris within the material shall be estimated, as a percentage of the total 
amount of source material. Prior to placement of imported sand at the site, all such 
debris material shall be separated from the sand material (by mechanical screening, 
manual removal or other means) and taken to a proper disposal site authorized to 
receive such material. 

Compactability -- Chemical and visual inspections of the source location shall be 
conducted to determine the presence of elements such as iron oxides which can 
compact to form a hardpan surface. Source material with compactable material shall 
be considered for placement below the mean high tide only. 
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45. Maintenance actions shall be implemented in compliance with construction Best 

Management Practices and completed in a timely manner. No machinery or 
mechanized equipment shall be allowed at any time within the active surf zone, except 
for that necessary to remove any errant rocks from the beach seaward of the revetment. 
All maintenance materials and equipment shall be removed in their entirety from the 
beach area by sunset each day that work occurs. Any and all debris resulting from 
maintenance activities shall be appropriately removed from the project site within 24 
hours. Equipment shall not be cleaned on the beach or in the adjacent beach parking 
areas. Any unsafe debris or other materials that may become exposed on the revetment 
or the beach in the area of the revetment shall be removed and exported to an 
appropriate offsite disposal area in order to protect public health and safety and coastal 
resources. 

 
56. Maintenance actions shall avoid adverse impacts to protected sensitive species. 

Disturbance to beach wrack and coastal strand/southern foredune habitat shall be 
minimized to the maximum extent feasible. If maintenance actions are required during 
the nesting or breeding seasons of any potential sensitive species in the project area 
(including but not limited to western snowy plover) or during the seasonally predicted 
run period and egg incubation period, as identified by the California Department of 
Fish and Game Wildlife, the applicant shall retain the services of a qualified biologist 
or environmental resources specialist with appropriate qualifications acceptable to the 
Executive Director, to conduct sensitive species surveys prior to any maintenance 
activities.  The environmental resource specialist shall conduct a survey of the project 
site to determine presence and behavior of sensitive species one day prior to 
commencement of any maintenance activities authorized on the project site pursuant to 
this permit, and immediately report the results of the survey to the applicant and the 
Commission. In the event that the environmental resources specialist reports finding 
any sensitive species within 500 ft. of the required maintenance activities, the 
applicant shall postpone commencement of work. If the environmental resources 
specialist determines that any grunion spawning activity is occurring and/or that 
grunion are present in or adjacent to the project site, then no maintenance activities 
shall occur on, or adjacent to, the area of the beach where grunion have been observed 
to spawn until the next predicted run in which no grunion are observed.  Required 
maintenance activities may resume only if adverse effects to the protected sensitive 
species can be avoided. 

 
67. The applicant shall submit a Project Notification Report prior to the commencement of 

any maintenance actions, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, except 
under emergency conditions where immediate work is required to address public 
health and safety.  The Project Notification Report shall describe all supplemental 
actions, timing of work, staging areas, equipment to be used and method of 
construction and shall include all relevant monitoring reports required pursuant to this 
permit for the project site to ensure that the operations are in substantial conformance 
with the resource protection and public access conditions of this permit.  All 
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supplemental actions and work shall be in accordance with all conditions of this 
coastal development permit.  No change to the program beyond the supplemental 
actions outlined by the approved plan shall occur without a Commission-approved 
amendment to the permit, unless the Executive Director determines that no such 
amendment is required. 

 
E.  Annual and Mid-term Reporting Requirements:  The applicant shall prepare and submit 

an Annual Monitoring Report, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, 
for the term of this permit.  The monitoring report shall include all data required by 
this condition, all monthly monitoring forms, and a written report prepared by a 
qualified coastal engineer indicating the results of the monitoring program.  The 
monitoring report shall include analysis and conclusions regarding the condition and 
effectiveness of the revetment, any changes in beach/shoreline profiles, any changes in 
the public’s ability to safely access the beach, and details on any maintenance or 
adaptive management actions undertaken pursuant to the approved adaptive 
management plan during the year.  The report shall include a brief history of all 
previous years’ monitoring results to track changes in conditions. Should the 
monitoring reports reveal any unanticipated significant adverse resource or public 
access impacts not addressed in the Commission’s authorization and/or the approved 
Beach and Revetment Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan, the Executive 
Director may require the submittal of a permit amendment for the review and approval 
by the Commission to address and evaluate mitigation measures to compensate for any 
adverse resource impacts, public access impacts, and/or require any mid-course 
corrections or adjustments to the plan shall require the submittal of a new coastal 
development permit for the review and approval by the Commission to re-evaluate the 
project, the permit term, feasible alternatives, and measures to address any identified 
adverse resource or public access impacts.   

  
  Ten (10) years from the date of Commission action on this permit, the applicant shall 

submit a Mid-term Assessment Report to the Executive Director, that documents the 
results of the required Beach and Revetment Monitoring and Adaptive Management 
Plan and includes analysis and conclusions regarding the condition and effectiveness 
of the revetment, any changes in beach/shoreline profiles, any changes in the public’s 
ability to safely access the beach, and details on any maintenance or adaptive 
management actions undertaken pursuant to the approved adaptive management plan 
during the year.  Should this mid-term assessment report reveal any significant adverse 
resource or public access impacts not addressed in the Commission’s authorization 
and/or the approved Beach and Revetment Monitoring and Adaptive Management 
Plan, the Executive Director may shall require the submittal of a permit amendment or 
new coastal development permit for the review and approval by the Commission to re-
evaluate the project, the permit term, feasible alternatives, and measures to address any 
identified adverse resource or public access impacts. 
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3. The first two paragraphs on page 21: 
 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act mandates that new development minimize risks to life and 
property in areas of high geologic and flood hazard.  In addition, Coastal Act Sections 
30253 and 30235, together, specifically provides that shoreline protective devices that create 
or contribute to erosion must be permitted only when both of the following two criteria are 
met: (1) the device is required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing 
structures or public beaches provided that these areas/structures are in danger from erosion 
and (2) the device is designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline 
sand supply. 
 
Shoreline Protective Device Effects 
 
Coastal Act Section 30235 acknowledges that seawalls, revetments, cliff retaining walls, 
groins and other such structural or “hard” methods designed to forestall erosion generally 
also alter natural landforms and natural shoreline processes.  Accordingly, if such structures 
conflict with Section 30253 (or other Coastal Act policies), Section 30235 limits the 
construction only requires approval of shoreline protective works to those that are required 
to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger 
from erosion.  The Coastal Act provides these limitations this limited mandate because 
shoreline structures can have a variety of adverse impacts on coastal resources, including 
adverse effects on sand supply, public access, coastal views, natural landforms, and overall 
shoreline beach dynamics on and off site, ultimately resulting in the loss of beach.  

 
4. Last paragraph on page 23: 
  

Need for Shoreline Protection at Goleta Beach and Alternatives Analysis 
 
Coastal Act Section 30235 provides that only requires approval of shoreline protection 
devices shall be permitted only when all of the following four criteria are met: (1) there is an 
existing structure, public beach area, or coastal dependent use; (2) the existing structure, or 
public beach area, or coastal dependent use is in danger from erosion or the coastal 
dependent use is threatened; (3) shoreline-altering construction is required to protect the 
existing threatened structure or public beach area, or to serve the coastal dependent use; and 
(4) the required protection is designed to eliminate or mitigate its adverse impacts on 
shoreline sand supply.  The first three questions relate to whether the proposed shoreline 
protection device is necessary, while the fourth question applies to avoiding or mitigating 
any unavoidable impacts from it.  In addition, even where all four criteria are satisfied, and 
thus, shoreline protection devices must be permitted, the other policies in Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act do not become irrelevant, so the devices must be located, designed, and 
maintained in a manner that is consistent with those other policies to the extent possible.  
Those issues are discussed in subsequent sections of this report. 
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5. The following shall be added prior to the first full paragraph on page 41: 
 

To ensure that imported sand material that may be used for sand cover maintenance 
pursuant to Special Condition 2 is physically and chemically compatible with the subject 
site and suitable for beach nourishment, the Commission finds it necessary (Special 
Condition 2) to require the applicant to test the physical and chemical characteristics of 
representative samples of the donor and received sand material consistent with U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (Army Corps), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and State 
Water Resources Control Board and California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) criteria for beach replenishment prior to the deposition of any imported sand 
material for maintenance of the buried revetment.  

 
6. The following shall be revised in the summary table on page 32: 

 
Maintenance Actions  
 The rock revetment and/or sand cover may be maintained in its approved size, location, and 

configuration.  
 If monthly revetment monitoring identifies that 200 120 linear feet or more of the approved 

revetment rock is exposed for 6 consecutive months, sand cover shall be placed on the 
exposed area (minor backpassing or opportunistic nourishment if approved in a separate 
CDP) and where appropriately planted with native coastal strand vegetation to help stabilize 
the placed sand.  

 If any rock or other debris from the revetment that has become dislodged through weathering, 
wave action, or settlement shall be removed from the beach or deposited on the revetment on 
an as-needed basis.  

 A Project Notification Report shall be submitted prior to the commencement of any 
maintenance actions, for the review and approval of the Executive Director. 

 
7. The following sentence on pages 33, 37, 42, and 45 shall be revised as follows: 
 

If monthly revetment monitoring identifies that 200 120 linear feet or more of the approved 
revetment rock is exposed for 6 consecutive months, beach-compatible sand cover shall be 
placed on the exposed area through minor backpassing activities, or opportunistic beach 
nourishment (if approved in a separate CDP). 

 
B. Correspondence Received  
 
1. Santa Barbara County. Correspondence from the County’s Interim Community Services 

Director, Renee Bahl, on behalf of the applicant is attached as Exhibit 1 of this addendum. 
Ms. Bahl’s letter, dated May 7, 2015, expresses general support for the staff 
recommendation, but requests that the Commission consider changing Special Condition 2 
(Beach and Revetment Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan) to allow a reduction in 
the required beach profile survey monitoring (to one survey per year, in the spring, and only 
in years when the revetment is exposed) in order to reduce costs. However, Commission 
staff believes that beach profile surveys at a minimum of 3 transects on a semi-annual basis, 
each spring and fall season, represents the minimum profile monitoring frequency necessary 
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to effectively monitor and analyze changes to the beach/shoreline profile over time in order 
to help guide adaptive actions that may be necessary in the future. 

 
2. Environmental Defense Center (EDC). Correspondence from the EDC on behalf of the 

Santa Barbara Chapter of Surfrider Foundation, dated May 8, 2015, is attached as Exhibit 2a 
of this addendum. The EDC also provided 308 postcards and a petition signed by interested 
parties (attached as Exhibit 2b of this addendum) who support a managed retreat alternative 
at Goleta Beach. Correspondence entitled “Fact and Fiction at Goleta Beach Park” from the 
Santa Barbara Chapter of Surfrider Foundation, dated May 8, 2015, is also attached as 
Exhibit 2c of this addendum. The correspondence contains a number of photographs at 
Goleta Beach, with particular emphasis on the west end of the revetment. 

 
 The letter asserts that the western portion of the existing rock revetment is frequently 

exposed and subject to wave action and is causing adverse impacts to the beach, biological 
resources, scenic views, and public access, recreation and safety. The letter also provides 
photographs from times in April/May 2015, March 2014, August/September 2010, 
September 2008, September 2006, March 2004, and September 2002 that indicate exposure 
of the western portion of the revetment. The letter also attaches a memorandum by coastal 
scientist Dr. David Revell, dated May 8, 2015, asserting that available photographs of the 
site indicate that the western portion of the revetment has been exposed for 13 of the last 17 
years. As such, EDC recommends that the exposed western portion of the revetment 
(approximately 150 ft.) should be removed and the parking lot (Lot 7) and utilities behind it 
should be relocated. 

  
 In response, Commission staff would note that the majority of the 1,200 ft. long rock 

revetment has remained buried since its installation, except during periodic large storm or 
wave events. Based upon available photographs from certain times within the last 20 years 
(from GoogleEarth, California Coastal Records Project, and photos provided by the County 
and EDC), the EDC is correct in that the far upcoast/western approximately 100-150 ft. of 
the revetment appears to be exposed more frequently than the rest of the revetment. This 
upcoast portion of the beach is situated in the shadow of a rocky point that is subject to 
greater erosional forces. It is also important to note that available aerial photos also reveal 
that this far upcoast end of the revetment was significantly buried for a few years just prior 
to the recent significant storm event of March 2014. Regardless, given the longer-term 
seasonal oscillation of this beach, Commission staff continue to recommend the monitoring 
and adaptive management program outlined in the staff report, and as amended in this 
addendum, in order to determine the seasonal variations of the beach profile, to obtain better 
data on the rate and frequency of any revetment exposure, and to guide adaptive actions to 
avoid significant adverse impacts on the beach and public access. In addition, given the 
more frequent pattern of exposure at the upcoast end of the revetment, the County will need 
to focus their maintenance actions and any sand replenishment efforts on that portion of the 
revetment.  

 
 The letter states that the staff report fails to disclose and analyze impacts to public access 

and recreation resulting from exposure of the revetment and the loss of beach sand at the 



 9 

upcoast end. The letter asserts that the exposed portion of the revetment is eliminating the 
sandy beach in order to protect upland facilities that can feasibly be relocated. 

  
 In response, Commission staff would note that Section IV.E of the staff report 

acknowledges that periodic exposure of the revetment can impede pedestrian access to the 
beach from the upland areas of the park. In order to avoid and minimize the frequency that 
the rock revetment is subject to direct wave action during periods of erosion at the site, and 
thereby minimize adverse impacts to public access, it is important that the County maintain 
the buried condition of the revetment to the extent feasible during the term of the permit. 
Given the longer-term seasonal oscillation of this beach, Commission staff continue to 
recommend the monitoring and adaptive management program outlined in the staff report, 
and as amended in this addendum, which include maintenance provisions and triggers for 
maintenance actions in order to avoid significant adverse impacts on the beach and public 
access. In addition, given the more frequent pattern of exposure at the upcoast end of the 
revetment, the County will need to focus their maintenance actions on that portion of the 
revetment.  

 
 The letter asserts that the staff report fails to disclose and analyze impacts to habitat from 

the construction, operation, and retention of the rock revetment. The letter references a 
letter from biologist Dr. Jenifer Dugan that was received by Commission staff (Exhibit 2d) 
and information from Dr. Karen Martin that indicate that the exposed portion of the 
revetment has eliminated habitat and restricted connectivity between the beach and coastal 
strand habitat and has reduced the area available for grunion to spawn because there is no 
beach in that location at high tide. The letter also asserts that coastal strand/southern 
foredune habitat, even if degraded, constitutes ESHA under the Coastal Act and the rock 
revetment and required maintenance of it will not serve to protect the habitat from 
significant disruption of habitat value.    

 
 In response, Commission staff would note that Section IV.F of the staff report addresses 

potential impacts to marine and habitat resources as a result of the project. Due to the 
ongoing and frequent high levels of disturbance associated with recreational use and County 
nourishment, grooming, and other management activities of this area, natural periods of 
sand erosion, as well as the revetment causing the back beach to be fixed in place, there is a 
lack of intact coastal strand/southern foredune vegetation on the project site. Given the 
historical and current level of disturbance due to public park use and County nourishment, 
grooming, and other management activities of the area, that results in loss and fragmentation 
of coastal strand and southern foredune vegetation, the project site does not rise to the level 
of an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA), but does constitute an area of special 
biological significance within the marine and beach environment that should be maintained 
and protected. With substantial sand accretion and burial of the rock revetment, some 
coastal strand and southern foredune vegetation has re-established, which will not be 
disturbed with proposed retention of the as-built revetment. Further, the monitoring and 
adaptive management program recommended by staff requires that native coastal 
strand/southern foredune vegetation be planted where appropriate after any sand placement 
maintenance actions to help stabilize the new sand and maximize its retention in front of and 
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on the revetment. Thus, as conditioned, the project would serve to minimize the potential for 
adverse effects to the coastal strand and southern foredune vegetation located on, or 
downcoast of, the project site. 

 
 The letters assert that there is unsafe debris and materials in the western end of the rock 

revetment that is exposed and pose a public safety hazard.    
 
 In response, Commission staff would note that Special Condition 2 recommended by staff 

requires the County to inspect the revetment on a monthly basis and remove and dispose of 
any debris or unsafe materials from the revetment in a timely manner upon identification.  

 
 The letter asserts that staff’s analysis underestimates future impacts of the rock revetment 

by relying upon a future kelp restoration project to reduce future erosion at Goleta Beach.   
 

In response, Commission staff would note that this assertion is not true and the analysis 
contained in the staff report (page 30) only notes that an experimental kelp restoration 
project has been approved by the Commission offshore of Goleta Beach and this project 
(and potential similar future projects) may affect future shoreline conditions at Goleta Beach 
if the establishment of the kelp bed is successful by reducing wave energy that reaches the 
shoreline and; thus, associated shoreline erosion.  
 

 The letter asserts that the upland park facilities that the proposed revetment is protecting 
from erosion (such as the parking lots, lawn area, picnic facilities, and utilities) do not meet 
the Coastal Act definition of a coastal-dependent use because these facilities do not require 
to be sited on or adjacent to the sea in order to function at all.   

 
In response, Commission staff would note that the individual facilities in the upland portions 
of the park function as an integrated public park use that provides coastal access and 
recreation. As such, this public coastal park is a coastal dependent use. 

 
3. Santa Barbara Audubon Society Inc. Correspondence from the Santa Barbara Audubon 

Society Inc. is attached as Exhibit 3 of this addendum and expresses opposition to the 
proposed retention of the rock revetment. The letter states that the revetment has adversely 
impacted foraging habitat for the Belding’s Savannah Sparrow and the Western Snowy 
Plover, particularly at the west end, and recommends that at-risk park facilities should be 
relocated in order to allow restoration of the beach environment. In response, Commission 
staff would note that exposure of the revetment can reduce and isolate areas of coastal strand 
and southern foredune vegetation and foraging habitat for several species of coastal flora 
and fauna in the project area. Therefore, the special conditions recommended by staff only 
allow the revetment to be retained for a limited term that is conditioned upon maintaining a 
buried revetment condition as part of an adaptive management plan that is described more 
fully in the staff report and designed to avoid significant adverse impacts to coastal 
resources. Further, the special conditions recommended by staff require that the sand 
coverage maintenance actions allowed by the adaptive management plan shall avoid adverse 
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impacts to protected sensitive species and minimize disturbance to beach wrack and coastal 
strand and southern foredune vegetation to the maximum extent feasible.  

 
4. Other Correspondence. Correspondence has been received from County of Santa Barbara 

First District Supervisor Salud Carbajal, UCSB Vice Chancellor Marc Fisher, City of Goleta 
Mayor Paula Perotte, Goleta Water District General Manager John McInnes, Southern 
California Gas Company, Santa Barbara City Councilmembers Cathy Murillo and Gregg 
Hart, the Santa Barbara Parks Commission, and the Santa Barbara Trails Council expressing 
support for the proposed project and staff recommendation. These letters are attached as 
Exhibit 4 of this addendum.  

  
 Correspondence has also been received from a large number of interested parties, including 

letters of both support and opposition to the proposed project and/or staff recommendation. 
Given the large volume of letters received (approximately 74 letters in support of the 
proposed project/staff recommendation and approximately 68 letters in opposition to the 
proposed project/staff recommendation), only a representative sample of each are attached 
as Exhibit 5 (letters of support) and Exhibit 6 (letters of opposition) of this addendum. 
However, all letters received are included as part of the administrative record and are 
available for review in the Commission’s Ventura Office. 

 
C. Ex Parte Communications 
 
Ex Parte communications (from Commissioners Zimmer, Cox, and Howell) received as of the 
date of this addendum are included as Exhibit 7. 
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May 8, 2015 
 
 
California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 
 
 Re: Goleta Beach County Park (W22a) 
 
Dear Honorable Commissioners: 
 
 The following comments are submitted by the Environmental Defense Center (“EDC”) 
on behalf of the Santa Barbara Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation (“Surfrider”), regarding 
Santa Barbara County’s proposed Goleta Beach County Park rock revetment project (“Project”). 
Surfrider and EDC have been attempting to work with the County for many years to implement a 
long-term solution to the coastal erosion issue at Goleta Beach. In 2009 we supported the Coastal 
Commission’s denial of a proposed permeable groin project as well as the Commission’s 
direction to the County to pursue a softer option such as managed retreat. 
 
 The current proposal seeks approval of 1,200 feet of unpermitted rock revetment which 
has caused significant impacts to the beach, public access and safety, marine and terrestrial 
resources, recreation, and aesthetics. The existing revetment violates several policies of the 
California Coastal Act, as discussed herein. 
 
 The staff report fails to acknowledge these impacts and policy inconsistencies because 
the report assumes that the revetment is buried most of the time, except during large storm and 
wave events. As such, the recommendations in the report include monitoring and adaptive 
management to address potential future impacts. 
 
 Unfortunately, the western portion of the revetment is exposed quite often, and has 
already caused adverse impacts to the beach, the coastal ecosystem and public recreation and 
safety. The time for adaptive management on the west end is now. The Project should only be 
approved if mitigation measures are required to address current as well as potential future 
impacts. Specifically, the western exposed 150 feet of the rock revetment should be removed, 
and the western half of Parking Lot 7and utility infrastructure should be relocated out of 
the coastal process zone. This modification will ensure compliance with the Coastal Act, 
reduce Project impacts, is feasible, and will not affect any of the developed recreation 
facilities. 
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May 8, 2015 
EDC-Surfrider Foundation letter re Goleta Beach County Park 
Page 2 
 

 

 
I. Background 
 
 It has been approximately 30 years since the first rocks were installed on the west end of 
Goleta Beach. These rocks, measuring 250 feet, were installed without any permits. Then, 
another 950 feet of rocks were installed from 2002-2005 pursuant to an emergency coastal 
development permit (“CDP”) that expired in 2008. The entire 1,200-foot rock seawall is 
currently unpermitted. The County has been directed by the Commission for many years to 
develop a solution for Goleta Beach that does not rely on hard structures such as a revetment. 
 
 In 2006 the County applied for a CDP to construct a permeable groin structure off the 
coast of Goleta Beach. In 2009 the Commission voted 9-1 to deny the application based on 
concerns that the project would cause further beach erosion. Several Commissioners gave the 
County explicit direction to submit a new application for a managed retreat project.  
 
 In the Commission’s 2013 comments regarding the County’s Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (“EIR”), the Commission staff “advise[d] against retaining the existing unauthorized 
rock revetment and strongly recommend[ed] that the County pursue alternatives other than hard 
armoring of the coast.”1 The Commission staff stated that “[t]he unauthorized rock revetment 
should be promptly removed. Then, as necessary, managed retreat measures may be 
implemented.”2  
 
 Indeed, the County did develop a proposal that incorporated a managed retreat approach 
(“Goleta Beach 2.0”) but ultimately rejected that approach in favor of leaving all of the rocks in 
place.3 As discussed herein, approval of this Project would violate the California Environmental 
Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the Coastal Act. 
 
II. The Commission’s analysis of the Goleta Beach County Park Project violates 

CEQA. 
 
 The Coastal Commission operates pursuant to a certified regulatory program under 
CEQA.4 Accordingly, the Commission may not approve a project “if there are feasible 
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available that would substantially lessen a significant 
adverse effect that the activity may have on the environment.”5 The Commission’s analysis of 
the Project must include “a description of the proposed activity with alternatives to the activity, 
                                                 
1 Letter to Alex Tuttle, County of Santa Barbara, from A. Amber Geraghty, Coastal Program 
Analyst, August 30, 2013, emphasis added (attached hereto and referenced herein as “Geraghty 
letter”). 
2 Id, emphasis added. 
3 The County’s EIR found that leaving the rocks in place would not result in a significant impact 
because the EIR used a post-construction baseline. As the Commission staff noted, this baseline 
was improper and did not accurately disclose the impacts of the existing rock seawall.  See 
Geraghty letter at pp. 1, 5. 
4 Public Resources Code (“PRC”) Section 21080.5; CEQA Guidelines Section 15251(c). 
5 PRC Section 21080.5(d)(2). 
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and mitigation measures to minimize any significant adverse effect on the environment of the 
activity.”6 The staff report, however, fails to adequately analyze the Project’s impacts or consider 
mitigation measures and alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen the Project’s 
impacts, because the report incorrectly determined that impacts are less than significant. 
 

A. The environmental analysis incorrectly assumes that the existing rock revetment 
is set back and buried except during large storm and wave events.  

 
 The Commission’s environmental review is deeply flawed because the entire analysis is 
premised on the assumption that the existing rock revetment is “sited near the back of the beach, 
and it has remained largely buried under beach sand since its installation” and that “it can 
periodically become exposed as a result of large storm and wave events.” (Staff report at 2.) 
Furthermore, “it is anticipated that the revetment will continue to remain buried at most times 
and become exposed only periodically. Therefore, in the near-term, as long as the current trends 
continue, the buried revetment is not expected to result in significant adverse effects on coastal 
processes and sand supply.” (Id.)7 
 
 In actuality, the western portion of the rock revetment is located within the tidal zone, is 
often exposed, and is not buried except for large storm and wave events.8 In its existing 
condition, the western rock revetment is causing significant adverse impacts on the beach 
environment and coastal processes, public access and recreation, marine and terrestrial biology, 
and visual and aesthetic resources. As noted by David Revell, PhD, an expert on coastal 
processes and Goleta Beach in particular, “Much of the findings in the [Coastal Commission] 
staff report seem based on the statement that the west end revetment is largely covered by sand 
for much or all of the year; this statement is incorrect.”9  
 
 As Revell points out, “the existing revetment is positioned well seaward of the ‘coastal 
process zone’.”10 In fact, Revell states that his research disclosed that in “13 of the last 17 years 
those west end rocks were exposed during the widest and highest sand levels found in the 
fall.”11 He further states, “When the rocks are exposed there is a negative feedback loop in which 
the reflected wave energy from the exposed rock inhibit sand deposition on the beach and thus 
narrow the beach and reduce rates of natural beach recovery. These are very active interactions 
between the coastal process and the west end when the structure is exposed and this has 
                                                 
6 PRC Section 20180.5(d)(3)(A). 
7 This assumption is based upon the County’s Revised Project Description dated December 22, 
2014, which incorrectly states that “the 1,200 feet of revetment in question is placed relatively 
high up on the beach and has been largely buried since its installation…Given its location high 
on the beach profile, the revetment is likely to remain largely buried for the foreseeable future 
and any exposure or impacts on narrowing beach widths would be infrequent and temporary.” 
Staff report Exhibit 3 at p. 3. 
8 See attached photographs; Memorandum to Coastal Commission from David Revell, PhD, May 
8, 2015 (hereinafter “Revell 2015,”) attached hereto.  
9 Revell 2015 at p. 2, emphasis added.  
10 Id. at p. 3. 
11 Id. at p. 2, emphasis added. 
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happened more than ~75% since the 1997-98 El Niño.”12 Moreover, “[e]xisting shore protection 
structures on Goleta Beach have significantly narrowed beach widths (Revell and Griggs 2006). 
This beach narrowing results from both placement loss and passive erosion and has been shown 
to be statistically significant at central and eastern Goleta Beach where the revetments frequently 
interact with wave uprush/swash.”13  
 
 Accordingly, the analysis in the staff report is incorrect and fails to adequately disclose 
the impacts of the proposed Project. 
 

B. The environmental analysis relies on a future kelp restoration project to find a 
reduction in coastal erosion. 

 
 The staff report also understates the potential future impacts of the rock revetment by 
relying on an approved but as yet unbuilt kelp restoration project. (Staff report at 30-31.) This 
project, however, has not been constructed and there is no evidence that it may help reduce 
shoreline erosion.14  
 

C. The environmental analysis fails to adequately address all potential impacts from 
the proposed Project. 

 
 Coastal Commission staff submitted a letter to the County on August 30, 2013, 
commenting on the County’s Draft EIR for the Project.15 In addition to the fact that the EIR used 
an improper (post-construction) baseline, the Commission identified several deficiencies with the 
County’s assessment of environmental impacts that are relevant to the Commission’s current 
review of the Project. 
  

 The Commission noted that “[t]he analysis of biological impacts in the DEIR should 
be based upon up-to-date comprehensive biological surveys.” The Commission noted 
that “[f]or the purposes of reviewing CDP applications, we will require recent 
(completed within 1-2 years of application submittal) biological information.”16  

 
The staff report does not indicate that recent comprehensive biological surveys were 
conducted or submitted. In fact, it is not clear whether the Commission’s biologists 
reviewed and analyzed this proposal.  
 

                                                 
12 Id. at p. 3. 
13 Id. at p. 2. 
14 See Elwany, M., O'Reilly, W., Guza, R., and Flick, R. (1995). ”Effects of Southern California 
Kelp Beds on Waves.” J. Waterway, Port, Coastal, Ocean Eng., 121(2), 143–150: a study of the 
effect of a Macrocystis kelp forest on shoreward propagating surface gravity waves at four 
locations around a 350-m-wide kelp bed off Carlsbad, California, found that the kelp forest did 
not have a significant effect on waves.  
15 Geraghty letter.  
16 Id., page 4, emphasis in original. 
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In addition, the staff report fails to note foraging by Belding’s savannah sparrows on 
the western beach; the report states that these species are only present in the Goleta 
Slough and outlying wetland areas. (Staff report at 40.) This finding contradicts the 
Commission’s earlier assertion in its comments on the County’s DEIR, which 
reference “Belding’s Savannah Sparrows that live and nest in Goleta Slough and 
forage in the wrack at Goleta Beach (especially at the western portion of Goleta 
Beach)…”17  

 
 The staff report states that coastal strand vegetation at Goleta Beach does not meet the 

Coastal Act definition of environmentally sensitive habitat area (“ESHA”) because it 
is degraded. (Staff report at 41.) This statement contradicts the earlier assertion by the 
Commission that the coastal strand habitat is considered as ESHA.18  
 
Jenny Dugan, PhD, who has more than 30 years’ experience as a coastal ecologist and 
is an Associate Research Biologist at UCSB (Marine Science Institute), has extensive 
experience researching the ecology of Goleta Beach and states that “[t]here is clear 
evidence of remnant coastal strand vegetation growing and reproducing at Goleta 
Beach between the revetment and the parking lot/road despite the presence 
of unsuitable fill soil in these areas.  The native vegetation present as of May 7, 2015 
includes red sand verbena, pink sand verbena, beach salt bush, salt grass ( a wetland 
species), and beach burr as well abundant sea rocket.”19 Dugan notes that the 
“presence of multiple coastal strand/southern dune species including mature 
individuals, at the right place and elevation at Goleta Beach” qualifies the area as 
ESHA.20 
 
Moreover, the fact that ESHA may be degraded is not grounds for designating the 
area as non-ESHA and thus depriving the area of protection. In Bolsa Chica Land 
Trust v. Superior Court (1999) 71 Cal.App.4th 493, 507-508, the court held that the 
Coastal Act “does not permit its restrictions to be ignored based on the threatened or 
deteriorating condition of a particular ESHA,” and pointed out that “[r]ather, under 
the statutory scheme, ESHA’s, whether they are pristine and growing or fouled and 
threatened, receive uniform treatment and protection.” The alleged degraded nature of 
the coastal strand habitat does not obviate the County’s obligation to protect this area. 
 
According to Dugan, the revetment has adversely affected the ESHA in this area: 
“[t]he revetment has fixed the shoreline, caused erosion resulting in beach /coastal 
strand habitat loss and cut off connectivity between the beach and the  remnants of 
coastal strand and southern foredune habitat that have managed to persist at Goleta 
Beach.”21 

                                                 
17 Id., page 5, emphasis added. 
18 Id., page 5. 
19 Email communication from Jenny Dugan, May 8, 2015 (emphasis added) (hereinafter referred 
to as “Dugan”), letter to follow. 
20 Id. 
21 Id. 
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 In several instances, the staff report relies on the County’s EIR to find significant 
impacts if the rock revetment is removed (e.g., to coastal processes, recreation) (Staff 
report at 28) despite the fact that the EIR’s determinations were based on a post-
construction baseline that the Commission staff criticized as improper in its August 
2013 comments on the DEIR.22  

 
 The Commission’s 2013 letter asked the County to assess the Project’s consistency 

with Coastal Act section 30221, which protects recreational uses of oceanfront land 
“unless present and foreseeable future demand for public or commercial recreational 
activities that could be accommodated on the property are already adequately 
provided for in the area.”23 The staff report fails to analyze the Project’s conformity 
with this policy. 

 
 The staff report fails to disclose or analyze impacts to habitat from the construction, 

operation and retention of the rock revetment to date despite a specific request to the 
County to provide the type and amount of habitat that would be impacted if the rock 
revetment were to be retained.24 

 
 The staff report fails to analyze the recreational impacts caused by exposure of the 

rocks25 because the report erroneously states that the rocks are rarely exposed. 
 
 Finally, the staff report fails to disclose the recreational impacts caused by loss of 

beach sand “due to an exposed revetment fixing the shoreline,”26 again because the 
report incorrectly relies on the assumption that the rock revetment is rarely exposed. 

 
 In sum, the environmental review provided in the staff report is inaccurate, misleading 
and incomplete. Because the report finds that the existing Project is not causing any significant 
adverse impacts, no mitigation measures or alternatives are required. Although the staff 
recommendation includes several conditions, they only address potential future impacts and do 
not mitigate impacts that are already caused by the existing rock revetments (especially on the 
west end of the beach). 
 
III. The Project violates the Coastal Act. 
 
 The staff report analysis of consistency with the Coastal Act suffers from the same 
improper assumption that the existing unpermitted rock revetments are set back and buried most 
of the time. In fact, at the west end of the beach, the revetment is frequently exposed and subject 

                                                 
22 Id. at pages 1, 5-7. 
23 Id. at page 6. 
24 Id. at page 10. 
25 Id. at page 11. 
26 Id.  
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to wave action. This condition results in current violations of Coastal Act policies protecting 
beaches from erosion, public access and recreation, protection of biological resources, and scenic 
views. 
 
 A. Coastal Erosion 
 
 Revetments and similar hard structure shoreline protective devices are discouraged 
because they cause negative impacts to sand supply, public access, coastal views, natural 
landforms, shoreline beach dynamics on and off site, and cause eventual loss of beach. (Staff 
report at 21-22.) The proposed Project is no different. Installation of the rock revetment 
displaced part of the beach and, at the western end of the beach, has caused beach loss and thus 
adverse impacts to public access, recreation, environmentally sensitive coastal habitats, and 
aesthetics. 
 
 According to Coastal Act section 30235, seawalls and revetments are only allowed 
“when required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches 
in danger from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local 
shoreline sand supply.” 
 
 The existing rock revetment violates section 30235 for the following reasons: 
 

1. The portions of the Park that are protected by the rock revetment in question are 
not coastal-dependent. 

 
 The Coastal Act defines "Coastal-dependent development or use" as “any development 
or use which requires a site on, or adjacent to, the sea to be able to function at all.”27 The rock 
seawall in question allegedly protects the developed portions of the park, such as the parking 
lots, lawn, picnic facilities, and utility lines.28 None of these facilities require a site on, or 
adjacent to, the sea to be able to function at all.  
 
 In addition, the County’s EIR confirms that these facilities can be relocated to other areas 
of the park.29 Therefore, the Project fails the first, fundamental requirement of section 30235 and 
must be denied. 
 

2. The revetment is not required to protect existing structures or public beaches in 
danger of erosion; other options are available that would not cause the negative 
impacts of a revetment. 

 

                                                 
27 Coastal Act section 30101. 
28 The staff report also mentions the restaurant and public restrooms, but the restaurant and two 
restrooms are located further east of the revetments in question, and the one restroom that is 
within the Project area would not be implicated by removal of the exposed rocks because it is 
located further to the east.  
29 EIR at 2-5 to 2-7 and 4.10-49 to 4.10-50. 
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 As noted above, in both 2009 and 2013 the Commission directed the County to consider 
managed retreat alternatives to the revetment. One such option could be similar to the Surfer’s 
Point project approved by the Commission in 2006. In that case, the Commission approved a 
project that required relocation of a rock revetment, parking lot, bike path, fence, storm drain 
outlet, and reconfiguration of a street. By removing and relocating this coastal infrastructure, the 
beach area was preserved.30  
  
 According to Revell, who has studied Goleta Beach since 2003, “there are other viable 
alternatives than revetments that could be used to reduce storm induced erosion.”31 Some of 
these alternatives are included in the County’s Goleta Beach 2.0 EIR, including “natural 
shoreline management” or “managed retreat.”32 
 
 The Commission staff’s proposed Conditions acknowledge the feasibility of managed 
retreat through an adaptive management program; the only problem with the proposed 
Conditions is that they do not acknowledge that the subject revetment is substantially exposed 
and already causing impacts, so the time is now to address the exposed rocks on the west end of 
the beach. 
 

3. The revetment is not designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local 
shoreline sand supply. 

 
 As discussed above, the existing rock seawall has already resulted in significant impacts 
to shoreline sand supply.33 Additional impacts are expected over time, due to the presence of the 
rock seawall and future increases in sea level rise.34 Accordingly, the Commission cannot find 
that the proposed Project will “eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand 
supply.” 
 
 The Project also violates Coastal Act section 30253, which requires that new 
development shall “neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or 
destruction of the site or surrounding area…” The staff report relies on the assumption that the 
rock revetment is largely buried to find the Project consistent with this section. 
 
 As noted above, this assumption is incorrect and is not based on the current state of the 
rock revetment and beach in front of the revetment, especially at the west end of the beach. The 
attached photographs provide overwhelming evidence that the existing revetment is not “largely 
                                                 
30 See attached excerpt from California Coastal Commission staff report, November 16, 2006; 
project approved with conditions. 
31 Revell 2015 at p. 4. 
32 Id. at pp. 3-4. 
33 Revell 2015 at pp. 2-3. 
34 Revell 2015 at p. 3: “If we take a long view into the future, the inevitability of sea level rise 
projected to be up to [approximately] 5.5 feet by 2100 (NRC 2012) or 19 inches by 2050 
(Exhibit 9) it is clear that during a large wave event, the frequency and duration that these rocks 
are exposed will only increase over the long term.” See also attached letter to the Commission 
from Dr. Orrin Pilkey, May 5, 2015 (hereinafter referred to as “Pilkey 2015”). 
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buried” at the west end of the Beach. Revell’s years of observations and study of the beach 
confirm that the existing rock revetment has already caused significant erosion and geologic 
instability at Goleta Beach.35  
 
 Dr. Orrin Pilkey, a national expert on coastal processes, also acknowledges that the rock 
revetment at the west end of Goleta Beach is exposed “frequently at all times of the year” and 
notes that “it is clear that the revetments are already harming Goleta Beach.”36 Dr. Pilkey points 
out the inevitability of further erosion at Goleta Beach and endorses a more strategic approach 
that avoids certain emergencies in the future.37 He recommends against using hard structures to 
protect buildings and park areas “at the price of loss of the beach.”38 He therefore recommends 
removal of the damaging rock revetment in order to protect coastal-dependent beach uses.39 
 
 In the spirit of compromise, Surfrider recommends removing the exposed section of the 
rock revetment on the west end of the beach, and monitoring the rest of the revetment as part of 
an adaptive management plan. 
  

B. Recreation  
 
 Surfrider supports the condition ensuring free parking at Goleta Beach. This beach is 
visited by all economic sectors of the community, including many low income families and 
individuals. Maintaining the accessibility of this beach and park is a high priority under the 
Coastal Act.40 
 
 We are concerned, however, that the staff report fails to analyze the Project’s consistency 
with Coastal Act section 30220, which provides that “Coastal areas suited for water-oriented 
recreational activities that cannot readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for 
such uses.” Use of the beach for recreation cannot be provided at inland sites and therefore must 
be protected. Goleta Beach County Park is popular because it is at the beach. The rock seawall at 
the west end of the park is damaging the beach to the point where it is frequently impassable. In 
addition, the rocks – which are often exposed – block access and create a dangerous condition 
and disincentive for people to use the beach in that area. Use of the inland park facilities, on the 
other hand, could be provided elsewhere and may not be protected at the sacrifice of the beach 
area. 
 
 A recent survey conducted by the County found that “98% of respondents report that 
Goleta Beach County Park is essential for coastal access, and that “61% of visitors consider 
Goleta Beach to be their primary coastal access point.” According to the survey results, 65% of 
the visitors at Goleta Beach County Park use all aspects of the park, 35% use the park for beach 
and water access, and 20% use the park and lawn area exclusively. When the survey respondents 
                                                 
35 Revell 2015 at pp. 2-3. 
36 Pilkey 2015 at p. 3. 
37 Id. at p. 2. 
38 Id. at p. 3, emphasis in original. 
39 Id. 
40 Coastal Act section 30213. 
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were asked what activities they regularly engage in when visiting Goleta Beach, the most 
popular activity was “beach going” (62% of respondents).41 
 
 In any event, removing the rock revetment at the west end of the park would not affect 
the developed recreation facilities because they are located further to the east. Removing the 
western parking spaces would not affect access because, according to the County’s EIR, they can 
be relocated elsewhere within the park.  In addition, Surfrider’s recommendation would protect 
the relocated utility lines and southwest facing edge of the reconfigured Lot 7 with a compacted 
earth berm.  
 
 The Project is also inconsistent with Coastal Act sections 30210 and 30211, which ensure 
maximum public access to the sea and use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches. The rock 
revetment currently interferes with public access to and along the sea by creating unsafe 
conditions (due to exposed rocks). The staff report finds that the Project is consistent with the 
Coastal Act because it relies on the incorrect assumption that the revetment is set back and 
buried. In fact, the revetment is built on the beach and thus reduces the area of sand available for 
public use. The revetment is not set back or buried on the west end of the beach. Accordingly, 
the revetment is causing narrowing and erosion of the beach and thus interfering with the 
public’s right of access and use of the beach.42 
 
 The proposed conditions are meant to mitigate this impact but would actually exacerbate 
this interference by restricting access up to 200 feet for six continuous months or a total of 
twenty-four months. This restriction clearly violates the plain language of the Coastal Act, which 
does not allow even a temporary interference with public access and use of the beach. Moreover, 
the access ramps proposed in Condition 2G do not mitigate impacts to lateral access and during 
high tides. 
 

C. Biological Resources 
 
 The staff report again relies on the false premise that the rock seawall is buried to find the 
Project consistent with Coastal Act sections 30230, 30231, and 30240.  
 
 Section 30230 requires special protection for “areas and species of special biological 
significance.” These uses “shall be carried out in a manner that will sustain the biological 
productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain healthy populations of all species of marine 
organisms adequate for long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational 
purposes.” Section 30231 requires the maintenance and restoration of biological productivity and 
quality of coastal waters “appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and 
                                                 
41 “Goleta Beach Recreational User Survey 2015,” Santa Barbara County Parks, attached hereto. 
The report also states that observed use found that on average approximately 55% of the park 
visitors used developed park facilities and lawn area and 45% used the sandy beach. These 
numbers differ from the results of the survey but even if these numbers are accurate, removing 
the west end of the rock seawall will not have any impact on the developed park facilities and 
lawn area. 
42 Revell 2015 at pp. 2-3. 
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for the protection of human health.” The staff report identifies the coastal strand/southern 
foredune vegetation as an area of special biological significance. (Staff report at 41.) 
 
 The Project is inconsistent with Coastal Act sections 30230 and 30231 because it has 
disturbed the coastal strand/southern foredune vegetation. In addition, “moving sand to cover the 
revetment would likely kill the coastal strand and southern foredune vegetation that now 
manages to persist at Goleta Beach.”43 
 
 The Coastal Act also protects environmentally sensitive habitat areas, or ESHA, which 
includes “any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially 
valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily 
disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments.” Coastal Act sections 30240, 
30107.5. 
 
 The staff report states that surveys at Goleta Beach show that vegetation on the beach is 
highly degraded and lacks substantial cover, and that even prior to installation of rock revetment, 
there was a lack of intact coastal strand/southern foredune vegetation. (Staff report at 41.) 
Therefore, the report finds that the beach does not qualify as ESHA. Interestingly, the staff report 
does find that the beach constitutes an area of special biological significance but states that the 
Project will not affect the area because the rock revetment is located landward and there is 
sufficient sand supply. (Id.) 
 
 First, the coastal strand habitat does constitute ESHA and is protected pursuant to Coastal 
Act section 30240.  In the Commission’s 2013 letter to the County, the Commission staff 
informed the County that “the Coastal Commission considers coastal strand habitat, which is 
incipient dune habitat, and salt marsh habitat, environmentally sensitive habitat or ESHA.”44  
 
 Second, as noted above, even degraded ESHA is protected under the Coastal Act. Bolsa 
Chica Land Trust v. Superior Court, 71 Cal.App.4th at 507-508. 
 
 As ESHA, the beach must be protected against any significant disruption of habitat 
values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those areas.” Coastal 
Act section 30240. As noted above by Dugan, the revetment has disturbed the habitat in this area 
by causing erosion that has resulted in beach / coastal strand habitat loss, and by cutting off 
connectivity between the beach and the coastal strand and southern foredune habitat at Goleta 
Beach.  
  
 Goleta Beach also supports a significant grunion run. New photographic evidence 
demonstrates that the western rock revetment, where exposed, is preventing grunion spawning 
because there is no beach at high tide. (See attached photographs.) Grunion cannot spawn on the 
revetment. Dr. Karen Martin of Pepperdine University agrees that rock revetments harm grunion 
and that management of Goleta Beach should involve managed retreat: 
 
                                                 
43 Dugan. 
44 Geraghty letter at p. 5; see also, Dugan (cited above). 
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“Goleta Beach is an important site for spawning runs of the California Grunion, 
Leuresthes tennis. This location is the northernmost location for significant runs 
in most years. Sandy beaches are critical habitat for this endemic, indigenous fish 
species, and the only habitat in which they are known to spawn. One of the 
consequences of armoring shorelines is increased erosion that ultimately leads to 
loss of the beach habitat, particularly the upper beach habitat that is dry during 
most tides. This is the part of the beach that California Grunion depend on for 
spawning. Any solution for the future of Goleta Beach should preserve the sandy 
beach habitat and allow for shoreline retreat in the coming years."45 

 
The Project is already causing significant biological impacts, including impacts to Goleta 

Beach’s significant grunion run, related to the beach narrowing in front of the exposed 
revetment. As a result, the Project violates Coastal Act sections 30231, 30230 and 30240.  
 

D. Visual and Aesthetic Resources 
 
 Coastal Act section 30251 mandates protection of scenic and visual qualities of coastal 
areas. This section also requires that development shall minimize the alteration of natural land 
forms, and must be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas. Again, the staff 
report finds the Project consistent based on the misstatement that the rock revetment is “largely 
buried.” (Staff report at 44.) 
 
 In fact, the western portion of the rock revetment is often exposed, causing an unsightly 
disruption to the otherwise scenic nature of the beach. As shown in the attached photographs, the 
revetment has altered the natural land forms of the beach. 
 
 In addition, the revetment is replete with rusty rebar and metal pipes sticking out of 
concrete blocks. (See photographs.) This poses a visual impact and a safety hazard.  Permitting 
rusty rebar, pipes and concrete on a beach is not in keeping with the spirit or letter of the Coastal 
Act. 
 
IV. Recommendation  
 
 Because the proposed Project will impact the beach and violate the Coastal Act, it must 
either be denied or further conditions must be imposed. Surfrider and EDC worked with the 
County for many years in the hopes of coming up with a project that everyone could support. 
Goleta Beach 2.0 offered promise but was not supported by the County in the end. In the spirit of 
compromise, Surfrider offers the following proposal that conforms to the Commission’s 
adaptive management approach while acknowledging that the western rock revetment is 
already exposed and causing impacts. 
 

 Remove the exposed section of rock revetment on the west end (150 feet); 
 

                                                 
45 Dr. Karen Martin email to Brian Trautwein, EDC, May 7, 2015. 
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 Relocate the parking spaces in this portion of Lot 7 pursuant to the County’s EIR 
Mitigation Measure REC- 5b, and slope the new shore line downward from the 
remainder of Parking Lot 7 towards the beach to avoid scouring; protect the new 
southwest facing edge of the remaining portion of Lot 7 with a compacted earth 
berm; 
 

 Protect the UCSB pump station with an approximately  25-foot long buried 
cobble berm; 

 
 Relocate the affected utility lines inland, and protect them with compacted earth 

berm in accordance with Goleta Beach 2.0; 
 

 Modify the proposed Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan as follows: 
 

 Modify 2C. to require weekly photo documentation by onsite County staff 
at fixed stations at 100-foot intervals; photographs should include entire 
length of rock revetment; 

 
 Modify 2D.1 to require action if 100 linear feet or more of rock revetment 

is exposed for 3 consecutive months, based on photo documentation 
required in Condition 2C; and 

 
 Modify 2F to require re-evaluation if the photographs required in 

Condition 2C depict  exposure or overtopping of the rock revetment for 
100 linear feet or more at least once in any month for 12 months in total.  

 
 These recommendations are feasible. Removal of the rock revetment and relocation of 
parking spaces and utilities were considered as part of the County’s Goleta Beach 2.0 Project, 
which has never been found by the County to be infeasible.46 The County has a CIAP grant with 
$900,000 remaining that can be used to implement this Project. In fact, the CIAP funds can only 
be used for a managed retreat project, as stated in the approved CIAP Project Narrative: 
 

The proposed project is the removal of 43,100 square feet (0.98 acres) of existing 
paved parking lots 6 and 7; establishment of a transportation and utility corridor 
outside the "coastal process zone;" relocation of existing utilities and a portion of the 
Coastal Bike Trail to the corridor; protection of the existing Goleta Sanitary District 
sewer ocean outfall vault; removal of existing rock revetment with expired permits at 
the western end of the park; all requiring approximately 3,690cy of cut and 3,670cy 
of fill; addition of new bike racks; and import and spreading of approximately 
1,850cy of sand to create a beach environment where the parking lots were 
removed.47 

                                                 
46 EIR at 2-13 to 2-22; March 18, 2014 Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Action Summary and Meeting Minutes. https://santabarbara.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx#current.  
47 State of California Coastal Impact Assistance Plan – Santa Barbara County CIAP Project 
Narrative, attached hereto. 
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If the funds are not used for this purpose, they will need to be returned.  
 
 These Project modifications would reduce impacts and provide consistency with the 
Coastal Act. 
 
Conclusion 
 
 Surfrider and EDC support the Commission’s adaptive management approach to address 
coastal erosion challenges at Goleta Beach. Because the west end of the beach has already been 
impacted by the existing unpermitted rock revetment, it is time to remove that portion of the 
revetment and begin the process of restoring the beach for recreational, biological, geological 
and aesthetic reasons. 

 
 We look forward to working with the Commission and the County to develop a solution 
that will protect all of Goleta Beach now and into the future. Thank you for your consideration of 
our comments and recommendations. 
 
      Sincerely, 

       
      Linda Krop 
      Chief Counsel 

       
      Brian Trautwein 
      Environmental Analyst 
 
cc: Surfrider Foundation 
 County of Santa Barbara 
  
Attachments: 
 
Photographs of exposed rocks 
 
Letter to Alex Tuttle, County of Santa Barbara, from A. Amber Geraghty, Coastal Program 
Analyst, August 30, 2013 
 
Memorandum to Coastal Commission from David Revell, PhD, May 8, 2015 
 
Letter to Steve Kinsey and Commissioners from Dr. Orrin Pilkey, May 5, 2015 
 
California Coastal Commission staff report regarding Surfer’s Point Project, November 16, 2006, 
pp. 1-23 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA -- NATURAL  RESOURCES  AGENCY  EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor 

CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  COMMISSION 
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA 

89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST.,  SUITE 200 

VENTURA,  CA  93001   

(805)  585-1800 
 

 
August 30, 2013 
 
Alex Tuttle 
County of Santa Barbara 
123 E. Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA  93101 
 
RE:  Draft Environmental Impact Report, Goleta Beach County Park Long-Term Protection 
Plan 
 
Dear Mr. Tuttle: 
 
Commission staff has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Goleta Beach 
County Park Managed Retreat Project 2.0 (“DEIR”), dated June 2013, and are providing the 
following comments for your consideration. The proposed Goleta Beach County Park 
Managed Retreat Project 2.0 (“proposed project”) includes the following project 
components, as described in the DEIR: removal of parking lots 6 and 7 (107 spaces) and 
restoration of the area to sandy beach, construction of a 40 ft. wide transportation and utility 
corridor with 500 ft. long earthen berm and relocated at-risk utilities (sewer line, water line, 
telephone conduit, reclaimed water line, and gas line) to the new utility corridor, relocation 
of an approximately 1,800 ft. long section of bike path to the utility corridor, construction of a 
geotextile dune (9 ft. high x 13 ft. wide) and buried cobble revetment (250 ft. long x 5. ft. 
high x 40 ft. wide) to protect the Goleta Sanitary District sewer outfall pipe and vault, 
removal of the approximately 1,200 ft. long unauthorized rock revetment, addition of bike 
parking, and potentially the relocation of the western restroom building outside of the 
coastal process zone. The DEIR also included three project alternatives: Natural Shoreline 
Management (Alt. 1), Temporary Revetment Retention and Pilot Coastal Protection Projects 
with Beach Nourishment (Alt. 2), and Westward Managed Retreat Program Alternative 
(2015-2050) (Alt. 3). Please consider our comments, below. 
  
Overarching Comments: 
 

1. Baseline for Analyzing Impacts. Any analysis submitted to the Coastal Commission 
in the future for permitting purposes must evaluate the impacts of the project and 
each alternative relative to the shoreline that would exist if the existing unauthorized 
rock revetment was not present. The baseline conditions cannot be the existing as-
built condition since it would not provide useful information regarding potential 
impacts. Given that the as-built approximately 1,200 ft. long revetment has not yet 
been authorized, the proposed project and all alternatives for management of 
erosion at Goleta Beach must be considered relative to the shoreline that would exist 
without this shoreline protection. 
 

2. Managed Retreat Implementation Plan. The DEIR discusses future development of a 
Managed Retreat Implementation Plan (“MRIP”) as part of proposed mitigation 
measures to address the potential damage to the Park that could occur following 
retreat (as described in mitigation measures on pgs. 4.1-19, 4.1-27, 4.4-56, 4.6-10, 
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4.7-12, 4.10-31, 4.12-11, 4.12-14) The DEIR states that the MRIP “shall be divided 
into two broad sets of actions: the first to address shoreline management at or near 
the Mean High Tide Line and emergency measures (e.g., debris cleanup, 
construction of a winter beach berm, sand bags, etc.)” and “the second shall address 
longer-term Park reconfiguration projects (e.g., restroom relocations, removal of 
Rangers’ residences).” The DEIR states that the draft MRIP shall be completed 
within 18 months of the land use clearance for the project and indicates that the draft 
MRIP shall be provided to the California Coastal Commission for review and 
comment (p.4.1-19). Instead of developing a MRIP as part of a future process, we 
strongly recommend that such a plan be prepared and analyzed in relation to the 
proposed project and project alternatives. Please note that the actions anticipated to 
be included the MRIP within the Commission’s retained jurisdiction constitute 
“development” as defined in the Coastal Act and will need to be included in the 
project as part of any CDP application submitted to the Coastal Commission.  
 

3. Description of on-going beach nourishment. The DEIR contains various discussions 
of a “Goleta Slough Maintenance and Beach Nourishment Program” and the 
activities of the Santa Barbara County Flood Control District’s “ongoing beach 
nourishment” at Goleta Beach. (p.4.4-28) Currently, there is no active Coastal 
Development Permit “CDP” from the Coastal Commission for deposition of material 
directly onto Goleta Beach to serve as beach nourishment. The Coastal 
Development Permit for the opportunistic beach replenishment program under 
BEACON project (CDP No. 4-02-074) expired in 2010, after a term of 5 years. 
Additionally, the most current Santa Barbara County Flood Control District CDP 
allows deposition of tested desilted material within the active surfzone and not 
directly onto the beach. Therefore, the baseline for discussions and analysis 
regarding on-going beach nourishment at Goleta Beach should be adjusted 
accordingly and any new proposed beach nourishment (as proposed in project 
alternatives) must be described in detail and analyzed independently for impacts.  

 
Proposed Project 
 

1. Buried Geotextile Dune and Cobble Berm: The DEIR describes the proposed 
geotextile dune structure as consisting of two layers of sand-filled geotextile bags 
approximately 9 f. high and 13 ft. wide at its base, with the first layer installed 
approximately 5 ft. below existing grade. The geotextile revetment would be fronted 
on the seaward side by a buried 250 ft. long cobble berm, up to 5 ft. high and 40 ft. 
in width at its toe. The entire structure would be buried with a newly constructed 
sand dune approximately 4.5 ft. above existing grade. (p. 2-14 and p.2-15) The 
purpose of this structure is to protect the Goleta Sanitary District sewer outfall 
pipeline and vault buried below the Park. The sewer outfall pipeline connects to the 
vault at a depth of 10 ft. below MLLW. (p.4.12-13) Please provide a rationale of why 
such a large protective device occupying a substantial area of sandy beach is 
necessary and provide an analysis of whether a smaller protective device for the 
sewer outfall and pipe is feasible. Has a geotextile core dune with a cobble berm 
been used in any other projects or is this technique wholly experimental? What 
options, besides cobble, are feasible to protect the geotextile revetment? Can the 
geotextile revetment be designed to function without added scour protection? 
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2. The geotextile revetment is only expected to be effective for about the next 15 years 
(until 2030).  Are there other 10 to 20 year options that could replace the geotextile 
revetment and cobble berm?  What alternative “soft” solutions are feasible? 
 

3. Various descriptions in the DEIR state that the cobble berm could be exposed and 
begin to erode within only a few successive storm seasons. (p.4.4-53) Further, the 
DEIR states that “modification or complete relocation would be necessary to 
preserve the functionality of the vault as a sewer maintenance point over the long-
term.” Thus, given the potentially short lifespan of such a device, please provide an 
analysis of the feasibility of relocating the sewer pipeline and maintenance vault to a 
landward location, either outside of the coastal process zone or to a location where it 
would be protected by the existing permitted seawall.   
 

4. Transportation and Utility Corridor. The utility corridor is proposed to be located 
partially within the Caltrans right-of-way. Is it feasible to locate the utilities either 
within the shoulder or under Highway 217 (entirely outside of the coastal process 
zone)? For the proposed utility corridor/bike path location, is any native vegetation 
proposed to be removed besides coyote brush scrub? Is any wetland or ESHA 
proposed to be impacted? Figure 2-2 seems to depict the area as “marshland.” 
Please describe the steps and project timing for obtaining approval from Caltrans to 
locate the utility corridor within the Caltrans easement.  
 

5. Restroom Relocation: Figure 2-2 of the DEIR depicts the potential restroom 
relocation site in “marshland.” Please evaluate relocating the restroom building to an 
already developed area and outside of all wetland areas.  

 
6. Cumulative Projects Scenario. Table 3-1 Pending and Approved Projects in the 

Project Vicinity notes that a “Goleta Slough Ecosystem Management Plan (GSEMP”) 
is in development. Please provide more information about the GSEMP and how such 
a plan may relate to any future shoreline management projects at Goleta Beach. 
 

7. The analysis for the proposed project notes that once the revetment is removed, 
there will be inland materials such as concrete and asphalt that will erode into the 
nearshore area.  These materials may be harmful to the marine environment, and as 
noted in the DEIR, they can also be safety hazards. To the extent possible, these 
materials should be replaced with non-hazardous materials prior to the removal of 
the revetment.  If not all harmful materials can be removed and replaced with more 
benign materials, there should also be a safety and cleanup plan developed to clear 
the beach and nearshore of all safety hazards following any erosive storm. 

 
8. Biological Resources 

 
a) The DEIR mentions that Goleta Beach is groomed to remove debris 

especially during the summer months (p.4.3-3). The DEIR also states that the 
beach is cleaned of trash and seaweed three times annually, after major 
winter storms, and if public complaints are received. (p.4.10-14). Please 
provide a more detailed description of any past and on-going beach grooming 
operations, including the removal of beach wrack (how is it removed, how 
much is removed, where is it removed from), or any other maintenance that 



CCC Comment Letter   
August 30, 2013    

 4 

occurs on the sandy beach at Goleta Beach. Please provide an analysis of 
how these activities may impact or have impacted beach ecology. 
 

b) The analysis of biological impacts in the DEIR should be based upon up-to-
date comprehensive biological surveys. For the purposes of reviewing CDP 
applications, we will require recent (completed within 1-2 years of application 
submittal) biological information. 

 
c) The DEIR does not provide an adequate analysis of the biological impacts of 

a cobble berm on to the existing beach ecology. Cobble is not part of the 
Goleta Beach environment at present, as noted in the Coastal Processes 
discussion. Once introduced into the system, cobble can be quite mobile 
(e.g., as experienced at the Ventura River mouth). We are concerned with the 
introduction of cobble to this area relative to its effects to the beach 
environment and the slough. Please provide an analysis of the impacts to 
cobble on the swash zone, upper beach, and coastal strand habitat. 
Additionally, what impacts would cobble have on the mouth of Goleta 
Slough? The inlet conditions at Goleta slough represent a dynamic balance 
between longshore sediment transport across the slough mouth and through 
the ebb tidal delta, flood and ebb tidal delta balance, tidal flow in and out of 
the slough, freshwater flows through the Slough and sediment carried into the 
slough from inland sources. The DEIR states that dispersal and loss of 
cobbles from the proposed cobble berm would occur from large storm waves 
and longshore currents would transport cobble downcoast (p.4.4-54) It is 
particularly important to for the DEIR to provide an analysis of the impacts 
from cobble to the mouth of the Goleta Slough for the proposed Project and 
alternatives relative to potential changes in the frequency that the slough 
mouth is in an open and/or closed condition. In addition, please address any 
potential impacts to slough closure and impacts on fish passage into the 
slough. 

 
d) The information presented on raptor and shorebird use of Goleta Beach Park 

in the DEIR does not appear to be based on recent surveys conducted at the 
site. Have surveys been conducted of the site in the past and/or in recent 
years? If so, what are the results of these surveys?  If not, up-to-date field 
surveys should be conducted to determine the use of the park by raptors and 
shorebirds for nesting and foraging. Normally we would require a minimum of 
one year of surveys for shorebirds. We would, therefore, recommend that the 
County start surveys from Campus Point to well east of the Goleta slough 
inlet as soon as possible and supplement any missing time periods with 
historical data and information as needed.   

 
e) Golbose dune beetles are listed as occurring within the coastal strand habitat 

found at Goleta Beach. However, the DEIR does not present any sampling 
data from this coastal strand community.Surveys for this and other 
invertebrates should be conducted in the coastal strand community at Goleta 
beach.   

 
f) A figure and table should be presented to show exactly what type, location, 

and acreage of habitats will be filled in with geotextile core dune/cobble berm 
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structures or other structures as a result of the proposed Project and project 
alternatives. Similarly, a figure and table should also be presented to show 
exactly what type, location, and acreage of habitats will be permanently 
changed as a result of future relocation of park facilities (parking, utilities, 
restrooms, etc.). 

 
g) Any project at Goleta Beach must take into consideration and ensure the 

continued use of the area by the following sensitive species: globose dune 
beetles that occupy coastal strand habitat and have been identified in this 
habitat at Goleta Beach; Belding’s Savannah Sparrows that live and nest in 
Goleta Slough and forage in the wrack at Goleta Beach (especially at the 
western portion of Goleta Beach); Western Snowy Plovers which have been 
identified near the slough mouth at the eastern end of Goleta Beach; red 
sand verbena,  a coastal strand/southern foredune species that has been 
found at Goleta Beach; and southern tarplant, which tends to do well in 
disturbed coastal habitats, has also been identified at Goleta Beach. 

 
h) The DEIR identifies coastal strand and salt marsh habitat as communities of 

special concern however the Coastal Commission considers coastal strand 
habitat, which is incipient dune habitat, and salt marsh habit, environmentally 
sensitive habitat or ESHA.   

 
9. Coastal Processes 

 
a) Baseline for Coastal Processes analysis. Impact CP-1 states that “Removal 

of existing rock revetment in the Park west of the Beachside Bar-Café would 
expose much of the Park to coastal processes, potentially resulting in 
shoreline retreat and damage to shoreline lawn, structures, and Park facilities 
from both wave run-up and coastal erosion. Impacts to Goleta Beach County 
Park from coastal processes would be significant (Class I).” The DEIR states 
that “the proposed Project would move away from the County’s historic 
approach of using coastal protection structures to protect the west end of the 
Park toward a managed retreat approach to allow shoreline fluctuation in 
response to natural processes.” The determination that a significant impact 
will occur due to the proposed Project is a result of using the incorrect 
baseline for analysis. While the management technique has been coastal 
armoring on an emergency/temporary basis, the baseline for analysis should 
be the site conditions that would exist but-for the unauthorized revetment. 
Please provide an analysis of impacts to coastal processes from the 
proposed Project and alternatives assuming the unpermitted revetment does 
not exist. This analysis is essential for future processing of a CDP application 
submitted to the Coastal Commission. 
 

b) Please explain what is meant by the limit of coastal process zone (100 year 
Storm Event Erosion Hazard Zones) on Figure 4.4.13.  Also explain how this 
relates to the Potential Wave Run-up under 100-year Storm Conditions 
(Figure 4.4.12) and why these are seeming discrepancies between the two. 
 

c) Goleta Beach has been identified as having significant seasonal oscillation.  
Following a 100-year storm event, there could be up to 100 feet of inland 
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erosion; however, much of this could recover due to beach oscillation.  
Please provide more quantitative information on the beach recovery timeline 
and likely long-term consequences to the beach and shoreline from a 
significant storm event. 

 
10. Public Access and Recreation 

 
a) Baseline for public recreation and access analysis. Impact REC-2 states that 

“Implementation of the Project would potentially result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts to recreation and coastal access due to a loss of 
developed shoreline park and coastal access facilities (Class I).” The DEIR 
states that “the proposed Project would include a shift from a coastal 
protection management approach at Goleta Beach Park to one that 
emphasizes managed retreat.” (p.4.10-27) The determination that a 
significant impact to recreation will occur due to the proposed project is a 
result of using the incorrect baseline for analysis, the “shift from coastal 
protection to managed retreat.” While the management technique has been 
coastal armoring on an emergency/temporary basis, the baseline for analysis 
should be the site conditions that would exist but-for the unauthorized 
revetment. Please provide an analysis of impacts to public access from the 
proposed project and alternatives assuming the unpermitted revetment does 
not exist. This analysis is essential for future processing of a CDP application 
for any future project submitted to the Coastal Commission.  
 

b) Removal of Parking Spaces. The project proposes to remove 107 parking 
spaces but does not identify alternative areas to relocate any of the lost 
parking spaces. The proposed Project and project alternatives should 
incorporate locations where these lost and/or additional spaces may be 
provided for elsewhere in the park. Additionally, the DEIR should include an 
analysis of reconfiguring existing parking spaces in the other lots to increase 
parking spaces. Some of the sites that can be incorporated in the project 
description are identified in the MM REC-5b, Parking Replacement Plan (pgs. 
4.10-40 through 4.10-41). Please provide a figure depicting these future 
potential alternative parking locations.  Further, how could parking for those 
people going to UCSB and not using Goleta Beach Park be restricted or 
enforced? Consider the options to convert the residential ranger area for use 
as parking. 
 

c) Please include up-to-date survey data of usage of the parking lots (number 
and percentage of parking spaces used at any given time) and the park 
(number of visitors per day) during peak and non-peak times. 

 
d) Section 30221 of the Coastal Act protects recreational uses of oceanfront 

land unless present and foreseeable future demand for public or commercial 
recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property are 
already adequately provided for in the area. How would relocation of 
restrooms and other facilities threatened by erosion landward (without 
shoreline protection) and some reduction in lawn area affect beach access 
and usage of the park?  Additionally, please provide an analysis of the future 
projected need for parking and recreational use. Do any nearby facilities have 
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the capacity to mitigate any loss in parking or recreation facilities at Goleta 
Beach without the threat of overcrowding? The EIR should also provide an 
analysis for implementation of an offsite parking and shuttle system and/or 
alternative transportation options (bus, etc.) to mitigate the identified potential 
long term impacts to parking at Goleta Beach. This analysis should not be put 
off for the future as part of a MRIP.  

 
e) Policy 7-12 of the County’s LUP states, in part, that “[t]he County should 

[also] pursue an agreement with UCSB to use campus parking lots to 
accommodate the overflow from Goleta Beach Park during peak-use 
periods.” (p.4.10-20). Please explain what steps have been taken to date or 
what steps the County plans to take to work with UCSB to accommodate 
public parking as mitigation for any future lost parking spaces at Goleta 
Beach. 

 
f) The DEIR states that, while replacement of developed shoreline park facilities 

with expanded beach, intertidal, or open water areas would support different 
recreational values such as swimming, fishing, kayaking etc., such offshore 
recreation already occurs at Goleta Beach and is not in limited supply in the 
Project vicinity. Further, the DEIR emphasizes that “developed coastal park 
facilities in the Goleta Valley are in limited supply.” (p.4.10-31) Therefore, the 
DEIR concludes that that loss of developed park facilities would substantially 
reduce the recreational value of Goleta Beach Park. Commission staff 
emphasize that the recreational value of sandy beach is also extremely 
important at Goleta Beach. The DEIR should give equal weight to use of the 
sandy beach itself, including vertical access to and lateral access along the 
beach. Sections 30210-30214 of the Coastal Act protect public access to the 
sea, including, but not limited to, the “use of dry sand and rocky coastal 
beaches,” while still protecting natural resources in the area and preventing 
overcrowding. Additionally, Sections 30220-30224 and 30255 protect 
recreational and commercial uses of the coast when these uses cannot 
readily be provided at inland areas. Grass parks are an amenity that can 
readily be provided for at any number of inland locations in the vicinity of 
Goleta Beach. Sandy beaches, however, provide important recreational 
opportunities that, while different than those provided by a grass park, are 
important coastal resources and cannot be provided for at inland locations. 
Grass parks, while valued, are also not essential for the public to recreate on 
and access Goleta Beach. 

 
g) For the proposed project, the DEIR does not include an analysis of the 

impacts of the proposed geotextile dune and cobble berm on public access to 
and along the beach. What are the potential impacts to public access and 
recreation on the sandy beach if the cobble berm and/or geotextile dune 
becomes exposed and begins to erode away? How would routine 
maintenance of a cobble berm impact public access?  

 
Alternative 1 – Natural Shoreline Management 
 

1. Alternative 1 proposes to install a cobble berm and geotextile core dune system 
along 2,050 ft. west of the restaurant to the headland at the west end of Goleta 
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Beach. Please see our comments, above, requesting additional information and 
analysis regarding the geotextile core dune and cobble berm and potential 
impacts related to biological resources, coastal processes, and recreation and 
public access.  
 

2. This alternative proposes to initially install 12,000 cubic yards of cobble and 
anticipates the need to maintain this amount of cobble over time. The DEIR for 
this alternative only provides a conclusory statement that changes resulting from 
cobble “would not be anticipated to result in adverse effects to biological 
resource as such cobbles are already present in the overall system.” (p.7-27) 
What are the potential impacts of a change from a sandy beach to a cobble 
beach as the cobble erodes? Cobble is not part of the Goleta Beach environment 
at present, as noted in the Coastal Processes discussion in this DEIR. But, once 
introduced into the system, cobble can be quite mobile (e.g., as experienced at 
the Ventura River mouth). We are concerned with the introduction of cobbles to 
this beach ecosystem. If a cobble berm remains part of the proposed project or 
any of the alternatives, please analyze mobility, impacts to Goleta Slough, its 
ecology, impacts to slough closure and impacts on fish passage into the slough. 
 

3. The DEIR does not describe what routine maintenance actions would need to 
occur to keep the geotextile core dune and cobble berm in place after erosional 
events. The DEIR states that if the dune and berm is subject to wave attack and 
damage over two successive seasons, the County would cease maintenance of 
the structure and seek alternative methods for protection of the Park. (p.7-24) 
Please describe what actions the County would need to take for maintenance of 
the berm and dune over time. How and at what point would the County determine 
whether the dune and cobble berm becomes damaged beyond repair? What 
would removal of the dune and berm entail? 
 

4. This alternative proposes to install a 20 ft. long Reflected Wave Energy 
Dissipator (RWED) inside the eastern cove of the headland at the west end of 
Goleta Beach. This structure would be constructed from boulders from the 
unauthorized revetment and stacked against the bluff. How is RWED any 
different than a rock revetment? What biological impacts would these rocks have 
on the sensitive species in this area of Goleta Beach? 

 
5. For the proposed beach nourishment, please provide a detailed strategy for 

minimizing, to the greatest extent possible, all adverse impacts to the 
kelp/eelgrass/surfgrass, rocky reef, shallow soft bottom subtidal, sandy beach 
(upper, mid, lower zones – epifauna and infauna for each zone including 
shorebirds), wrack, rocky intertidal, coastal strand habitats in the Goleta Beach 
area from all activities associated with sand replenishment. The strategy should 
include ecological considerations of timing, sensitive resource avoidance, sand 
deposition location, and enhanced habitat recovery, at a minimum. In addition, 
any plans for sand replenishment must identify the sand source location, provide 
evidence of the suitability of the sand for placement on Goleta Beach from the 
sand source location, characterize the biology of the sand source location, and 
provide evidence that the sand source location is the least environmentally 
damaging location for acquiring sand for replenishment at Goleta Beach. 
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Greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed beach nourishment program (e.g., 
number of truck trips) under this alternative should also be analyzed.  

 
6. Please provide a table or figure showing the type and amount of habitat that may 

be potentially impacted from this alternative.  
 
7. The DEIR should discuss potential mitigation due to loss of sandy beach from the 

Alternative 1 revetment.  
 
Alternative 2 – Temporary Revetment Retention and Pilot Coastal Protection Projects 
with Beach Nourishment 
 

1. Alternative 2 erroneously states that the use of hard surfaces for protection of the 
existing shoreline has not been included in this alternative.(p.7-34) However, this 
alternative proposes to retain the existing unpermitted rock revetment, which is a 
hard surface.   

 
2. Please clarify whether this alternative proposes a 1,000 ft. long buried cobble 

berm and geotextile core dune system (p. ES-6) or a 250 ft. long cobble berm 
and geotextile core dune system (p.7-34)?  

 
3. Please see the comments above regarding our request for additional information 

and analysis of a geotextile core dune and cobble berm. 
 
4. Please provide information regarding the parameters of the proposed controlled 

pilot study for each of the beach protection measures proposed, including 
success criteria and monitoring, as well as provisions for removing the proposed 
experimental measures if unsuccessful. 

 
5. Please describe what type of maintenance would be necessary for each of the 

experimental measures.  
 
6. How will the results after 10 years of use of the experimental shoreline protective 

methods (buried cobble berm and geotextile core dunes, Pressure Equalizing 
Modules, and vegetative revetment) be analyzed to determine which 
experimental measure were successful or unsuccessful?  

 
7. This section includes a discussion regarding ongoing beach nourishment 

projects. Please see the overarching comments above regarding the baseline for 
beach nourishment.  

 
8. For the proposed beach nourishment, please provide a detailed strategy for 

minimizing, to the greatest extent possible, all adverse impacts to the 
kelp/eelgrass/surfgrass, rocky reef, shallow soft bottom subtidal, sandy beach 
(upper, mid, lower zones – epifauna and infauna for each zone including 
shorebirds), wrack, rocky intertidal, coastal strand habitats in the Goleta Beach 
area from all activities associated with sand replenishment. The strategy should 
include ecological considerations of timing, sensitive resource avoidance, sand 
deposition location, and enhanced habitat recovery, at a minimum.  In addition, 
any plans for sand replenishment must identify the sand source location, provide 
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evidence of the suitability of the sand for placement on Goleta Beach from the 
sand source location, characterize the biology of the sand source location, and 
provide evidence that the sand source location is the least environmentally 
damaging location for acquiring sand for replenishment at Goleta Beach. 
Greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed beach nourishment program (e.g., 
number of truck trips) under this alternative should also be analyzed. 

 
9. Please provide a table or figure showing the type and amount of habitat that may 

be potentially impacted from this alternative. 
 
10. Alternative 2 includes a number of project components, including installation of 

experimental shoreline protection methods, including buried cobble berm and 
geotextile core dunes, Pressure Equalizing Modules (PEMs) and a vegetative 
revetment. What is the proposed sequence of construction / installation of the 
components in this alternative? Are there any important timing triggers that will 
initiate certain components? 

 
Alternative 3 – Westward Managed Retreat Program Alternative (2015-2050) 
 

1. The DEIR has identified Alternative 3 as the environmentally superior alternative. 
However, Commission staff advises against retaining the existing unauthorized 
rock revetment and strongly recommends that the County pursue alternatives 
other than hard armoring of the coast. Commission staff recommends against 
retaining the unauthorized rock revetment for a “temporary” or extended length of 
time. The unauthorized rock revetment should be promptly removed. Then, as 
necessary, managed retreat measures may be implemented (see requested 
alternatives analysis, below). 

 
2. Biological Resources. The DEIR should be revised to accurately identify potential 

biological impacts associated with the proposed revetment under Alternative 3. 
Alternative 3 proposes to retain in place the 1,200 ft. long existing unpermitted 
revetment for up to 20 years, or though the next major winter storm season when 
they come exposed. (p. 7-53). Then, when required, construct a buried revetment 
that would total approximately 2,300 linear feet along the seaward edge of the 
coastal process zone (historic back beach) from the existing restaurant to the 
western edge of the Park. (p.7-53) Alternative 3 also proposes a new 250 ft. rock 
revetment to protect the GSD pipeline and vault. (p.7-53) The new buried 
revetment would be located approximately 4 ft. to 43 ft. landward of the existing 
revetment location. (Figure 7-4) The DEIR states that, “if the positive PDO and 
associated severe El Nino storms extend over multiple seasons and combine 
with future sea level rise to cause continuing erosion, revetment exposure could 
be more extensive.” (p.7-57). Further, according to the DEIR, “prolonged 
exposure of the revetment would potentially contribute to or accelerate 
conversion of sandy beach to intertidal beach or open water through passive 
erosion.” (p.7-65). However, the discussions of biological impacts from an 
exposed revetment in Alternative 3 are not analyzed in the DEIR. The DEIR 
concludes that “during erosional periods and over the long term, gradual 
widening of the beach associated with the erosion of the developed parkland and 
the relocation of the revetment would incrementally increase beach habitat at 
Goleta Beach County Park, similar to that described for the proposed Project.” 
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(p.7-60) Please provide supporting information for that conclusion or revise the 
DEIR to provide a thorough description of potential biological impacts from the 
proposed revetment in Alternative 3.  

 
3. Coastal Processes. This Section does not provide an analysis as to what the 

potential impacts would be from the new proposed 2,300 ft. long revetment on 
beach narrowing or downcoast transport over time or from retention of the 
unauthorized as-built revetment for a period of time up to 20 years.  Please 
provide an analysis of how the new 2,300 ft. long revetment and the as-built 
revetment that would be retained for up to 20 years may impact coastal 
processes given different potential climatic conditions. Although the DEIR states 
that “the location of the revetment along the historic back beach…limits the 
potential duration and degree of future exposure,” the very next discussion in the 
DEIR describes the vulnerability of that area to erosion. (p.7-72 to p.7-73) 
Furthermore, the DEIR explains that such “armoring could periodically inhibit 
vertical and lateral beach access during periods of revetment exposure, limit 
sand storage capacity along the beach by fixing the shoreline, and incrementally 
contribute to sediment loss within the Santa Barbara Littoral Cell.” (p.7-13)  
Please provide an analysis for prompt removal of the as-built revetment as part 
of this alternative and an analysis for the need of the proposed “backstop” 
protection” including the reconstruction of a new revetment or other shoreline 
protection device in a further landward location. This analysis should evaluate 
whether such a backstop should be constructed at the time the existing 
revetment is removed or at some point in the future. 

 
4. Recreation. This Section does not differentiate between the recreational impacts 

from the future exposure of the rock revetment itself (i.e., crossing over rock to 
access the beach) versus the potential future impacts from loss of beach sand 
due to an exposed revetment fixing the shoreline. Please include an analysis to 
explain these potential impacts.   

 
5. The DEIR should discuss potential mitigation due to loss of sandy beach from the 

Alternative 3 revetment.  
 
6. Please provide a table and figure showing the type and amount of habitat that 

may be potentially impacted from this alternative.  
 
Additional Alternative: 
 
All of the proposed alternatives in the DEIR replace the unpermitted revetment with some 
alternative armoring. The identified cycle of erosion and recover at Goleta Beach strongly 
suggests support for relocation of the utilities to a safer inland location, combined with an 
adaptive retreat or managed retreat for the coming decades. In order to balance the need to 
protect both the upland area and the sandy beach area of the park in a manner consistent 
with the policies and provisions of both the County’s certified Local Coastal Program and 
the Coastal Act, we request that the County evaluate the following alternative: 
 

Adaptive Management/Phased Approach: Please evaluate an alternative for an 
adaptive managed retreat approach to: (1) immediately remove the existing 
unpermitted rock, (2) relocate the utilities to the utility corridor or the highway 
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MEMORANDUM 

Date:	May	8,	2015	

To:	Coastal	Commission	

From:	David	Revell,	PhD	

Subject:	Goleta	Beach	Application	4‐14‐0687	
 
Introduction 
Goleta Beach County Park is a valuable asset to the County of Santa Barbara, and the surrounding cities 
of Goleta and Santa Barbara. The saga of erosion at Goleta Beach goes back over decades. During the 
current erosion saga,  I have been involved as a researcher and as a consultant. I have a PhD from 
University of California, Santa Cruz with my research focused on the beaches of Santa Barbara and 
Ventura Counties with particular emphasis on Goleta Beach, and I have published 5 peer reviewed 
publications and at least a dozen technical reports relevant to the coastal processes along this stretch of 
coast. In addition, I am someone who spends much of my free time observing the coast and wishes to 
see my son be able to enjoy the variety of natural resources and facilities that make Goleta Beach so 
unique.  
 
In 2003, while working on my dissertation on the climate, storm induced and human impacts to beaches 
of Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties, the Goleta Beach stakeholder process began, and through my 
advisor, Dr. Gary Griggs, I was invited to participate. I have been actively involved as a scientist from 
early in these processs and have actively participated through the initial stakeholder process, Goleta 
Beach 1.0, Goleta Beach 2.0, and now this version of Goleta Beach County Park Project.  During that 
time I have collected field data, walked the site, set up a video camera on the pier to monitor the beach 
and wave conditions, modeled storm events, and continue to do modeling and coastal process work 
along this Santa Barbara County coastline. During the initial stakeholder process, several questions arose 
in the myriad of discussions that shaped portions of my dissertation.  
 
These questions are still relevant to informing this discussion/decision and include: 

 What are the long term impacts of human alterations to the shoreline at Goleta Beach,  

 What is the impact of a large El Niño event at Goleta Beach? 
 
My research was conducted largely to provide sound science in support of the complex decision‐making 
process. It is clear that Goleta Beach County Park has been altered extensively by human alterations.  
I will note that none of the peer reviewed publications that came from this work are referenced in this 
Coastal Commission Staff report although it is clear that some of the work has been read or just copied 
directly from other documents that have been generated over the last decade.  Given this apparent 
oversight and to avoid anyone misinterpretting my research, I think it is important to briefly summarize 
the key findings of my research. 
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1. Goleta Beach has historically fluctuated and has experienced a state of dynamic equilibrium with 

the most landward extent of erosion being the 1943 back beach. 
2. The fluctuations in the beach width at Goleta Beach has been related to occasional pulses of 

sand from upcoast sources as well as the Pacific Decadal Fluctuation which controls the 
direction of wave energy entering the Santa Barbara Channel. 

3. Historic El Niño events have impacted Goleta Beach by reducing beach widths by 50%, sand 
volumes by 60% and require at least 5 years to recover. Major erosion events are not always 
associated with El Niño events (e.g. March 1, 2014). 

4. Existing shore protection structures on Goleta Beach have significantly narrowed beach widths 
(Revell and Griggs 2006). This beach narrowing results from both placement loss and passive 
erosion and has been shown to be statistically significant at central and eastern Goleta Beach 
where the revetments frequently interact with the wave uprush/swash.  

5. Infilling  of  Goleta  Slough  and  the  consequent  reduction  in  the  ebb  delta  has  reduced  the 

stability of Goleta Beach and possibly increased the rates of longshore transport. 
 

The intent of my engagement in the Goleta Beach issue has been to interject these scientific findings to 
inform the stakeholder processes and decision making. My hope has been that this would lead to 
decisions that gave room to balance and maintain the variety of uses at Goleta Beach for future 
generations. I have worked with and for everyone within 5 miles of Goleta Beach, County of Santa 
Barbara, City of Goleta, City of Santa Barbara, Surfrider Foundation, and UCSB.  
 
My recommendations based on my research have typically encouraged gradually realigning the County 
Park to make room for Goleta Beach to evolve naturally in this dynamic coastal zone far into the future. I 
firmly believe that there are better alternatives that strike a balance between improved County Park 
amentities and a sandy beach than the proposed unengineered pile of rocks. I think that aspects of the 
alternatives in Goleta Beach 2.0 were on the right track.  
 
As I result of my long involvement, I felt obligated to provide public comment on this staff report to 
represent the science and future generations. To that note, I will make some comments on some of the 
statements made in the existing staff report that I feel are not entirely correct. 
 
Assumption that the rock revetment is typically buried 
Much of the findings in the staff report seem based on the statement that the west end revetment is 
largely covered by sand for much or all of the year; this statement is incorrect. Sand on the dry sand 
beach changes seasonally with low sand levels typically experienced in April and May and a maximum 
sand levels in the late fall before the first large west northwest swells arrive. Sand on the dry sand beach 
also changes based on upcoast sand supply which largely travels in pulses (called erosion or accretion 
waves). After reviewing a readily available photo record (from California Coastal Records project, 
personal photos, photos in the EIRs, site visits, etc), I count that 13 of the last 17 years those west end 
rocks were exposed during the widest and highest sand levels found in the fall.  
 
Starting with the 1998 emergency revetment, the west end rocks were exposed nearly continuously 
until at least 2006, then partially exposed during the majority of the years through 2010. Between 2011 
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and 2013 the rocks were covered most of the time, but the March 1, 2014 event exposed the rocks and 
portions of the rocks have been exposed since then. So since 1998, the rocks have been partially 
exposed for 13 of the last 17 years despite large scale nourishment, periodic opportunistic nourishments 
and other maintenance efforts. When the rocks are exposed there is a negative feedback loop in which 
the reflected wave energy from the exposed rock inhibit sand deposition on the beach and thus narrow 
the beach and reduce rates of natural beach recovery. These are very active interactions between the 
coastal process and the west end when the structure is exposed and this has happened more than ~75% 
since the 1997‐98 El Niño.  These interactions negatively affect beach access from the UCSB student 
parking lot at the west end, lateral access along the beach and the beach ecology that depends on a 
beach upon which kelp and other algae can be deposited. If Exhibit 5 included a photo from this week 
we would see that currently the revetment is exposed and actively reflecting wave energy contributing 
to beach narrowing and scour. 
 
While it is true that during a relatively recent time period, the rocks were usually covered (~2012 to 
2014), there were substantive nourishment sand volumes and opportunistic placement of sand from the 
Goleta Slough onto the beach and relatively small wave conditions. During these times the revetment 
was not actively affecting the beach profile with any regularity but there is a long term maintenance 
cost to keeping those rocks covered. These ongoing costs are not associated with other alternatives that 
are likely more cost effective over the long term.  
 
If we take a long view in the rear view mirror, one can easily see that the existing revetment is 
positioned well seaward of the “coastal process zone” mapped during my dissertation research as the 
back of the beach observed during the most landward extent of erosion in 1943 using rectified historic 
aerial imagery (Revell 2007). 
 
If we take a long view into the future, the inevitablity of sea level rise projected to be up to ~5.5 feet by 
2100 (NRC 2012) or 19 inches by 2050 (Exhibit 9) it is clear that during a large wave event, the frequency 
and duration that these rocks are exposed will only increase over the long term.  
 
Revetment “required” to protect public beaches in danger from erosion” 
Section 30235 in the Coastal Act provides a lot of confusion particularly when one considers that the 
proposed unengineered revetment is “required …. to protect public beaches in danger from erosion”. 
This is problematic because as a whole revetments and seawalls (shore parallel structures that fix the 
backbeach) result in a loss of public beach upon construction based solely on the footprint of the 
structure (placement loss). For this emergency west end revetment this covers 0.49 acres of sandy 
beach. As large erosive wave events impact the unengineered structure, the structure will start to fail 
and the rocks will occupy an even larger portion of the beach.  
 
Regardless of engineering, with sea level rise, the fixing of the back of the beach will lead to long term 
loss of beach fronting the structure (passive erosion). This may already be occurring as evidenced by the 
narrow beach currently fronting the revetment this past week. One only has to look at the other 
revetments along Goleta Beach to see the significant long term narrowing of the beach in front of the 
other structures (Revell and Griggs 2006). 
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Back to engineering, I firmly believe that there are other viable alternatives than revetments that could 
be used to reduce storm induced erosion. Many of them were laid out in the Goleta 2.0 EIR and 
summarized on page 25 of the staff report. As one who has spent over a decade studying Goleta Beach 
and considering viable alternatives, I think that the natural shoreline management alternative or the 
managed retreat program offer long term cost effective solutions. Surfer’s Point in Ventura which was 
unanimously approved by the coastal commission stands as a prime nearby example of a managed 
retreat project that geo‐mimics the natural setting at a river mouth.  
 
Beach and Revetment Monitoring  
Given the complexities of the coastal processes at Goleta Beach, I recommend some additional 
requirements to the Monitoring and Adaptative Management Plan.  
 
First, given that Goleta Beach is part of a larger system, I think that the monitoring should include some 
adjacent upcoast and downcoast measurements by including two additional full length semi‐annual 
beach profiles (out to at least 25 feet water depth) (GB‐06 and GB‐05 in Exhibit 6).  A photo point at the 
Anacapa Stairs /UCSB beach access staircase looking toward Goleta Beach is another good location. 
Finally an additional full length profiles on the opposite side of the wastewater outfall pipe and ballast 
rock from GB‐03, would improve some remaining questions about sand supply at Goleta Beach.  
 
Second, the collection of subaerial (beach) topographic data immediately in front of the revetment is 
advised to occur more frequently (perhaps quarterly). This could provide much more information on the 
effects of this structure and the oscillations of shoreline position (mean high water, mean sea level). 
 
Third, currently the monitoring requires a professional engineer, there are other qualified and 
interested parties that may be able to conduct this type of work at a much more cost effective means 
(e.g. USGS, UCSB researchers). I know that the USGS has continued topographic monitoring work I 
started with them in 2005.  This additional monitoring would benefit from having each of these beach 
profiles monumented so that geodetic control is readily accessible at the site.  I recommend establishing 
such a control network as part of this monitoring program.  
 
Fourth, as far as this being an “Adaptive Management Plan” I think that some experimental approaches 
should be tested, (e.g. PEMs) and such testing could be implemented more easily if the Coastal 
Commission and the County designated an area along Goleta Beach as experimental, established some 
types of experimental approaches that could be allowed and streamlined a “research permit” to 
encourage nearby researchers to learn more about possible tools for managing coastal erosion. Results 
could inform the future evaluation of alternative strategies when this issue raises its head again as it has 
for the past decades of beach oscillations. 
 
Fifth, public access and visitation monitoring, the repetitive use of the 1.5 million visitors a year to 
Goleta Beach is incorrect. King and McGregor have highlighted the overcounting of visitation at Goleta 
Beach that relies heavily on traffic trips1. To fully evaluate the long term viablility of erosion mitigation 
strategies, it is important to know both the actual maintenance and construction costs as well as more 

                                                            
1 King and McGregor 2012. Who’s counting: An analysis of beach attendance estimates and methodologies in 
southern California. Ocean and Coastal management 58:17‐25 
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about the uses and visitation at the park. The current car trip method is insufficient and is highly biased 
due to the frequent use by UCSB students. I recommend that some survey work, lifeguard counts be a 
focus of this monitoring program as well, there are several great examples of a citizen docent program 
at Coal Oil Point, perhaps Goleta should develop one as well.  
 
Finally, the triggers for re‐evaluation of the approved revetment seems to read rather generically, much 
work and thought has gone into identifying alternatives, and while conditions on the ground change, 
this 15 year process has taken a lot of resources and energy from many interested parties. It seems that 
there should be some carrots to encourage a managed retreat longer term approach, or some sticks that 
will develop funding streams to actually implement a different course of action. Perhaps a bond should 
be developed to maintain and/or remove the structure over the next 20 years so that when the day 
comes when the thresholds are triggered there is funding to move forward quickly and data to support 
making a longer term decision. 
 
Some closing thoughts 
I remain dedicated to research along Goleta Beach and I hope to continue to work on furthering the 
science to evolve and progress our understanding of the causes of erosion and accretion waves. My 
hope is to improve our capacity to predict the oscillations so we can moderate some of the impacts. I am 
happy to answer any specific questions that may arise during this current process or in the coming years 
ahead as the impact of this revetment on the beach become indisputable. 
 
I enjoy watching my son at the beach, frolicking in the surf and playing in the sand.  Another innocent, 
idealistic aspiring coastal engineer like all of us who have built sand castles on the beach then built and 
fortified walls to try and hold back the ocean only to cry out when the waves claim our castle. Most of us 
have learned a valuable lesson in those formative sand castle building years. When we rebuild the 
castle, we should move it back just enough to avoid the waves. 
 
           
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
David L. Revell, PhD 
President and Chief Scientist 
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Steve Kinsey, Chair 
California Coastal Commission  
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 
 

RE: Comments on Goleta Beach Project Coastal Development Permit 

 

 
Dear Chair Kinsey and Commissioners, 
 
 Thank you for considering the following comments regarding the Goleta Beach 
Project. I submit these comments in order to help the California Coastal Commission 
develop a balanced solution to the Goleta Beach issue.   The Commission staff 
recommends a 20-year permit authorizing retention of the rock revetments on the west 
side of Goleta Beach County Park in Santa Barbara County. Retaining the rock 
revetments will lead to erosion of the beach adversely affecting coastal processes, beach 
recreation and sand supply.  The Commission should help the County pursue a solution 
that avoids such impacts and that protects Goleta Beach – including the sandy beach - as 
an important and irreplaceable community resource.   

 My background enables me to comment on the Project as an expert in the field of 
coastal processes. My qualifications to comment on this Project include the following: 

 PhD Geology, Florida State University, 1962 
 MS Geology, University of Montana, 1959 
 BS Geology, Washington State College, 1957  

My experience lies in basic and applied coastal geology. In addition, I founded and am 
now the director Emeritus of the Program for the Study of Developed Shorelines at Duke 
University. My vita is attached for your information. 

mailto:opilkey@duke.edu
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I have not visited the beach park in question for at least a decade. My long 
experience has taught me that all beaches in the world are unique in terms of a 
combination of parameters including wave climate, atmospheric climate, sand supply, 
offshore bars, width and sediment cover of the adjacent continental shelf, sediment type, 
beach orientation, coastal type, sea level rise rate and of course the impact of humans. 
However in this brief document I address some beach issues that are common to all 
beaches.    

 
As noted in the EIR, sea level rise is expected to be of the order of 3 feet by the 

year 2100 due to a combination of ice sheet melting and thermal expansion of the ocean. 
This will have such a huge impact of low lying areas such as the Goleta Beach Park that 
the rising sea should be a paramount, overriding factor in any aspect of planning for the 
park. For this reason the County’s assertion that the impacts of the revetments are not 
significant is of particular concern to me. The general trend is crystal clear and it makes 
no sense to ignore the impacts.  

 
 The impacts of the revetments or any shoreline revetment will increase over time 
in just about all regards. Sea level rise rates are increasing and the level of the sea will be 
higher in coming years which in itself will be responsible an increase in erosion rates at 
Goleta Beach. In effect, the equilibrium shoreline position will be further inland as a 
result of sea level rise and erosion rates will increase as the shoreline attempts to readjust 
to the new conditions. Storm surges will likely increase in intensity as the seas warm. 
Even if storm intensity doesn't increase, flooding will increase because of a higher base 
elevation of the sea. It is a certainty that in the future, both active and passive erosion 
rates will pick up in front of engineering structures such as the Goleta Beach revetments.  
 
  To retain the rock revetments in light of a rising ocean is irresponsible in my 
view. It means that the response in an attempt to save the park a couple decades from 
now will be on a crisis basis on a schedule determined by big events (storms). Everything 
will be on an emergency basis including funding and the time available for planning will 
be nonexistent. Recognition of the probability of increased sea levels and storm 
intensities will mean the County will be at least partly prepared. It's a matter of tactical 
disarray versus strategic preparation, planned for and primed well in advance. 
 
  
 
 Apparently the County and Commission staff play down the beach narrowing 
process (passive erosion) in front of the revetments in part because the natural processes 
involved are speculative. It’s a mentality that suggests that if you cannot figure it out with 
certainty, hide your head in the sand. That is, who knows when the next storm will arrive, 
from what direction it will come, where it will strike, how long it will last, what will the 
storm’s intensity be and with what frequency will future storms arrive. 
  
 Of course no one knows rates of beach narrowing for certain but as coastal 
engineer Michael Walther of Coastal Tech has pointed out in his comments on the 
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County’s EIR, the extent of narrowing on a decadal time frame is more or less predictable 
based on current erosion rates along this coastal reach with an adjustment for sea level 
rise. This will be a ballpark estimate but nonetheless useful for planning and better than 
one’s head in the sand.  
 
 There is no such thing as an accurate forecast of the impact of beach processes on 
a given beach. (There is no such thing as an accurate forecast of any earth surface 
process). But often an idea of the future can be gained by looking at neighboring beach 
projects with more than of decade lifespan.  
  

Strong impacts on adjacent beaches are a near certainty. As the beaches narrow 
due to passive erosion in front of a revetment the surface from which sand is stirred up by 
the surf and then transported becomes narrower and the amount of sand transported 
laterally becomes proportionately smaller. Eventually as the revetment protrudes out onto 
the original beach, it has a groin effect, trapping sand, causing both beach narrowing and 
further reducing lateral sand transport, starving the downdrift beaches. 

 
Dr. David Revell (Revell Coastal, Inc.) and Gary Griggs (2006) have already 

documented narrowing on Goleta Beach as a result of other revetments placed on the 
beach in prior years.  The rock revetments at the west end of Goleta Beach are exposed 
frequently at all times of the year, as can be seen in photos and google earth images.  
Given this, it is clear that the revetments are already harming Goleta Beach. Retaining the 
revetments for a period of 20 years or longer will further exacerbate these impacts 
including erosion, narrowing and submergence of the beach. 

 
 Fundamentally use of hard structures at Goleta Beach should be viewed as a 
means to protect buildings and park areas behind the structures at the price of loss of the 

beach.  Your Commission should seek to protect coastal-dependent beach uses and 
balance resource protection at Goleta Beach by requiring removal of the damaging rock 
revetments and relocation of threatened infrastructure (sewer line, parking spaces and 
bike path) to other locations within the park.  Such relocation has been studied in the 
County’s EIR, has been priced, and is a feasible alternative which would protect the park 
facilities, protect the beach from erosion caused by the revetments, and would balance 
coastal resources including coastal access, recreation and the sandy beach. 
 
 Thank you for your attention to these comments. 
 
 
  Sincerely, 
 
  Orrin Pilkey, PhD 
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VITA 

 
Orrin H. Pilkey 

 
James B. Duke Professor Emeritus of Earth Sciences 

Duke University 
 

Personal:  
Born, New York City, September 19, 1934; raised in Richland, 
Washington; married, 5 children 
 
Address:  
Home: 3303 Highway 70 E 
Hillsborough, NC 27278 
(919) 732-3384 
 
Office: Nicholas School of the Environment 
Division of Earth and Ocean Sciences 
Duke University, Box 90228 
Durham, NC 27708-0228 
(919) 684-4238 
Fax: (919) 684-5833 
 
Email:  
opilkey@duke.edu 
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Education:  
 

 B.S., Geology, Washington State University (1957) 
 M.S., Geology, Montana State University (1959) 
 Ph.D., Geology, Florida State University (1962) 

 
Memberships:  
 
1) Geological Society of America 
2) Society of Economic Paleontologists and Mineralogists (SEPM) 
3) Society for Sedimentary Geology 
4) International Association of Sedimentologists 
5) American Geophysical Union 
6) Sigma Xi 
7) Explorers Club 
 
 
Experience:  
 
1) Summers 1953-1955, U.S. Forest Service, Missoula, Montana, smokejumper; 
 
2) Summer 1956, General Electric Company, Richland, Washington, ground water 
geological assistant; 
 
3) 1957-1965, U.S. Army; 6 months active, 8 years reserve – final rank: Captain; 
 
4) Summer 1961, Huber Clay Company, geologic field assistant; 
 
5) 1962-1965, University of Georgia, research associate and assistant professor, Marine 
Lab, Sapelo Island, Georgia; 
 
6) 1965-1967, Assistant Professor of Geology, Duke University; 
 
7) 1967-1975, Associate Professor of Geology, Duke University; 
 
8) 1965-1970 Director of Graduate Studies, Geology Department, Duke University; 
 
9) 1972-1973, Visiting Professor, University of Puerto Rico, Department of Marine 
Sciences; 
 
10) 1975-1983, Professor of Geology, Duke University; 
 
11) 1975-1976, Senior research geologist, U.S. Geological Survey, Woods Hole, MA; 
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12) 1978-1979, Acting Director, Duke University Oceanographic Program; 
 
13) 1983-2001, James B. Duke Professor of Geology, Duke University; 
 
14) 1986-2006, Founder and Director, Duke University Program for the Study of 
Developed Shorelines; 
 
15) 2001 to present, James B. Duke Professor Emeritus of Earth Sciences; 
 
16) 2006, Founded collaborative program with Western Carolina University of the 
Program for the Study of Developed Shorelines; 
 
17) 2006-present, Director Emeritus, Joint Western Carolina University-Duke University 
Program for the Study of Developed Shorelines.  
 
 
 
 
Editorships:  
 
1) Editor, Journal of Sedimentary Petrology, 1978-1983. 
2) Associate Editor, Marine Geology, Journal of Coastal Research, and Geology 
3) Series Editor, Living with the Shore book series (20 volumes) (with W.J. Neal), 
1979-present 
 
Activities:  
 
Member of Duke University scholarly exchange delegation, Peoples 
Republic of China (1975); member of two state government committees concerned with 
shoreline development problems; twice member of the Duke University Academic 
Council (faculty senate); Chairman, Shepard Medal Committee, Society of Economic 
Paleontologists and Mineralogists, (1971-72); vice-president and program chairman, 
North Carolina Academy of Science, (1974); marine geology "editor," Glossary of 
Geology, American Geological Institute, (1976); outside member of various Ph.D. 
committees in other universities (University of Georgia, George Washington University, 
University of South Carolina, University of Toronto); University Educational Policy and 
Program Committee; Duke Marine Lab Advisory Committee; Council, Society of 
Economic Paleontologists and Mineralogists, (1978-1986); Board of Directors, 
Association of Earth Science Editors, (1982-1984); Board of Directors, North Carolina 
Coastal Federation; Board of Directors, The Coastal Alliance; testimony before two 
congressional committees during barrier island bill deliberations, (1981-1982); 
Sedimentary Petrology and physical processes panel, Deep Sea Drilling Program; 
Publications committee, Joint Oceanographic Institute; Member, National Research 
Council Panel on sea level rise and coastal engineering; President, North Carolina 
Academy of Science, (1981-1982); Program Chairman, Association of Earth Science 
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Editors, (1982); Duke University UNOLS representative, (1978-1981); Consultant for 
shoreline books to Time-Life Books and National Geographic Society; Publications 
committee, Society of Economic Paleontologists and Mineralogists, (1982-1986); 
Proposal Review Panel - Submarine Geology and Geophysics, (1984); President-elect of 
Society of Economic Paleontologists and Mineralogists, (1984), President (1985-86); 
Program Chairman, 1986 Mid-year Meeting, Society of Economic Paleontologists and 
Mineralogists; member of Marine Board Committee on Engineering Implications of 
Changes in Relative Sea-level, National Research Council, National Academy of 
Sciences; testimony before House Subcommittee on Public Lands and National Parks 
regarding Oregon Inlet Jetty Project (1984); testimony before joint subcommittee meeting 
of the Senate Environmental and Public Works committee regarding Oregon Inlet Jetty 
Project (1984); WAE US Geological Survey (1975-present); organizer, NSF-KOSEF 
(Korea NSF) conference on Marine Geology of the Yellow Sea, Seoul, Korea (1984); 
National Academy of Science consultant to Portugal Geological Survey re: start-up of 
Coastal Geology Program (1985); consultant to "IGNEOMINAS" (Geological Survey of 
Columbia) re: start-up of Coastal Geology Program (1986); President, SEPM Foundation 
(1986-1988); Vice President SEPM for Fund Raising, SEPM Foundation (1988-1992); 
present numerous talks to local civic, social, and environmental groups (8-10 per year); 
occasional conference keynote speaker; Executive board, Move the Lighthouse 
Committee (1986-present); testimony before Environment, Energy and Natural 
Resources Subcommittee of the House Committee on Government Operations on beach 
replenishment at Ocean City, Maryland (1990); National Research Council Beach 
Replenishment Panel (1992); Geological Society of America, Geology and Public Policy 
Committee member (1994- ); member of Geological Society of America Council (1994- 
1996); activities continued, record-keeping discontinued.  
 
Activities of Note: 
  

 President, North Carolina Academy of Science, 1982 
 Recipient - James B. Duke Professorship, 1983 
 President, Society of Economic Paleontologists and Mineralogists (SEPM), 1985-

1986 
 President SEPM Foundation, Inc., 1986-1989 

 
Awards:  
 

 Francis Shepard Medal for Excellence in Marine Geology, 1987; 
 Conservation Educator of the Year, N.C. Wildlife Federation, 1991; 
 Honorary Membership, The Society for the Study of Sediments (SEPM), 1992; 
 George V. Cohee Public Service Award, The American Association of 

Petroleum Geologists, 1992; 
 James H. Shea Award for exceptional contributions in editing of Earth Science 

materials, National Association of Geology Teachers, 1993; 
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 American Geological Institute Award for outstanding contribution to the public 
understanding of geology (with William Neal), 1993; 

 Outstanding Public Service Award for extraordinary contributions to achieving 
FEMA’s goals of reducing the impact of disasters on people and communities 
through mitigation, Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), 1999; 

 GSA Public Service Award in Honor of Eugene & Carolyn Shoemaker, 
recognizing the enhancement of the public’s understanding of Earth Science, The 
Geological Society of America, 2000; 

 Honorary Doctorate Degree, University of the South (Suwannee), 2001; 
 Priestley Medal, the Dickinson College Award in Memory of Joseph Priestley, 

for distinguished research in coastal geology and public service in policy 
formulation and education about America’s coastal resources, Dickinson College, 
2003; 

 Lifetime Achievement Award from the North Carolina Coastal Federation, 2008. 
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STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION ON APPEAL 

SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE AND  
DE NOVO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT  

 
 
APPLICATION NO.:  4-05-148 
 
APPEAL NO.:  A-4-SBV-06-037 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT: City of Ventura 
 
LOCAL DECISION:  Approval with Conditions 
 
APPELLANTS:  Commissioners Caldwell and Kruer 
 
APPLICANTS:  City of Ventura; 31st Agricultural District 
 
PROJECT LOCATION:    Surfer’s Point, City of Ventura 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION (PERMIT APPLICATION): Tidelands portion of a managed 
shoreline retreat project, including stabilization and restoration of approximately 1800 
linear feet of beach. The proposed project includes demolition of an existing 223 space 
parking lot and excavation of underlying fill, including sand, silt and debris, to a depth of 
approximately 6 to 8 feet above sea level; removal of an existing approximately 200 foot 
long rock revetment; construction of an approximately 1800 foot long, 94 to 110 foot 
wide (at base), 13.5 ft. high cobble berm consisting of approximately 33,000 cu. yds. of 
cobble; placement of approximately 27,500 cu. yds. of sand to provide infill and backfill 
for the cobble berm; placement of an additional approximately 16,500 cu. yds. of sand 
to create a vegetated sand dune above the berm; restoration of native dune habitat; 
removal of existing fencing; removal of approximately nine non-native Metrosiderus sp. 
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trees (to be relocated to a proposed parking area landward of the Commission’s 
jurisdiction); removal of an existing storm drain outlet; expansion of an existing 
landscaped picnic area; construction of an additional approximately 250 sq. ft gathering 
area consisting of recycled concrete surfacing and an interpretive exhibit; construction 
of six approximately six ft. wide, 60 to 150 ft. long lumber boardwalk walkways providing 
vertical access through the dunes; realignment of an existing approximately 160 ft. long 
connector bicycle path and approximately 3,589 cu. yds. of grading (3,277 cu. yds. cut, 
312 cu. yds. fill). The bicycle path will be relocated approximately 60 feet inland and the 
proposed parking will be relocated approximately 80 -130 feet landward into the 
Fairgrounds property. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION (APPEAL): Portions of the Surfer’s Point Managed 
Shoreline Retreat project landward of the mean high tide line, including reconfiguration 
of Shoreline Drive, relocation of parking areas, and realignment of a public bikeway, as 
detailed below1:  

 
1. Reconfiguration of Shoreline Drive, including shortening of the street by 

approximately 1,200 linear feet, construction of a roundabout installed at 
the new western terminus, planting of street trees on either side of the 
shortened road, and delineation of 25 free on-street “surf check” parking 
spaces, with a limited use of up to twenty minutes. 

 
2. Construction of two parking lots at the western terminus of Shoreline 

Drive, including a southern parking lot with permeable recycled asphalt 
paving and approximately 148 high frequency, public parking spaces, and 
a northern parking lot with grass pave surface and approximately 170 
reduced frequency parking spaces. The southern parking lot would be 
primarily utilized for public coastal access parking, including year-round 
access subject only to closure during the Ventura County Fair, and would 
require payment of a nominal fee during daylight hours, generally between 
6 AM and 10 PM. The northern lot is intended to primarily serve the 
Ventura County Fairgrounds but may also be made available for coastal 
access parking in the event that the southern lot becomes fully occupied. 
A parking kiosk would control access to both parking lots and a nominal 
fee would be required for entry.  

 
3. The existing Omer Rains Bicentennial Bikeway would continue to front the 

shoreline and lie between parking lots and the beach. Various paved 
pathways would lead pedestrians from the parking lots to the bikeway or 
beach. Low fencing would funnel pedestrians to composite lumber 
boardwalks providing controlled access through dunes. Two small 
gathering areas would include interpretive exhibits and pubic art. An 
existing turf picnic area would be expanded, and an existing bicycle 
roundabout would include new recycled concrete accent paving. 

 
                                            
1 The project description included here is the project description approved by the City, which has been 
subsequently revised and clarified. The currently proposed project description for the De Novo permit is 
included on page 30 of this report.  
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The Surfer’s Point Managed Retreat Project involves a comprehensive redevelopment 
of an approximately 20-acre shoreline area, including approximately 1,800 linear feet of 
beach, and extends from below the mean high tideline landward to encompass existing 
beachfront parking areas, a bikeway, a public road, and undeveloped areas that are 
currently enclosed within the Ventura County Fairgrounds. As such, the proposed 
project spans the boundary between the City of Ventura’s coastal permitting jurisdiction 
and the Commission’s original jurisdiction. Therefore, the portions of the project that are 
located seaward of the wave uprush line2 are addressed in CDP Application No. 4-05-
148, and the remainder of the project, which was approved by the City and appealed by 
Commissioners Caldwell and Kruer, is addressed in Appeal No. A-4-SBV-06-037. Thus 
the staff report contains recommendations on three items:  CDP Application No. 4-05-
148, the substantial issue determination for Appeal No. A-4-SBV-06-037, and the De 
Novo permit for the appealed project. 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with 
respect to the appellants’ assertions that the project approved by the City of Ventura is 
not consistent with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. Staff 
further recommends that the Commission, at the de novo public hearing, approve the 
proposed project with nine (9) special conditions regarding (1) project timing, (2) 
geologic and engineering recommendations, (3) water quality management plan, (4) 
landscaping and erosion control plans, (5) interim public access program, (6) parking 
and road closure notification, (7) coastal access/parking lot operation plan, (8) 
operations and maintenance responsibilities, and (9) assumption of risk. The standard 
of review for the de novo review of the project is whether the proposed development is 
in conformity with the certified City of San Buenaventura Local Coastal Program and the 
public access policies of the Coastal Act. During the de novo hearing, testimony may be 
taken from all interested persons. Motions and resolutions can be found on pages 5-6. 
Findings for substantial issue being on page 23 of this report; findings for the de novo 
permit are found on page 29. 
 
Staff recommends approval of the project proposed in CDP Application No. 4-05-148, 
with twelve special conditions regarding: (1) project timing, (2) berm and dunes 
construction and inspection, (3) long-term berm and dunes monitoring and 
maintenance, (4) stockpile sites, (5) interim public access program, (6) operations and 
maintenance responsibilities, (7) dune restoration plan and specifications, (8) 
landscaping plans, (9) geologic and engineering recommendations, (10) required 
approvals, (11) assumption of risk, and (12) construction sequencing. The motion and 
resolution to approve this project is on pages 6-7 of the staff report. The standard of 
review for the proposed project is the Chapter Three policies of the Coastal Act. In 
addition, the certified City of San Buenaventura Local Coastal Program (LCP) serves as 
guidance. Findings for the permit application begin on page 43 of this report. 

                                            
2 As determined by Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd. in their report entitled “Surfer’s Point Managed 
Shoreline Retreat and Access Restoration – Preliminary Design,” dated August 2, 2005 



4-05-148 and A-4-SBV-06-037 (Surfer’s Point) 
Page 4 

APPROVALS RECEIVED:  City of San Buenaventura, Planning Commission Resolution 
No. 8209 Granting an Administrative Coastal Development Permit & Flood Plain 
Overlay Zone Development Permit, Case Nos. ACDP-477/FP-22 (January 17, 2006); 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Provisional 404 Permit, File No. 200300321 (January 13, 
2006).  
 
SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Surfer’s Point Managed Shoreline Retreat & 
Access Restoration, Preliminary Design (Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd., August 2, 
2005); Geotechnical Evaluation, Surfer’s Point Bike Path Restoration, Seaside Park, 
San Buenaventura, California (Ninyo & Moore, October 22, 2004); Draft Conceptual 
Restoration Plan, Surfer’s Point, City of Ventura, California (RRM Design Group, 
February 2006); Surfer’s Point Managed Shoreline Retreat Final Environmental Impact 
Report (FEIR), (Rincon Consultants, March 2003); Surfer’s Point Managed Shoreline 
Retreat Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), (Rincon Consultants, Inc., December 
2002); Letter re: Surfers Point Managed Shoreline Retreat, Pacific Ocean, City of San 
Buenaventura, Ventura County, File Reference No. W 25918, from Judy A. Brown, 
California State Lands Commission (December 15, 2005); City of San Buenaventura 
Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 1-86; Coastal Development Permit Nos. 4-88-
123 (City of San Buenaventura Engineering Department), 4-88-130 (City of San 
Buenaventura/31st Agricultural District), 4-00-158 (City of  San Buenaventura/31st 
Agricultural District), 4-00-158-A1 (City of  San Buenaventura/31st Agricultural District),  
4-02-074 (BEACON), and 4-04-101 (City of  San Buenaventura/31st Agricultural 
District);  Emergency Coastal Development Permit Application No. 4-91-060-G (City of  
San Buenaventura/31st Agricultural District);  Violation File No. V-4-BVC-92-8 (City of  
San Buenaventura/31st Agricultural District). 
 
 
A.  STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE AND DE 

NOVO PERMIT: 
 
 
1.  MOTION AND RESOLUTION FOR SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE
 

MOTION: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. 
A-4-SBV-06-037 raises NO substantial issue with 
respect to the grounds on which the appeals have been 
filed under §30603 of the Coastal Act. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in a de novo hearing on 
the application, and adoption of the following resolution and findings. Passage of this 
motion will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the local actions will become 
final and effective. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the 
appointed Commissioners present. 
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RESOLUTION TO FIND SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE: 
The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-4-SBV-06-037 presents a substantial 
issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeals have been filed under §30603 of 
the Coastal Act regarding consistency with the Certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the 
public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 
 

2. MOTION AND RESOLUTION FOR DE NOVO PERMIT 
 
 MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal 

Development Permit No. A-4-SBV-06-037 pursuant to 
the staff recommendation. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 
 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in approval of the 
permit as conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  The motion 
passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 
 
RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PERMIT: 
 
The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed 
development on the ground that the development is located between the sea and the 
first public road nearest the shoreline and will conform with the policies of the certified 
Local Coastal Program for the City of Ventura and the public access and public 
recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  Approval of the permit complies with 
the California Environmental Quality Act since feasible mitigation measures and/or 
alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse 
effects of the development on the environment. 
 
 
B.  STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 4-05-

148: 
 
MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development 

Permit No. 4-05-148 pursuant to the staff recommendation. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 
 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in approval of the 
permit as conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  The motion 
passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 
 
RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PERMIT: 
 
The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed 
development and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development 
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as conditioned will be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and 
will not prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction over the area to 
prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3.  Approval 
of the permit complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) 
feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially 
lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on the environment, or 2) 
there are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially 
lessen any significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment. 
 
 

II. STANDARD CONDITIONS 
 
1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment.  The permit is not valid and 

development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the 
applicants or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and 
acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the Commission office. 

 
2. Expiration.  If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years 

from the date on which the Commission voted on the application.  Development 
shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time.  
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 

 
3. Interpretation.  Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be 

resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 
 
4. Assignment.  The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided 

assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions 
of the permit. 

 
5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land.  These terms and conditions shall be  

perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the applicants to bind all 
future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions. 
These terms and conditions shall be perpetual, and it is the intention of the 
Commission and the applicants to bind all future owners and possessors of the 
subject property to the terms and conditions. 

 
 

III. SPECIAL CONDITIONS FOR PERMIT NO. 4-05-148 

1. Project Timing 

A. All construction operations, including operation of equipment, material placement or 
removal, placement or removal of equipment or facilities, public access restrictions, 
or other activities shall be prohibited from the Friday prior to Memorial Day in May 
through Labor Day in September to avoid impacts on public recreational use of the 
beach and other public amenities in the project vicinity. 
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B. After Labor Day and before the first Friday prior to Memorial Day, project activities 
may occur Monday through Friday, excluding state holidays. No work shall occur on 
Saturday or Sunday. 

2. Berm and Dunes Construction and Inspection 

A. Cobble quality and size: Material used to construct the cobble berm shall be 
relatively round in shape and between 4 inches and 12 inches in diameter, with an 
average diameter of about 8 inches to 10 inches.  Gravels and smaller cobbles (less 
than 4 inches in diameter) shall be excluded from the berm.  A minor amount of 
cobble berm material – no more than 5% by volume -- may be greater than 12 
inches, but no greater than 18 inches, in diameter.  All unsuitable materials that are 
detected within the cobble placement area, such as brush, debris, sharp rocks, or 
other materials inconsistent with public safety or cobble composition, shall be 
immediately removed and disposed at a licensed landfill.   

 
B. Sand grain size:  Material placed on the cobble berm for infill and dune construction 

shall consist of sand for which an average of 90% or more of the material is coarse 
grained (retained on a Standard U.S. Sieve Size No. 200). Of the coarse grained 
material (retained on a Standard U.S. Sieve Size No. 200), no more than five 
percent shall consist of gravel or pebble-sized material (2 mm – 64 mm). To achieve 
the desired gradation of material, the source may be screened out or mechanically 
sorted.  

 
C. Artificial fill removal: Existing artificial fill located within the area of proposed cobble 

berm and dunes construction shall be removed to the maximum extent feasible. 
 
D. Sediment analysis: An engineer(s) or environmental professional(s) with appropriate 

qualifications acceptable to the Executive Director shall prepare a Sampling and 
Analysis Plan and conduct testing of any sand materials to be deposited on the berm 
consistent with the following: 
i. Contaminants:  Chemical analysis shall be conducted on representative samples 

of each source material proposed for placement on the project site. The material 
shall be analyzed for consistency with EPA, ACOE, State Water Resources 
Control Board and RWQCB requirements for beach replenishment. At a minimum, 
the chemical analysis shall be conducted consistent with the joint EPA/Corps 
Inland Testing Manual. If it is determined that the sediment exceeds any ACOE, 
EPA, State Water Resources Board or RWQCB contaminant threshold levels, the 
materials shall not be placed on the project site.  

ii. Color --- Color classification shall be conducted on representative samples of 
each source material (sand only) proposed for placement on the project site. The 
color shall reasonably match the color of the receiving beach after reworking by 
wave action. 

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

iv. Debris Content – A visual inspection of the source location shall be conducted to 
determine the presence and types of debris such as trash, wood, or vegetation. 
The amount of debris within the material shall be estimated, as a percentage of 
the total amount of source material. Prior to placement of sand at the project site, 
all such debris material shall be separated from the sand (by mechanical 
screening, manual removal or other means) and taken to a proper disposal site 
authorized to receive such material. 

v. Compactability – Chemical and visual inspections of the source location shall be 
conducted to determine the presence of elements such as iron oxides which can 
compact to form a hardpan surface. Source material with compactable material 
shall not be allowed. 

The results and analysis of the testing shall be submitted for the review and approval 
of the Executive Director no later than 30 days prior to construction of the berm and 
dunes. Source material that does not meet the applicable physical, chemical, color, 
particle shape, debris, and/or compactability standards for beach replenishment 
shall not be placed on the project site. 

 
D. Berm and dune construction schedule:  At least 5 working days prior to construction 

of the berm and dunes, the applicants shall provide the executive director with a 
construction schedule to allow for inspections of the cobble berm and quality of 
material being used in the berm construction.   

 
E. On-site construction monitor:  The applicant shall retain the services of a qualified 

engineer, soil scientist or resource specialist, with appropriate qualifications 
acceptable to the Executive Director. The on-site monitor shall be present whenever 
cobble or sand is being placed on the beach. The monitor shall, through grab 
samples, visual inspection or other methods, insure that the delivered material is 
within the acceptable size ranges for nourishment material.  If the material is not 
within the acceptable size range, the monitor shall halt the placement of materials on 
the beach. The monitor shall also examine the material to determine presence of 
debris. If any debris or unacceptable material is detected, the placement of materials 
shall be halted. The project shall not continue until the composition of the sand 
material is consistent with the requirements of this special condition.  

 
F. Preparation of As-Built Plans:  The applicants shall undertake surveys and mapping 

of the key berm features (berm crest, berm footprint and seaward berm toe) 
sufficient to provide As-Built Plans of underlying cobble berm, vegetated dune, 
boardwalk locations, inland dune area, bike path and beach parking area.  Fixed 
inland locations shall be identified on the as-built plans such that the position of the 
buried cobble berm crest and berm toe can be located during the monitoring phase 
[see Special Condition Three (3)] without excavating into the vegetated dune cover 
or boardwalk. 
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G. Transmittal of As-Built Plans and Coordination with Monitoring:  Within 30 days of 

completion of the vegetated dune and boardwalk, the applicants shall provide copies 
of the As Built Plans to the on-site monitor, and to the Executive Director for review 
and approval [see Special Condition Three (3)]. 

  
H. Project Changes: Proposed changes to the project may require a permit amendment 

or new permit.  Any proposed changes to the approved program shall be reported to 
the Executive Director. No change to the program shall occur without a Commission-
approved amendment to the permit unless the Executive Director determines that no 
such amendment is required. 

3. Long-term Berm and Dunes Monitoring and Maintenance 

A. Selection of Berm Monitor: Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the 
applicant shall identify a monitor for the berm and submit, for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director, the name, contact information and qualifications 
of the berm monitor. If this information changes over the life of the monitoring 
program, (if a new monitor is hired or if the contact for the monitor changes), the 
applicants shall provide the Executive Director with updates or new information 
about the monitor.  At a minimum, the monitor shall be a civil engineer familiar with 
coastal processes and shoreline dynamics. 

 
B. Development of Baseline Conditions and Detailed Monitoring Program: The monitor 

shall develop a complete baseline condition of the berm, sufficient to undertake the 
long-term monitoring program, report on the overall condition and effectiveness of 
the dune and berm system, and provide guidance on when and what levels of 
maintenance should be undertaken.  Development of the baseline condition shall 
include, but not be limited to the As-Built Plans, inspection of the project site, 
subsurface probes, site investigations, photo documentation and discussions with 
the construction contractor.  Within 30 days of completion of the berm, the monitor 
shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a detailed 
Monitoring Plan that establishes the procedures that will be used to assure the 
effectiveness of the berm, the types of information that will be used to determine the 
berm effectiveness, methods to compare the future berm condition with the condition 
of the berm immediately following construction, and triggers for berm maintenance. 
The Monitoring Plan shall specify all baseline information that is needed for future 
monitoring and evaluation of the berm stability and effectiveness; if the information 
on baseline conditions is not adequate to support all future monitoring, the monitor 
shall identify the needed information and the applicants shall work with the monitor 
to obtain all necessary baseline information.  All information necessary to determine 
baseline conditions shall be developed within six months after construction of the 
berm. 

 
C. Development of Monitoring Plan: Within 30 days of construction of the berm, the 

monitor shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a 
detailed monitoring plan that provides: 
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i. Use of standard inspection methods such as georeferenced aerial photography, 

LIDAR, GPS or other field survey techniques, to estimate any changes in surface 
topography of the restored area and the beach.  At a minimum there should be 5 
profiles through the berm area and transition area from berm to beach taken twice 
annually for summer and winter conditions. 

 
ii. Visual inspections of the project site for signs of excessive erosion should be 

undertaken monthly throughout the winter (starting November and continuing 
through April) and during or immediately after any storm event with a return 
period greater than 10-years. Areas of concerns shall be photographed from 
stable, documented photo points so the rate and severity of erosion can be 
assessed.  If there are indications of erosion or if any portion of the cobble berm 
is exposed, monthly inspections shall continue until the erosion condition is 
corrected by the natural input of sand to the area, or through implementation of 
permitted maintenance efforts, including sand renourishment. 

 
iii. Comparison of the performance of the restoration project to the baseline 

conditions and to other similar cobble berm and dune systems in the Ventura 
area, such as Emma Woods Beach Park. 

 
iv. Development of maintenance triggers, such as movement of any portion of the 

cobble berm to within 50 feet of the bike path, or deflation of the dune/berm crest 
to below +13 feet, MLLW. 

 
v. If monthly or seasonal monitoring identifies that one or more of the triggers has 

been reached, the monitoring plan shall outline the process that will be initiated to 
respond to these triggers with timely and appropriate maintenance. 

 
vi. Written monitoring reports shall be prepared and submitted annually for the review 

and approval of the Executive Director. The written monitoring reports shall 
provide the developed profiles, photo documentation, analysis and determination 
of the overall condition of the beach, vegetated dune and underlying cobble berm.  
If any maintenance has been performed in the prior year, the type of work, area 
and location of the needed maintenance, volumes of added sand and cobble, and 
other pertinent information on the maintenance activities shall also be reported in 
the monitoring report. 

 
D. Maintenance Triggers: The monitoring plan shall provide timely triggers to determine 

when maintenance will be required and shall provide sufficient early warning of 
potential drop in effectiveness of the cobble berm such that the applicants can 
develop and implement an approved maintenance plan that will prevent damage to 
the bike path, water quality features and other access or resource protective 
components of the project.  Anticipated maintenance would include retrieval of errant 
cobble from the active sand beach and reincorporation of retrieved cobble into the 
berm, the addition of appropriated sized and cleaned cobble into areas where the 
cobble berm has been exposed and eroded, placement of appropriately sized sand 
cover for dune development, and addition of dune vegetation.   
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E. Maintenance Authorization. Maintenance of the cobble berm and sand dunes 

authorized by this permit, including reconstruction and renourishment of the berm 
and dunes within the approved envelope and according to the required standards, 
may be performed for a period of five (5) years from the date of issuance of this 
permit. This five (5) year maintenance period may be extended for any additional 
period of time that is authorized in an amendment to this permit.  

 
F. Maintenance Construction and Inspections. Maintenance activities shall be subject 

to all of the standards and requirements for berm and dune construction, as detailed 
in Special Condition Two (2) above. 

 

4. Stockpile Sites 

A. Permanent stockpiling of material at any of the stockpile sites subject to this permit 
shall not be allowed. The stockpile sites must be cleared and returned to their pre-
construction condition with no remaining equipment, silt fencing, or construction 
equipment remaining on-site within one week of completion of the project. 

B. Temporary erosion control measures, such as sand bag barriers, silt fencing; and/or 
swales, shall be implemented for all stockpiled material. These temporary erosion 
control measures shall be required at the site(s) prior to or concurrent with the initial 
grading operations and shall be monitored and maintained until all stockpiled fill has 
been removed from the project site. Successful implementation of erosion control 
measures will ensure that the material is completely stabilized and held on site. 

5. Interim Public Access Program  

A. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for 
the review and approval of the Executive Director, a report which describes the 
methods (including signs, fencing, posting of security guards, etc.) by which safe 
public access to or around the beach deposition site and/or staging area(s) shall be 
maintained during all project operations. Where public paths or bikeways shall be 
closed during active operations, a person(s) shall be on-site to detour traffic. 

B. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for 
the review and approval of the Executive Director, plans for staging and storage of 
equipment. Public parking areas shall not be used for staging or storage of 
equipment and materials, unless there is no feasible alternative. Where use of public 
parking spaces is unavoidable, the minimum number of public parking spaces (on 
and off-street) that are required for the staging of equipment, machinery and 
employee parking shall be used. At each site, the number of public parking spaces 
utilized shall be the minimum necessary to implement the project.  

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

It shall be the applicant’s responsibility to assure that the following occurs concurrent 
with, and after completion of, all project operations:  
(1) The applicant shall not store any construction materials or waste where it will be 

or could potentially be subject to wave erosion and dispersion. In addition, no 
machinery shall be placed, stored or otherwise located in the intertidal zone at 
any time, except for the minimum necessary to implement the project.  

(2) Construction equipment shall not be cleaned on the beach or in the beach 
parking lots. 

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

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

(5) The applicant shall be responsible for removing all unsuitable material or debris 
within the area of placement should the material be found to be unsuitable for 
any reason, at any time, when unsuitable material/debris can reasonably be 
associated with the placement material. Debris shall be disposed at a debris 
disposal site outside of the coastal zone or at a location within the coastal zone 
authorized to receive such material. 

7. Dune Restoration Plan and Specifications 

A. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicants shall submit, for 
the review and approval of the Executive Director, two (2) sets of final dune 
restoration plans and specifications in substantial conformance with the Draft 
Conceptual Restoration Plan, Surfer’s Point, City of Ventura, California report by 
RRM Design Group, dated February 2006, which is attached as Exhibit 6. Said 
plans shall be prepared by a qualified biologist, ecologist, or resource specialist who 
is experienced in the field of restoration ecology, and who has a background 
knowledge of the various habitats associated with the project site. The final plans 
shall include, at a minimum, the following information: 
1. Sufficient technical detail on the restoration planting design including, at a 

minimum, a planting program including planting methods, weed control 
techniques, maintenance, and monitoring, removal of exotic species, a list 
of all species to be planted, sources of seeds and/or plants, timing of 
planting, plant locations and elevations on the restoration base map, and 
maintenance techniques. 

2. Engineered grading plans including existing and proposed ground 
elevation contours; location and size of all equipment and stockpile sites to 
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be used; cut and fill locations and quantities; and location, design and 
specifications of any other structures necessary to carry out the proposed 
project.  

3. Documentation of the necessary management and maintenance 
requirements, and provisions for timely remediation, such as for erosion 
control and/or impacts from any necessary maintenance to the cobble 
berm, should the need arise. 

4. Performance criteria consistent with achieving the identified goals and 
objectives; measures to be implemented if success criteria are not met; 
and long-term adaptive management of the restored areas for a period of 
not less than seven (7) years. 

5. Documentation requirements and submittal schedules for reviewing 
agencies. 

B. The applicants shall implement the monitoring plan described in the Draft 
Conceptual Restoration Plan, Surfer’s Point, City of Ventura, California report by 
RRM Design Group, dated February 2006, and provide annual monitoring reports. 
The applicants shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, 
on an annual basis, for a period of seven (7) years, a written monitoring report, 
prepared by a monitoring resource specialist indicating the progress and relative 
success or failure of the restoration on the site. This report shall also include further 
recommendations and requirements for additional restoration activities in order for 
the project to meet the criteria and performance standards.  This report shall also 
include photographs taken from predesignated sites (annotated to a copy of the site 
plans) indicating the progress of recovery at each of the sites. At the end of the 
seven-year period, a final detailed report on the restoration shall be submitted for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director. If this report indicates that the 
restoration project has, in part, or in whole, been unsuccessful, based on the 
performance standards specified in the restoration plan, the applicants shall be 
required to submit a revised or supplemental program to compensate for those 
portions of the original program that were not successful. The revised or 
supplemental program shall be processed as an amendment to this permit. During 
the seven-year monitoring period, all artificial inputs shall be removed except for the 
purposes of providing mid-course corrections or maintenance to ensure the long-
term survival of the restoration site. If these inputs are required beyond the first two 
years, then the monitoring program shall be extended for every additional year that 
such inputs are required, so that the success and sustainability of the restoration is 
insured. The restoration site shall not be considered successful until it is able to 
survive without artificial inputs. 

C. The restoration plan shall be implemented by qualified biologists, ecologists, or 
resource specialists who are experienced in the field of restoration ecology. The 
monitoring plan shall be implemented immediately following planting. 

D. The applicants shall undertake development in accordance with the final approved 
plan. Any proposed changes to the approved final plan shall be reported to the 
Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plan shall occur without a 
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Coastal Commission-approved amendment to the coastal development permit, 
unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

8. Landscaping Plans 

Prior to issuance of a coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit 
landscaping plans for the turf picnic area, prepared by a licensed landscape architect or 
a qualified resource specialist, for review and approval by the Executive Director.  The 
plans shall incorporate the criteria set forth below.   

 
A) Landscaping Plan 

 
1) To minimize the need for irrigation landscaping shall consist primarily 

of native/drought resistant plants. No plant species listed as 
problematic and/or invasive by the California Native Plant Society, the 
California Exotic Pest Plant Council, or by the State of California shall 
be employed or allowed to naturalize or persist on the site.  No plant 
species listed as a ‘noxious weed’ by the State of California or the U.S. 
Federal Government shall be utilized within the property.  

 
2) Plantings will be maintained in good growing condition throughout the 

life of the project and, whenever necessary, shall be replaced with new 
plant materials to ensure continued compliance with applicable 
landscape requirements; 

 
3) The applicants shall undertake development in accordance with the 

final approved plan.  Any proposed changes to the approved final plan 
shall be reported to the Executive Director.  No changes to the 
approved final plan shall occur without a Coastal Commission - 
approved amendment to the coastal development permit, unless the 
Executive Director determines that no amendment is required.  

 
4) Five years from the date of completion of initial landscaping for the turf 

picnic area, the applicant shall submit for the review and approval of 
the Executive Director, a landscape monitoring report, prepared by a 
licensed Landscape Architect or qualified Resource Specialist, that 
certifies the on-site landscaping is in conformance with the landscape 
plan approved pursuant to this Special Condition.  The monitoring 
report shall include photographic documentation of plant species and 
plant coverage. 

 
If the landscape monitoring report indicates the landscaping is not in 
conformance with or has failed to meet the performance standards 
specified in the landscaping plan approved pursuant to this permit, the 
applicant, or successors in interest, shall submit a revised or 
supplemental landscape plan for the review and approval of the 
Executive Director.  The revised landscaping plan must be prepared by 
a licensed Landscape Architect or a qualified Resource Specialist and 
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shall specify measures to remediate those portions of the original plan 
that have failed or are not in conformance with the original approved 
plan. 

 

9. Plans Conforming to Geotechnical Engineer’s Recommendations 

By acceptance of this permit, the applicant agrees to comply with the recommendations 
contained in the submitted geotechnical report (Geotechnical Evaluation, Surfer’s Point 
Bike Path Restoration, Seaside Park, San Buenaventura, California by Ninyo & Moore, 
October 22, 2004). All recommendations shall be incorporated into all final design and 
construction, including recommendations concerning foundations, grading, and 
drainage, and must be reviewed and approved by the consultant prior to 
commencement of development.   
 
The final plans approved by the consultant shall be in substantial conformance with the 
plans approved by the Commission relative to construction, grading, and drainage.  Any 
substantial changes in the proposed development approved by the Commission that 
may be required by the consultant shall require amendment(s) to the permit(s) or new 
Coastal Development Permit(s). 
 

10. Required Approvals   

By acceptance of this permit, the applicant agrees to obtain all other necessary State or 
Federal permits that may be necessary for all aspects of the proposed project, including 
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, California State Lands Commission, and Federal Highway Administration.  
 

11. Assumption of Risk, Waiver of Liability and Indemnity Agreement 

By acceptance of this permit, the applicant acknowledges and agrees (i) that the site 
may be subject to hazards from waves, storm waves, erosion, and flooding; (ii) to 
assume the risks to the applicant and the property that is the subject of this permit of 
injury and damage from such hazards in connection with this permitted development; 
(iii) to unconditionally waive any claim of damage or liability against the Commission, its 
officers, agents, and employees for injury or damage from such hazards; and (iv) to 
indemnify and hold harmless the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees with 
respect to the Commission’s approval of the project against any and all liability, claims, 
demands, damages, costs (including costs and fees incurred in defense of such claims), 
expenses, and amounts paid in settlement. 
 

12. Construction Sequencing 

Construction of the development authorized under Coastal Development Permit No. 4-
05-148 shall not occur until after construction of the development authorized under de 
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novo Coastal Development Permit No. A-4-SBV-06-037 has been completed in 
accordance with all required standard and special conditions.  
 
 

IV. SPECIAL CONDITIONS FOR DE NOVO PERMIT NO. A-4-
SBV-06-037 

1. Project Timing 

A. All construction operations, including operation of equipment, material placement or 
removal, placement or removal of equipment or facilities, public access restrictions, 
or other activities shall be prohibited from the Friday prior to Memorial Day in May 
through Labor Day in September to avoid impacts on public recreational use of the 
beach and other public amenities in the project vicinity. 

B. After Labor Day and before the first Friday prior to Memorial Day, project activities 
may occur Monday through Friday, excluding state holidays. No work shall occur on 
Saturday or Sunday. 

2. Plans Conforming to Geotechnical Engineer’s Recommendations 

By acceptance of this permit, the applicant agrees to comply with the recommendations 
contained in the submitted geotechnical report (Geotechnical Evaluation, Surfer’s Point 
Bike Path Restoration, Seaside Park, San Buenaventura, California by Ninyo & Moore, 
October 22, 2004) shall be incorporated into all final design and construction, including 
recommendations concerning foundations, grading, and drainage, and must be 
reviewed and approved by the consultant prior to commencement of development.   
 
The final plans approved by the consultant shall be in substantial conformance with the 
plans approved by the Commission relative to construction, grading, and drainage.  Any 
substantial changes in the proposed development approved by the Commission that 
may be required by the consultant shall require amendment(s) to the permit(s) or new 
Coastal Development Permit(s). 
 

3. Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) 

A. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicants shall submit for 
the review and approval of the Executive Director, two (2) copies of a Final Water 
Quality Management Plan (WQMP) for the post-construction project site, prepared 
by a licensed water quality professional, and shall include plans, descriptions, and 
supporting calculations.  The WQMP shall be in substantial conformance with the 
Illustrative Plan (June 2005) and Grading Plan (February 16, 2006) prepared by 
RRM Design Group and received by Commission staff on February 17, 2006.  The 
WQMP shall incorporate structural and non-structural Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) designed to reduce, to the maximum extent practicable, the volume, 
velocity and pollutant load of stormwater and dry weather flows leaving the 
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developed site.  In addition to the specifications above, the plan shall be in 
substantial conformance with the following requirements: 

 
1. The proposed development shall reduce or maintain pre-

development peak runoff rates and average volumes to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

 
2. Appropriate structural and non-structural BMPs (site design, 

source control and treatment control) shall be designed and 
implemented to minimize water quality impacts to surrounding 
coastal waters. 

 
3. Impervious surfaces, especially directly connected impervious 

areas, shall be minimized, and alternative types of pervious 
pavement shall be used where feasible. 

 
4. Irrigation and the use of fertilizers and other landscaping 

chemicals shall be minimized. 
 
5. Trash, recycling and other waste containers, as necessary, shall 

be provided.  All waste containers anywhere within the 
development shall be covered, watertight, and designed to resist 
scavenging animals. 

 
6. Runoff from all roofs, roads and parking areas shall be collected 

and directed through a system of structural BMPs including 
vegetated areas and/or gravel filter strips or other vegetated or 
media filter devices.  The system of BMPs shall be designed to 1) 
trap sediment, particulates and other solids and 2) remove or 
mitigate contaminants (including trash, debris and vehicular fluids 
such as oil, grease, heavy metals and hydrocarbons) through 
infiltration, filtration and/or biological uptake.  The drainage 
system shall also be designed to convey and discharge runoff 
from the developed site in a non-erosive manner. 

 
7. The applicants shall regularly sweep the parking areas, where 

feasible, at a minimum on a weekly basis, in order to prevent 
dispersal of pollutants that might collect on those surfaces. 

 
8. The detergents and cleaning components used on site shall 

comply with the following criteria:  they shall be phosphate-free, 
biodegradable, and non-toxic to marine wildlife; amounts used 
shall be minimized to the maximum extent practicable; no fluids 
containing ammonia, sodium hypochlorite, chlorinated solvents, 
petroleum distillates, or lye shall be used. 
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9. The applicants shall not spray down or wash down the parking lot 
unless the water used is directed through the sanitary sewer 
system or a filtered drain. 

 
10. Activities related to approved vehicle maintenance activity 

occurring on the project site in the post-development condition 
shall be subject to the following good housekeeping practices: 
 
(a) Absorbent materials and cleanup supplies shall be 

purchased and maintained in accordance with local 
regulations and procedures for containment and cleanup 
of spills, and shall be easily accessible during the 
aforementioned activities. Used materials must be 
disposed of in accordance with applicable local 
regulations. 

 
(b) Drip pans of sufficient size shall be used during vehicle 

fluid removal/replacement activity to catch any drips or 
spillage. 

 
(c) Dry cleanup methods such as sweeping shall be used for 

removal of litter and debris, and rags and absorbents used 
for spot cleaning leaks and spills. 

 
11. Post-construction structural BMPs (or suites of BMPs) shall be 

designed to treat, infiltrate or filter the amount of stormwater 
runoff produced by all storms up to and including the 85th 
percentile, 24-hour storm event for volume-based BMPs, and/or 
the 85th percentile, 1-hour storm event, with an appropriate safety 
factor (i.e., 2 or greater), for flow-based BMPs. 

 
12. All BMPs shall be operated, monitored, and maintained for the life 

of the project and at a minimum, all structural BMPs shall be 
inspected, cleaned-out, and where necessary, repaired at the 
following minimum frequencies: (1) prior to October 15th each 
year; (2) during each month between October 15th and April 15th 
of each year and, (3) at least twice during the dry season. 

 
13. Debris and other water pollutants removed from structural BMP(s) 

during clean-out shall be contained and disposed of in a proper 
manner. 

 
14. It is the applicants’ responsibility to maintain the drainage system 

and the associated structures and BMPs according to 
manufacturer’s specifications. 

 
B. The applicants shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final 

plans.  Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the 
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Executive Director.  No changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a 
Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive 
Director determines that no amendment is required. 

 

4. Landscaping and Erosion Control Plans 

Prior to issuance of a coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit 
landscaping and erosion control plans, prepared by a licensed landscape architect or a 
qualified resource specialist, for review and approval by the Executive Director.  The 
plans shall incorporate the criteria set forth below.  All development shall conform to the 
approved landscaping and erosion control plans: 

 
A) Landscaping Plan 

 
1) All graded & disturbed areas on the subject site shall be planted and 

maintained for erosion control purposes within (60) days of completion 
of the project. To minimize the need for irrigation all landscaping shall 
consist primarily of native/drought resistant plants. No plant species 
listed as problematic and/or invasive by the California Native Plant 
Society, the California Exotic Pest Plant Council, or by the State of 
California shall be employed or allowed to naturalize or persist on the 
site.  No plant species listed as a ‘noxious weed’ by the State of 
California or the U.S. Federal Government shall be utilized within the 
property.  

 
2) Plantings will be maintained in good growing condition throughout the 

life of the project and, whenever necessary, shall be replaced with new 
plant materials to ensure continued compliance with applicable 
landscape requirements; 

 
3) The Applicants shall undertake development in accordance with the 

final approved plan.  Any proposed changes to the approved final plan 
shall be reported to the Executive Director.  No changes to the 
approved final plan shall occur without a Coastal Commission - 
approved amendment to the coastal development permit, unless the 
Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

 
4) Rodenticides containing any anticoagulant compounds (including, but 

not limited to, Warfarin, Brodifacoum, Bromadiolone or Diphacinone) 
shall not be used.  

 
B) Interim Erosion Control Plan 

 
1) The plan shall delineate the areas to be disturbed by grading or 

construction activities and shall include any temporary access roads, 
staging areas and stockpile areas.  The natural areas on the site shall 
be clearly delineated on the project site with fencing or survey flags. 
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2) The plan shall specify that should grading take place during the rainy 

season (November 1 – March 31) the applicant shall install or 
construct temporary sediment basins (including debris basins, desilting 
basins or silt traps), temporary drains and swales, sand bag barriers, 
silt fencing, stabilize any stockpiled fill with geofabric covers or other 
appropriate cover, install geotextiles or mats on all cut or fill slopes and 
close and stabilize open trenches as soon as possible.  These erosion 
measures shall be required on the project site prior to or concurrent 
with the initial grading operations and maintained through out the 
development process to minimize erosion and sediment from runoff 
waters during construction.  All sediment should be retained on-site 
unless removed to an appropriate approved dumping location either 
outside the coastal zone or to a site within the coastal zone permitted 
to receive fill. 

 
3) Permanent stockpiling of material at any of the stockpile sites subject 

to this permit shall not be allowed. The stockpile sites must be cleared 
and returned to their pre-construction condition with no remaining 
equipment, silt fencing, or construction equipment remaining on-site 
within one week of completion of the project. 

 
C)  Monitoring 

 
Five years from the date of completion of initial landscaping, the applicant 
shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a 
landscape monitoring report, prepared by a licensed Landscape Architect 
or qualified Resource Specialist, that certifies the on-site landscaping is in 
conformance with the landscape plan approved pursuant to this Special 
Condition.  The monitoring report shall include photographic 
documentation of plant species and plant coverage. 
 
If the landscape monitoring report indicates the landscaping is not in 
conformance with or has failed to meet the performance standards 
specified in the landscaping plan approved pursuant to this permit, the 
applicant, or successors in interest, shall submit a revised or supplemental 
landscape plan for the review and approval of the Executive Director.  The 
revised landscaping plan must be prepared by a licensed Landscape 
Architect or a qualified Resource Specialist and shall specify measures to 
remediate those portions of the original plan that have failed or are not in 
conformance with the original approved plan. 
 

5. Interim Public Access Program  

A. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, 
for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a report which describes 
the methods (including signs, fencing, posting of security guards, etc.) by which 
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safe public access shall be maintained during all project operations. Where public 
paths or bikeways shall be closed during active operations, a person(s) shall be 
on-site to detour traffic. 

B. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, 
for the review and approval of the Executive Director, plans for staging and 
storage of equipment. Public parking areas shall not be used for staging or 
storage of equipment and materials, unless there is no feasible alternative. 
Where use of public parking spaces is unavoidable, the minimum number of 
public parking spaces (on and off-street) that are required for the staging of 
equipment, machinery and employee parking shall be used. At each site, the 
number of public parking spaces utilized shall be the minimum necessary to 
implement the project.  

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

6. Parking and Road Closure Notification 

At least 10 days prior to the closure of Shoreline Drive and/or the existing 223-space 
public parking lot, the following shall occur: 
 
A. Prominent signage notifying the public of the impending closures, and directing 

the public to existing public parking on the east side of the Ventura County 
Fairgrounds, shall be posted at the eastern limits of construction. Such signage 
shall be maintained until the proposed parking lots are completed and opened to 
the public. 

 
B. A display ad notifying the public of the impending closures, and directing the 

public to existing public parking on the east side of the Ventura County 
Fairgrounds, shall be published for at least five (5) consecutive days in a local 
newspaper. 

 
Evidence of the posting and publication of notices, in conformance with the above 
stated requirements, shall be submitted for review of the Executive Director prior to 
commencement of construction. 
 

7. Coastal Access / Parking Lot Operation Plan 

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, a final Coastal Access/Parking Lot 
Operation Plan outlining the availability of the proposed parking areas in accordance 
with the following criteria:  
A. The proposed 24 free 20-minute “surf check” parking spaces along Shoreline 

Drive shall be available at all times EXCEPT during the two-week Ventura 
County Fair. 
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B. The proposed 130-space high frequency parking lot shall be available for public 
coastal access parking during daytime hours (6 AM to 10 PM) at all times, 
EXCEPT during the two-week Ventura County Fair and during special events, to 
occur a maximum of five times a year for a duration of no more than three days 
each. 

C. The proposed 170-space reduced frequency parking lot shall be available for 
public coastal access parking during daytime hours (6 AM to 10 PM) at times 
when the 130-space high frequency parking lot has reached capacity, EXCEPT 
during the two-week Ventura County Fair; from noon to midnight every Saturday 
between March and November when required for race track operations; and 
during special events, to occur a maximum of five times a year for a duration of 
no more than three days. 

D. Bicycle parking shall be provided as follows: a minimum of 20 public bicycle 
lockers and 32 bicycle parking spaces. Each bicycle parking space shall be at 
least 2 ½ feet wide. At least five feet of space shall be allowed behind each 
space to allow room to maneuver. Bicycle parking shall be separated from 
vehicle parking for safety and ease of use. Prominent signage along the Omer 
Rains Bicentennial Bikeway shall be installed directing the public to bicycle 
parking facilities.  

E. Any proposed changes to the approved final plan shall be reported to the 
Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plan shall occur without a 
Coastal Commission - approved amendment to the coastal development permit, 
unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

8. Operations & Maintenance Responsibilities 

It shall be the applicant’s responsibility to assure that the following occurs concurrent 
with, and after completion of, all project operations:  
(1) The applicant shall not store any construction materials or waste where it will be 

or could potentially be subject to wave erosion and dispersion. In addition, no 
machinery shall be placed, stored or otherwise located in the intertidal zone at 
any time, except for the minimum necessary to implement the project.  

(2) Construction equipment shall not be cleaned on the beach or in the beach 
parking lots. 

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

(4) Construction debris and sediment shall be removed from construction areas as 
necessary to prevent the accumulation of sediment and other debris which may 
be discharged into coastal waters. Any and all debris resulting from construction 
activities shall be removed from the project site within 24 hours. Debris shall be 
disposed at a debris disposal site outside of the coastal zone or at a location 
within the coastal zone authorized to receive such material. 
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(5) The applicant shall be responsible for removing all unsuitable material or debris 
within the area of placement should the material be found to be unsuitable for 
any reason, at any time, when unsuitable material/debris can reasonably be 
associated with the placement material. Debris shall be disposed at a debris 
disposal site outside of the coastal zone or at a location within the coastal zone 
authorized to receive such material. 

9. Assumption of Risk, Waiver of Liability and Indemnity Agreement 

By acceptance of this permit, the applicant acknowledges and agrees (i) that the site 
may be subject to hazards from waves, storm waves, erosion, and flooding; (ii) to 
assume the risks to the applicant and the property that is the subject of this permit of 
injury and damage from such hazards in connection with this permitted development; 
(iii) to unconditionally waive any claim of damage or liability against the Commission, its 
officers, agents, and employees for injury or damage from such hazards; and (iv) to 
indemnify and hold harmless the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees with 
respect to the Commission’s approval of the project against any and all liability, claims, 
demands, damages, costs (including costs and fees incurred in defense of such claims), 
expenses, and amounts paid in settlement. 
 
 

V. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

A.  APPEAL JURISDICTION 
The project site is a beachfront parcel on Surfer’s Point Beach. The Post LCP 
Certification Permit and Appeal Jurisdiction map certified for the City of Ventura 
(Adopted January 30, 1985) indicates that the appeal jurisdiction for this area extends to 
the first public road paralleling the sea, which in this case is Highway 101. The proposed 
project site is within this appeal area. As such, the City’s coastal development permit for 
the subject project is appealable to the Commission. 
 

B. APPEAL PROCEDURES 

The Coastal Act provides that after certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), a 
local government’s actions on Coastal Development Permits in certain areas and for 
certain types of development may be appealed to the Coastal Commission. Local 
governments must provide notice to the Commission of its coastal permit actions. 
During a period of ten working days following Commission receipt of a notice of local 
permit action for an appealable development, an appeal of the action may be filed with 
the Commission.    
 

1. Appeal Areas 

Developments approved by cities or counties may be appealed if they are located within 
the appealable areas, such as those located between the sea and the first public road 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL IMPACT ASSISTANCE PLAN 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 

PROJECT TITLE: 

PROJECT CONTACT INFORMATION: 
Name of Primary Staff Contact: 
Address: 

Phone: 
Fax: 
E-mail: 

PROJECT SUMMARY: 

Location: 
Duration: 
Total Estimated Project Cost: 
Total ClAP Funds Requested: 
Amount/Source of Remaining Funds: 

Estimated ClAP Spending per Year: 

Project Background and Description: 

Goleta Beach Park Coastal Access and 
Recreational Enhancement (Tier 1) 

Juan M. Beltranena, AlA 
Santa Barbara County Community Services Dept. 
610 Mission Canyon Road 
Santa Barbara, CA 93105 
(805) 568-2470 
(805) 568-2459 
jbel tranena@SBParks.org 

Sandspit Road, Santa Barbara, CA 
48-60 months 
$9,732,000 
$1,501,322 
$1,600,000; FEMA (secured) 
$ 615,000; US Army Corp of Engineers (secured) 
$6,015,678; currently unsecured 
2010 - $659,492 
2011 - $563,492 
2012- $ 99,082 
2013 - $179,256 

The purpose of this project is to provide environmentally sound, long-term protection of the park 
and sandy beach area. Over the last 15 years, Goleta Beach County Park has experienced 
incremental loss of facilities and infrastructure due to the loss of sandy beach area from El Nino 
type storm and wave activity. Since 1998, the park has suffered severe damage involving loss of 
sandy beach area, critical beach access parking and park facilities and infrastructure. Parking on 
the west end of the park has been lost and underground utilities have been threatened. In 
response to the storms, emergency rock revetments have been constructed and beach 
nourishment has occurred to protect the park. Additionally, the county placed over 50,000 cu 
yds of sand to nourish the beach and protect the facilities from further erosion during winter 
storms. 

Page 1 



~lAP Project Narrative 

The proposed project is the removal of 43,100 square feet (0.98 acres) of existing paved parking 
lots 6 and 7; establishment of a transportation and utility corridor outside the "coastal process 
zone;" relocation of existing utilities and a portion of the Coastal Bike Trail to the corridor; 
protection of the existing Goleta Sanitary District sewer ocean outfall vault; removal of existing 
rock revetment wilh expired permits at the western end of the park; all requiring approximately 
3,690cy of cut and 3,670cy of fill; addition of new bike racks; and import and spreading of 
approximately 1,850cy of sand to create a beach environment where the parking lots were 
removed. 

Goleta Beach County Park, visited by more that 1.5 million visitors each year, is the most 
heavily used park within Santa Barbara County. This 29 acre park is a full service facility 
similar to other beach parks along the Santa Barbara County coastline, and includes group and 
family picnic facilities, children's play ground, restrooms, ranger residences, the Goleta Beach 
fishing pier, horse shoe pits, food and beverage service provided by the Beachside Bar & Cafe 
and parking to accommodate visitation for approximately 590 cars. The Atascadero Bikeway, an 
important part of the De Anza Coastal trail which travels through Goleta Beach Park, also 
provides access to the park. · 

This proposal (Goleta Beach 2.0) seeks to accommodate Managed Retreat while protecting the 
Park's facilities. It involves the relocation of a several utility lines, the Coastal Bikeway, the 
removal of two parking lots and the placement of geotextile fabric to protect the Goleta Sanitary 
District's outfall vault. 

The project is designed to implement the state Coastal Act and the County's Local Coastal 
Program with goals to protect natural resource areas and sensitive habitats while promoting 
public access and enhancing and maintaining coastal dependent and coastal related recreational 
uses. Specifically, the park facility is surrounded by sensitive habitats with associated buffer 
setback areas of the Goleta Slough wetlands, inter-tidal zone and native vegetation located to the 
north, west and east. Each of these sensitive habitats represent significant constraints to 
relocation or reorientation of park facilities associated under any beach sand stabilization 
scenario, including the managed retreat option where rock revetment is removed and no sand 
nourishment is replaced when erosion occurs. Additionally, the existing utility lines and 
infrastructure bisecting and immediately northward of the park (high pressure gas line, sewer, 
water, reclaimed water and Caltrans Highway 217 right-of-way easement) represent legal and 
jurisdictional impediments and liability to any design options that present risk of loss from strong 
winter storm event erosion and thereby threatening public health, safety and welfare. Further, an 
important segment of the California Coastal Trail connecting Western Goleta Valley with the 
South Coast, serving recreational users as well as alternative transportation to the UCSB and Isla 
Vista communities, is in jeopardy if significant erosion at the beach park continues. 

The project entails the following components: 

Task 1 - Environmental review and permitting 
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ClAP Project Narrative 

Coastal Commission staff and representatives from the County Parks and Planning and 
Development departments met to discuss the status of County's Goleta Beach Park soon to expire 
emergency permit, and the beach sand stabilization options. The meeting was fruitful in that 
both staffs were able to clarify technical questions regarding the components shore stabilization 
design and discuss the importance of the existing beach park facilities to provide public access 
and recreational opportunities consistent with the County's LCP and the Coastal Act. 

County staff and Coastal Commission staff also discussed the appropriate permit path based 
upon 1) scope of the beach sand stabilization system within the Commission's original 
jurisdiction; and, 2) a timely permit application submittal to preclude enforcement action on the 
expiring emergency permit. Commission staff clarified that the County could apply directly to 
the Commission for permit action. This permit path is beneficial since it provides Commission 
involvement in the sand stabilization design, predominately within original jurisdiction, and any 
necessary balancing of Coastal Act policies to stabilize the sand and protect the beach park. 
Based upon Commission concurrence, the County will complete the local process to define the 
project and submit an application for a Coastal Development Permit. 
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Coastal Commission action on the sand stabilization does not require the preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report or other California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document. 
(Pub. Res. Code Section 21080.5; CEQA Guidelines Sections 15250, 15251(c)). Further, the 
County's action to submit an application to the Coastal Commission is not subject to CEQA 
because this activity is preempted by state law and is not a project for purposes of CEQA. (Pub. 
Res. Code Section 21080.5, CEQA Guidelines section 15060.) The permit application, however, 
will include an environmental analysis based on the beach sand stabilization environmental analysis 
that will be prepared anew; that analysis would enable the Commission to comply with their own 
environmental review requirements under their Certified Regulatory Program (CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15250, 15251(c). Once the Commission takes action on the permit application, the 
necessary County permit actions would then be subject to review and approval and the appropriate 
CEQA document would be considered and certified as part of the County's discretionary permit 
action. The required County permits include a Conditional Use Permit and Development Plan, both 
due to the Recreation Zone designation of the site. The environmental analysis submitted to the 
Commission would be part of any subsequent CEQA document prepared for future County 
approvals. 

Task 2: --Solicitation of bids. 

Upon approval, public bid solicitation will occur in a manner consistent with Public Contract 
Law for a period of time sufficient to allow multiple contractors to competitively bid the project. 
Bidding will be widely advertised in plan rooms and local news papers to increase the amount of 
prospective bidders for this type of specialized project. Questions from contractors and 
prospective bidders will be processed and responded to through the RFI process. 

Task 3 - Initial relocation of utilities 
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ClAP Pro_ject Narrative 

This task involves the relocation of existing utilities and other facilities out of the prime coastal 
erosion zone, including the Coastal Trail Bikepath, the removal of two existing parking lots 
(approximately 150 spaces). 

Task 4 - Protection of structures and minor reconfiguration of circulation 

The project will protect in place the Goleta Sanitary District's underground sewer ocean outfall 
pipe and vault by constructing a geo-textile core dune and buried cobble berm (dynamic cobble 
revetment) protective structure. The structure is proposed to be approximately 250 LF extending 
from the existing permitted rock revetment near the restaurant to at least 50 LF beyond the vault. 
The dune will be approximately 4.5 feet tall and buried approximately 5 feet below grade. Minor 
reconfiguration of the circulation in the Park's lot will be necessary to accommodate the new 
geometries in the park and because a new replacement entrance bridge will have to be 
constructed due to the structural deterioration of the existing bridge. 

Task 5 - Monitoring and evaluation 

Following the work detailed above, a final park re-configuration of circulation and remaining 
parking lots will be necessary because a replacement bridge for the entrance to the Park will be 
constructed with Federal Highway Funds to replace the existing damaged bridge. 

Measureable Goals and Objectives 

Performance criteria for success of the erosion control include: 1) The beach stops receding 
during the winter storms and no additional structures are lost or placed in jeopardy; 2) the beach 
advances at least 100 feet in the central portion of the Beach Park and stabilizes in position, with 
fluctuations within of 50% of the nourished width over time; 3) the sandy beach extends west of 
the Pier to at least the west Park boundary; and 4) down coast erosion east of the Slough mouth 
is not increased by the project. Measurements of the performance are beach profiles. Beach 
profiles should be measured bi-annually for at 3 to 5 years, depending on how long it takes for 
the shoreline to reach an equilibrium state according to the results of profile data analyses. 

COORDINATION WITH OTHER FEDERAL RESOURCES AND PROGRAMS 

On-going coordination of this project with other Federal Agencies includes coordination with US 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for a potential 404 permit (USACE has not yet determined 
if one is necessary); coordination with US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) because of the 
sensitive habitat areas surrounding the Park; coordination with FEMA has also been on-going to 
address the impacts of storm damage from successive EL Nino storm events. FEMA funded the 
nourishment of the beach with approximately 50,000 cu. yds. of sand in 2011. Funding form 
FEMA for the project is on stand-by pending the approval of a CDP from the California Coastal 
Commission. 

CALIFORNIA OCEAN PROTECTION COUNCIL 
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ClAP Project Narrative 

This project meets the intent of the "Guiding Principles of the California Ocean Protection Act" 
identified within the Five Year Strategic Plan 2006; more specifically "Making aesthetic, 
educational, and recreational uses of the coast and ocean a priority and D. Physical Processes 
and Habitat Structure; Objective 2 Regional Sediment Management as a key element of the 
project includes the placement of beach sand within the project area to create a larger sandy 
beach area. It also meets objective 5.d. by implementing strategies to balance beach access with 
resource protection. 

AUTHORIZED USES 

This project is consistent with ClAP Authorized Use #1, projects and activities for the 
conservation, protection, or restoration of coastal areas, In addition to allowing an existing 
recreation use to be retained, a primary component of the long term protection project is the 
restoration and sustainability of a wide sandy beach area, coastal strand community and other 
associated beach habitat. 

Goleta Beach Park is adjacent to the tidal wetlands area of Goleta Slough. This project would 
occur within a developed, highly used beach area and would not increase activities in sensitive 
wetland habitats. Removal of the parking lots and protection of beach park facility will continue 
nature study, bird watching and education uses that currently exist to the east and north of the 
beach park. The erosion protection structures would be located immediately adjacent to Goleta 
Sanitary District's outfall vault, in front of the eastern parking lot. The project would not involve 
new development that would affect Goleta Slough or encroach into buffer areas for the slough. 
Existing beach sand nourishment is authorized under permit to BEACON and Goleta Slough 
mouth dredging is currently permitted to the County Flood Control District where ongoing 
maintenance of tidal flow ensures continued biological productivity of the wetland. The 
maintenance of a wider beach at Goleta would enhance the environment for many species 
including intertidal invertebrates, shorebirds including the Federal threatened western snowy 
plover, and grunion, which spawn on sand beaches. 

No long-term adverse effects to biological resources and productivity or marine water quality 
would occur. Section 30233(a)(4) of the Coastal Act allows dredging "[i]n open coastal waters, 
other than wetlands ... [for] the placement of structural erosion control structures for public 
recreational beaches that provide public access and recreational opportunities." Coastal Act 
provision, 30235 directs that protective shoreline devices" .. . shall be permitted when required to 
serve coastal-dependent uses or to project existing structures or public beaches in danger of 
erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts ... " The project is consistent 
with this policy because it satisfies both criteria by protecting the public beach and coastal
dependent and coastal-related uses with structural design features that accommodate shoreline 
sand movement while limited impacts to the surrounding sensitive habitats. 
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May 9, 2015 
 
California Coastal Commission 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 
 
  
Re: Goleta Beach Revetment (W22a) 

 
 
Dear Chair Kinsey and Honorable Commissioners: 
 
 This letter and attached post cards are submitted by the Environmental Defense Center 
(EDC) on behalf of the Santa Barbara Surfrider Foundation. Surfrider is dedicated to 
the protection and enjoyment of the world's ocean, waves and beaches through a powerful 
activist network. EDC is a non-profit public interest environmental law firm working to protect 
and enhance the Central California Coast environmental through education, advocacy and legal 
action. 
 
 Attached please find 308 post cards supporting protection of Goleta Beach through 
removal of the damaging rock revetment seawall which according to experts cited to by EDC 
and Surfrider is already causing significant beach erosion and related impacts to sand supply, 
recreation, access, habitat and views.  
 
 These post cards augment 391 post cards submitted in 2014 to the Santa Barbara County 
Board of Supervisors, previously submitted to the Commission and a petition with 35 signatures 
submitted to the Commission on May 8, 2015.  
 
  

Thank you for your attention to these post cards. 
 

 
Sincerely, 

 

   
Brian Trautwein  
Environmental Analyst / Watershed Program Coordinator 

 

http://www.environmentaldefensecenter.org/
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W22a

Fact and Fiction at Goleta Beach Park
May 8, 2015

Goleta Beach Park on May 1, 2015, at 9:25 AM.  Tide is +3.9 ft.  Normal tides can reach +7.2 ft.

Grunion run on May 7, 2015, at 12:05 AM stops short of the west end of Goleta Beach.

Spawning habitat in front of the exposed revetment has been eliminated by inundation.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

The Santa Barbara Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation has been working for more than a decade

with our partners at the Environmental Defense Center to protect Goleta Beach Park from the

negative effects of coastal armoring. Enhancing beach access is a primary component of Surfrider

Foundation’s mission, and we believe the “beach” and the “access” are both essential. We support

an adaptive management program for Goleta Beach that will enable the public to continue enjoying

both the park facilities and the sandy beach. As we illustrate below, the existing rock revetment

has eliminated part of the beach, and is doing significant environmental damage. The comment

letter prepared on our behalf by the Environmental Defense Center offers an alternative to the staff

recommendation that we believe will result in a better experience for visitors, compliance with

environmental law, and a safer and more visually appealing park.

Organizations that support retaining the unpermitted rock revetments at Goleta Beach Park

make several claims, based on a deeply flawed environmental impact report, that understate or fail

to acknowledge significant negative effects these structures are having and will have on the park

and the coastal environment. Among these claims are:

• that the revetment is and typically remains buried, and will be most of the time between now

and the year 2050;

• that the revetment is set back far from the surf zone;

• that the revetment can and will protect recreational amenities;

• that the revetment is made only of rocks;

• that the hazard posed by an exposed revetment can be mitigated with fencing;

• and that the revetment has no significant negative environmental impacts.

The photos below can be used to evaluate these claims.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

Is the revetment buried?

Goleta Beach west end at low tide (+0.8 ft).  April 28, 2015, at 1:08 PM.

Only a narrow strip of dry sand remains for recreation.

The exposed revetment is readily accessible to curious children.

Goleta Beach mid-park revetment on May 1, 2015, at 9:39 AM.

Rock remains exposed well over one year since the last major storm.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

Is the revetment far from the surf zone?

Goleta Beach west end on May 1, 2015, at 9:21 AM.

Tide is +3.9 ft.  Normal tides can reach +7.2 ft.

Beach has been eliminated by placement loss, passive erosion, and scouring.

Goleta Beach Park at +5.4 ft high tide on May 3, 2015, at 9:56 PM.

30 second exposure shows lower revetment and western beach submerged.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

Goleta Beach revetment at +5.2 ft high tide on May 2, 2015, at 9:33 PM.

One second exposure from the west end of the park.

High water line following +5.5 ft high tide on May 6, 2015, at 12:00 AM.

The entire length of parking lot 7 is subject to wave attack at high tide.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

Goleta Beach revetment at +5.2 ft high tide on May 2, 2015, at 9:37:27 PM.

6 second exposure near west end of park.

Goleta Beach revetment at +5.2 ft high tide on May 2, 2015, at 9:37:43 PM.

6 second exposure near west end of park.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

Goleta Beach mid-park revetment on May 5, 2015, at 12:08 AM.

High water line at toe of buried rock following +5.5 ft high tide.

Goleta Beach mid-park revetment on May 4, 2015, at 10:46 PM.

High water line following +5.5 ft high tide.  EIR predicts no significant

exposure before 2050. +6.3 ft tide due this Sunday, May 17, at 9:44 PM.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

Can the revetment protect the developed area of the park?

Haphazard revetment fails to protect parking lot 7.

Note large concrete blocks at lower left and center of photo.

Parking lot undermined at gap in west-end revetment.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

Revetment does not prevent erosion under parking lot 7.

Large pieces of asphalt fall from parking lot 7 into the surf zone.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

Kelp landward of restrooms after March 1, 2014 storm during +5.6 ft high

tide.  Normal tides can reach +7.2 feet.  EIR predicts this degree of runup

only for “100-year wave event.”  Revetment was easily overtopped.

10



Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

Is the revetment made only of rocks?

Concrete, rusty pipe, and rebar in Goleta Beach Park west end revetment.

Debris and pipe in the Goleta Beach Park west end revetment.

Concrete refuse is a significant fraction of revetment material.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

Concrete and rusted rebar in the Goleta Beach Park west end revetment.

Dangerous rebar in the Goleta Beach Park west end revetment.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

Debris washed out of Goleta Beach Park west-end revetment.

Staff report condition 2.D.4 requires removal of unsafe debris, but

condition 2.D.1 allows “other debris” to be redeposited on revetment.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

Can fencing mitigate the hazard posed by a revetment?

Santa Barbara County Parks agrees that buried revetment is dangerous.

Unsightly fencing blocked Channel Islands views for months in 2005.

Child ignores safety fencing in 2005.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

Goleta Beach Park visitors ignore safety fencing after March 1, 2014 storm.

Fortunately for the airborne child, there was no significant mid-park

revetment exposure.  The park was protected only by sand.

Father steps in when fencing fails.

15



Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

Los Angeles Times

Firefighters free boy trapped in boulders at Orange County beach
July 1, 2011 |  7:23 am

A teenage boy was rescued after his leg became trapped under boulders, including one weighing about 1,000 pounds, at Aliso Creek Beach.

Lifeguards reported the Monday incident to the Laguna Beach Fire Department, Division Chief Dan Stefano told the Huntington Beach Independent.

The Aliso Viejo boy, either 14 or 15 years old, was climbing the rocks when the sand gave way and rocks collapsed around his leg.

"The biggest challenge was that his entire thigh was pinned," Stefano said.

He was extricated after about an hour and taken to Mission Hospital in Mission Viejo.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

Does the revetment have no significant negative impacts?

Grunion run at Goleta Beach on May 6, 2015, at 11:58 PM.

California Grunion spawn on south-facing beaches below

Point Conception.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

West end of Goleta Beach on May 5, 2015, at 11:33 PM.

No grunion are present in front of the exposed revetment.

Grunion run at Goleta Beach on May 7, 2015, at 12:06 AM.

West-end revetment has eliminated the upper beach, destroying

spawning habitat.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

Grunion run at Goleta Beach on May 7, 2015, at 12:07 AM.

West end of beach is inundated.  66 second exposure.

View east along Goleta Beach on May 7, 2015, at 12:15 AM.

Grunion can be seen spawning beyond the end of the exposed revetment.
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Surfrider Goleta Beach Revetment Comments May 8, 2015

We agree with Coastal Commission staff that the best solution to the erosion problem at Goleta

Beach Park is adaptive management. Clearly, however, the details of the staff recommendation are

based on misinformation and a deeply flawed analysis of the present and probable future impacts

of the Goleta Beach revetment.

We urge you to find an alternative to the staff recommendation that will immediately address the

severe problems caused by the west-end revetment, and will trigger timely and effective mitigation

when and if similar issues arise elsewhere in the park. To do any less would be inconsistent with

the Coastal Act, with CEQA, and with common sense.

Please note: the photographs in this document have been

scaled down, and in a few cases cropped to reduce height,

but are otherwise unaltered. High-resolution originals will

be provided upon request. Send requests to
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May 8, 2015 
 
Hon. Steve Kinsey, Chair 
Effie Turnbull-Sanders 
Wendy Mitchell 
Hon. Martha McClure 
Hon. Erik Howell 
Dayna Bochco 
Mary Shallenberger 
Mark Vargas 
Hon. Carole Groom 
Hon. Gregory Cox 
Jana Zimmer 
California Coastal Commission 
89 S. California Street 
Second Floor 
Ventura, CA 93001 
 
Re: Comments Opposing Approval of Goleta Beach Revetments, Application 4-14-0687, 
Agenda Item W22A-5-2015 

Dear Chair Kinsey and Commissioners: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the project in CDP Application no 4-14-
0687 proposed by the County of Santa Barbara. 

I am writing to you to express my concerns about the application to permit 1200 feet of 
unpermitted rock revetments to remain in place at Goleta Beach County Park. I urge the 
Commissioners to vote to uphold the Coastal Act and protect our vital coastal resources by 
asking the applicant to develop project alternatives that will cause significantly lower risk of 
lasting environmental damage and impacts than permitting the unpermitted revetments at 
Goleta Beach County Park to remain. 

As a marine ecologist with over 30 years of experience studying the ecology of California’s 
sandy beaches, I have first hand experience with the resources, function and service provides 
by our open coast sandy beach ecosystems. My research focuses on the responses of sandy 
beach ecosystems, including food webs made up of invertebrate animals and their predators, 
the shorebirds, to the dynamic physical and biological characteristics of sandy beaches and to a 
myriad of human impacts. I have conducted ecological studies at Goleta Beach since 1982, and 
write to you regarding the serious ecological impacts of seawalls and coastal armoring in 
general and specifically with respect to Goleta Beach. 

California’s populous coast is experiencing large scale alteration associated with increasing 
human development and use. The importance of incorporating valid and robust scientific 
information into decision-making processes for our coastline including open coast sandy 
beaches can not be overemphasized.  The application (4-14-0687) for this permit does not 
represent the best available science and fails to accurately describe current conditions and 
coastal resources present at Goleta Beach County Park. 

Based in part on our research in Santa Barbara County, the significant negative effects of 
coastal armoring on the ecology of sandy beaches and coastal strand habitats are now being 
recognized around the world.  Our recent research on beaches in southern Santa Barbara and 
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Ventura Counties, motivated largely by the unpermitted armoring installed at Goleta Beach 
County Park in recent decades, has documented strong negative ecological impacts of armoring 
on beach ecosystems. These impacts include significant losses of habitat, coastal strand and 
dune vegetation, biodiversity, connectivity and food web structure, including invertebrates that 
result in significantly fewer shorebirds, gulls and seabirds using armored sections of the 
shoreline for foraging and roosting. These impacts of armoring extend from the very base of the 
food web to the top levels and are likely to impact many of the other ecosystem functions and 
services provided by beaches.  Our recent work showing that coastal strand and foredune 
vegetation is eliminated in front of seawalls due to habitat loss clearly extends the impacts of 
armoring into a habitat classified as ESHA by the state of California. 

Coastal armoring structures, such as the two unpermitted revetments proposed to remain at 
Goleta Beach, cause long term ecological impacts to beach and dune ecosystems. By 
restricting retreat of the shoreline and directly covering habitat, these revetments have caused 
major environmental impacts to the beach and dune ecosystems at Goleta Beach. These 
include greatly reduced beach widths, the loss of intertidal, coastal strand and foredune 
habitats, and significant declines in biodiversity, productivity and ecosystem functions. 
Furthermore, the loss of the upper beach, coastal strand and dune zones caused by the 
revetments restricts the ability of the beach to accumulate new sand that can form protective 
berms and dunes to buffer erosive forces, further exacerbating the narrowing of the armored 
beach. 

Impacts of armoring are most apparent at the upper levels of the beach where the zone of damp 
to dry sand can disappear entirely in front of armoring structures at all tide heights. This is 
presently the case for the exposed westernmost segment of revetment at Goleta Beach. This 
reduction in habitat alone has decreased biological diversity and abundance, reduced shorebird 
feeding habitat and eliminated grunion spawning habitat along this revetment, all of which are of 
specific concern at Goleta Beach County Park.   

The application states that the unpermitted revetments are not exposed. At this writing the 
westernmost section of one of the unpermitted revetments at Goleta Beach has been fully 
exposed and vigorously interacting with waves and tides since March of 2014. This is in contrast 
to the assertions by the applicant that the revetment is covered with sand and not interacting 
with coastal processes. Due to the ongoing exposure of the rock revetment to waves and tides, 
there is no upper intertidal zone remaining along the exposed westernmost section of rock 
revetment, this has eliminated habitat and wrack resources for upper intertidal invertebrates, 
largely wrack-associated taxa, causing an ~40% decline in biodiversity of this part of the 
shoreline at Goleta Beach. The loss of upper shore zones caused by armoring means that 
suitable habitat for grunion spawning had been eliminated along the exposed westernmost 
section of rock revetment. The wrack-associated prey resources and foraging habitat used by 
nesting Belding’s Savannah Sparrows, a state listed species, at the west end of Goleta Beach 
has been eliminated by the exposed rock revetment.  

In addition, no evidence of dune beetles (tracks) was present along the exposed westernmost 
section of rock revetment on May 7th, 2015, again suggesting the loss of upper shore and 
coastal strand/foredune habitat in this section of beach where the revetment is exposed to 
waves and tides. 

The loss of the dynamic coastal strand and southern foredune habitat above the active intertidal 
zone is another important concern regarding coastal armoring at Goleta Beach and elsewhere. 
As in the intertidal zone, coastal armoring can eliminate higher shore zones, the supralittoral 
and coastal strand/foredune zones, on a beach through the placement of the armoring material, 



 3 

by altering depositional processes and narrowing the beach. Coastal strand/southern foredune 
habitats are considered ESHA by the State of California. In addition negative impacts of 
revetments and seawalls on native plants and associated insect and vertebrate fauna of this 
zone can affect a number of species of concern, (e.g. Red Sand Verbena, Dunedelion, Western 
Snowy Plover, Globose Dune Beetle, and California Legless Lizard).  

The application and staff report states that coastal strand and southern foredune habitat present 
at Goleta Beach County Park is too fragmented in nature and limited in extent in the area of the 
proposed project to meet the Coastal Act definition of an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area 
(ESHA) but is an area of special biological significance. I suggest that this description of 
dynamic habitat occupied by coastal strand and southern foredune vegetation on the Santa 
Barbara County coast may not be adequate. Coastal strand/southern foredune habitat is so rare 
in southern Santa Barbara County that any remnant, including that found at Goleta Beach 
County Park is worthy of the highest levels of protection. As of May 7, 2015 I found clear 
evidence of remnant perennial coastal strand/southern foredune vegetation growing and 
reproducing at Goleta Beach between the revetment/dirt embankment and the parking lot/road 
in the western part of the park. This is despite the presence of a large amount of unsuitable fill 
soil in these areas. The native coastal strand/southern foredune vegetation present as of May 7, 
2015 included red sand verbena (Abronia maritima), pink sand verbena (Abronia umbellata), 
beach salt bush (Atriplex leucophylla), beach burr (Ambrosia chamissonis) salt grass (Distichlis 
spicata a wetland species), and as well as abundant sea rocket. (Cakile maritima) and New 
Zealand Spinach (Tetragonia tetragonoides). The presence of multiple coastal strand/southern 
dune species including mature reproductive individuals at Goleta Beach suggests that it could 
be possible to determine that this would be ESHA.  Where the western revetment is not 
exposed and interacting with waves and tides and where no revetment is present there were 
abundant tracks of dune beetles (Coelus spp.) located both above and at the toe of the dirt 
berm or revetment.  By restricting the dynamic connectivity between the sandy beach and the 
remaining coastal strand/southern foredune habitats, the revetments in place now are in fact 
restricting the development and impacting the health of the rare coastal strand/foredune habitat 
remaining at Goleta Beach rather than protecting it as suggested by the applicant. 

I highly commend the coastal commission staff on the inclusion of several special conditions 
including a strong adaptive management approach to the 20 year lifespan of the revetments and 
the restrictions on beach grooming and wrack management at Goleta Beach County Park. This 
is very progressive approach that needs to be a part of the permit conditions and language for 
any coastal armoring structure. Unfortunately for over a year prior to any approval of a new 
permit, the exposure of portions of the revetment at Goleta Beach has already reached the state 
that would trigger the reevaluation of its condition with regard to impacts stated in the special 
conditions.  

I would like to express concern about the ecological impacts of the condition of keeping the 
revetment buried with sand for the life of the permit. Achieving this condition could result in 
ongoing and persistent negative ecological impacts to the coastal strand/southern dune habitat 
and the upper zones of the beach caused by burial and the use of heavy equipment to move 
and dump sand on the rocks. Depending on the source and grain size characteristics of the 
sediment used to cover the rocks, this process can cause mortality of other intertidal animals 
and impact the beach food web.  Although a coastal development permit will be required for this 
to occur, there is no analysis of the potential impacts to habitats, biodiversity and species of 
concern caused by the activity of burying the rocks in sand provided in the application.  

I suggest that if this application goes forward that an additional special condition be considered 
that prohibits sand berm building with heavy equipment at this beach during the life of the 
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permit. This proposed additional special condition is due to the severe ecological impacts 
caused by this activity. These impacts include high mortality of intertidal animals at a time of 
year when prey resources are already limiting for wintering shorebirds.  

Due to the ongoing and future significant ecological impacts from the existing Goleta Beach rock 
revetments and the effort and impacts associated with attempting to keep 1200 feet of these 
structures buried with sand, all of which have not been adequately analyzed or addressed in this 
application, I strongly recommend that the application to have the current revetments remain in 
place be denied at this time. I suggest to you that comprehensive study and analysis of 
ecological impacts and sustainable alternatives, such as managed retreat, are critically needed 
to save the sandy beach ecosystem and coastal resources at Goleta Beach County Park.  

In summary, I hope you will to vote to protect and preserve California’s coastal resources and 
deny this project in its current form. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project 
application and for your consideration of my input. I appreciate the challenges you face and am 
very grateful for your work to balance the needs of seaside residents with the highest level of 
protection of our coastal resources on the California coast. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Jenifer E. Dugan, PhD 

Associate Research Biologist 
Marine Science Institute 
University of California 
Santa Barbara, CA 93106 
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Deanna Christensen 
Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
 
 
Re: Opposition to County of Santa Barbara Coastal Development Permit for Rock 
Revetment at Goleta Beach County Park 
 
Dear Ms. Christensen and Commissioners:  
 
Santa Barbara Audubon Society (SBAS) is a chapter of the National Audubon Society with 
approximately 1100 members in Santa Barbara County. Our mission is to help conserve and 
restore the natural ecosystems and biological diversity of the Santa Barbara area, and to connect 
people with birds and nature through education, science-based projects, and advocacy.  
 
SBAS has previously commented on the Draft EIR1 for Goleta Beach.  The thrust of that letter is 
that the CCC Staff report misjudges the extent of current beach loss and consequent loss of bird 
habitat as it recommends retention of the revetment.  The conditions that would trigger 
reconsideration of the revetment are already met at the western end of Goleta beach.  Given that, 
we urge the commission to override the staff recommendation and initiate more natural processes 
on Goleta Beach by removing the west-most parking spaces, sewer lines, and other utilities while 
providing softer approaches that allow the nutrient flow so essential to beach invertebrates, 
which in turn support Western Snowy Plovers and Belding’s Savannah Sparrows. 
 
SBAS is concerned that the unpermitted rock revetment at the west end of Goleta Beach acts like 
a seawall by redirecting wave energy down and sweeping beach sand out into the ocean.  In fact, 
this is apparently already happening.  Our visits to the west end of Goleta Beach Park show that 
the revetment is more often exposed than covered with sand.  We find that the west end of the 
beach is now entirely inundated at more high tides than it was very few years ago.  As a result, 
foraging habitat for the Belding’s Savannah Sparrow and Western Snowy Plover is being 
eliminated.   It should be obvious that now is the time to begin to deal with this problem, not to 
wait 10 to 20 years when sea level rise will have made it much worse. 
 
We note that the CCC Staff report of 4/24/15 incompletely depicts Belding’s Savannah Sparrow 
and Western Snowy Plover.  Figure 4.3-1 shows Belding’s Savannah Sparrows on the slough 
                                                 
1 Comment letter on Goleta Beach Managed Retreat 2.0 Draft EIR 12EIR-00004, 11DVP-00016 

and 11CDP-00069, 30 August 2013 
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side, not the beach side of the western parking lot.  It is the low beach amidst the flotsam where 
most active foraging occurs for both of these species.   
 
In fact, the CCC staff has previously stated2, “Any project at Goleta Beach must take into 
consideration and ensure the continued use of the area by the following sensitive species: 
globose dune beetles that occupy coastal strand habitat and have been identified in this habitat at 
Goleta Beach; Belding’s Savannah Sparrows that live and nest in Goleta Slough and forage in 
the wrack at Goleta Beach (especially at the western portion of Goleta Beach); Western Snowy 
Plovers which have been identified near the slough mouth at the eastern end of Goleta Beach; red 
sand verbena, a coastal strand/southern foredune species that has been found at Goleta Beach; 
and southern tarplant, which tends to do well in disturbed coastal habitats, has also been 
identified at Goleta Beach.” So the CCC staff has acknowledged that the Belding’s Savannah 
Sparrow uses the wrack on the beach at the west end of Goleta Beach.  SBAS has many records 
of the Western Snowy Plover using the west end of Goleta Beach as stated in SBAS comments 
on the DEIR. 
 
In addition, our DEIR letter from 2013 points out that the most active period of Western Snowy 
Plover foraging is at night.  We include below a section from the 2013 letter that should have 
resulted in surveys to determine the actual extent of nocturnal use by the Western Snowy 
Plover3.  Fig. 4.3-1 shows the Western Snowy Plover at the slough area whereas our records 
show it most often seen towards the west end of the beach.  So, we are dismayed that we 
supplied exhaustive information in our comments on the DEIR, but that information is not 
reflected in the CCC Staff report, which instead seems to rely on incomplete information from 
2012.   
 
The fact that food resources are sometimes observed at the west end of Goleta Beach should not 
be interpreted as an indication that the Belding’s Savannah Sparrow and Western Snowy Plover 
are persisting well there.  Rather, the pattern of resource occurrence indicates a low level of 
resource support and a minimal persistence of these species. 
 
SBAS regrets the distortions that are perpetuated by the staff recommendations.  We continue to 
see inflated estimates of human usage of Goleta Beach (it estimates an average of 4109 visits per 
day (the putative 1.5 million users/365 days, when we know that there is not even one day a year 
when the number of visits is so high.  The average annual usage is probably closer to one-tenth 
the number stated.).  It states that the distance to the nearest beachfront public park is more than 
8 miles distant (when in fact Arroyo Burro beach is 5.4 miles away, Santa Barbara Shores is 3.5 

                                                 
2 CCC Staff Comment letter on Draft Environmental Impact Report, Goleta Beach County 

Park Long-Term Protection Plan, Para. 8.g,  Aug. 30, 2013. 
3 Snowy Plovers forage locally (and presumably throughout their range) at night in nearly total 
darkness. We also know that they locally radiate from well-known day-use areas to other 
beaches at night. By reading tracks, feces, and feathers, D. Hubbard (pers. Comm.) 

documented many instances of overnight roosting and probable foraging between Coal Oil 
Point and Campus Point in Goleta in the 1990s. At about 11pm on 28 December 2004, six 
Snowy Plovers were observed sheltering adjacent to the parking bumpers in Lot 6 next to the 

beach during a nighttime rain storm. On 28 April 2006, A. Musante reported seeing a pair of 
Snowy Plovers foraging on the beach in front of the Beachside Café between 10pm and 

midnight. 
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miles, and Haskell’s Beach is 4.5 miles away and there are many public access points in 
between). 
 
We regret that the CCC staff report directly contradicts the directions the staff itself gave to the 
County in its letter dated August 30, 2013.  At that time the CCC Staff urged the County towards 
a retreat scenario.  
 
The staff report further sets aside the state mandate to conform to the predictions sea level rise.   
 
The benefits of the very moderate alternative EDC has offered is that it: 

∗ Offers a more balanced recreational experience by reintroducing a natural feature of the 
beach environment, if only in the western part of the park, 

∗ Protects and augments the prey base for Western Snowy Plovers and Belding’s Savannah 
Sparrows that now minimally use the west end beach, 

∗ It acknowledges that we are now at the point where the staff recommendation would 
require review of staff’s conditions for the reauthorization of the revetment. 

 
We hope the Commission embraces the EDC alternative as the appropriate compromise that 
creates a win-win situation for both sides in this contentious issue. 
 
Finally, SBAS is concerned that the willingness of CCC staff to recommend the retention of 
revetment contradicts its advice in other settings; it contradicts the Coastal Act goal to prevent 
“direct loss of sandy and rocky intertidal areas that often have been found to be a critical component 
of the marine ecosystem”; and it makes it more difficult for future commissioners to uphold the 
policies espoused in the Coastal Act. 
 
The Santa Barbara Audubon Society strongly opposes Santa Barbara County’s proposed 
Coastal Development Permit for a Rock Revetment at Goleta Beach County Park.  SBAS 
supports a Goleta Beach restoration plan that would add to the sandy beach while 
protecting the park and the existing beach.  At-risk parking spaces, the bike path, and 
sewer lines should be relocated out of the surf erosion zone. 
 
 
Yours truly, 
 

 
Mark Holmgren 
Conservation Committee 
Santa Barbara Audubon Society 

 
Stephen J. Ferry 
Co-President 
Santa Barbara Audubon Society 
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First District Supervisor 

JEREMY TITTLE 
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District Representative 

May 11,2015 

Califonlia Coastal Commission 
89 South Califmnia Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001-2801 

COUNTY OF SANTABARBARA 

DeaT Chair Kinsey and Coastal Cmnmission Members: 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
105 East Anaparnu Street, 4th Floor 

Santa Barbara, California 93101 

TELEPHONE: (805) 568-2186 
FAX: (805) 568-2534 

www.~ountyofs~. orglbos/ Carbajal 
E-mrul: ScarbaJal@sbcbosl.org 

Thank you for all that you and your staff do to protect our beautiful coastline and enhance public access to this 
unique region of our State. I appreciate the Commission's partnership with local govermnent and otu· ongoing 
collaboration on a wide range of issues of mutual concern. 

I run contacting you to urge your support for the County of Santa Barbara's application to retain the existing 
buried revetments at Goleta Beach Cotmty Park that will protect the public access amenities from severe storm 
erosiOn. 

As the First District Supervisor for Santa Barbara County, I am very familiar with the nearly two decade effort 
to address the cmnplex issues related to the preservation of Goleta Beach Park. There have been a number of 
proposals ru1d multiple Environmental Impact Reports over that period that have provided decision makers with 
a wealth of technical infom1ation and important background to help us make an infom1ed decision on the best 
plan to protect this cmnn1unity asset. That analysis, history and community input led me to join my colleagues 
on the Board of Supervisors to unanilnously support the plan before you, which also includes the conditioned 
support of your own staff. 

The in1portance of Goleta Beach County Park cannot be overstated. It is visited by more than 1.5 million people 
annually and is the largest coastal recreation and access point in the area west of the City of Santa Barbara. As 
such, it provides significant, low-cost public access and coastal recreation opportunities to some of the least 
developed and 1nost scenic sections of shoreline in the urban region of Santa Barbara County. A recent study 
conducted by the County Trails Council demonstrated that the majority of users are from the local area, and that 
free parking and ease of access to the coast were key values in their use of Goleta Beach Park. It is worth 
noting that these values and the ability to use the amenities provided at Goleta Beach are covered under Article 
2, Section 30213 of the Coastal Act which states "lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, 
encouraged, ru1d, where feasible, provided." 

Now is the time to protect Goleta Beach Park. Your suppmt of the County's application would be greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

..JjOCl,R 
Salud Carbajal 
First District Supervisor 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA BARBARA UCSB 

BERKELEY· DAVIS • IRVINE • LOS ANGELES • MERCED· RIVERSIDE • SAN DIEGO • SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA • SANTACRUZ 

May 11,2015 

VIA EMAIL TO: GoletaBeachRevetment@coastatca.gov 

Chair and Supervisor Steve Kinsey 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Dear Chair Kinsey: 

OFFICE OF THE VICE CHANCELLOR 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 
SANTA BARBARA, CALFORNIA 93106-2033 
Tel: (805) 893-2770 
Fax: (805) 893-8837 
http://www. ucsb.edu 

On behalf of the University of California, Santa Barbara (~~University''), I wish to convey our strong and enthusiastic support for 
the County of Santa Barbara's permit application in its efforts to protect Goleta Beach. 

This is an important issue for the University as well as the community at large. Goleta Beach is a vital community resource. 
From the University's perspective, not only do our faculty, staff, and students enjoy the recreational opportunities that Goleta 
Beach offers, but it also attracts a diverse group of visitors from all over Santa Barbara County. On any given day, there are 
groups of people playing volleyball, fishing off the pier, celebrating special events or playing horseshoes. There are few 
locations along the California coast that attract and celebrate such diversity of visitors. 

In addition, the University has important infrastructure on the west end of Goleta Beach County Park that could potentially be 
threatened if the park is not protected. Our sewer lift station (which is responsible for 90 percent of the sewage from the main 
campus) is located just east of the Henley Gate and our recycled water line is also along this corridor. Given that 90 percent 
of our landscape depends on the recycled water that comes from this line, we have a vested interest in ensuring that the 
beach is not allowed to erode to a point where our infrastructure is threatened. 

We urge you and your fellow Commissioners to support the County of Santa Barbara's permit application and the Coastal 
Commission staff recommendation to protect this important Community resource. 

Thank you for all the important work you do. 

~2iu~?::? 
Marc Fisher 
Vice Chancellor 

cc: Charles Lester 
Jack Ainsworth 
Steve Hudson 

... 

Supervisor Janet Wolf, County of Santa Barbara 
Renee Bahl, Assistant CEO, County of Santa Barbara 
Mayor Paula Perotte, City of Goleta 
Kristen Miller, CEO/President Goleta Valley Chamber of Commerce 



CITY COUNCIL 

Paula Perotte 
Mayor 

Jim Farr 
Mayor Pro Tempore 

Roger S. Aceves 
Councilmember 

Michael T. Bennett 
Councilmember 

Tony Vallejo 
Councilmember 

CITY MANAGER 
Michelle Greene 

CI1Y Of 

GoLETA 

April20, 2015 

Mr. Charles Lester, Executive Director 
Mr. Jack Ainsworth, Deputy Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105- 2219 

RE: Goleta Beach County Park Revetment Retention Project 
Letter of Support (Coastal Commission Application No. 4-14-0687) 

Dear Mr. Lester, Mr. Ainsworth, and Coastal Commissioners: 

The City of Goleta is pleased to express support for the Goleta Beach County 
Park Revetment Retention Project and related permit application submittal by 
the County of Santa Barbara to the California Coastal Commission, dated April 
25, 2014. The Goleta City Council supports the County Board of Supervisors 
in their commitment to the protection and preservation of Goleta Beach and 
Park as public resources. Preserving the rock revetment, which has protected 
the beach and the park for years, is a logical, simple, and cost effective 
strategy to protect our County's most popular park. 

The Park is widely used and serves as a critical recreational facility for the 
region. The Goleta City Council respectfully requests that the Commissioners 
preserve the existing rock revetments, as requested by the County. Without 
the revetments, lawn and recreational infrastructure will become exposed and 
eventually will be lost, having a devastating impact on this regionally 
significant coastal resource. 

All economic groups of varying ages and abilities recreate in the water, on 
sandy beach, and on lawn space overlooking the Pacific. The breadth of 
recreational opportunities is unique in the region and something we treasure. 
Because of this, the City feels strongly about the future of the park and 
remains deeply invested in retaining the existing revetment and request your 
assistance in this regard. 

Sincerely, 

C?~S?M<J'!k-
Paula Perotte 
Mayor 

130 Cremona Drive, Suite B, Goleta, CA 93117 P 805.961.7500 F 805.685.2635 www.cityofgoleta.org 



April 27, 2015 

4699 HOLLISTER AVENUE 
GOLETA, CALIFORNIA 93110-1999 
TELEPHONE 805/964-6761 
FAX 805/964-7002 

California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area 
c/o Steve Hudson} District Manager 
89 South California St., Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 

DIRECTORS 

LAUREN HANSON, PRESIDENT 

RICHARD M. MERRIFIELD, VICE-PRESIDENT 

JOHN F. CUNNINGHAM, DIRECTOR 

BILL ROSEN, DII?ECTOR 

MEG WEST, DIRECTOR 

GENERAL MANAGER 

JOHN D. MCINNES 

RE: Application No. 4-14-0687 (Goleta Beach County Park1 Santa Barbara Co.) 

Dear Mr. Hudson: 

The Goleta Water District (District) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the County of Santa 
Barbara's Application for a Coastal Development Permit for a proposed approximately 1,200 linear ft. as
built rock revetment at the western end of Goleta Beach County Park (Park). The District supports the 
proposed as-built revetment as a reasonable near-term solution to the accretion and erosion issues at the 
Park, and believes that the revetment will protect the Districfs existing recycled water pipeline 
infrastructure in the utility corridor in a logical, cost-effective manner. 

The District's 18.;inch recycled pipeline at the Park conveys approximately 1,000 acre-feet per year of 
recycled water to 19 large recycled water customers including UC Santa Barbara, various golf courses, and 
other Jarge landscaped areas that are valued by the community. Recycled water service is an important 
aspect of our water conservation efforts because the reclaimed water can be used in lieu of potable 
drinking water resources that are of limited supply in our arid region, particularly during the current 
drought. 

In 2014/ the County completed a new Environmental Impact Report (EIR} (Goleta Beach County Park 
Managed Retreat Project 2.0- March 2014} that analyzed a managed retreat project and five project 
alternatives. The managed retreat approach included relocating landward several threatened utilities and 
two parking lots at the western end of the park, and allowing limited shoreline protection measures to 
protect high-value utility infrastructure that would be difficult to relocate, such as the District's recycled 
water line. The District previously expressed its multiple concerns with relocating its line to the County. 
Based on the conclusions of the County's EIR and several other factors, instead of a managed retreat 
project, the County Board of Supervisors chose to submit the subject permit application to permanently 
retain the existing 1,200 ft. long rock revetment to protect park facilities. 

The District provided comments on the County's Notice of Preparation and Draft and Final EIRs for the 
project, and has worked with the County's design engineers to ensure the proposed revetment will not 
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jeopardize the Districfs recycled line. To that end, the District supports the Commission staff's 
recommendation that the Commission require monthly revetment monitoring to closely monitor potential 
erosion. 

In sum, the District supports approval by the Commission of the as-built revetment project proposed by the 
County, as the District believes this project alternative is the most reasonable alternative with the least 
adverse impacts to the shoreline and utility infrastructure. Without the revetments, key District 
infrastructure will become exposed and eventually will be lost, having a great impact on recycled water 
supplies during an historic drought. 

Should you or Commission staff have further questions, Ryan Drake, the District Water Supply and 
Conservation Manager, is available at rdrake@goletawater.com, and can also be reached at (805) 879-
4627. 

Sincerely, 

General Manager 



MsoCaiGas 
T1mothy J Mahoney 

Pubhc Affarrs Manager 

134 East Vrctona Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

~ 
A ~ Sempra Energy utlltty 

tel 805 681 7930 
fax 805 962 2017 
cell 805 689 3033 

May 8, 2015 

Chair Steve Kinsey & Coastal Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
89 So. California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001-2801 

RE: Support Santa Barbara County's Goleta Beach Park Application 

Dear Chair Kinsey and Honorable Coastal Commissioners: 

The Southern California Gas Company supports Santa Barbara County's application for a permit 
to protect Goleta Beach Park. This will leave in place the existing buried revetment that guards 
the park as well as protecting important infrastructure such as restrooms, bike paths, parking and 
utility lines. 

We appreciate Coastal Commission staff's recommendation for approval; as the enviromnental 
impact report and other studies indicate that the existing revetment, buried in 2004, has enabled 
Goleta Beach Park to withstand winter streams, while keeping the natural migration of sand 
along the coast. 

There are several utility lines including natural gas, water, sewer and telecom serving the public 
that are also protected by the existing buried revetment. 

::::~~~~ !-m~ 
tmahoney@setnprauttlihes.com 

cc: Santa Barbara County 



Helene Schneider 

Mayor 
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May 8, 2015 

South Central Coast District Office, Coastal Commission 
cjo Jack Ainsworth, Deputy Director 
Steve Hudson, District Manager 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001-2801 

Re: Statement of Position on Goleta Beach 

Dear Coastal Commission Members: 

www.SantaBarbaraCA .gov 

I support permit approval of the existing rock revetment at the western end of Goleta 
Beach County Park. I am in agreement with Commission staff, the Sierra Club Santa Barbara 
Group, and the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors on this matter. Notably, your 
staff has included extensive conditions on this recommended approval. 

Climate change is going to bring ever more powerful storms and rising high tide levels to 
our area. Even as the City of Santa Barbara and County of Santa Barbara work to address 
climate change, we must find short and medium term protections for important public and 
environmental resources such as Goleta Beach Park from storms and rising tides. 

De La Guerra Plaza During powerful storms the revetment has protected the park. At times the rocks have 
P.O. Box 1990 been exposed, but they have soon been covered up again with sand by natural processes. 
Santa Barbara, CA 

93102 _1990 Each of these cases has to be examined on its individual merit as each location is unique. 

Goleta Beach Park has more than one million visits each year. Free to the public, it provides 
ocean access to many low-income and working class residents, some of whom reside in the 
City of Santa Barbara. Environmental justice recognizes the rights of the public to have 
coastal recreation and access maintained at this unique location. 

I urge the Commission to permit the existing protective revetment in Goleta Beach County 
Park where it has been working well for many years, for the benefit of so many South Coast 
residents and visitors. 

Sincerely, 

Jj Please consider the environment before printing this letter. 



Gregg Hart 

Councilmember 

City Hall 

City of Santa Barbara 
City Council 

May6, 2015 

CHart@Santa Ba rbaraC A .gov 

www.SantaBarbaraCA.gov 

California Coastal Commission 
735 

Anacapa Street 89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Santa Barbara. CA Ventura, CA 93001-2801 
93101-1990 

Mailing Address: 

P.O. Box 1990 

Santa Barbara, CA 

93102~1990 

Tet· 805.564.5319 

Fax: 805.564.5475 

Re: Support for Goleta Beach Permit 

Dear California Coastal Commission Members: 

I support the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisor's decision, and your staff's conditioned 
recommendation, to retain the existing buried revetments at Goleta Beach County Park to 
protect the public access amenities from severe storm erosion. 

Goleta Beach County Park is the most heavily visited park in the Santa Barbara County Park 
system, hosting 1.5 million residents and visitors annually. The March 2014 Environmental 
Impact Report clearly identifies the unique site-spedfic geologic and environmental issues at 
Goleta Beach and concludes retention of the existing buried revetment would not have 
significant adverse impacts on local and regional coastal processes. Removal of the existing 
revetments could potentially jeopardize public access to this regionally significant coastal 
recreation park and beach after a major storm event. 

As a former member of the California Coastal Commission from 2000-2004, I know the difficult 
decisions you regularly face evaluating highly technical scientific information and protecting 
coastal access and preservation. 

After carefully reviewing the staff report and EIR for this project, I recognize your staff's careful 
consideration of the facts in the County's permit application and urge your support for their 
recommendation. 

Thank you for your service to the State of California. 

Santa Barbara City Councilmember 

Please consider the environment before printing this letter. 



May 4, 2015 

RE: Santa Barbara County Goleta Beach Project (4-14-0687) 

California Coastal Commissioners, 

On behalf of the Santa Barbara County Park Commission, we support your staffs' recommendation to 
approve the permit which retains the existing buried rock revetment at this popular beach park. Goleta 
Beach is the most heavily visited County Park in Santa Barbara County, hosting 1.5 million residents and 
visitors annually. The park provides critical coastal access and recreation opportunities to residents of all 
income levels. In fact, a recent survey shows that low income families visit an average of nine times 
more often than the average visitor. 

The March 2014 Environmental Impact Report noted that beneficial impacts on continued public use of 
the beach and upland park facilities favor retention of the revetment. The report specifies that retention 
of the existing revetments would have insignificant adverse impacts to coastal processes at Goleta 
Beach County Park and down-coast. The buried revetment is important because it acts as the last line of 
defense to protect the park's infrastructure including restrooms, picnic areas, a playground, a Class I 
bike path and parking lots. Goleta Beach County Park provides free coastal access and two-thirds of 
those surveyed said it was their primary coastal access. 

Goleta Beach County Park and all its amenities are critically important to our residents and visitors. The 
Parks Commission strongly urges the Coastal Commission to approve its staffs' recommendation. Please 
contact Renee Bah I at 805-568-2467 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Cc: Janet Wolf, Chair, Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors 
Peter Adam, Vice Chair 
Salud Carbajal, Supervisor 
Doreen Farr, Supervisor 
Steve lavagnino, Supervisor 
Judith Dale, Vice Chair, Park Commission 
Bonnie Freeman, Commissioner 
James Mosby, Commissioner 
Bailey Hudson, Commissioner 
Steve Hudson, Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 
Renee Bahl, Interim Director, Santa Barbara County Community Services Department 
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ails Council 

May 5,2015 

Mr. Charles Lester, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

RE: Goleta Beach County Park Revetment Retention Project 
Coastal Commission Application No. 4-14-0687 

Dear Mr. Lester, 

W22a 

The Santa Barbara County Trails Council (Trails Council) is a broad based trails advocacy group 

consisting of hikers, runners, equestrians, mountain bikers and other trail users. The Trails Council was 

formed in 1967 to advocate for planning and construction of new trails and to help organize work 

parties to maintain existing trails. Our organization and Board members have substantial experience 

with all aspects of trail planning, design, acquisition and construction. For example, the Trails Council 

recently published the Gaviota Coastal Trail and Access Study which has been recognized with awards of 

excellence by the Association of Environmental Professionals and the American Planning Association. 

We are working diligently to plan and implement several segments of the California Coastal Trail and 

new coastal access points along the Gaviota Coast. 

Our work on protecting and improving coastal access along the Gaviota Coast has shown us how highly 

the public values coastal access and how difficult, time consuming and expensive it is to acquire and 

develop new coastal access facilities. For example, on one recent project along the Gaviota Coast, the 

Trails Council gathered almost 1,000 post cards, letters and emails of support for protecting and 

improving coastal access. Based on our experience, acquisition of new coastal access can take many 

years or even decades and cost hundreds of thousands of dollars to develop and open to the public. As 

such, existing coastal access facilities should be treated with great respect, particularly where they can 

be utilized free of charge and act to serve a wide range of the community. 

For this reason, the Trails Council is writing the Coastal Commission in support of the County's 

proposed project at Goleta Beach. We believe that Goleta Beach Park, the free parking, shoreline lawn 

and picnic grounds combined with its close proximity to a family friendly beach are a critical coastal 

recreational resource, particularly to those in the community of more modest means. We would also like 

to note that, based on a recent survey completed for the County by the Trails Council that the Park 

receives very high visitation via bicycle, walking and jogging. We believe that this is due to high quality 

access provided to the park via the Ohern Trail, named after Trails Council founding board member 

Vivian Ohern and her husband George. 

Santa Barbara County Trails Council • PO Box 22352 • Santa Barbara, CA 93121 • www.sbtrails.org 



In closing, we believe that the County proposal serves as a reasonable compromise to continue to 

provide coastal access in a manner respectful of both public needs and coastal resources. 

Thank you for considering our input. 

ll 
Otis Calef, President ~/ 

cc. Janet Wolf, ~,Barbara County Supervisor, 2nd District 

Mary O'Gorman, 2nd District Chief of Staff 

Steve Hudson, California Coastal Commission 

Santa Barbara County Trails Council • PO Box 22352 • Santa Barbara, CA 93121 • www.sbtrails.org Page 2 of 2 
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May 8, 2015 

Mr. Steve Kinsey, Chair 
California Coastal Commissioners 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

RE: Goleta Beach County Park Request for Permit- SUPPORT 

Dear Mr. Kinsey and Members of the Commission: 

The Goleta Chamber of Commerce represents 450 business members and 35,000 jobs in South Santa 
Barbara County. Goleta Beach Park is a treasured asset to our members, our community and the 
entire county. Because of this, the Goleta Chamber began advocating for protection of the park's 
amenities, which were regularly threatened by winter storms, more than 10 years ago. 

We participated in the County's Working Group to study the coastal process at Goleta Beach and 
helped to make recommendations for a long term solution. We formed the committee Friends of 
Goleta Beach and funded community outreach about the changes needed at Goleta Beach Park. 

We are very gratified with the widespread consensus that has now formed around support for 
protecting Goleta Beach Park. Much of this consensus comes due to the award winning 
Environmental Impact Report, executed by the County, which proves with sound science that the 
buried rock revetment that was installed well above surfline, provides a last line of defense when 
winter storms threaten to erode the park's amenities and shoreline. 

Our members do not want managed retreat in this location. We understand the potential dangers 
of rock revetments placed in the surfline and the sand migration problems that can occur with hard 
structures on the coast. However, at Goleta Beach, these conditions do not occur and there are 
manv years of monitoring that have already supported this. 

We support the Commission's staff report to permit the existing revetment and monitor the beach 
for 20 years. 

Thank you for taking our support into consideration. 

Best regards, 

~~l:' ·T'·J ~ I r -~ _ '·'"·--. \/ , \ .. "'t\/' 
Kristen Miller 
President/CEO 
Goleta Valley Chamber of Commerce 

5662 Calle Real #204 • Goleta, CA 93 I 17 
805.967.2500 • info@GoletaValley.com • www.GoletaYalleyChamber.com 

dchristensen
Typewritten Text

dchristensen
Typewritten Text
Exhibit 5AddendumCDP Application 4-14-0687



May 6, 2015 

Re: Santa Barbara County Goleta Beach Park Project (4-14-0687) 

California Coast Commissions: 

Michael W. Rattray and Ed de Ia Torre are residents of the County of Santa Barbara, and members of the 

Friends of Goleta Beach Park group (herein Friends). We write you today in support of Staffs position of 

permitting the ""1200 linear feet of emergency rock revetment in place on the west-end of this beach 

park. 

Friends has been a part of the county Working Group assembled some ten years ago to study this beach 

park's long term solutions for community usage of this recreational area. And now with a formal EIR in 

place that documents the soundness and placement of the rock revetment in the coastal zone relative 

to the mean high tide line that does not obstruct down coast sand migration, allowed the Santa Barbara 

County Supervisors to approve the '1No Project" Alternative in March 2014. 

Friends also supports the Staff imposed recommended Special Conditions as part of your consideration 

if the Commissioners were to accept this position. The checks and balances described will provide more 

than adequate safeguards for and corrective actions if required. 

In summary, both the beach and the park are a vital community asset to l.SM visitations annually and 

one of the reasons we are called Goleta the Goodland. By allowing this buried rip rap to finally be 

permitted will allow our community to enjoy this beach park knowing that when those badly needed El 

Nino storms do come back, our last line of defense is in place when needed. 

Thank you, 

Michael W. Rattray 

Executive Committee, Friends of Goleta Beach Park 

cc: Jane Wolf, Chair, Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors 

Peter Adams, Vice Chair 

Salud Carbajal, Supervisor 

Doreen Farr, Supervisor 

Peter Lavignino, Supervisor 

Suzanne Perkins, Chair Parks Commission 

Renne Baht Interim Director, Santa Barbara County Community Service Director 

Steve Hudson, District Manager, California Coastal Commission 

John (Jack) Ainsworth, Senior Deputy Director, California Coastal Commission 



13 May 2015 

TO: California Coastal Commission 

RE: Rock Revetment at the west end of Goleta Beach Park 

The Environmental Defense Council will tell you that the rock wall at the west 
end of Goleta Beach should be removed, because their select group of coastal engineers 
assert without proof that it is causing Goleta Beach to erode. 

In fact, without that west end rock wall, the area behind the wall would rapidly 
erode northward along the property boundary between UCSB and the park, across the 
bike path, the west end of the parking lot, and all the way into the slough in the course 
of just a few major storms. 

How and why? Because the down-coast longshore current and the prevailing 
wave pattern directs surf flow eastward from UCSB Beach around the small rocky 
headland at the west end of Goleta Beach, so that the swash swirls around the point and 
into the west end rock wall as a counter-clockwise eddy, one that is especially strong 
and erosive during big storms and high high tides. Consequently the area in the lee of 
the headland is an erosional ilhot spot" as clearly realized by those who permitted the 
emplacement of the west end rock wall more than 30 years ago. 

Forty six years ago I began using that little rocky headland as the object for an 
annual geological field study with UCSB undergraduate geology majors. During the 
ensuing years, I have watched the little headland be steadily and significantly eroded by 
direct sea wave attack and by the counter clockwise eddy. The more the headland is 
eroded, the farther the eddy will penetrate into the erosionaluhot spot". 

Even though the west end rock wall ought to be re-engineered, properly and 
regularly maintained, it is and has been the best defense against mainland erosion at 
the west end of Goleta Beach Park for more than 30 years. 

Arthur G. Sylvester, Professor Emeritus 

UCSB Department of Earth Science 
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May 11,2015 

California Coastal Commission 
South Central District Office 
89 S. California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 

RE: SUPPORT Application No. 4-14-0687 (Goleta Beach County Park. Santa 
Barbara Co.) 

Dear Coastal Commission Members: 

CAUSE's mission is to build grassroots power to realize social, economic and 
environmental justice for the people of California's Central Coast Region through 
policy research, leadership development, organizing, and advocacy. CAUSE's 
vision is that together we can create a global community where we all contribute 
to, and benefit from, a sustainable economy that is just, prosperous and 
environmentally healthy. 

CAUSE takes very seriously our obligation to carefully review and evaluate 
proposals that impact the environment and our residents, particularly low 
income and immigrant communities that often have no voice. We have carefully 
studied the County of Santa Barbara's application and the accompanying 
environmental documents for a permit to allow the existing emergency 
revetments at Goleta Beach Park to remain. We support the County's proposal, 
and appreciate the Commission staffs recommended conditions of approval, 
particularly that parking and access remains free for the life of the project. 

Goleta Beach Park is the largest and most developed coastal recreation and 
access point in the region. It is the only beachfront public park in more than eight 
miles of urban area coastline and is visited by approximately 1.5 million people 
per year. Goleta Beach Park offers a unique combination of natural coastline and 
public park facilities, such as BBQ grills, picnic tables and benches, a playground, 
and public restrooms. It is a family friendly environment that is available free to 
local residents. 

A recent survey of park users demonstrated that the vast majority of users are 
from the local area, and a large percentage of visitors ride bikes or walk to the 
park The survey found that 46%1 of the respondents were from lower income 
households and that lower income households visit Goleta Beach an average of 9 
times more often per year than other households. 

Protecting all of the existing park facilities and retaining safe and free access is an 
important social and environmental justice issue. It is important to continue to 
protect this important public and environmental resource from storm impacts. 



The revetment is for the most part buried in the sand and has protected Goleta Beach Park and all 
of its facilities from storm impacts for many years in a safe and effective manner. The monitoring 
and conditions of approval recommended by your staff will provide the ability for the County to 
respond to any intermittent exposure of rocks that can occur following a major storm such as the 
one we saw in March 2014. 

CAUSE urges the Commission to issue a permit to allow the existing rock revetment to remain at 
Goleta Beach. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Marcos Vargas PhD 
Executive Director 

Cc: Supervisor Janet Wolf 



Approve the County request. 

Approve the County request. 
James Childress [jim.childress@lifesci.ucsb.edu] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 3:09AM 
To: CoastaiGoletaBeachRevetment 

California Coastal Commission 
Gentlepersons, 

Page 1 of 1 

This letter is written concerning the Goleta Beach rock revetment in Santa Barbara county. I am a 
retired (though still teaching) UCSB oceanographer who has watched Goleta beach since 1969. I most 
strongly urge you to support the Santa Barbara County request to retain the revetment and to reject the 
arguments made by Surfrider and EDC. I will elaborate below. 
First it is important to realize that Goleta beach is a construct and much of the airport is on fill. A return 

to a natural state would see the elimination of Goleta beach and probably much of the airport, the 
freeway and other infrastructure. It is impossible to see how allowing nature to prevail would "save 
Goleta beach". 
Second, while sea level rise is inevitable and society should be planning for it, surrendering the beach 

and park at this time, before it is necessary, is akin to someone deciding that they will commit suicide 
when they are 30 because they are going to die in the long run. It is clear that eventually steps will have 
to be taken with regard to sea-level rise along large areas of the California coast. Undoubtedly there will 
be great pressure to defend private property. Sacrificing valuable and heavily used public property such 
as Goleta beach prematurely should be firmly rejected. 
Third, from my many years of watching Goleta beach itself expand and contract over the years and the 

placing and removal of rock revetments over that time, it seems apparent that the revetment is an 
effective protection at this time and is likely to continue to be for some time. 
Fourth, there are two entities referred to by the name "Coleta Beach". One is the beach itself, the sand, 

and the other is the grassy park with convenient vehicle parking and other facilities. The beach park 
encompasses both, but the Surfrider/EDC position would prematurely sacrifice the grass park area and 
some parking. While this may make sense if one thinks that the only reason Goleta Beach Park is so 
popular is the sand, it fact it is the large parking area, convenient to the grass area and other facilities 
that makes this park so popular. The Santa Barbara city beaches in comparison have less parking that is 
mostly less convenient for access. The preservation of the entire park is important from this perspective. 
Please vote to support the Santa Barbara County request. 
Sincerely, 
James Childress 
Retired Professor above scale, UCSB 

https :/ /mail.ces.ca. gov I owa!GoletaBeachRevetment@coastal.ca.gov /?ae= I tem&t= IPM.N ot... 5/11/2015 
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May 7, 2015 

Dear Coastal Commission Members: 

Santa Barbara County Action Network was formed in 2002 to bring together 
environmental and social-justice advocacy in the county. SB CAN supports your 
staffs recommendation that the existing revetments at Goleta Beach be allowed 
to be left in place with review and monitoring over the next 20 years. 

The recommendation acknowledges that there are environmental issues to be 
watched, but also recognizes the importance of this site as a recreational 
resource for the community. It is heavily used and free, and especially is 
accessible to lower-income residents in Old Town Goleta and other parts of the 
community. 

SB CAN has no particular expertise on the subject of revetments, but we do 
support a balance between protection of the natural environment and provision 
of access to coastal resources-a balance that we believe your staff 
recommendation strikes. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Ken Hough 
Executive Director 



Goleta Beach Revetment 

Goleta Beach Revetment 
Glenn Avolio [glennavolio@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 3:03PM 
To: CoastaiGoletaBeachRevetment 

Page 1 of 1 

I am writing to respectfully request that you vote in favor of allowing the existing 
rock revetments at Goleta beach Park to remain in place. This is also the opinion 
and recommendation of the CCC Staff, The City Of Goleta, City Council, the Santa 
Barbara Board of Supervisors, UCSB, and the Goleta Chamber of Commerce. The 
revetment is above the mean high tide mark and was placed to save the park from 
destruction during past el Nino events and worked to accomplish that end. Since that 
time the sand has regenerated and the rocks are covered and the beach has grown. 
Please vote to permit the rock revetments. 

Glenn Avolio 

https://mail.ces.ca.gov/owa/GoletaBeachRevetment@coastal.ca.gov/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Not... 5/11/2015 



Protect our beach from the seawall! 

Protect our beach from the seawall! 
Morgan Tusa [morgantusa@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 4:17AM 
To: CoastalGoletaBeachRevetment 

To whom it may concern, 

Page 1 of 1 

I love Goleta beach, and as a community we must care for it to the best of our ability, supporting nature 
and the relationship people have to the beach. Please protect it from the sea wall. 

Sincerely, 

Morgan Tusa 

https://mail.ces.ca.gov/owa/GoletaBeachRevetment@coastal.ca.gov/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Not... 5111/2015 



Support Goleta Beach Permits 

Support Goleta Beach Permits 
Deborah Schwartz [ds@mesaconsultingllc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 3:21 PM 
To: CoastaiGoleta Beach Revetment; atuttle@co .santa-barbara .ca. us 

Page 1 of 1 

Goleta Beach Park is an important regional coastal recreation asset to residents and visitors of all ages 
and socio-economic levels. I know the Coastal Commission's standard practice is to disapprove coastal 
armoring. However the revetment at Goleta Beach Park has been in place for some years and its 
removal now would greatly diminish if not completely destroy this important recreation area. 

Please vote to support Santa Barbara County's application to allow the revetment to remain. Thank you. 

https://mail.ces.ca.gov/owa/GoletaBeachRevetment@coastal.ca.gov/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note... 5/5/2015 



Support Goleta Beach Permits 

Support Goleta Beach Permits 
Peter Jordana [pjordano@jordanos.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 3:45 PM 
To: CoastaiGoleta Beach Revetment; atuttle@co.sa nta-ba rbara .ca .us 

Page 1 of 1 

Goleta Beach Park is an important regional coastal recreation asset. Please support the County•s 
application to allow the revetment to remain. 

I walk out to Goleta Beach every lunch hour and I see how many people also love Goleta Beach. You 
must support the county's application to allow the revetment to remain. 

Jo Ann Cavaletto 
1100 Via Del Rey 
Goleta CA 93117 

https:l /mail.ces.ca.gov I owaiGoletaBeachRevetment@coastal.ca.gov l?ae= I tem&t= IPM.N ote... 51512015 



-----------------------------------------------------

Surfrider Foundation 
Ventura County Chapter 
PO Box 1028 
Ventura, CA 93002-1028 
ventura.surfrider.org 

May 8, 2015 

California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 

Re: W -22a; Goleta Beach Revetment Project 

Honorable Chair Steve Kinsey and Commissioners, 

SURFRIDER 
FOUNDATiON 

The Ventura Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation urges you to reject the proposed project and 
support feasible, effective alternatives to protect Goleta Beach County Park without relying on 
damaging rock revetments. Ventura Surfrider works on integrated solutions to the problems that 
face our ocean, waves, and beaches. Evidence submitted by Surfrider and Environmental 
Defense Center (EDC) to the Commission demonstrates - contrary to the staff report - that the 
west portion of the Goleta Beach Rock Revetment is typically exposed to wave action and is 
already eroding and damaging Santa Barbara County's largest and most popular public beach. 

Extensive photographic documentation illustrates that, since the revetments were put in over a 
decade ago, they have frequently been exposed, forming a rock wall that inhibits public access 
from the parking lot to the beach. Photos also show that the western 150 feet of the rock 
revetment is within the intertidal zone so at moderate high tides there is no beach remaining. The 
revetments are blocking lateral access and forcing beach-goers to have to scramble over the 
dangerous, exposed rock seawall onto the parking lot, and walk between cars simply to continue 
walking the coast. 

The evidence submitted by Dr. David Revell of Revell Coastal, Inc. demonstrates that the rock 
seawall is causing passive erosion and has resulted in substantial placement loss of the sandy 
beach. This means less area for people to walk on the beach, to sit and watch the waves, and to 
build sand castles. This evidence demonstrates that the rock seawall, where exposed, is not 
mitigating impacts on sand supply and is eroding the public beach in violation of Coastal Act 
section 30235. 

The shrinking beach at the foot of the exposed revetment is an "Area of Special Biological 
Significance" according to the staff report. New evidence from beach ecologist Dr. Jenny Dugan 
shows that this area is being substantially impacted by the revetment in conflict with Coastal Act 
sections 30230 and 30240. 

Surfrider has presented a viable alternative, backed by engineers and coastal scientists, which 
would protect all Park infrastructure, maintain the current number of parking spaces, enhance 
access and recreation, increase the size of the public beach, and restore coastal processes and 
sand supply. This alternative, submitted to you by the EDC and Surfrider on May 6, 2015, 
would focus adaptive measures where measurable impacts have now been documented in the 

dchristensen
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beach's western 150 feet. Parking spaces located within the critical erosion zone would be 
relocated closer to Park amenities and the sewer line would be moved out of the critical erosion 
zone, protecting our beach. The relocated sewer line, the UCSB pump house, and the new 
southwestern edge of Parking Lot 7 would be protected. The existing revetments in front of the 
restaurant and pier would be retained. This compromise approach will enhance the Park as a 
recreational destination while beginning the necessary process of adapting to sea level rise. 

This alternative is remarkably similar to the highly successful Surfers' Point Project in Ventura 
County. Parking spaces and a bike path were moved back out of the coastal processes zone, the 
damaging rock revetment seawall was removed and a more natural approach to protecting the 
Ventura Fairgrounds was implemented after a collaborative stakeholder process. The results 
have been touted as highly successful with effective coastal management in the face of erosion, 
and protecting infrastructure, the public beach, access, recreation and habitat. We ask the 
Commission to please consider Goleta Beach in light of the Surfers' Point Project. 

In closing, we generally agree with staffs recommended adaptive management approach. Staff 
has indicated to Surfrider that when measurable impacts are documented, the process of adapting 
to sea level rise must begin. Now that this evidence has been submitted, we urge the 
Commission to support Surfrider's compromise to protect the Park and the beach. Surfrider 
stands by to help Santa Barbara County achieve the Coastal Act goals of protecting access and 
recreation and the natural environment. 

Thank you for your attention to our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Dan Glaser 
Chair I Ventura County Chapter 



Deny Goleta Revetment Coastal Development Permit 

Deny Goleta Revetment Coastal Development Permit 
joel fithian [joelfithian@mac.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:27PM 
To: CoastaiGoletaBeachRevetment 

joel fithian 
316 east los olivos street 
santa barbara, CA 93105 

May 11, 2015 

Dear SB Coastal Commission., 

Dear Coastal Commissioners, 

Page 1 of 1 

In light of sea level rise, we urge you to deny the CDP for the County of Santa 
Barbara to retain the unpermitted rock revetment. Goleta Beach is a scenic, 
accessible community treasure. As the most visited beach in Santa Barbara County, it 
is a public resource that must be protected. Over time, the unpermitted rock 
revetment at the west end of the beach, like a seawall, will erode Goleta Beach by 
redirecting wave energy down and sweeping beach sand out into the ocean. When the 
sharp rocks are exposed by wave action, the revetments pose an unsafe risk to beach
goers, especially children and the elderly. 
Please consider the alternate plan put forth by the Surfrider Foundation and 
Environmental Defense Center call the Goleta Beach Restoration Plan that recommends 
relocating the western parking spaces and sewer line and denying the rock seawall. 

Sincerely, 
joel fithian 

https://mail.ces.ca.gov/owa/GoletaBeachRevetment@coastal.ca.gov/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Not... 5/11/2015 



SANTA BARBARA URBAN CREEKS COUNCIL 
P.O. Box 1467, Santa Barbara, CA 93102 (805) 962-8260 sbucc@silcom.com 

www .sb-urbancreeks.org 

May 9, 2015 

Transmitted by email to: GoletaBeachRevetinent@coastal.ca.g_ov 

California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast District Office 
89 So. California St. #200, Ventura, CA 93001 

Re: Goleta Beach (W22-a) 

Dear Coastal Commissioners, 

The Santa Barbara Urban Creeks Council is a 501(c)3 non-profit organization that has 
advocated on behalf of sound environmental planning across the South Coast of Santa 
Barbara County for over 25 years. We have served as a strong voice for environmental 
protections for over 3000 families and members, when environmental impacts threaten to 
degrade quality of life. We are concerned today about the current and the future impacts 
that are resulting and that will continue to result from placement of an emergency rock 
revetment that was constructed between 1998 and 2005 at Goleta Beach. 

We are concerned that the staff analysis incorrectly assumes the rocks are buried under 
sand except after large storms. This assumption would suggest that there have been no 
impacts. But Dr. David Revell of Revell Coastal, Inc. and Dr. Jenny Dugan ofUCSB, 
both of whom have studied Goleta Beach for many years, have now identified that there 
is substantial frequent exposure and corresponding impacts on beach erosion and habitat. 

Given this we agree with the staff adaptive management approach, with the caveat that 
now is the time to trigger more environmentally protective adaptive management. It is no 
longer appropriate to wait for evidence that the western section of rock revetment is 
frequently exposed, because now there is information showing the beach is already 
impacted and it is getting worse. 

We support the Environmental Defense Center (EDC) and Surfrider in their efforts to 
remove dangerous rocks where exposed and restore a larger, wider and safer beach for 
people. 

It is now confirmed by experts that unintended consequences are occurring, as a result of 
the poorly planned armoring of the shoreline. This new information has recently been 
provided to you and is germane to the decision that is before you in this case. Scientists 
and coastal engineers have advised that the rock seawall is already causing Goleta Beach 
to erode, harming public access, recreation, sand supply, and habitat. This new 



information provides proof that an important assumption that was made by the county in 
granting approval was wrong. The rocks will not be covered by sand most of the time, 
thereby diminishing their potential to harm the beach. In fact, the opposite is found to be 
true. The rock revetment at the west end of the beach is and will continue to be exposed 
for a very great majority of time, thereby increasing the likelihood of destructive erosive 
forces that will damage the beachfront and allow hazards to the environment and to 
people to occur with much greater frequency. 

Currently, at high tide there is no lateral access left for beach walkers and runners. 
People must circumvent the hazard by detouring through the parking lot. This must not 
be allowed to become the norm for users of one of the most popular family beaches in the 
county. 

Additionally, we want to make you aware of important coastal habitat and ecosystem 
interconnections, such as the important foraging habitat that currently exists on the 
beachfront for Bel dings savannah sparrow. This state-endangered avian species, that 
nests in the slough and forages on the west end of Goleta Beach, may suffer and be 
depleted as their foraging habitat is lost due to the harmful impacts that will result from 
the exposed rocks. 

We are also concerned that the staff report does not consider the effects of the exposed 
revetment on sand supply as it relates to the slough mouth. Better analysis of disruptions 
to rates of sand movement is needed in order to understand impacts to wildlife and to 
periodic closure of the slough at the mouth. 

The plan that is favored by EDC and Surfrider preserves a rare and safe beach 
environment for use by future generations, by protecting the most important site-specific 
amenities, the beach and shoreline recreational waters. It minimizes maintenance costs, 
and addresses safety concerns for beach users. 

We strongly urge you to support EDC and Surfrider in their efforts to protect public 
access to safe and increasingly rare coastal recreational resources. Please support their 
reasonable compromise to protect public access and to restore the beach to a landscape 
that can adapt to changing conditions without diminishing the environment and quality of 
life. 

cc: EDC 
Surfrider 

Sincerely, 

Eddie Harris, President 



Protect Goleta beach from the seawall 

Protect Goleta beach from the seawall 
Mike Hedblom [mhedblom@kroplaw.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 3:06PM 
To: CoastaiGoletaBeachRevetment 

Please protect Goleta beach from the seawall 

Page 1 of 1 

• Coastal engineers and scientists tell us the rock seawall is already causing Goleta Beach to erode, 
harming public access, recreation, sand supply, and habitat. 

• There is no lateral access left at high tides. People are forced to walk over rocks and through the 
parking lot! This is not what we envision as a California coastal experience. 

• EDC and Surfrider have developed a scaled-back compromise plan which would remove the 
dangerous rocks where exposed and restore a larger, wider beach for people. 

• This plan was developed with the overarching goals of protecting the park and protecting the 
beach for future generations. 

• Please support this reasonable compromise to protect public access and restore our beach. 

J. M. Hedblom 
Palo Alto, Ca 
mhedblom@kroplaw.com 

https://mail.ces.ca.gov/owa/GoletaBeachRevetment@coastal.ca.gov/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Not... 5/11/2015 



Deny Goleta Revetment Coastal Development Permit 

Deny Goleta Revetment Coastal Development Permit 
Stefanie Sekich [ssekich@surfrider.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 05, 2015 11:59 PM 
To: CoastaiGoletaBeachRevetment 

Stefanie Sekich 
8255 Whelan Dr 
San Diego, CA 92119 

May 5, 2015 

Dear SB Coastal Commission., 

Dear Coastal Commissioners, 

Page 1 of 1 

In light of sea level rise, we urge you to deny the COP for the County of Santa 
Barbara to retain the unpermitted rock revetment. Goleta Beach is a scenic, 
accessible community treasure. As the most visited beach in Santa Barbara County, it 
is a public resource that must be protected. Over time, the unpermitted rock 
revetment at the west end of the beach, like a seawall, will erode Goleta Beach by 
redirecting wave energy down and sweeping beach sand out into the ocean. When the 
sharp rocks are exposed by wave action, the revetments pose an unsafe risk to beach
goers, especially children and the elderly. 
Please consider the alternate plan put forth by the Surfrider Foundation and 
Environmental Defense Center call the Goleta Beach Restoration Plan that recommends 
relocating the western parking spaces and sewer line and denying the rock seawall. 

Sincerely, 
StefaQie Sekich 

https://mail.ces.ca.gov/owa/GoletaBeachRevetment@coastal.ca.gov/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note... 5/6/2015 



Rock seawall must go 

Rock seawall must go 
Gail Osherenko [gail.osherenko@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 01, 2015 12:37 AM 
To: CoastaiGoletaBeachRevetment 

Dear Coastal Commission, 
Please stick to the Coastal Act and your policies on armoring the coastline. 

Page 1 of 1 

The Goleta Beach illegal rock revetment was the first coastal issue I learned about locally when I moved 
to Santa Barbara in 2013 after being away from California for too many decades. After all, Goleta Beach 
was the view I had from my office at the Bren School of Environmental Science and Management where 
I was teaching coastal and ocean law and policy. I was stunned by the venomous conflict brewed up 
over rocks that were never to be permanent. And I watched as the county poured many thousands of 
dollars in sand into the surf as "beach nourishment" so we'd have a beach. 

Many eons ago, I worked as a legislative aid to then California State Senator Tony Beilenson (drafting 
and meeting with lobbyists to craft a coastal bill). As you know, that was 1975-76. A bill did make it 
through and became the law you now administer - with some changes over the decades. 
We knew back in the mid-70s that rock revetments, seawalls, and other armoring strategies only cause 
loss of beach at the site and starve beaches down coast. They are not the answer. 

In Santa Barbara and Goleta, we accept that there is and will remain protection for the very popular 
restaurant and park, but don't be fooled, hanging onto every inch of grassy parkland will be costly to 
Goleta Beach and other beaches. There are workable solutions. A lot of money has been spent to 
develop and elaborate those solutions. Please tell Santa Barbara County that the time is now to 
implement more environmentally sustainable solutions. We will eventually have to move gas pipelines 
and other infrastructure due to sea level rise and storm surge. 
We may as well make some changes in parking configuration and park facilities and comply with the 
Coastal Act. 
Don't give in to the special interests protecting their private turf. 

The law you implement is vital to the economy of California and to the sanity of all those able to live 
near or come visit it. That's because Californians long ago and now care about the coast. Please 
implement the law and tell the County that rock revetments are not allowed. 

Sincerely, 
Gail Osherenko 
835 Via Granada 
Santa Barbara, CA 931 03 
(805) 898 8775 landline 
(805) 886 1182~ mobile 

https://mail.ces.ca.gov/owa/GoletaBeachRevetment@coastal.ca.gov/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note... 5/5/2015 



Thoughts on Goleta Beach 

Thoughts on Goleta Beach 
McGinnis, Christina E. x7384 [McGinnisCE@co.monterey.ca.us] 
Sent: Friday, May 01, 2015 4:02PM 
To: CoastaiGoletaBeachRevetment 

Dear Coastal Commission: 

Page 1 of 1 

Please consider the following points when making a decision on Goleta Beach. I am very concerned that with 
the onslaught of impacts from climate change and more extreme weather events, there will be increased 
{/engineering solutions" that are not true solutions, that will in the long term lead to the loss of our precious 
beaches. There are greater implications to this decision. If the revetment is allowed to remain in place, it sets a 
precedent for allowing previously unpermitted emergency revetments, and will ultimately lead to the loss of the 
very beach it is trying to protect. Please make the right decision for our beaches and future generations and 
support the Goleta Beach Restoration Plan: 

• Goleta Beach is a scenic, accessible community treasure. As the most visited beach in Santa Barbara 
County, it is a public resource that must be protected. 

• Over time, the unpermitted rock revetment at the west end of the beach, like a seawall, will erode 
Goleta Beach by redirecting wave energy down and sweeping beach sand out into the ocean. 

• When the sharp rocks are exposed by wave action, the revetments pose an unsafe risk to beach-goers, 
especially children and the elderly. 

• Goleta Beach is an important habitat for shorebirds; the revetment means a loss of beach and, 
therefore, a loss of shorebirds. 

• The Goleta Beach Restoration Plan, an alternative developed by Surfrider's and EDC's engineers, will add 
an entire acre to the sandy beach while protecting the park and the existing beach. 

• At-risk parking spaces, bike path, and sewer lines will be relocated out of the erosion zone reducing the 
risk of sewage spills and protecting public infrastructure. No parking will be lost. 

• Under the Goleta Beach Restoration Plan, the rocks in front of the Beachside Restaurant and eastern 
parking area will remain in place. 

We the public depend on our Coastal Commissioners to make prudent conservation decisions for the future of 
our coastline .... 

Thank you, 

Christina McGinnis 

https://mail.ces.ca.gov/owa/GoletaBeachRevetment@coastal.ca.gov/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note... 5/5/2015 



Goleta Beach Restoration 

Goleta Beach Restoration 
Paula Schaefer [PSchaefer@sbbg.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 05, 2015 3:33 PM 
To: CoastaiGoletaBeachRevetment 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Page 1 of 1 

Goleta Beach is an important resource for all of us in the community. The beach needs to be preserved for kids, 
families, wildlife, and all creatures who depend on it for recreation and habitat. Over time, the unpermitted rock 
revetment at the west end of the beach, like a seawall, will erode Goleta Beach by redirecting wave energy 
down and sweeping beach sand out into the ocean. 

Instead of keeping the rock wall at Goleta Beach in place, please consider the Goleta Beach Restoration Plan, an 
alternative developed by the Surfrider Foundation and the Environmental Defense Center's engineers. It will add 
an entire acre to the sandy beach while protecting the park and the existing beach. 

Thank you for your time. Have a great day. 
Paula 

Paula Schaefer 
216 East Calle Laureles 
Santa Barbara, CA 93105 

https://mail.ces.ca.gov/owa/GoletaBeachRevetment@coastal.ca.gov/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note... 5/5/2015 



Goleta Beach 

Goleta Beach 
shields3033@netscape.net 
Sent: Tuesday, May 05, 2015 4:03 PM 
To: CoastaiGoletaBeachRevetment 

I am concerned about the preservation of the sandy beach at Goleta Beach Park and I would like to add my support to the Goleta Beach Restoration Plan. 

Page 1 of 1 

The rock revetment at the west end of the beach acts like a seawall and will erode the beach by redirecting wave energy. In addition, the rocks themselves present a hazard 
to beachgoers. 

It would be valuable to both humans and birds to add an acre of sand to the beach, and the relocation of parking spaces, sewer lines and bike path does not present an 
insurmountable problem. 

My family has spent many happy hours at Goleta Beach over many years and I believe that its character should be preserved for the next generation to enjoy as we have. 

Susan Shields 
3033 Calle Rosales, Santa Barbara, CA 93105 

https :I lmail.ces.ca.gov I owa/GoletaBeachRevetment@coastal.ca.gov l?ae= I tem&t= IPM.N ote... 51512015 



FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS 

Name or description of project: Goleta Beach Revetment 4-14-0687 (Goleta Beach County Park, Santa 
Barbara Co.) 

Date and time ofreceipt of communication: May 10,2015 10:00 a.m.-10:45 a.m. . / I ; 

Location of communication: Santa Barbara •• ,,, 11 
r 1,\~ ~ 2015 

Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.): telecon 

Person(s) initiating communication: Linda Krop, EDC 

Persons participating: Linda Krop, Chief Counsel EDC, Brian Trautwein, Environmental Analyst EDC 
Everett Lipman, Vice Chair Surfrider Santa Barbara Chapter 

Krop: they submitted a letter on Friday with attachments, Lipman submitted comments and 
photographs. Separately submitted- Dave Revell, coastal processes expert who has studied Goleta Beach 
for 15 years; Jenny Dugan, at Marine Science Inst at UCSB, studied Goleta Beach for 30 years. Orrin 
Pilkey also submitted. 

Santa Barbara Audobon submitted a letter. 

They also referenced the Coastal Commission staff comment letter to the County regarding the draft EIR,
the issues are not addressed in the staff report. 

In a nutshell, they are not asking for a denial, as they did in 2009. They are supporting an adaptive 
management plan. But the triggers for action has been met on the far west end. The coastal staff analysis 
relied on the County, saying the rocks on the far west are largely buried. The Commission staff took that 
premise from the County. They've been trying to meet with coastal staff ever since the County's 
application was submitted, they are not bringing this up last minute. CCC staff report was posted before 
they had any conversation. They think the staff report would have been written differently, had they had 
that meeting. 

The west end is 150 feet, half of parking lot 7, not near the recreational facilities usually used. They would 
be willing to have a buried cobble berm to protect the bluff. They would not wait to take action, 
ideally. At this point everyone wants this resolved. They think the triggers for the adaptive management 
plan are way too liberal- 200 feet exposed is too much. They want the trigger to be 100 feet. 

Everett: thinks the 150 feet is the rock that was placed in the 80's. Its not all rock, there is concrete and 
rebar. They believe the staffs condition is not adequate because it is exposed right now. It is unsafe and 
ugly. It is a substantial fraction of the material on the beach now. Staffs attitude is more appropriate if 
you really don't know what is there. He has been taking pictures since 2005, one of them included in the 
material, where there are lots of pieces in their field of view. Among the stuff exposed today, there is one 
concrete block every 20 feet, its hard to quantify. Doesn't think it would be practical to remove just the 
garbage, rusty pipes, rebar, etc. it wasn't engineered in the first place. 

dchristensen
Typewritten Text

dchristensen
Typewritten Text
Exhibit 7AddendumCDP Application 4-14-0687
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EX PARTE COMMUNICATION DISCLOSURE FORM 

Filed by Commissioner: Greg Cox 

1) Name or description of project: 

Application of County of Santa Barbara request for permanent retention of 1,200-ft. long, 11-ft. 
high as-built rock revetment installed pursuant to emergency permits and authorized to be 
retained on temporary basis pursuant to follow-up permits, at 5986 Sandspit Rd., Santa 
Barbara County. 

2) Date and time of receipt of communication: May 8. 2015 at 2:30pm 
3) Location of communication: Telephone 

(If not in person, include the means of communication, e.g., telephone, e-mail, etc.) 
4) Identity of person(s) initiating communication: 

Supervisor Saloud Carbajal 
5) Identity of person(s) on whose behalf communication was made: 

County of Santa Barbara 
6) Identity of persons(s) receiving communication: 

Greg Cox 
7) Identity of all person(s) present during the communication: 

Supervisor Saloud Carbajal, and Greg Murphy 

Complete, comprehensive description of communication content (attach complete set of any 
text or graphic material presented): 

I spoke very briefly with Santa Barbara County Supervisor Saloud Carbajal regarding the 
application on today's agenda. He expressed the County's support for the project. and 
suggested that County staff may be submitting minor amendments to the special conditions. 

TIMING FOR FILING OF DISCLOSURE FORM: File this form with the Executive Director within seven (7) days of 

the ex parte communication, if the communication occurred seven ormore days in advance of the 

Commission hearing on the item that was the subject of the communication. If the communication occurred 

within seven (7) days of the hearing, provide the information orally on the record of the proceeding and 

provide the Executive Director with a copy of any written material that was part of the communication. This 

form may be filed with the Executive Director in addition to the oral disclosure. · 

~}:f OS 2015 



FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF 
EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS 

Name or description of project: Goleta Beach Revetment 

Date and time of receipt of communication: May 7, 2015 10:00 a.m.-10:45 a.m. 

Location of communication: Second District Supervisor offices, Santa Barbara 

Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.): in person meeting 

MA'f on 2015 
· ~l!1v.·1,.;v .,,~_,\_~0il..:i; •-··'. .. h IIi ii!~SIUi 
····I •tf-. t"~····~~.·,: " f)ic:trirt 

Person(s) initiating communication: Janet Wolf, Chair, County Board of Supervisors, Mary O'Gorman, staff 
assistant. 

Persons present: same 

Supervisor Wolf provided a copy of a booklet which County staffhad prepared and submitted to CCC staff 
and to other Commissioners with whom they had visited. We reviewed the history of the beach and of the 
project. In 2009 the County had applied for a project for which the CCC staff recommended approval. The 
Commission rejected that recommendation so the County went back to the drawing board. 

The project known as Goleta Beach 2.0 was basically a 'managed retreat' project that was analyzed in the 
County's EIR. There are differences at Goleta Beach from other beaches, even in the County, in that the 
configuration was essentially created artificially during World War II. The beach has a different orientation, 
and unlike other beaches is more like a bay. The County worked with Gary Griggs, who is a recognized 
expert in sea level rise and erosion issues who has presented at the Coastal Commission. The revetment for 
which they seek approval actually has had no negative impact to downcoast beaches. We reviewed the EIR 
alternatives, and based on the project and alternatives analyzed the current proposal to keep the revetment is 
the least environmentally damaging. 

The County is appreciative of the staff recommendation, and overall the conditions, including the term of 
the permit as well as the monitoring requirements are reasonable and acceptable. County staff was going to 
be communicating with CCC staff on some minor revisions, to make compliance more feasible, such a's 
limiting the required engineering reports to one time per year. 

They emphasized that this beach is recipient of 1.5 million beach visits per year. The County commissioned 
a study done by the County Trails Council, which included a survey to verify the income levels of the beach 
visitors, generally. The study confirmed that this beach is used 9x more than average by lower income 
visitors, using federal standards for low income. Supervisor Wolf reiterated that this truly is "the peoples' 
beach" for Santa Barbara County. It is accessible and available not only to all income levels, ages, levels of 
physical ability, but actually some 30o/o ofbeachgoers arrive on foot or by bicycle. The County 
contemplates additional access improvements, such as a dedicated MTD bus turnout on a planned new 
bridge to increase that accessibility. 

In addition, she emphasized that there is no other public access point to the coast between this beach and the 
County's Arroyo Burro beach, which is five miles east, and which has major parking issues. The County 
does not charge any fees for public parking at these County beach parks, and the Board of Supervisors has 
to date resisted attempts to change that. The City of Santa Barbara does charge parking fees at City managed 
beaches. 



We discussed that there remains some opposition to the permit, from EDC on behalf of Santa Barbara 
Surfrider. However, the local Sierra Club chapter as well as other local environmentalists have weighed in 
in favor of this solution, based on the information that the EIR disclosed, especially as it has been 
recognized as an environmental justice issue for Sierra Club. 

We discussed that we had both received a masse mail from EDC on May 7 that referenced a 'compromise' 
proposal supported by EDC, and that stated that EDC had submitted evidence to the Commission of adverse 
impacts to sand supply. Supervisor Wolf did not know what that 'compromise' proposal is, and had to date 
not seen any evidence from EDC to contradict the County's conclusion that retaining the revetment has not 
and will not, for the next thirty years, negatively impact sand supply. Nothing of that nature was submitted 
to the Board of Supervisors when they were considering the project. She also noted that for five miles 
downcoast, the beaches are not accessible to the public. Access to the Hope Ranch beach is over a private 
road that is gated. Access to More Mesa is across private property, and down a steep bluff. To the most 
westerly end of the park, there is a point that people cannot get around in certain conditions, but there is no 
impairment to lateral access from that point east. 

She also emphasized that the revetment is covered by sand most of the time. Photos that show exposed 
rocks, for example from the major storm of 20 14, do not disclose that within two weeks the rocks were 
naturally covered with sand again. The County had assumed they would have to replenish the sand that 
was exposed in March of2014, but nature took care of the problem almost immediately. We talked about 
the claim that when the rocks are periodically exposed, there is a 'visual' impact. We discussed that this 
impact is quite limited when compared, for example, to the Broad Beach revetment or the Solana Beach 
seawalls. 

May 7, 2015 Is/ J ana Zimmer 
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EX PARTE COMMUNICATION DISCLOSURE FO~~t.n,.~·~·--; . .;::;csiC·.'---s•~hi-ib~iu: 

· ; ; . r· ·-t(:;St District 
Filed by ~o~~issione~ _E_r_ik_H_o_~_e_l_l ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

1) Na~e or description ofp~ect:_G_o_le_t_a_B_e_a_c_h~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

2) Date and ti~e of receipt of co~~unication: April 28, 2015, 1:30 P~ 

3) Locationofco~~unication: _G_r_o_ve_r_B_e_a_c_h~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

(If not in person, include the ~eans of co~~unication, e.g., telephone, e-mail, etc.) 

4) Identity of person(s) initiating communication: Supervisor Salud ~arbajal 

5) Identity of person(s) on ~hose behalf com~unication ~as ~ade: ~-----

Supervisor Salud ~arbajal 

6) Identity of persons(s) receiving com~unication: _E_r_ik_H_o_~_e_l_l ~~~-~-~-

7) Identity of all person(s) present during the communication: Mayor John Shoals, 

~ity Manager Ji~ Le~is, Supervisor Salud ~arbajal 

~omplete, comprehensive description of communication content (attach complete set of 
any text or graphic ~aterial presented): 

Supervisor Salud ~arbajal stated his support for maintaining Goleta Beach. 

Date Signature of ~o~missioner 

TIMING FOR FILING OF DISCLOSURE FORM: File this for~ ~ith the Executive 
Director ~ithin seven (7) days of the ex parte communication, if the communication 
occurred seven or ~ore days in advance of the ~ommission hearing on the item that 
~as the subject of the communication. If the communication occurred ~ithin seven (7) 
days of the hearing, provide the information orally on the record of the proceeding and 
provide the Executive Director ~ith a copy of any ~ritten material that ~as part of the 
communication. This form may be filed ~ith the Executive Director in addition to the oral 
disclosure. 
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